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1
Introduction
In this paper we go through some FFS points we have for UE capabilities for release 11. We also shortly analyse inputs from RAN1 [4] and RAN4 [5] and propose the way forward.
2
Discussion
In Release 11 all the features that have been introduced seem to be mainly optimizations and don’t necessarily correct any essential problems due to lack of features in the previous LTE. The LTE deployments are only beginning to mature and it is not yet very clear which features will become essential in most or all deployments. Thus, it seems logical not to mandate UEs to support features for which it is not clear at the moment whether they are ever deployed in real life. Given the maturity of the LTE Rel-10 specifications, it is better to just let the market demand decide which features will become essential for particular Rel-11 deployments and let the market decide what is needed for successful Rel-11 LTE system operation.

Proposal 1: Do not mandate any particular feature in Rel-11 as all the features introduced in Rel-11 will be implemented if markets sees them as needed.
2.1
CDMA2000 NW sharing

The CRs capturing CDMA2000 NW sharing were in-principle-agreed in the RAN2#79-bis meeting, but whether the feature is optional or mandatory and whether the capability should be split between FDD and TDD modes was left open. The 36.300 CR [6] captures following statement: “All UEs not supporting per PLMN signalling inter-work with the same CDMA2000 network independent of their RPLMN”. It seems to imply that it is optional, but we assume NW does not need to know if UE supports/or does not support this feature i.e. there is no need to define splitting for this feature. 
Proposal 2: CDMA2000 NW sharing is optional without capability (no need for considering splitting between FDD/TDD)
2.2
PDCP SN extension
Extension of PDCP SN is optional for networks and it is not clear if it will really be used in real life scenarios – while the solution has been introduced in RAN2 it is not clear whether this would actually be relevant in most deployments and for most UEs. Hence, it would be unfortunate to mandate this feature for UEs and then not be able to test the feature properly. To our understanding Rel-10 UEs should work without PDCP SN extension and thus mandating this for Rel-11 UEs does not seem based on urgent need. Since a capability indication for this feature is needed in any case, letting this feature optional for all the categories of UEs it does not seem to cause any additional complexity for typical network deployments..

Proposal 3: PDCP SN extension should be optional regardless of UE supported category

2.3
MBMS service continuity
We assume that like MBMS, the MBMS service continuity is optional for Rel-11 UEs to implement and market demand will handle the need for implementating this feature. Since the feature provides clear benefits for UE, whenever networks start to support the feature it is very likely that also UEs supporting MBMS start supporting this feature. Thus, there does not seem to be any need for mandating this feature and potentially delaying MBMS deployments for Rel-11 UEs. Without this capability there is risk that MBMS capable UE cannot support any Release 11 features if networks do not start deploying MBMS service continuity and there are no IOT opportunities for the feature. Another option is to make MBMS service continuity conditionally mandatory for UE supporting MBMS, but only if there is IoT possibility available. As to our understanding there is no need for NW to know if UE supports this we do not need to add any signalling to indicate the support, but just write it in 36.306 as conditionally mandatory feature.
Proposal 4a: MBMS service continuity should be optional for Rel-11 UE supporting MBMS.
Proposal 4b: If proposal 4a is not accepted, MBMS service continuityRel-11 should be conditionally mandatory for MBMS capable UE if there is sufficient IoT available.
2.4
RLF report enhancements
RLF report as defined in Rel-10 already provides quite good mechanism for NW optimizations and Rel-11 extensions are targeting more or less quite seldom cases where Rel-10 mechanism does not work. The Rel-11 extensions are targeted mainly for remaining inter-RAT SON use cases, and these seem like optimizations to existing procedures. Further, these procedures would likely be used more in the early deployments, so that the Rel-11 extensions could anyway come too late and since all Rel-10 UEs will not support the extensions, the networks will have to cope with reports not containing the Rel-11 extensions anywya. Since it is not clear to which extent the Rel-11 extension will be utilized in real networks, it doesn’t seem necessaryto mandate these extensions for all UEs. . So also for this feature, it seems that market demand will determine when the feature is needed to be deployed in UEs and NWs.

Proposal 5: RLF report enhancements introduced in Rel-11 should be optional

2.5
RRC connection reject with down-prioritization

It was already agreed in previous RAN2 meeting that this feature does not require UE capability signalling as NW does not need to know if UE supports or does not support this feature. Therefore we propose RAN2 to verify this:

Proposal 6: RRC connection reject with down-prioritization is optional without capability 

2.6
Absolute priority cell reselection enhancement

To our understanding this feature (in LTE) [7] did not change existing UE behaviour but just clarified how UEs should be implemented. Thus, we don’t see a need to capture anything about UE capabilities in 36.331 or 36.306 for this feature, as it is not a capability but clarification of UE behaviour.

3
Other considerations

The TS 36.306 also captures features that are optional without capability. So far, RAN2 has agreed that the following features should be such:
· vSRVCC

· MDT accessibility measurements

Additionally as proposed earlier we think the following features should be optional features without capability for Rel-11 UE:

· MBMS service continuity

· RLF report enhancements

· RRC connection reject with down prioritization

Proposal 7: Capture vSRVCC, accessibility measurements, MBMS service continuity, RRC connection reject with down prioritization and RLF report enhancements in 36.306 as optional features without capability 
4
RAN1 input

The LS sent from RAN1 to RAN2 in [4] proposes multiple mandatory features with FGIs. Due to this RAN2 needs to consider what will be RAN2 way of specifying the corresponding ASN.1 signalling. Naturally, the simplest way would be to just to define yet more FGIs, but given the many previous discussions in RAN2, it seems to us that FGIs do not seem to be favoured by many companies in RAN2. Hence, to achieve the intention of the RAN1 request, it could be better to have corresponding features with normal UE capability signalling, but in 36.306 define for each of those features that this feature will be required to be set to supported in future release of the specification. 
Proposal 8: RAN2 should capture the FGIs requested by RAN1 as:

1. RAN2 introduces capability indication also for the mandatory capabilities with FGIs – features proposed by RAN1

2. For the optional - features we follow existing 36.306 style of writing UE optional features with capability (chapter 4 style)

3. For the mandatory with capability - features (which were proposed to have FGIs in the RAN1 LS) we have a sentence stating that in future release of the specification a UE is required to indicate this feature as supported
Otherwise we consider RAN1 input to be business as usual and no special actions are required but careful writing of 36.306 and 36.331 CRs to ensure that RAN1 intention is captured correctly.

5
RAN4 input

In the RAN4 input [5], it may not be clear what is meant by the following statements about the optional/mandatory status for some features:
· No Consensus

· No Consensus but majority is Optional

· No Consensus, decision after technical details agreed

From RAN2 viewpoint, it seems that we need to either reserve capability signalling for all of these features or we wait for further RAN4 inputs if this cannot be solved in RAN2.

For splitting between TDD and FDD it seems that somewhat similar statements were given for few features:

· No concensus but majority “no need”

· No Consensus, decision after technical details agreed

Similarly for these features we need to reserve splitting or then we need further inputs from RAN4.
Additionally one could note that for “improved minimum performance requirements” it was stated that there is no need for splitting, but we assume that it was not even discussed as feature was agreed to be optional (without capability signalling).

Observation: For all the features that are with status “no consensus”: Either RAN2 waits for further input from RAN4 or we need to reserve corresponding capability bits for them.
6
Conclusion
We analysed current situation with few REL-11 capabilities and propose following:
Proposal 1: Do not mandate any particular feature in REL-11 as all the features introduced in REL-11 will be implemented if markets sees them as needed.
Proposal 2: CDMA2000 NW sharing is optional without capability (no need for considering splitting between FDD/TDD)
Proposal 3: PDCP SN extension should be optional regardless of UE supported category

Proposal 4a: MBMS service continuity should be optional for Rel-11 UE supporting MBMS.

Proposal 4b: If proposal 4a is not accepted, MBMS service continuity Rel-11 should be conditionally mandatory for MBMS capable UE if there is sufficient IoT available.
Proposal 5: RLF report enhancements introduced in Rel-11 should be optional

Proposal 6: RRC connection reject with down prioritization is optional without capability 

Proposal 7: Capture vSRVCC, accessibility measurements, MBMS service continuity, RRC connection reject with down prioritization and RLF report enhancements in 36.306 optional features without capability 

Proposal 8: RAN2 should capture the FGIs requested by RAN1 as:

1. RAN2 introduces capability indication also for the mandatory capabilities with FGIs – features proposed by RAN1

2. For the optional - features we follow existing 36.306 style of writing UE optional features with capability (chapter 4 style)

3. For the mandatory with capability - features (which were proposed to have FGIs in the RAN1 LS) we have a sentence stating that in future release of the specification a UE is required to indicate this feature as supported
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