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1 Introduction
In TS36.331, in section 5.6.3.3 “Reception of the UECapabilityEnquiry by the UE”, there is the following note:
NOTE:
FFS if there is a case where UE (for backward compatibility reason) includes band combinations up to 4DL+2UL (or 2DL+1ULS) in supportedBandCombination, and “higher” band combinations in supportedBandCombinations-r13 (meaning “higher” band combinations are not included in supportedBandCombination).
In this document, we propose to introduce band combination capability reporting option of up to 4DL+2UL in supportedBandCombination and above 4DL+2UL in supportedBandCombination-r13.
2 Discussion
In a network, there is typically not a homogenous set of eNBs, all supporting the same feature set. And we cannot expect all eNBs in a network would be upgraded at the same time.
It is essential that standards provide solutions that ensure backwards compatibility and inter-operability between all nodes, rather than assuming certain implementations to solve compatibility problems and neglecting potential issues with legacy eNBs when new functionalities are introduced.

Currently, 4DL+2UL is the CA band combination with highest number of CCs in DL and UL specified in TS36.101. Hence 4DL+2UL is an adequate limit for when band combination capability signaling should use the new band combination list (supportedbandcombination-r13).
With the current Rel-13 procedure text in TS36.331, it is not possible for an eNB that requests B5C band combinations from UE to also get up to 4DL+2UL band combinations reported in the legacy supportedBandCombination. Without certain eNB implementation to inter-operate with an eNB not supporting the Rel-13 band combination capability signaling mechanism, this legacy eNB will assume UE does not support CA (at incoming handover, and when receiving UE capabilities stored in MME at RRC connection establishment) due to missing legacy supportedBandCombination list, and consequently reduce the set of features that can be invoked for the UE.
In light of the discussion above, we propose that the signaling solution for band combination capability includes the option for the eNB to request UE to simultaneously report both supportedbandcombination and supportedBandCombination-r13). This should not imply any major impact on UE, compared to what is already required. However, reporting up to 4DL+2UL band combinations twice is a signaling waste. Therefore we ask RAN2 to consider this proposal:

Proposal 

Introduce the option for an eNB to request UE to report up to 4DL+2UL band combinations (in supportedBandCombination) and above 4DL+2UL band combinations (in supportedBandCombination-r13).
In summary, if proposals 1 and 2 are agreed, the following reporting options are valid for a UE that supports the supportedBandCombination-r13 (requestReducedFormat):
a) Report band combinations (up to 4DL+2UL) in supportedBandCombination 
b) Report band combinations (up to and above 4DL+2UL) in supportedBandCombination-r13 
c) Report up to 4DL+2UL in supportedbandcombination and above 4DL+2UL in supportedbandcombination-r13.

3 Conclusion

In this document, we have discussed compatibility aspects for band combination capability signaling. 
We ask RAN2 to agree on the following proposal:

Proposal 

Introduce the option for an eNB to request UE to report up to 4DL+2UL band combinations (in supportedBandCombination) and above 4DL+2UL band combinations (in supportedBandCombination-r13)
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