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[bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction 
In RAN1 #91, NR UE feature list was discussed [1][2].
In RAN#78, guidance on UE feature list discussion was endorsed as following [3]:
· It is requested for RAN1 and RAN2 to take into account particularly the “Forwards compatibility-related” issue (as defined in slide 2), in addition to “initial access-related” issue when recommending whether a feature/parameter configuration should be mandatory or optional
· For all features and parameter configurations (independent of whether they are made mandatory or optional) it is requested for RAN1 and RAN2 to highlight whether the “initial access-related” issue or “forwards compatibility-related” issue would be applicable – as this would help RAN plenary final decision-making.
In this contribution, our views on NR UE feature list will be provided.
Discussion
Avoiding unnecessary feature fragmentation for a healthy ecosystem
[1] was submitted before RAN1#91, and [3] captured suggestions from multiple companies during RAN1#91. It is noticed that 90 items are listed in [1] while 181 items are listed in [3], i.e., the number was doubled. Further fragmentation may occur, if the same trend continues.
For the technical discussion on clarifying UE features, we tend to prefer smaller granularity when the discussion goes into details. Smaller granularity may also help developing proper testing cases later in other WGs.
However, since each segmented feature item can theoretically be set to optional and not all UEs would implement it, unnecessary segmentation of features would potentially bring problems to the following aspects, 
· potential degradation of system performance in the real deployment
· unclear message to the feature planning in the deployment and to product planning that leads to diverged implementation of features, which would hurt the ecosystem

Observation:
· Unnecessary segmentation of features would potentially bring problems to the following aspects, 
· potential degradation of system performance in the real deployment
· unclear message to the feature planning in the deployment and to product planning that leads to diverged implementation of features, which would hurt the ecosystem

[bookmark: _Ref129681832]Instead of listing every newly clarified function as a new feature, we should also seek the possibility to merge the function into listed feature, whenever it is possible and reasonable, so as to keep the granularity of features sufficiently big. 
Actually such exercise has been used widely in LTE feature discussion. An example in particular was the FGI (feature group indication) discussion, where single indication bit was assigned for functions that are loosely correlated. By doing so, the grouped features need to be implemented together.
Proposal: 
Unnecessary feature segmentation should be avoided. Effort should be made to combine related feature components/groups to reduce the number of feature groups.

Views on UE features
In the attached spreadsheet, our views are presented in the last column, and the views on MIMO related features are in the attached word file following the discussion in the last meeting.

Conclusion
In this contribution, it is observed that 
· Unnecessary segmentation of features would potentially bring problems to the following aspects, 
· potential degradation of system performance in the real deployment
· unclear message to the feature planning in the deployment and to product planning that leads to diverged implementation of features, which would hurt the ecosystem
and it is proposed that
Unnecessary feature segmentation should be avoided. Effort should be made to combine related feature components/groups to reduce the number of feature groups.
The detailed proposals are shown in the last column of the attached spreadsheet.  The views on MIMO related features are in the attached word file following the discussion in the last meeting.
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