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Introduction

In the RAN2#133 meeting, there was following discussion on the interpretation of maxBandwidthRequestedDL and maxBandwidthRequestedUL.
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-
Ericsson think this can be clarified in field description instead. Ericsson is open to discuss the interpretation. Samsung think it should be per band and no clarification is needed. Nokia are OK to clarify for the intra-band case and would like to discuss this. Qualcomm think there are different interpretations and we need to ensure that legacy UEs also work. Docomo think interpretation 2 (covers only single carrier and contiguous carriers and the value applies to each contiguous block) and 3 (covers non-contiguous case) are seen in field, and would like to confirm which interpretation is the correct. Ericsson highlights that a BC can be both contiguous and non-contiguous, hence think interpretation 3 is correct based on how the procedural text is written. Docomo says that some UEs follow interpretation 2. Qualcomm think the NW can set the request appropriately and there should be no interoperability issue. Qualcomm are not open to change UE behaviour.

-
Ericsson doesn’t think it matters much how one can interpret the spec, because there clearly are different interpretations in the spec and we have to live with this. Ericsson think there is no major interoperability issues.

-
Qualcomm are open to clarify this from Rel-19. Docomo wants to clarify that the intention in Rel-15 was interpretation 3, but are OK to clarify in the spec only from Rel-19.

[AT133][608][Maint] maxBandwidthRequestDL/UL (Docomo)
Scope:
Discuss offline if a CR is needed and if so, create such a CR (face-to-face preferred, if suitable)

      Intended outcome: 

· Agreed CR(s) in R2-2601272

     Deadline: 

· Wednesday 17:00. The intention is to agree over email.




In fact, there are 2 interpretations on the fields below.
· Interpretation 1: The fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each band entry (i.e. only for non-contiguous CA, the fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each carrier component, but for intra-band contiguous CA or inter-band CA, the fields for each band) in the band combination.
· Interpretation 2: The fields refer to the maximum aggregated bandwidth across all band entries of the associated NR band in the band combination.
Way forward
Capture following in the chare minute.
· RAN2 confirmed that there may be two different UE implementation on maxBandwidthRequestedDL and maxBandwidthRequestedUL in the field following.
· Interpretation 1: The fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each band entry (i.e. only for non-contiguous CA, the fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each carrier component, but for intra-band contiguous CA or inter-band CA, the fields for each band) in the band combination.

· Interpretation 2: The fields refer to the maximum aggregated bandwidth across all band entries of the associated NR band in the band combination.
· Assuming the network implementation is based on interpretation 3, the consequence is that the UE of interpretation 2 may report its UE capabilities for larger aggregated BW than what the network intended to request.
Proposal 1: RAN2 confirmed following.
· There may be two different UE implementation on maxBandwidthRequestedDL and maxBandwidthRequestedUL in the field following.
· Interpretation 1: The fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each band entry (i.e. only for non-contiguous CA, the fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each carrier component, but for intra-band contiguous CA or inter-band CA, the fields for each band) in the band combination.

· Interpretation 2: The fields refer to the maximum aggregated bandwidth across all band entries of the associated NR band in the band combination.

· Assuming the network implementation is based on interpretation 2, the consequence is that the UE of interpretation 1 may report its UE capabilities for larger aggregated BW than what the network intended to request.
Conclusion 

Proposal 1: RAN2 confirmed following.
· There may be two different UE implementation on maxBandwidthRequestedDL and maxBandwidthRequestedUL in the field following.
· Interpretation 1: The fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each band entry (i.e. only for non-contiguous CA, the fields refer to the maximum bandwidth for each carrier component, but for intra-band contiguous CA or inter-band CA, the fields for each band) in the band combination.

· Interpretation 2: The fields refer to the maximum aggregated bandwidth across all band entries of the associated NR band in the band combination.

· Assuming the network implementation is based on interpretation 2, the consequence is that the UE of interpretation 1 may report its UE capabilities for larger aggregated BW than what the network intended to request.
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