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[bookmark: _Ref488331639]Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This is to discuss the R4 LS of R4-2215160.
Discussion
Since the whole request comes from the following NOTE.
NOTE 2:	It is mandatory for a UE to be able to fallback to lower order CA bandwidth class configuration within a fallback group. It is not mandatory for a UE to be able to fallback to lower order CA bandwidth class configuration that belong to a different fallback group.
Yet it is not super clear how to understand this request to UE.
Let’s take the following FB-group-3 of FR1 as an example (but the issue should be general, not limited to FR1 or this specific FB-group)
	M3
	50 MHz ≤ BWChannel_CA ≤ 200 MHz
	3
	34

	N3
	80 MHz ≤ BWChannel_CA ≤ 300 MHz
	4
	

	O3
	100 MHz ≤ BWChannel_CA ≤ 400 MHz
	5
	


And if we check the following BCs
	NR CA configuration
	Uplink CA configurations
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Channel bandwidths for carrier (MHz)
	Maximum aggregated 
bandwidth (MHz)
	Bandwidth combination set

	CA_n46M
	-
	20, 40, 60
	20, 40
	20, 40
	
	
	140
	0

	CA_n46N
	-
	20, 40, 80
	20, 40
	20, 40
	20, 40
	
	200
	0

	CA_n46O
	-
	20, 60
	20, 40
	20, 40
	20, 40
	20, 40
	220
	0


Obviously, 
· For a UE reporting the support of n46O (yet not reporting the support of n46N), network cannot derive the support of 4-CC BW-combo of 80+40+40+40MHz, i.e., network cannot derive the support of n46N BC.
So if the NOTE-2 above does not indicate the mandatory support of BW-combo of lower order BW-Class, what does it indicate? Does it indicate the support of maximum aggregated BW?
E.g., 
· For a UE reporting the support of n46O (yet not reporting the support of n46N), network can derive that when the UE is configured with 4-CC (although limited to the BW-combo that can be derived from the n46O row in the table above), the maximum aggregated BW is the one that is indicated by n46N, i.e., 200MHz?
Before R2 works on the further signaling design triggered by R4 LS, this Q needs to be answered.
Obviously, if the fallback rule applies to BW-combo, it is not reasonable based on the n46O/n46M example above (there could be more in the R4 table, we did not make an exhaustive search yet). And thus R4 may need to consider whether / how to handle the BW-combo misalignment as identified.
Or, if the fallback rule applies to the max-aggregated-BW, it should be further clarified, since that is associated with BCS, i.e., the rule could be more rigorous by saying “It is mandatory for a UE to be able to fallback to lower order CA bandwidth class configuration within a fallback group for the same BCS”.
Proposal 1 [bookmark: _Toc115356105]R2 clarifies how to interpret “It is mandatory for a UE to be able to fallback to lower order CA bandwidth class configuration within a fallback group.”, i.e., whether it is applicable to the BW-combo and/or maximum aggregated BW. And if needed, confirm with R4 using LS.
After this essential issue is answered:
Firstly, to add the new IE, R2 needs to understand the applicable value set. The LS provides an example using 1600MHz, yet not sure whether it is the only value, and if not, what are the other values are.
It has to be answered by R4.
Proposal 2 [bookmark: _Toc115356106]R2 asks R4, what the applicable value set for the new IE requested by R4 is, only 1600Mhz, or more values besides it.
Secondly, the IE granularity has to be clarified 
c.	The IE conveys the max. aggregated bandwidth value for each FeatureSetListPerUplink(Downlink)CC. for example, in each FeatureSetUplink(Downlink). 
d.	A band may have multiple values of max. aggregated bandwidth associated with different FeatureSetListPerUplink(Downlink)CC.
It is not clear whether it is per-FS, i.e., per-band-entry, or per-FSPC, i.e., per-carrier.
Our understanding is it should be per-FS, i.e., to align with BW-Class, yet good to have confirmation by R4.
Proposal 3 [bookmark: _Toc115356107]R2 confirms with R4, what is the granularity of the new IE requested by R4, i.e., whether it is per-FS (i.e., per-band-entry).

Conclusion
We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1	R2 clarifies how to interpret “It is mandatory for a UE to be able to fallback to lower order CA bandwidth class configuration within a fallback group.”, i.e., whether it is applicable to the BW-combo and/or maximum aggregated BW. And if needed, confirm with R4 using LS.
Proposal 2	R2 asks R4, what the applicable value set for the new IE requested by R4 is, only 1600Mhz, or more values besides it.
Proposal 3	R2 confirms with R4, what is the granularity of the new IE requested by R4, i.e., whether it is per-FS (i.e., per-band-entry).
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