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1 Introduction
In the last RAN2 meeting [1], some agreements related to shared processing for MBS broadcast and unicast reception were achieved, which are given as follows,
	RAN2#123 Agreement:
As per the previous agreement, if the UE is able to get the additional information (i.e. its current configuration does not prevent it from doing so), the UE shall do this (if capable and configured by the network)
In case additional information (SCS, bandwidth) is not available at the time of sending the MII to the unicast serving cell (e.g. the UE is not able to read SIB1 from the non-serving cell), the UE reports whatever is available information at that time (i.e. at least the frequency, and optionally SCS and/or BW as available). 
UE reports updated MII after acquiring additional information from the non-serving cell (if previously it reported only frequency) or if the information in the non-serving cell changes.
The SCS in the MII is set to the SCS of the CORESET#0 for the MBS broadcast cell.
Combination of FreqBandIndicatorNR and ARFCN-ValueNR is used to signal the frequency information in the MII for shared processing.
At least CFR bandwidth is reported by the UE in MII. FFS whether “location” needs to be also reported and how exactly this is captured in RRC (i.e. which IE is used).



In this contribution, we would like to provide our considerations on the remaining issue, i.e. whether location of CFR needs to be also reported and how exactly the bandwidth reporting should be captured in RRC.
2. Discussion
In the last RAN2 meeting, using the combination of FreqBandIndicatorNR and ARFCN-ValueNR was agreed to signal the frequency information in the MII for shared processing. And, at least CFR bandwidth was agreed to be reported by the UE in MII. According to the above frequency information and UE capability of supportedBandCombination, NW side (serving gNB of unicast service) and UE side can achieve an alignment about UE’s RF status and RF reception capability. Furthermore, broadcast CFR bandwidth information can help NW side to coordinate the processing level allocation between broadcast service and unicast service. In our understanding, the location information of broadcast CFR bandwidth is no further help for RF adjustment or processing/scheduling decision.
Observation 1: The location of broadcast CFR bandwidth has no further help for RF adjustment or scheduling decision.
The next issue is how exactly to capture the broadcast CFR bandwidth in RRC, i.e. which IE is used. In NR R17, there is no specific IE to separately describe a bandwidth parameter since RAN1 had introduced a new joint coding solution to carry the bandwidth and location together, e.g. locationAndBandwidth which indicates starting PRB and the number of PRBs simultaneously, as illustrated in Figure 1. 


Figure 1: CFR location and bandwidth
Hence, RAN2 has two options to report the bandwidth of CFR used for broadcast:
Option 1: Reusing the current parameter, i.e. locationAndBandwidth of the CFR used for broadcast;
Option 2: Define a new parameter, e.g. pure bandwidth parameter of the CFR used for broadcast;
There is a table to further compare these two options as follows:
	
	Option 1
	Option 2

	Basic Description
	Reusing current parameter of locationAndBandwidth:
Indicates starting PRB and the number of PRBs of CFR used for broadcast reception.
	Define a new parameter of “pure” bandwidth:
Only indicates the number of PRBs of CFR used for broadcast reception.

	Potential range
	INTEGER (0..37949)
	INTEGER (1..275) 

Note:  = 275

	Whether RAN2 can decide it by ourselves
	Yes. 
Just a reference to a mature parameter
	No. 
May need to send LS to RAN1 for their confirmation


According to the above analysis about two options, although defining a new parameter seems to save a little signalling overhead, it will take a lot of time to interact with RAN1via LS and response. The little overhead of dedicated signalling is not a big issue. Furthermore, the number of UEs reporting special MII for shared processing should be small. Over simplification and optimization are not needed. For simplicity, we have the following propose
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that parameter locationAndBandwidth is reused to indicate the bandwidth of broadcast CFR.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we have provided our considerations on the remaining issue about shared processing report for bandwidth location. All observation and proposal are summarized as follows,
Observation 1: The location of broadcast CFR bandwidth has no further help for RF adjustment or scheduling decision.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that parameter locationAndBandwidth is reused to indicate the bandwidth of broadcast CFR.
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