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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk58440727]RAN4#105 approved an WF of [1] on maximum aggregated BW (called “MABW” hereafter) parameter for intra-band CA and for inter-band CA for FR1. This contribution shares our view on the WF. In addition, we received a question on why MABW should be limited to BCS5 only during RAN4#105. Hence, this contribution addresses that raised question as well.
2	Discussion
Though an introduction of MABW parameter into FR1 has been discussed for at least more than one year, there has been no clear agreement on it. In the meanwhile, RAN4 agreed to introduce MABW into FR2 under Rel-17 NR_RF_FR2_req_enh2-Core. RAN2, however, couldn’t reach a consensus on the introduction of it. Below is an excerption from minutes of RAN2#120 and the result was sent to RAN4 as an LS of [2].
[image: ]
Observation 1: RAN2 didn’t reach a consensus on the introduction of a new parameter of maximum aggregated BW (MABW) into FR2 due to an expectation that the new parameter doesn’t bring enough gain. 
From the observation 1, even if RAN4 agreed the introduction of a new parameter of MABW into FR1, the same conclusion might be seen in RAN2.
Observation 2: Even if RAN4 agreed the introduction of a new parameter of MABW into FR1, the same conclusion might be seen in RAN2, i.e., no introduction of it into RAN2 spec in the end.
Proposal 1: Considering both observation 1 and 2, RAN4 needs to consider if we keep discussing this topic further or not.
With respect to a question on why MABW parameter should be limited to BCS5, in our understanding, the introduction of the MABW signalling must have also a backward compatibility issue as raised in BCS4 discussion. More specifically, there had been a long discussion on if supportedMinBandwidthDL/supportedMinBandwidthUL (called minCBW hereafter) can be applied to BCS4 or not. Some companies raised an issue that legacy networks can understand BCS4 itself, but they may not be able to understand the minCBW. In this case, if the networks ignore only the minCBW, they may configure the UE with infeasible channel bandwidth combination(s). As a result of this issue, specifications allow UE to indicate minCBW only together with BCS5.
Observation 3: Backward compatibility issue was raised during minCBW discussion and BCS5 was introduced as a resolution. 
Observation 4: The backward compatibility issue in Observation 3 also applies to MABW. Hence, if the parameter was introduced, it could be reported together with only BCS5 while FR2 specification has had only BCS0 thus far.
It’s noted that in RAN2, the backward compatibility was raised in [3].
Proposal: In case MABW is introduced, handling of MABW must be the same as that of minCBW, i.e., MABW should be reported together with BCS5 only.
3	Conclusion
As a result of the above discussion, we obtained following observations and proposals.
Observation 1: RAN2 didn’t reach a consensus on the introduction of a new parameter of maximum aggregated BW (MABW) into FR2 due to an expectation that the new parameter doesn’t bring enough gain. 
Observation 2: Even if RAN4 agreed the introduction of a new parameter of MABW into FR1, the same conclusion might be seen in RAN2, i.e., no introduction of it into RAN2 spec in the end.
Proposal 1: Considering both observation 1 and 2, RAN4 needs to consider if we keep discussing this topic further or not.
Observation 3: Backward compatibility issue was raised during minCBW discussion and BCS5 was introduced as a resolution. 
Observation 4: The backward compatibility issue in Observation 3 also applies to MABW. Hence, if the parameter was introduced, it could be reported together with only BCS5 while FR2 specification has had only BCS0 thus far.
Proposal 2: In case MABW is introduced, handling of MABW must be the same as that of minCBW, i.e., MABW should be reported together with BCS5 only.
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Rel-17 NR_RF_FR2_req_enh2-Core
QC think that the main question is whether the new parameter would be useful for any common
case. QC think this is a quite common case.
HW think that feature set per CC would need to be the same to utilize this, and this would
typically be different. HW think by having one combination and this parameter Many new cases
would be indicated, and need to test anyway. QC think similar situation already exists. HW think
that previously we could limit to non-higherst BW
Xiaomi think that if we use this we need to apply that BW for fallbacks may be higher than
original BW. QC think this is covered in P3, and for legacy this seems possible.
MTK think the new proposal has signalling reduction benefit, but are still not sure this will be a
common case.
TMO think this is an optimization.
Chair: majority (a weak majority) believes the additional parameter doesn’t bring enough gain, ie.
No consensus in RAN2 to introduce the new parameter.

—> No blocking issues found, but:

—> No consensus in RAN2 to introduce the new parameter




