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Introduction
In this meeting, two LSs[1][2] from RAN4 were received on the UE capability signaling for the maximum aggregated bandwidth. In this contribution, we provide our views on the LSs.
Discussion
In [1], a potential issue is discussed for the CA BW classes of FBG5 that multiple FeatureSets will be signaled when the UE supports different BW combinations of CCs with a certain maximum aggregated bandwidth, which may lead to a signaling overhead. By repurposing the existing intraBandFreqSeparationDL capability field to indicate the maximum aggregated BW for intra-band contiguous CA, it is considered helpful to mitigate the potential signaling overhead issue. 
In RAN2#120, the same issue was discussed, and there was no consensus to introduce new capability signaling to address the issue. The concern is that to utilize the new capability solution, the feature set is required to be same for all of the BW combination cases, and all of the FeatureSetPerCCs within the feature set are required to be identical. In our understanding, this would not be a typical case. Besides, this solution limits the flexibility of the supported BW combinations, which brings additional burden for the UE. It is unclear whether the UE is realistic to support so many cases at the same time. 
Additionally, repurposing the existing capability of intraBandFreqSeparationDL is a non-backward compatible way. This field is currently used to indicate the frequency separation class for intra-band non-contiguous CA, which is not related to the bandwidth capability. 
Observation1: The introduction of maximum aggregated bandwidth is not beneficial for typical cases.
Observation2: It is not backward compatible to repurpose the existing capability of intrabandFreqSeparationDL to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band contiguous CA.
Proposal 1: Not to repurpose the existing capability of intrabandFreqSeparationDL to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band contiguous CA.
In [2], a similar issue is discussed for inter-band CA for BCS4/5 in FR1. A new capability signaling is considered to indicate the maximum aggregated BW for an inter-band CA band combination, and separate signaling is needed for DL and UL, and for FDD and TDD. According to the example attached with the LS, with a 3-band CA of 140MHz maximum aggregated BW, there are totally 35 cases of BW combinations supported by the UE which cannot fallback from each other. 
First of all, we understand the new capability solution for FR1 BW classes is a non-backward one. A UE supporting BCS4/5 should also indicate support of other BCS(s) (e.g. BCS0) from backward compatibility perspective, then there will be inter-operability issue with a legacy NW not supporting the new capability of maximum aggregated BW. The legacy NW may configure the BW of the CCs exceeding UE capability. 
Besides, there is similar drawback for the signaling solution as we analysed above for FBG5, that it is not a typical case for the UE to support all of these cases with same feature sets for a band with different BW capability for the CCs within the band. Furthermore, for FR1, the useable cases will be even more limited, considering there are a set of candidate values of channel bandwidth for a FR1 band.  As for the example given by RAN4, the signaling overhead of the legacy way (i.e. using multiple feature sets) will decrease a lot when the UE supports a bit higher maximum aggregated BW, as many cases can be supported as fallback. 
Observation3: It is not backward compatible to introduce new capability signaling to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth signaling for BCS4/5.
Proposal 2: Not to introduce new capability signaling to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for an inter-band CA band combination for FR1.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide the following observations and proposals:
Observation1: The introduction of maximum aggregated bandwidth is not beneficial for typical cases.
Observation2: It is not backward compatible to repurpose the existing capability of intrabandFreqSeparationDL to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band contiguous CA.
Observation3: It is not backward compatible to introduce new capability signaling to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth signaling for a band combination with BCS4/5.
Proposal 1: Not to repurpose the existing capability of intrabandFreqSeparationDL to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for intra-band contiguous CA.
Proposal 2: Not to introduce new capability signaling to indicate the maximum aggregated bandwidth for an inter-band CA band combination for FR1.
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