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Introduction
Every quarter RAN4 adds new band combinations and new bandwidth combination sets to the tables in 38.101-1/2/3. However, we noticed that RAN4 also agreed CRs that added channel bandwidths to existing bandwidth combination sets. In some of those cases the new channel bandwidth was newly defined for the band. But in some cases, the channel bandwidth added to the band combination existed in Table 5.3.5-1 (“Channel bandwidths for each NR band”) already in an earlier version of the specification. The latter case is non-backwards compatible since a legacy UE implemented based on an earlier version of the specification may support that channel bandwidth and it may advertise the particular band combination, but it might not support that channel bandwidth in this BC (since it did not have to according to the previous version of the specification). However, a network that implements the later version of the specification (where the channel bandwidth had been added to the existing BCS) may deduce that the UE supports this bandwidth in this BC and configure it anyway. In such case the UE may reject the reconfiguration and perform a RRC connection re-establishment. Obviously, this must be avoided. 
Also, the case where a channel bandwidth (which is defined in Table 5.3.5-1) is removed from an existing BC/BCS entry is NBC. If a UE implemented according to the new version of the BC table appears in a network implemented based on the previous version of the table, the network may attempt to configure a carrier with that channel bandwidth. 
Discussion
With the above in mind, the addition and removal of channel bandwidths to/from band combinations requires careful consideration and a conscious decision by RAN4. 

If RAN4 discovers that it was forgotten to define a channel bandwidth when defining the band combination, the correct way is to define a new BCS row in that band combination. If and only if all UE vendors confirm that ...
a) no existing UE advertises the affected channel bandwidth (in the channel-BW bitmap) or the affected band combination (in the supportedBandCombinationList), or
b) all existing UEs that advertise the affected channel bandwidth and the band combination support and accept the configuration of that channel bandwidth in that BC...
... RAN4 may agree to the non-backwards-compatible addition. 

We are not against such decisions but suggest that RAN4 documents non-backwards-compatible changes on the cover page of the originating CRs as well as in the rapporteur’s big CRs. This ensures that UE- and network vendors can push the necessary updates in their software. Furthermore, it increases the probability that unintentional non-backwards compatible changes are spotted easily during CR implementation and/or during product implementation and can be rejected before causing harm in the field.
The rule to follow by CR-authors and rapporteurs:
· If a channel bandwidth is added to or removed from an existing bandwidth combination set and if this channel bandwidth was already defined in Table 5.3.5-1 (“Channel bandwidths for each NR band”) in the previous version of the specification:
· The change is non-backwards-compatible and needs to be documented on the CR cover page and confirmed by RAN4
Conclusions
Proposal 1: If a channel bandwidth is intentionally added or removed from an existing bandwidth combination set, then this must be cleary indicated on the big CR cover page.
Proposal 2: A possible wording for the CR cover page: “The addition/removal of the channel bandwidth XXX to BCS#Y of band combination ABC is intentional and potential non-backwards compatible (NBC) impact have been considered.”


8

