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1. Overall Description:

RAN4 discussed UE CA capabilities issue provided in the RAN2 LS R2-126072 and reached following agreements on the answers:
Issue 1:
The BandwidthCombinationSet indicated for a BandCombination are applicable to all Bandwidth Classes indicated by the UE in this BandCombination. If the UE does not support a BandwidthCombinationSet for all Bandwidth Classes in a BandCombination, the UE shall split the BandCombination and indicate BandwidthCombinationSets applicable to each of them.
Question 1: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN4 to confirm whether RAN2 agreement on Issue 1 is in agreement with RAN4 understanding.
[Analysis 1]: In RAN4 specification, a UE’s capability for supporting certain carrier aggregation combination is specifically determined by two parameters: CA Configuration and Bandwidth combination set, where the parameter CA Configuration is determined by Band combination and Bandwidth Classes.
With above definitions clarified, a hypothetical example would be: if a UE supports {CA_1A_5A, (0,1)}, it does not naturally mean it supports  {CA_1C_5A, (0,1)}. RAN4 believes that it is up to RAN2 to decide how the signaling is designed when UE supports both {CA_1A_5A, (0,1)} and {CA_1C_5A, (0,1)}. However, if a UE only supports {CA_1A_5A, (0,1)} and {CA_1C_5A, 0}, the signaling should be split and separately indicated by UE. Therefore, RAN2’s agreement on Issue 1 is in line with RAN4’s understanding.
Answer 1: RAN4 confirms that RAN2’s agreement on Issue 1 is in line with RAN4’s understanding. 
Issue 2:
RAN2 assumes that Class B does not implicitly cover Class A. Therefore, RAN2 decided that in each UL/DL-BandParameter entry the UE explicitly includes all classes it supports. The UE shall at least indicate Class A for each UL/DL-BandParameter entry. The UE shall signal the CA-BandwidthClass parameter for all supported carrier aggregations combinations.
Q2: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN4 to confirm whether RAN2 agreement on Issue 2 is in agreement with RAN4 understanding.
[Analysis 2]: The capability of supporting certain CA Bandwidth Classes should be a UE specific issue, i.e. Class B does not implicitly cover Class A. Therefore, RAN2’s agreement on Issue 2 is in line with RAN4’s understanding.
Answer 2: RAN4 confirms that RAN2’s agreement on Issue 2 is in line with RAN4’s understanding.

Issue 3:
Support for CA_1A_1A does not imply that the UE also supports CA_1C. The UE has to explicitly indicate both if it supports both. 

Q3:
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN4 whether a network may configure a UE with two contiguous carriers even though the UE indicates CA_1A_1A but not CA_1C. If the answer is no, RAN2 wonders whether there will be restrictions (e.g. minimum inter carrier distance for the 1A_1A case) and whether RAN4 will specify them in RAN4 specifications. 
[Analysis 3]: There were two options discussed in RAN4#65 [1]. One option is that if UE supports CA_1A-1A it is not mandatory to support CA_1C. The other option is non-contiguos intra-band CA configuration includes a case where sub-blocks do not have gap between them. RAN4 agreed to discuss and decide a correct way forward in RAN4#66.
Answer 3: The answer should be provided after agreement is reached in RAN4.
2. Actions:

To RAN2 group
ACTION: 
RAN4 respectfully asks RAN2 to take the above answers into account.
3. Date of Next TSG-RAN4 Meetings:

TSG-RAN4 Meeting #66bis15th – 19th Apr 2013
Chicago, USA.

TSG-RAN4 Meeting #67 20th – 24th May 2013
Fukuoka, Japan.
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