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Background
In the previous RAN4 meetings, there were some extensive discussions on how to specify the channel bandwidth for 52.6-71GHz and different aspects from spectrum availability, maximum FFT size supported and coexistence with other RAT, therefore in this contribution, we want to share some further considerations on that.
Discussion
2.1 Channelization 
In the previous RAN4 meetings, there were extensive discussions on channelization for 52.6-71GHz and it was encouraged to further discuss this issue between Option 1C and option 1D: 
· Option 1C: No IEEE 802.11ad/ay alignment and floating channelization (Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE, Xiaomi, OPPO, CMCC, Huawei)
· Option 1D: Hybrid between IEEE and no IEEE alignment with fixed channelization depending on max spectrum utilization and better coexistence (Intel, Charter, CATT, Sony, MTK, QCOM) 
In this contribution, we provided the initial system level simulation results to check the impacts of the NR channelization aligned or misaligned with 802.11ad channelization in 52.6-71 GHz. As shown in Figure 1, the downlink throughput of Operator A/B at both low load and medium load are evaluated. Operator A in aligned case is represented by the red bar and the blue bar and Operator A in misaligned case is represented by the yellow bar and the purple bar. 
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Figure 1. DL mean user throughput
It can be shown that, in terms of user throughput with different traffic loads: 
· The performance of Operator A in misaligned cases is comparable to the aligned cases.
· Misaligned Case A shows similar performance with misaligned Case B.
Based on the above simulation results provided, we don’t see the necessity of  keeping channelization alignment with IEEE channels. In addition, option 1C could provide more channelization flexibility for practical deployment and it also accommodate the carriers aligned with IEEE channels if necessary since this should be one super set of channelization.
Proposal 1: support the option 1C for 52.6-71GHz channelization.

2.2 Channel raster 
The principle of SCS based channel raster should be also applied for licensed operation of 52.6-71GHz for better spectrum utilization, and for unlicensed operation of 52.6-71GHz, whether fixed channel raster as NR-U Band n46 and n96, this might need further discussions where 960kHz SCS based raster could be considered. This channel raster could be per basis if there are no consensus or common group between licensed band and unlicensed band. 
Proposal 2: 120kHz channel raster should be applied for licensed operation of 52.6-71GHz. 
2.3 Spectrum utilization  
For the spectrum utilization , since this is related with emission mask and in-band emission requirement, all of the above requirements are still under the discussion, therefore we also propose to postpone the discussions of SU for 60GHz;
Option 1:
For 120 kHz SCS: Keep the same max SU from FR2, i.e., 95 %
For 480/960 kHz SCS: Provide the SU in range, i.e., [85 – 95] %
Option 2:
For 120/480/960 kHz SCS: Provide the SU in range, i.e., [85 – 95] %
Proposal 3: postpone the discussion of spectral utilization for 60GHz until there are clear agreement on emission mask and in-band emission requirements;
2.4 Sync raster 
Based on the maximum sync raster design principle agreed in Rel-15 shown as following equation, sync raster would be most likely different from that of FR2. In addition, in the previous RAN1#106e meeting, SSB SCS for 52.6-71GHz was approved as 120kHz and 480kHz, based on the BWconfig, SSB SCS, channel raster and guard band for minimum channel bandwidth 100MHz and 400MHz, the based on the general formula for sync raster calculation, then sync raster for 52.6-71GHz could be derived as following:
Maximum sync raster<=BWconfig+channel raster-BWSSB
Similar as done for band n79 with increasing step size, this approach might be also feasible for 52.6-71GHz since 17.28MHz is also multiple of 120kHz and 480kHz PRB bandwidth.
Proposal 4: to define sync raster as 17.28MHz  for 52.6-71GHz with step size 2 for 100MHz and step size 8 for 400MHz;
Conclusion
In this contribution, we want to share more further understandings on the system parameters for 52.6-71GHz and proposals and observations are made as following:
Proposal 1: support the option 1C for 52.6-71GHz channelization.
Proposal 2: 120kHz channel raster should be applied for licensed operation of 52.6-71GHz. 
Proposal 3: postpone the discussion of spectral utilization for 60GHz until there are clear agreement on emission mask and in-band emission requirements;
Proposal 4: to define sync raster as 17.28MHz  for 52.6-71GHz with step size 2 for 100MHz and step size 8 for 400MHz;
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