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1. Introduction
30MHz reconfiguration failure issue was discussed in last meeting for band n28 accessing 40MHz network[1]. Four solutions are proposed with detailed explanation in final approved WF[2]. The open issues mainly concern the alignment between channel raster and the configuration in SIB1 or UE dedicated CBW. Such channel raster alignment discussion overlaps the discussion in this [FS_NR_eff_BW_util] WID. 
In this contribution, we focus on the discussion of channel raster alignment issue. 
2. Discussion
NR re-farming spectrum reuses 100kHz channel raster RF requirement from LTE spec. but for NR UE, it doesn’t need to search the channel raster for carrier center. Instead, UE search SSB and find Point A, based on which UE could identify carrier frequency location. Since UE ‘doesn’t need to search for the channel raster, the hypothesis is that even if carrier center at gNB side is not aligned with 100kHz channel raster, the NR network could still work. Our field tests verify such hypothesis and it seems neither CBW in SIB1 nor UE dedicated CBW need to be aligned with 100kHz channel raster.
Observation 1: according field test, neither CBW in SIB1 nor UE dedicated CBW need to be aligned with 100kHz channel raster.
As discussed for RRC reconfiguration failure for n28 in [1], for certain CBW, when the CBW at UE side and at gNB are not aligned, either UE dedicated CBW or CBW in SIB1 will not be aligned with 100kHz channel raster. Of course, there is exception that shifting UE’s RB configuration by 900kHz to align with 100KHz channel raster at both UE side and gNB side. But such solution will waste spectrum and is not preferred by operators especially for low-band golden spectrum.
For n28 RRC reconfiguration failure issue as discussed in [1][2], if we mandate all UE dedicated CBW aligned with channel raster, we could only adopt solution 3 that shift the SIB1 CBW configuration by 40kHz. That solution could work during our testing for 30MHz UE CBW. But the issue is when future UE could support the same 40MHz CBW as in SIB1, UE configuration can’t be aligned with channel raster anymore. We just delay the issue to future instead of resolving it. So mandating UE dedicated CBW aligned with channel raster is not preferred. 
If we mandate CBW at SIB1 aligned with channel raster, we have to shift UE dedicated configuration as the solution 1 a) in [2]. Such solution will lead to UE not meeting minimum guard band requirement. Although we try to promote spec to allow such operation in [3] but we still concern UE performance at upper carrier edge since carrier edge extend beyond duplexer edge, e.g. 788MHz. for n28 RRC reconfiguration failure, it’s better not limit channel raster alignment with SIB1 or UE dedicated CBW and leave it for practical deployment.
Proposal 1: at least allow some exceptions that channel raster could not be aligned with SIB1 CBW nor UE dedicated CBW especially when UE dedicated CBW is not aligned with CBW in SIB1.
3. Conclusions
In this contribution, channel raster alignment issue is discussed with following observation and proposal:
Observation 1: according field test, neither CBW in SIB1 nor UE dedicated CBW need to be aligned with 100kHz channel raster.
Proposal 1: at least allow some exceptions that channel raster could not be aligned with SIB1 CBW nor UE dedicated CBW especially when UE dedicated CBW is not aligned with CBW in SIB1.
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