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Introduction
In the NR_bands_R17_BWs WI, 5 MHz was proposed for n41, but after concerns were raised about n41 not being able to support any frequency position of a 5 MHz carrier due to the SCS based raster, it was decided to add 5 MHz to n90 instead. This contribution proposes adding 5 MHz to n41 despite the frequency position limitations.
Discussion
T-Mobile USA initially requested adding the 5 MHz channel bandwidth for n41 in order to allow deployment of in existing small blocks of licensed spectrum. During offline discussions, concerned were raised that because n41 uses the SCS based raster and not the 100 kHz raster, it is not possible to position a 5 MHz carrier in any possible frequency position. Because n90 supports the 100 kHz raster, the decision was made to add 5 MHz to n90 instead of n41.
[bookmark: _Hlk110885892]Observation 1: 5 MHz channels were added to n90 instead of n41 because n41 would have limitations on the frequency position of 5 MHz channels and n90 does not. 
We received feedback over the summer from some companies that there is no n90 ecosystem, and even though n90 is very similar to n41 there are concerns that it will never be implemented. As a result, we studied if T-Mobile USA would be able to accept the frequency position limitations of 5 MHz for n41 with the SCS based raster.
Our analysis showed that if an operator has at least a 5.3 MHz licensed block, there is an SCS based SSB position that will be compatible with configuring a 5 MHz carrier. Since T-Mobile’s smallest licensed blocks are 5.5 or 6 MHz, we would not be impacted by the 5 MHz position limitations. 
Observation 2: T-Mobile would not be negatively impacted by the limitations of 5 MHz carriers in n41. 
Due to the lack of support for n90, it would probably be better to add 5 MHz to n41 as originally planned. 
Observation 3: Due to the lack of support for n90, it would probably be better to add 5 MHz to n41 as originally planned.
Proposal 1: Approve CRs for 38.101-1 and 38.104 to add 5 MHz channel BW to n41, with the caveat that not all 5 MHz frequency positions will be possible. 
Conclusion
Observation 1: 5 MHz channels were added to n90 instead of n41 because n41 would have limitations on the frequency position of 5 MHz channels and n90 does not. 
Observation 2: T-Mobile would not be negatively impacted by the limitations of 5 MHz carriers in n41. 
Observation 3: Due to the lack of support for n90, it would probably be better to add 5 MHz to n41 as originally planned.
Proposal 1: Approve CRs for 38.101-1 and 38.104 to add 5 MHz channel BW to n41, with the caveat that not all 5 MHz frequency positions will be possible. 
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