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Introduction
RAN#96 encouraged RAN4 to focus the discussion about this SI in August 2022 on SIB1 signalling issues. RAN#97e agreed to continue to sort out all open issues before completing the study of all proposed solutions and SI completion is postponed to March 2023 [1]. RAN#98e concluded to follow the current SI schedule [2], although RAN4#105 did not reach consensus on SIB1 signalling of CBW configuration and channel raster issues [3].
As there has been neither a common understanding on the legacy UE behaviors nor on possible modifications (or additions) in Rel-18 regarding the above contentious issues, we have proposed a way-forward such that each company provides its understanding by filling in the questionnaire [4]. Once answers to the questionnaire are provided in RAN4#106, we can have a common ground to identify what clarifications are needed in legacy releases and which methods can be feasible in a future 3GPP release.  
Since RAN4#106 is the last WG meeting before the currently scheduled completion of the SI, we propose the TR revision to reflect the discussion we had about the above open issues. The text proposal can be further updated during the RAN4#106 meeting depending on the consensus on the legacy UE behaviors and the possible modifications in a future 3GPP release. 
In this contribution, we propose to revise the comparison table of TR 38.844 Section 7 according to our companion papers [5,6].

Discussion
We have discussed some issues regarding the existing descriptions found in TR 38.844 v0.0.9 and provide text proposals to TR Section 6 [5,6] to revise the outdated contents. The comparison table in TR 38.844 Section 7 needs to be revised accordingly as proposed in this contribution. The text proposal is provided in the following.
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Text Proposal to 38.844 v0.0.9

<Start of Changes>

Table 7.2.1. Comparison of different schemes
	Comparison Criteria
	Overlapping CA (two cells) – described in Section 6.2.1
	Combined UE CBW (One cell) – described in Section 6.2.2
	Overlapping UE CBW – described in Section 6.2.3 
	Wider CBW  (one cell) – described in Section 6.2.X

	Regulatory requirement
	No issue
	No issue
	No issue
	Potential issue on the BS side, gNB filters will be needed depending on BS implementation.
The UL carrierBandwidth in SIB1 plus guard bands must fit into the licensed spectrum.

	UE performance degradation relative to minimum requirements
	Possible impact on Rx sensitivity vs regular CBW, if single carrier Tx-Rx separation is not maintained.
	Possible impact on Rx sensitivity vs regular CBW, if single carrier Tx-Rx separation is not maintained.
	No issue
	UE ACS and in-band blocking degradation unless the current limits are extended to irregular BWs.
Possible impact on Rx sensitivity vs regular CBW, if single carrier Tx-Rx separation is not maintained.

	gNB complexity
	gNB has to support CA and schedule the data without collision in the two CC’s overlapping PRBs
	gNB has to support splitting the signal into 2 RF carriers with a predefined phase relationship

	gNB has to support the irregular channel BW (can also be implemented through RF combining of 2 channels)
	No changes needed if the BS can meet regulatory requirements with the RF front end of the wider  channel BW. Otherwise, gNB has to support the irregular channel BW

	UE complexity
	UE has to support intra-band NC CA.
1 less CC can be supported when irregular BW is used in combination from other bands, or more total CCs needed.
	UE has to support RF architecture as in intra-band NC CA. 
Needs new capability to aggregate 2 RF channels in baseband.
Complexity higher than CA because the baseband will need a new "combiner" module.
1 less CC can be supported when irregular BW is used in combination from other bands, or more total CCs needed.
	No changes needed, supported by legacy UEs
	No changes needed, supported by legacy UE
New UEs are required to support asymmetric BW, UE specific channel BWs not on the 100 kHz raster and larger than the resource grid indicated in SIB1, as well as new combinations of guard band size and transmission BW configuration.

	UE throughput
	UEs supporting the feature can use the entire spectrum allocation, legacy UEs can use an already supported channel BW
	UEs supporting the feature can use the entire spectrum allocation, legacy UEs can use an already supported channel BW
	UE throughput based on existing channel BWs (5MHz for holdings <10MHz, 10MHz for holdings <15MHz, etc)
	UE throughput based on how many RBs can be used

	Spectral utilization
	Channel edge guardband based on the aggregated channel BW (5MHz for <10MHz, 10MHz for <15MHz, etc), 2 SSBs are needed
	Channel edge guardband based on the aggregated RF carrier BW (5MHz for <10MHz, 10MHz for <15MHz, etc), single SSB needed
	Channel edge guardband based on the  actual holding (can be same as Overlapping CA), 2 SSBs are needed in most cases
	Depends on the usable number of RBs, single SSB needed

	Cell Spectral utilization
	Entire spectrum holding can be used even only with legacy UEs
	Entire spectrum holding can be used even only with legacy UEs for some scenarios depending on whether a single SSB can be used to configure legacy channels at both edges of the spectrum holding. Otherwise, entire spectrum can be used only by new UEs, all legacy UEs have to use the same regular channel BW part of the spectrum holding.
	 Entire spectrum holding can be used even only with legacy UEs
	Entire spectrum holding, but with wider guard bands than in the other methods, can be used even only with legacy UEs

	Network capacity
	Entire spectrum can be used by multiplexing different UEs(even legacy UEs)
	Entire spectrum can only be used for new UEs, whether legacy UEs can be multiplexed to cover entire channel depends on the configuration and bandwidth
	Entire spectrum can be used by multiplexing different UEs in the frequency domain
	Entire spectrum can be used by any new UE

	Legacy UE support
	Legacy UEs supported, can use one of the aggregated CCs
	Legacy UEs can use part of the spectrum that contains the SSB
	Legacy UEs supported
	Legacy UEs supported with the next smaller channel bandwidth

	RAN1/2/4 Specification impact
	RAN1/2 – new UE capabilities needed, 
RAN4 – new band combinations, changes to channel spacing definition, Overlapping CA reqs applicability, new demod requirements for UEs 
	RAN2 – impact on new capability
RAN4 –core requirements equivalent to new channel BW for BS, new demod requirements for UEs
	RAN4 – BS requirements for new channel BW
	Transmission bandwidth configurations and minimum guard band sizes for the irregular BWs
RAN4 – BS requirements for new channel BW, possibly restrictions of the suitable scenarios.
Extension of today's UE RX requirements to the irregular BWs
New asymmetric bandwidth combinations for UE are needed. However these combinations would be “regular” BW combinations, so existing process.
Extension of the resource grid signalled in SIB1 to support a larger UE specific channel BW
UE specific CBWs that need not be on the 100 kHz raster




<End of Changes>



