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1 Introduction
Based on the discussion at previous RAN4 meetings, consensus on SIB1 signaling behaviour and the UE specific channel bandwidth configuration is needed prior to method evaluations can be concluded.
In this contribution, we provide further some consideration based on the outcome of discussion on the SIB1 and CBW configuration issue.
2 Discussion
As discussed in [1] and [2], in our understanding,
· In the current specification
· SIB1 carrierBandwidth is not mandated to be the maximum UE transmission bandwidth configuration specified in TS38.101 and can be any values in number of PRBs within a useful range.
· When SIB1 carrierBandwidth is not supported by UE,
· A UE has freedom or flexibility to choose a supported UE channel bandwidth during the initial access as long as the selected channel bandwidth is no larger than the SIB1 channel bandwidth and no less than the bandwidth of the initial BWP
· In connected mode, it will be re-configured with UE-specific channel bandwidth
· 100 kHz channel raster
· UE BWP is allowed not to be aligned with 100KHz channel raster
· SIB 1 carrierBandwidth is allowed not to be aligned with 100KHz channel raster if no UE support the cell specific channel bandwidth.
· In Rel-18 or later release, a new UE capability may be needed to indicate that a UE can be configured with a channel BW wider than the carrier Bandwidth in SIB1.
· At least for Rel-18, it is possible to consider further enhancements that the UE specific channel bandwidth and BWPs of FR1 low-frequency bands can be on non-100kHz raster.

If we could reach above agreements, we provide a further analysis on the implications for each approach in the following discussion.
For wider channel bandwidth approach, the method using next larger channel bandwidth broadcast in SIB1 in clause 6.1.2.1 can still work for all UEs. Meanwhile the method using next smaller channel bandwidth broadcast in SIB1 as described in clause 6.1.2.2 can only work for new UEs in rel-18 or later release. This should be clarified in the TR 38.844.
For overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach, the next smaller channel bandwidth can only work for legacy UE in one side and new UE for the whole range for one SSB case. To be better compatible to legacy UE in both sides, the useable RB number in irregular bandwidth can broadcast in the SIB1. If two SSBs are configured for an overlapping channel, there is no impact to the signalling but there are overheads. As discussed, the two UE channel bandwidths should be on 100 KHz channel raster which may have to decrease a few number of RBs for legacy UEs, which can be enhanced for Rel-18 UEs.
For combined UE CBW approach, similar as overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach, the useable RB number in irregular bandwidth should be configured in the SIB1. For this approach new UE is a must and can only be supported at least from Rel-18.
For overlapping CA approach, since it is configured with two cells, there is no impact identified for above issues. New capability for overlapping CA is needed hence only new UE could support.
Observation 1: To be compatible to legacy UE, the useable RB number in irregular bandwidth should be considered to be indicated in SIB1.
In our view, compatibility to legacy UE should have the highest priority at the late phase of NR specification. The first two approaches do not need new UE hence have some advantages. It is reflected from the current discussion that the last two approaches propose to introduce new UEs which does not get much support from UE device/chipset vendors.
Furthermore, we think wider channel bandwidth approach can be adopted as an implementation solution. The additional emission/blocking will be considered by network deployment based on existing performance capability of legacy UE. And for overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach, flexible BS bandwidth was discussed in Rel-15 [3][4] while in the end RAN4 agreed to define a fixed channel bandwidth set as UE channel bandwidth. Hence for this approach we think it can be proceed by defining a new BS channel bandwidth based on operator’s request.
Observation 2: The wider channel bandwidth approach and overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach do not need new UE hence should have high priority.
Observation 3: Wider channel bandwidth approach can be adopted as an implementation solution.
Observation 4: Overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach can be proceed by defining a new BS channel bandwidth based on operator’s request.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide some further consideration based on the outcome of SIB1 signaling and CBW configuration discussion.
Observation 1: To be compatible to legacy UE, the useable RB number in irregular bandwidth should be considered to be indicated in SIB1.
Observation 2: The wider channel bandwidth approach and overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach do not need new UE hence should have high priority.
Observation 3: Wider channel bandwidth approach can be adopted as an implementation solution.
Observation 4: Overlapping UE CBWs from network perspective approach can be proceed by defining a new BS channel bandwidth based on operator’s request.
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