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1 Introduction
In last meeting, there were some agreements on supported channel bandwidth for NR [1] [2]. In this contribution we provide considerations on BS channel bandwidth.
2 Discussion

At last meeting in Hangzhou, a WF on supported channel bandwidth and SCS was approved in [1].
Table 2-1: Summary of agreements in [1]
	Frequency range 
	SCS (kHz)
	Min CHBW (MHz)
	Max CHBW (MHz)

	Range 1 
	15
	5
	50

	Range 1
	30
	Option 1: 5MHz

Option 2: 10MHz
	100

	Range 1
	60
	Option 1: 10MHz

Option 2: 20MHz
	100MHz

	Range 2 
	60
	50
	200

	Range 2 
	120
	50
	400MHz 


The set of channel bandwidths are still under discussion, especially considering UE test and capability. Meanwhile, it is not clear from the discussion on the solution of the case that operator’s spectrum size is not included in the bandwidth set. E.g 112 MHz for mmWave band and 42 MHz for C band can be some potential bandwidths which may not be defined in the channel bandwidth set. And as indentified in LTE SI on LTE bandwidth flexibility enhancements, there are many non-standard frequency blocks, as shown in Table 2-2 and 2-3. 
Table 2-2: Examples of non-standard frequency block assigned to operators in Band 8
	Country
	Block assignment [MHz]

	Germany

Italy
	3.8, 7.2

11.8, 12.4

	Slovakia
	6, 7

	Switzerland
	12.2, 12.4

	UK
	4.6, 7.4, 7.8


Table 2-3: Examples of non-standard frequency block assigned to operators in Band 3
	Country
	Block assignment [MHz]

	France
	21, 23.8, 26.6

	The Netherlands
	17.4

	Romania
	12.4, 12.7

	Slovakia
	5.4, 7.8, 13.4

	Switzerland
	16.2, 17.2


One solution is carrier aggregation of the bandwidths defined with channel bandwidth set. As agreed in [3] and [4], the minimum bandwidth should be 5MHz or 10MHz for frequency range up to 6GHz, and the minimum bandwidth should be 50 MHz or 100MHz. Hence if we take carrier aggregation approach, and assuming normal granularity is adopted for the bandwidth set. E.g for sub 6 GHz, 5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15MHz, 20 MHz, 40 MHz, 80 MHz, 100MHz are supported in the bandwidth set, and 50 MHz, 100 MHz, 200 MHz, 400MHz are supported for frequency range above 24 GHz. The RF bandwidth granularity will be 5MHz or 10 MHz for sub 6 GHz, and for mmWave bands, the granularity will be as large as 50MHz or 100 MHz. For example, operator A has 175 MHz spectrum block at mmWave band, 100MHz+ 50MHz carrier aggregation can be used while the remaining 25 MHz can not be used, which will be a significant waste of spectrum. From the analysis above, we can conclude the carrier aggregation only solution is not an attractive one.
	Available BW 
	CA or single CC 
	Flexible BW 

	12.4 MHz (B3/B8) 
	10 MHz 
	12.4 MHz 

	42 MHz 
	40 MHz 
	42 MHz 

	175 MHz 
	100 MHz+50 MHz 
	175 MHz 


The alternative is flexible bandwidth, which has been discussed during the NR SI and previous meetings. The outcome from SI is captured in TR 38.803.

“It is clarified that the flexible channel bandwidth can potentially be specified if it is established that RF requirements can be linearly scalable with channel bandwidth or if RF requirements for a finite set of channel bandwidth can ensure UE/gNB performance.”
It is understandable that there is some test complexity for UE to support fully flexible bandwidth. The main reason is that UE has to support any channel bandwidth that is smaller than its UE supported maximum channel bandwidth. But the situation is changed for BS side. BS capability set is declared by the manufacture, hence only the declared bandwidths according to operator’s spectrum blocks are to be tested. Hence the expected work for BS to support flexible bandwidth is mainly specification work. As already studied in LTE SI [5], for some RF requirements which are defined based on certain BW, e.g. uniform unwanted emission mask is define for channel bandwidth 5/10/15/20 MHz, and for some RF requirements can be defined with the bandwidth and configuration parameterized, such as ACLR. 
Based on the discussion above, considering there are many non-standard frequency blocks in legacy IMT band and some uncertainty of operators’ spectrum for future NR bands. To maximum the spectrum utilization, we propose,

Proposal 1: flexible channel bandwidth shall be supported for NR BS.
3 Conclusion
In the contribution we provide considerations on NR channel bandwidth. Considering there are many non-standard frequency blocks in legacy IMT band and some uncertainty of operators’ spectrum for future NR bands. To maximum the spectrum utilization, it is proposed,
Proposal 1: flexible channel bandwidth shall be supported for NR BS.
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