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Introduction

The following TDOC is submitted to the email discussion decided during RAN#88-E and referenced as follow :
 [New_Channel_BWs]  (T-Mobile USA)
Goal: Discuss the WIs and SIs proposals for existing channel BWs and potential new channel BWs and recommend what RAN Plenary should approve in terms of WID(s) and/or a SID 

Moderator: Bill Shvodian


[bookmark: _Hlk44330095]Discussion
The following tdocs were submitted related to new channel BWs: 

	RP-200609
	Motivation for new WI on introduction of brand new channel bandwidths for NR
	Huawei Technologies Japan K.K.

	RP-200610
	New WID proposal: introduction of brand new channel bandwidths for NR
	Huawei Technologies Japan K.K.

	RP-200834
	New basket WID: adding new channel bandwidth(s) support to existing NR bands
	Ericsson

	RP-200835
	Motivation for  adding new channel bandwidth(s) support to existing NR bands
	Ericsson

	RP-200940
	On adding new channel BW for existing band
	MediaTek Inc.

	RP-201029
	On UE bandwidths for NR bands
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	RP-201130
	On efficient usage of operator spectrum that is not aligned with NR channel bandwidths
	T-Mobile USA

	RP-201131
	Motivation for new SID: Efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidths
	T-Mobile USA

	RP-201231
Revision of 
RP-201132
	New SID on Efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidths 
	T-Mobile USA




As discussed during the Monday Early Items RAN Plenary GotoWebinar session, the proposals can be broken into three categories: 1) A basket for adding already defined channel BWs to existing bands (as in RP-200834), 2) Proposals for adding new channel BWs that are multiples of 5 MHz such as 35 MHz and 45 MHz, 3) Proposals for efficiently supporting operator licensed channel BWs that are not multiples of 5 MHz. Given that, this e-mail discussion document will be broken up into three parts to discuss these three topics.
 
2.1 Basket for adding already defined channel BWs to existing NR bands
Ericsson has submitted a basket WI to add already defined NR channel bandwidths to existing NR bands. In Rel-16 RAN4 had separate Work Items for each instance when an operator needed to add an already defined NR channel Bandwidth to an existing NR band, including NR_n3_BW, NR_n65_BW, NR_n1_BW2, etc. This basket WI would enable RAN and RAN4 to operate more efficiently by creating a basket for adding these already defined channel BWs to the existing bands. The Objectives and scope from RP-200834 are copied here for reference:
	Objective and scope
· Specify channel bandwidth – sub-carrier spacing combinations to be supported for each considered band. 
· The channel bandwidth should be on of the following list: {5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15 MHz, 20 MHz, 25 MHz, 30 MHz, 40 MHz, 50 MHz, 60 MHz, 70 MHz, 80 MHz, 90 MHz, 100 MHz}.
· The band should be an already specified NR band, including SUL and SDL bands.

· Analyze and specify requirements:
· Reference sensitivity and associated RB allocation.
· When needed:
· MPR (relative bandwidth criteria)
· Additional Maximum Power Reduction (A-MPR)
· NS signalling.
· Any other RF requirement which might be relevant.
· CA or EN/DC combinations updates are not in the scope of this WI.

Question 1-1: Are there any comments on the proposed WI?
	[bookmark: _Hlk44404641]Organization
	Comments

	Skyworks
	For n48 it should be clarified that 70 MHz is only for the DL. 

	ZTE
	For these new added channel bandwidths for a band, the band combinations/configurations associated with the new channel bandwidth can be updated within the same WI.

	T-Mobile USA
	We support the proposed WI. 

	CMCC
	35MHz and 45MHz should be captured in this basket WI after the work is completed 

	Huawei
	1. Some editorial changes:
The channel bandwidth should be on of the following list: {5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15 MHz, 20 MHz, 25 MHz, 30 MHz, 40 MHz, 50 MHz, 60 MHz, 70 MHz, 80 MHz, 90 MHz, 100 MHz}.
2. By list the bandwidths, it seems that the WID is only for FR1. Although for FR2 all the possible channel bandwidths are supported for all the bands. I wonder if we should keep some flexibility to accommodate the request for FR2 although the possibility is small to add new CBW for FR2.
3. Regarding the limitation “the band should be an already specified NR band, including SUL and SDL bands”, we would like to change a little bit by removing “already”: the band should be specified NR band, including SUL and SDL bands, because it is Rel-17 basket work item there would be possibility that some band is introduced in Rel-17 but afterwards the new channel bandwidths may need be added in Rel-17 due to the regulation change or some other reasons.
4. For way of working, we saw a statement that “The request shall include enough spectrum information to justify the work adding new channel bandwidth in the specifications. Any technical challenge (e.g. specific/challenging channel bandwidth) shall also be flagged when submitting this request.” We have a slight concern on it. It is better to remove this sentence. From procedure wise, this is a basket WI and then the way of working should be aligned with other basket WI, i.e., 3 companies supporting is viewed as the condition to add the new CBW. Anyway the updated basket is subject to RAN4 endorsement and RAN plenary approval. We are not in favor of such rule in the WID.

	Ercisson
	We should better not to add associated bands combinations/configurations in this WI scope, this might create some confusion with existing CA/DC basket WIs and could even be conflicting. We are fine to include also the existing FR2 channel BW within the scope of this basket WI. But the scope should be limited to any existing channel BWs i.e. 35 and 45 MHz should not be included in this basket WI.

	Nokia
	In principle we support the creation of a basket WI like this to reduce overhead for adding existing CBWs to existing bands; this would be a useful efficiency improvement in RAN4. 
One question:  For SUL bands such as n84, it is not clear why all channel BWs should automatically be added; is there specific operator interest in each of these CBWs? 



Moderator responses:
To Skyworks: Agreed
To ZTE: Probably best to not mix band combinations in this WI. Better to keep band combinations in the band combination basket WIs.
To CMCC: We agree
To Huawei:
1) Thanks. 
2) OK to include FR2 in this already defined channel BW basket
3) We don’t think this clarification is necessary. We don’t think that “already specified” means in a previous release. Since RAN4 releases early specs, once the band is defined in a given release and in the specs, then it can be added to this basket even in the same release. If the CRs for the band are not yet agreed and approved, then the new channel BWs can be added via the new Band WI.
4) We are OK with removing the sentence
To Ericsson: We agree on not including band combinations. On 35 and 45 MHz, we agree with not adding them to the basket now, but if 35 MHz and 45 MHz CRs are agreed, then we think additional requests for 35 or 45 MHz could be added to this basket. 
To Nokia: Is operator request necessary for channel BW requests, or just 4 supporting companies? 
Action for Ericsson: Update the WID as described in Proposal 1-1 A and C below. 
Proposal 1-1 for Round 2:
Proposal A) WID to clarify that 70 MHz for n48 is only for DL
Proposal B) Once 35 MHz and 45 MHz requirements are complete, request to add 35 MHz and 45 MHz to existing bands may be added to the already defined channel bandwidth basket WI. New combinations may be added to the band combination baskets. 
Proposal C) Incorporate the editorial change from Huawei in the WID, Clarify that the basket WID can contain requests both FR1 and FR2, and remove the sentence indicated in Huawei comment #4 above.
[bookmark: _Hlk44404807]Comments on Proposal 1-1 for Round 2:
	Organization
	Comments

	Nokia
	Generally for the sake of workload management we focus on cases for which there is operator need. Automatically adding all CBWs to n84 does not seem justified unless there is operator support for them all. We would suggest to prioritise just one CBW for n84 first, according to the highest priority of operators. 


 
Moderator Reply to Nokia: it was indicated via e-mail that China Unicom is interested in all the channel BWs for n84

Question 1-2: Should the WI be approved?
	Organization
	Comments

	T-Mobile USA
	Yes. We believe this basket WID for already defined channel bandwidths should be approved to enable RAN4 to work more efficiently. 

	CMCC
	Support to approve the WI

	Huawei
	WID is acceptable to us. But we hope that our comments above can be addressed.

	Ericsson
	Yes. This work has already been on going in independent WIs in Rel-16. RAN4 has already recommended to approve this basket WI in Rel-17 (WF in R4-1912984). If this WI is not approved then we will again have proliferation of separate WIs overloading RAN4.

	Nokia
	Yes, subject to the comment above. 



Proposal 1-2: Recommend the modified existing channel bandwidth WID be approved by RAN Plenary. 
Comments on Proposals 1-2 for Round 2:
	Organization
	Comments

	
	



Moderator Summary for Proposal 1-2: Recommend that the revised basket WID for existing channel bandwidths be approved by RAN Plenary. 
2.2 The addition of new channel BWs that are a multiple of 5 MHz
As discussed on the early item GTW call, some channel BWs such as 35 MHz and 45 MHz have been requested for multiple bands by multiple operators. From RP-201130:
	Band
	Channel Bandwidth

	n3, n8, n25, n66, n71
	35 MHz

	n3, n25, n66
	45 MHz



RAN4 has defined NR channel BWs in 5 MHz increments up to 30 MHz, so extending this up to 50 MHz should be straight forward. Such a WI could be based on Phase 2 of the Huawei proposal in RP-200610. 

The core scope is as follows:

· Specify the core requirements for the generic approach to support 35 MHz and 45 MHz NR channel bandwidths 
· Specify the spectrum utilization
· Specify the channel arrangement, if needed
· Specify UE RF requirements for UL and DL
· Specify BS RF requirements for UL and DL
· Specify RRM core requirement, if needed
· Specify the necessary RAN2 signalling, if needed
The scope of performance part is as follows: 

· Specify the performance requirements for the generic approach to support 35 MHz and 45 MHz NR channel bandwidths
· Specify the UE demodulation/CSI reporting requirements
· Specify the BS demodulation performance requirements
· Specify the RRM test cases, if needed.

Question 2-1: Are there any comments on approving a new Work Item to define 35 MHz and 45 MHz as NR channel BWs?
	Organization
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the scope as listed above for core if we go with this a separate channel BW. We do not think anything is needed for demod and RRM test cases as all BWs are already covered.

	Skyworks
	Although these multiple of 5MHz are deemed “regular” it potentially adds another 7 UE channel bandwidths if all cases up to 100MHz are requested in the future. So are we limiting the WI to cover only 35 and 45MHz and are these bandwidths introduced as band agnostic or not? If agreed, the WI should explicitly exclude odd multiples of 5MHz above 50MHz. note that all these bandwidths can be achieved with CA.

	Intel
	Some impact on SDR tests can be expected and prefer to keep UE Demod scope.

	T-Mobile USA
	We agree that a new WID with the scope above for 35 MHz and 45 MHz channel bandwidths should be approved by RAN Plenary. 

	CMCC	
	We agree that a new WID to define 35MHz and 45MHz as NR channel BWs should be approved. RRM and demodulation may not be needed, since UE cannot only support newly introduced bandwidth. So existing test coverage is sufficient enough.

	Huawei
	We are OK with the suggested way forward to have a separate work item to introduce the brand new channel bandwidths which are multiple of 5MHz at least. 
To Skyworks experts, in our understanding the promising way is to have band agonistic solution. But maybe we should take the urgent requests from operators into account. In this work, only a limited number of channel bandwidth (35MHz, 45MHz) would be introduced. We are open to limit the scope to bandwidth below 50MHz for 15KHz SCS and 100MHz for 30KHz SCS, if agreeable to the group.
To Qualcomm, removing performance part would be OK, since RRM test uses 10MHz CBW with 15KHz SCS and 40Mhz CBW with 30KHz SCS, and demodulation requirements are configured mainly with 10MHz CBW for 15KHz SCS and 40MHz CBW for 30KHz SCS. But for UE sustained data rate testing, update would be needed. So we would like to keep：
· Specify the performance requirements for the generic approach to support 35 MHz and 45 MHz NR channel bandwidths
· Specify the UE demodulation, if needed/CSI reporting requirements
· Specify the BS demodulation performance requirements
· Specify the RRM test cases, if needed.
And we would like to also check if companies have strong view to include 7Mhz and 13Mhz in the potential WID since a number of operators had interests.

	Ericsson
	If this WI is only limited to 35 MHz and 45 MHz then it is ok to approve it as a WI. However, this will require mainly generic work and could better be treated as non-spectrum WI.

	Nokia
	As mentioned by Ericsson, the generic requirements will need to be done first for 35 and 45 MHz, so would normally be handled as a non-spectrum item, although in principle we are OK to approve it subject to RAN4 workload consideration. 

	Apple
	It would be nice to clarify whether only 35 and 45MHz are added and no other channel bandwidth which are a multiple of 5MHz will be considered in the future.

	BT
	We propose to add Band n7 to the list of bands with a channel bandwidth of 35 MHz

	Huawei
	It is done in the latest version.



To Qualcomm: There seems to be a different vie on the need for demod. 
To Skyworks: The proposed scope was only 35 and 45 MHz. 
To Huawei: For this WID I think we are scope should be limited to 35 and 45 MHz which have strong operator support. Additional bandwidths beyond that could be considered in the Study Item below to see if other techniques can be used to support channel BWs wider than 50 MHz.
The Chairman specifically singled out 35 and 45 MHz in the discussion yesterday because of the strong operator support. Since Skyworks, Ericsson, Nokia and Apple already commented on limiting the WI to  35 and 35 MHz, it might be futile to propose adding 7 and 13 MHz. And if 7 and 13 MHz were added we would surely hear requests to add 6 and 11 MHz which have also been requested. 
To Ericsson and Nokia: Since we treat power class and power class for band combinations as spectrum related work, and we have treated new channel bandwidth requests as spectrum related, we don’t follow why a WID for channel bandwidths should be treated as non-spectrum related. We will defer to the RAN chairman. 
Action for Huawei: Update the WID to only include 35 and 45 MHz, with the scope listed above and the performance bullets modified as in the Huawei comments above. 

Question 2-2: Are there any comments modifying the Huawei WID in RP-200610 to only include 35 and 45 MHz channel bandwidths and the core and performance objectives listed above? 
	Organization
	Comments

	T-Mobile USA
	We support modifying the WID in RP-200610 to include only 35 and 45 MHz channel BWs with the objectives listed above for approval by RAN Plenary. 

	CMCC
	We support modifying the WID in RP-200610 as suggested by moderator.



Proposal 2-1: Recommend the modified 35 and 45 MHz channel bandwidth WID be approved by RAN Plenary. 
Comments on Proposals 2-2 for Round 2:
	Organization
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with having the demod part only for SDR. It would be better to clarify in the objectives: Specify SDR test instead of having a blanket statement for all demod



Moderator response: Huawei says that Qualcomm’s concern has been addressed in the latest draft SID.
Moderator summary for Proposal 2-1: Recommend that RAN Plenary approve the revised WID for specifying 35 and 45 MHz channel Bandwidths. 
2.3 Efficient usage of operator spectrum that is not a multiple of 5 MHz
A study Item was proposed in RP-201231 to consider efficient usage of operator spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidths. A new tdoc number was assigned Depending on the outcome of the discussion in 2.2 above, 35 MHz and 45 MHz may or may not be included in the scope of such a Study Item. 
Question 3-1: Other than the inclusion of 35 and 45 MHz (which is discussed in 2.2 above), are there any comments on the Study Item proposed in RP-201231?
	Organization
	Comments

	Dish Network
	Please add 6 MHz channel Bandwidth for n29 to the list in the SI

	AT&T 
	Please add 6 MHz and 11 MHz channel bandwidths for n29 to the list in the SI

	SaankhyaLabs
	Request to add 6 MHz channel Bandwidth for n29 to the list in the SI

	EBU
	Please add 6, 7 and 8 MHz channel bandwidth for n29 to the list in the SI

	Huawei
	In our view, applying wider channel bandwidth to narrow spectrum may not work well, since the emission requirements could not be met. In our view, such method can work when the available irregular spectrum (e.g., 24.8) is close to a certain nominal channel bandwidth (25MHz). But it does not work well for 7, 13, … since the filter with wider channel bandwidth cannot meet the emission requirements. So in our view, this candidate is a implementation solution but should not be a standardized solution. We should preclude this candidate solution from the beginning of the work to save time.

	IRT
	Please add 6, 7 and 8 MHz channel bandwidth for n29 to the list in the SI


To Huawei: We agree that the wider channel BW will not work well for 7 and 13 MHz, but other techniques have been discussed and can be studied in depth in the SI. 
Action for T-Mobile USA:
1) Add 6, 7, 8 and 11 MHz for n29 to the SI

Question 3-2: Should RAN Plenary approve a Study Item based on a revised version of RP-201231?
	Organization
	Comments

	MTK
	· It is OK to us to have either a SI or a WI with study phase. In either way, a clear goal for the study should be provided.
· In this RAN meeting, we should focus on listing possible solutions to address operator’s concern, while leave it to RAN4 to down select the final approach. 
· Channel BW for gNB and UE should be handled differently. 
· A single meeting for SI or the study phase of a WI is definitely not sufficient to have deep analysis on feasibility, network/UE complexity as well as spec impacts. 

	Qualcomm
	We are still worried about many operators coming up with more channel BWs and ending up with RB level granularity. During the GTW it was mentioned this was not the case but we are already seeing more BWs added. Unfortunately it does not happen that these all show up at the same time, they keep being added.
We support having this as a SI with candidate methods already listed. We also think a single meeting will be difficult to conclude, especially given the current e-meeting work situation and load.
we believe this work could also be taken together with the rest of the non-spectrum items

	
	

	ZTE
	For requests for these “irregular” bandwidth, we understand that all the alternatives are still open at this stage, not only introducing new channel bandwidth. If a WI or SI is created, a generic and future proof solution should be intended by considering size of channel bandwidth set, reusable RAN4 works done, minimizing specs impacts etc.

	Skyworks
	As commented in emails, the SI or WI should prioritize solutions that avoids the introduction of new channel bandwidths on the UE side and techniques that gives a generic approach to cover any bandwidth. Also the solution does not need to be similar in UL and DL for the UE. The key is to meet regulatory emissions. Since these “irregular” channel bandwidths are really specific to some bands they may not be introduced as band agnostic. With the addition of 35 and 45 MHz and the requested irregular cases we are adding 10 channel BW to the 13 existing.

	Intel
	We are supportive of new work in Rel-17 to address the issues. Initial studies are needed before requirements can be introduced. Either SI or WI with study stage are ok.

RAN4 did not have excessive discussions on the solutions to address the problem and we prefer to discuss all solutions within the SI/WI scope rather than in the plenary meeting

Also, some solutions on the table may have RAN1/2 impact and the SI/WI scope should ensure that we do check with other WGs on feasibility before solution is introduced.

We also agree with ZTE comment that “generic and future proof solution should be intended”


	T-Mobile USA
	We support approval of a study item at this RAN Plenary. 
Companies mentioned above that a single meeting would not be sufficient, but the target date for the SI TR is RAN #90, which covers two quarters if the SI is approved at this RAN Plenary and begins in August.  

	CMCC
	It seems that companies agree to separate the work, one WI for 35MHz and 45MHz, another SI for new add bandwidth. We support this approach to have a separate study item. And a furtue proof solution should also be discussed in this study item.

	Huawei
	We prefer to have a WI directly with study phase. For the study, we agree with above companies that it is better to make candidate solutions clear in this RAN.

	Ericsson
	We agree to approve this as a SI but not a WI at this stage. The SI needs at least 2 quarter of studies.

	DISH
	Support approval of a study item at this RAN Plenary. RAN1/RAN2 should be secondary WG’s in the study as figuring out the feasibility of some solutions possibly require their expertise as well.

	Nokia
	This needs a SI first, and should be considered with the non-spectrum-related RAN4 items later this year. 

	Apple
	Echoing Qualcomm’s comment, we are also concerned that more and more requests are coming to add new channel bandwidths. Already this meeting we can see new proposals to add 6 and 8MHz. As commented by us during the GTW session, due to complexity of the topic we prefer opening a new SI to study potential solutions for “irregular” channel bandwidths. 



To the comments on meeting being insufficient: If the SID is approved at this RAN Plenary and can begin work in August, the completion would be 2 quarters. If the SID does not start until September, then we would agree that it should be extended through March 2021. 
Action for T-Mobile USA:
1) Update the SID objectives to include “generic and future proof solution(s) should be intended.
2) The SID completion date should be at least two quarters after the start date. 
Proposal 3-2: Recommend the updated “New SID on Efficient utilization of licensed spectrum that is not aligned with existing NR channel bandwidths” be approved by RAN Plenary. 
Comments on Proposals 3-2 for Round 2:
	Organization
	Comments

	Huawei
	According to the contributions, there seems different understanding on the wording of overlapping UE channel bandwidths. So we would like to make it clear that “intra-band overlapping CA” is included in such concept. But at the same time, we notice that companies propose that UE just supports on CC with nominal channel bandwidth. We are also fine to keep that option in the SI.
We propose adding the sub-bullets to clarify the meeting of overlapping UE channel bandwidths
· Study the use of overlapping UE channel bandwidths to cover operator’s license spectrum, and if new gNB channel bandwidths are needed. 
· For overlapping UE channel bandwidths, two cases below should be considered
· UE is capable of supporting the aggregated overlapping UE channel bandwidths
· UE is only capable of supporting one CC of the overlapping UE channel bandwidths (in other words, UE is not capable of supporting the aggregated overlapping UE channel bandwidths)
The suggested revised version for SI was also uploaded into inbox.

	Nokia
	Given that a new WI is proposed for 35 and 45 MHz, these bandwidths can be removed now from this SID. 

	Ericsson
	The addition of sub-bullets by Huawei in objective # 3 considerably broadens the scope of the objective and of the SI. We therefore do not agree to include the cases mentioned by Huawei. The purpose of the original objective is to identify if gNB channel BW is feasible if the UE BWs overlaps. 
Ericsson supports the original SID in RP-201231 but fine to include new BWs requested by operators for the study. We also agree with Nokia that 35 and 45 MHz have to be removed if the WI (section 2.2) is approved.

	ZTE
	Our concern on intending for a generic and future proof solution is captured, and we support to create a new SI with this objective included.

	EBU
	The current version of the SID does not contain 7 and 8 MHz bandwidths for n29 as proposed during the discussion, please include these two in addition to 6 and 11 MHz which are already there

	Huawei
	To Ericsson comments, we do see the interests on the “intra-band overlapping CA” from companies and from operators like R4-2006339 and R4-2003524. During GTW on Monday this week, operator also expressed the interest for it, which could provide the better performance and higher throughput. And whether to support intra-band overlapping CA depends on UE capability. UE may or may not support it. It is not mandatory. The impacts are mainly on UE.
On the other hand, we also see the concern from company and we also expressed the concern on the method “use of larger channel bandwidths than operator licensed bandwidth”, which will lead at least performance loss.
In our view, since we will have a study, why should we preclude the candidate solution which attracts wide interests? Why should we preclude a candidate solution which may provide better performance? 
If we want to preclude the candidate solutions for now. Our preference is to preclude “use of larger channel bandwidths than operator licensed bandwidth”, which is Objective 2 in the SID.

	MTK
	Same view as Nokia, 35 and 45MHz can be removed from this SID.
2 quarters in 2020 Q3 and Q4 means only 2 meetings, not 3 meetings. We are not sure if there is sufficient time to reach conclusion.
In order to not extremely increase UE complexity, we add a note in the SID that “From a UE perspective Channel Bandwidths in multiple of 5MHz are assumed as the baseline for this work”

	CMCC
	We feel some clarification is needed objective 3, does objective 3 includes the overlapping CA from UE perspective? In our view, we are very interested and supportive on overlapping CA from UE side, since it provides a scalable and future proof solution to let operator utilize their brand new channel bandwidth more efficiently. The motivation of this study item is to study the potential solution to solve the brand new bandwidth, and also having a future proof solution is also commented by other companies.

	Intel
	Some of the comments from the first round were not adopted.

RAN4 did not have excessive discussions on the solutions to address the problem and we prefer to discuss all solutions within the SI/WI scope rather than in the plenary meeting. We prefer to add a statement that other solutions are not precluded.

Also, some solutions on the table may have RAN1/2 impact and the SI/WI scope should ensure that we do check with other WGs on feasibility before solution is introduced. We suggest to clarify in the SID that RAN1/2 impacts should be checked.




Moderator Summary: Changes to the SID include
1) 35 and 45 MHz removed from the SID because they are in a WID
2) 3 MHz removed because it would require big RAN1 changes
3) The sub-bullets in item 3 have been removed. 
4) “Other solutions not precluded” as requested by Intel
5) “with priority should be given to approaches that avoid the introduction of new channel BWs on the UE side” as suggested by Skyworks
6) “Impact on RAN1 and RAN2 should be considered and minimized” as discussed via e-mail
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposed Way Forward: Postpone approval of the latest version of the SID. 
Proposed way forward
1.1 Existing Channel Bandwidth WID
Proposal 1: RAN Plenary should approve the Existing Channel Basket WID in RP-201294
3.2 	35 and 45 MHz Channel Bandwidth Work Item
Proposal 2: RAN Plenary should approve the 35 and 45 MHz Channel WID in RP-201321
3.3 	Irregular Channel Bandwidth SID
Proposal 3: RAN Plenary should postpone approval of the irregular channel BW SID in RP-201352
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