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Introduction
In LTE Rel-8 the maximum transmission bandwidth configuration has been set to 110 PRB (from a RAN1 perspective) while RAN4 specified a maximum channel bandwidth of 20 MHz corresponding to a transmission bandwidth configuration of 100 PRB. In Rel-10 wider carriers were introduced by carrier aggregation, but each maximum component carrier bandwidth was still the same as in Rel-8. In this paper we discuss how NR should be prepared for channel bandwidths larger than what is seen necessary for today.
Discussion
For several spectrum bands it is difficult to predict what exact (maximum) channel bandwidths are needed in the future. But one can foresee for several bands very large channel bandwidth which would put an unnecessary burden on each UE if all UEs would have to implement the maximum specified channel bandwidth for supported bands. This is certainly true for machine type devices but even for eMBB terminals it is not obvious that each one should support the maximum channel bandwidth. It is therefore important to make sure NR supports terminals that don’t support the full channel bandwidth.
Proposal 1: An NR carrier shall support UEs with bandwidth support smaller than the channel bandwidth.
However, NR should go one step beyond. What happens if spectrum allocations become available requiring larger channel bandwidths than envisioned today? Possible solutions are either 1) to apply carrier aggregation with legacy component carriers or 2) to define new channel bandwidths matching the new need.
Carrier aggregation
[bookmark: _GoBack]Carrier aggregation is likely to be supported in NR. With carrier aggregation one has a tool to enable wider carrier bandwidth. In LTE carrier aggregation each component carrier remains backwards compatible and we would expect the same for NR, i.e. legacy UEs can still access a component carrier also if part of a carrier aggregation compound.
Wideband carrier
The other solution is to define wider carriers than what is already defined. This needs to be done transparent for existing terminals, i.e. existing terminals must still be able to access the widened carrier. Proposal 1 is a first step in this direction. However, one has to ensure that widening the channel bandwidth does not require functionality that is either not implemented or not tested in legacy terminals since this would make it either impossible or at least unlikely that such widening would be acceptable in practice. 
Proposal 2: NR carriers are defined such that the maximum carrier bandwidth can be extended without breaking backwards compatibility. Legacy UEs camping on the widened NR carrier do not require new or untested functionality.
One critical procedure is how a narrowband UE is moved from the frequency it performed initial access to its camping frequency. A legacy terminal must understand signaling referring to and must be able to camp on frequency portions of the widened carrier not present on the original carrier. 
Conclusions
In this paper we discuss if and how the maximum NR channel bandwidth can be extended in a way transparent to legacy UEs. The following proposals are made: 
Proposal 1: An NR carrier shall support UEs with bandwidth support smaller than the channel bandwidth.
Proposal 2: NR carriers are defined such that the maximum carrier bandwidth can be extended without breaking backwards compatibility. Legacy UEs camping on the widened NR carrier do not require new or untested functionality.

