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1	Introduction 
For this contribution we share our views on Signalling for the Overlapping CBWs from UE perspective (one cell) method based on LS responses [1][2].
2 Discussion 
We make observations based on the following comments from the RAN2 LS [2]: 
	Is it possible to configure the UE with a dedicated carrierBandwidth in the ServingCellConfig that is wider than/partially outside the carrierBandwidth configured in SIB1?
RAN2 response: UE behaviour is not specified when the channel bandwidth configuration exceeds the frequency band borders. RAN2 thinks it is possible from signalling view to override the SIB1 channel bandwidth by the dedicated channel bandwidth signalling in RRC_CONNECTED if the UE is capable of the dedicated channel bandwidth, and if network ensures the SIB1 channel bandwidth and dedicated channel bandwidth use the same PRB grid. RAN2 has no consensus whether a new capability is needed to support that the dedicated channel bandwidth is outside SIB1 channel bandwidth.



Observation 1: The response from RAN2 does not make clear that the proposed signaling is feasible or not as RAN2 has no consensus on whether new capability is needed.
The RAN1 LS response to the question of handling split CBW equalization,  R1-2110584 [3] gives:
	Clarify for equalization purposes in the DL, does the BS need to know the split between the subset of PRBs from a main RF carrier versus PRBs from an additional RF carrier are received on different channel/antenna before combining. If pre-coding assumes all PRBs experience the same channel/antenna, is signalling required so that BS pre-coding can account for the path differences of main carrier PRBs and additional carrier PRBs.
RAN1 response: RAN1 has not evaluated, nor plans to evaluate the need for the gNB to know this aspect.


Observation 2: RAN1 made does not plan to evaluate behavior of a split subset of PRBs in the PHY, yet this capability is needed for the new proposed architecture required by this method. 
Figure 1 below shows the new architecture proposed for this method in TS38.844 section 6.2.2.3 with the new signal paths shown in red.  The proposed new architecture requires considerable changes in the Baseband/PHY to separately handle a split portion of PRBs between separate filters, FFT and a new combiner.  It is difficult envision how to move this method forward if RAN1 has no plans to evaluate these changes.
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[bookmark: _Hlk87438340][bookmark: _Hlk92371776]Figure 1: Excerpt from TS38.844 - Figure 6.2.2.3-2: showing the need for separate filters, separate FFT and a new digital combining architecture.
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Figure 2: Excerpt from TS38.844 - Figure 6.2.2.3-1: showing the need for separate filters, separate FFT and a new digital combining architecture and new RF architecture which does not currently exist in Rel 15,16,17 UEs.
In Figure 2, an excerpt from TS38.844 - Figure 6.2.2.3-1 is shown.  The figure requires similar changes to Figure 1 and in addition, requires a new RF element to split RF signal after initial amplification.  While the proposed architecture may lead to a spectrally efficient solution, this RF architecture does not currently exist in UEs.  Since there are other more simple methods of addressing Irregular CBW, it seems there isn’t justification to drive a new RF architecture for future UEs.
Proposal 1: RAN4 should remove the new UE architectures proposed in TS38.844 section 6.2.2.3 since RAN1 has indicated no support to develop the mechanisms for digital channel combining and equalization that are required.
Proposal 2: Overlapping from the UE perspective should be deprioritized since it requires a new UE architecture, that RAN1 has no interest to evaluate, and other methods are available which do not require new UE architectures. 
3	Conclusions
Observation 1: The response from RAN2 does not make clear that the proposed signaling is feasible or not as RAN2 has no consensus on whether new capability is needed.
Observation 2: RAN1 made does not plan to evaluate behavior of a split subset of PRBs in the PHY, yet this capability is needed for the new proposed architecture required by this method. 
Proposal 1: RAN4 should remove the new UE architectures proposed in TS38.844 section 6.2.2.3 since RAN1 has indicated no support or interest to develop the mechanisms for digital channel combining and equalization that are required.
Proposal 2: Overlapping from the UE perspective should be deprioritized since it requires a new UE architecture, that RAN1 has no interest to evaluate, and other methods are available which do not require new UE architectures.  
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