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1. Introduction
During the RAN4#107 meeting, the NTN L/S band has been discussed and a WF [1] was agreed. Some of the open issues are left and hence in this paper, we try to give further discussion on it.
2. Discussion
Firstly, on the system parameter, the open issues are captured as below: 
Topic #1: System parameters
Agreements for the system parameters:
-	15MHz channel bandwidths is specified for the band n254
	FFS: On whether it should be optional or mandatory
Issue 1-3: Asymmetric channel bandwidth combinations
· Proposals
· Option 1: Introduce 5+10MHz, 5+15MHz, and 10+15MHz UL/DL asymmetric channel combinations for the new NTN band under the existing RAN4 principles (Apple, Globalstar, CAICT, ZTE).
· Option 2: None at this meeting.


Currently the CBW of 5, 10, 15 and 20MHz are all mandatory supported. In such case, the L/S band is using the UL and DL frequency of these L and S bands and hence 15MHz can be mandatory supported in such ases.
Proposal 1: 15MHz is mandatory supported for band n254.
For the asymmetric channel bandwidth combinations, considering the spectrum for NTN usage is small, the asymmetric channel bandwidth helps easier deployment. Hence it is proposed to further study the asymmetric channel bandwidth combinations under this WID.
Proposal 2: To further study the asymmetric bandwidth combination.
 ssue 2-6: Reference sensitivity
· Proposals
· Option 1: Band n53 REFSENS with 0.5dB insertion loss, i.e. same as band n256 REFSENS (Apple, Globalstar) 
· Option 2: Band n53 REFSENS, i.e. no insertion loss is assumed (Huawei, ZTE, Xiaomi)


For the REFSENS requirement, it has been discussed long during the past meetings. The difference between two options as captured below is whether to introduce the 0.5 dB insertion loss. For the option 2, it is proposed to use band n53 REFSENS requirement. However, band n53 is a TDD band and hence reusing the band n53 requirement is not appropriate. When we look back to the NTN band n255 and n256 REFSENS requirement, the band n255 has 0.5dB more stringent requirement than band n256. This is because as per operator request, better filter compared to band n65 should be used to bring better receiver performance. In such case, for band n254, we don’t see the desire that to put more stringent requirement to UE implementation and similar REFSENS requirement for band n256 means the link budget is sufficient.
Observation 1: No strong desire that to put more stringent requirement to UE implementation on band n254.
Observation 2: Similar REFSENS requirement for band n256 means the link budget is sufficient.
Proposal 3: To agree on Band n53 REFSENS with 0.5dB insertion loss, i.e. same as band n256 REFSENS for band n254.
3	Conclusions
In this contribution, we give initial discussion on the 30MHz for NTN and the observation and proposals are shown as below:
Observation 1: No strong desire that to put more stringent requirement to UE implementation on band n254.
Observation 2: Similar REFSENS requirement for band n256 means the link budget is sufficient.
Proposal 1: 15MHz is mandatory supported for band n254.
Proposal 2: To further study the asymmetric bandwidth combination.
Proposal 3: To agree on Band n53 REFSENS with 0.5dB insertion loss, i.e. same as band n256 REFSENS for band n254.
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