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Introduction
Considerations on CA_n26-n28 are provided in this contribution.
Discussion
Four different options were listed in previous meeting
· Option 1 Keep current CA_n26A-n28A with entire n28 frequency range and specify n26 UL and UL CA support for entire frequency range
· Option 2 Modify current CA_n26A-n28A to include only lower 30MHz of n28 and specify n26 UL and UL CA support for lower 30MHz frequency range
· Option 3 Keep current CA_n26A-n28A with entire n28 frequency range and specify n26 UL and UL CA support for lower 30MHz frequency range
· Option 4 Combination of options 1 and 3
There are two main issues that need to be discussed.
1. Does it make sense to specify support for entire n28 with n26UL/UL CA? The MSD in every company’s analysis has been >30dB. Of course, there is no general limit when certain combination is feasible or not, but in this case given that the MSD is from single UL it should be well-thought if specifying the entire range would benefit anyone, or would it merely create more problems due to fragmentation or potential lack of implementations.
2. How to manage different alternatives in the specifications? This issue becomes relevant only if we specify both n28A range and entire n28 range for n26UL/UL CA. In our understanding with both ranges notes would not work. Using BCS to distinguish new frequency ranges would not been good either as it would open the door to use BCS into purposes other than it is intended to. Creating a new band for this purpose would not be a good option either. UE capability is an option, but that also is not desired as it would cause more fragmentation also for other combinations.
In light of the above, we would like to once more discuss to use options 3 or option 1.
With option 1, there is the ambiguity related to removal of current note which restricts UL to n28 only, but it may be manageable between different specification versions. If option3 is chosen, it is quite easy to distinguish by using notes between existing n28 UL only option.
If we were to specify options other than 1 or 3, then we need to resolve how to distinguish between different combinations, which does not seem to be easy and may need to be addressed in general manner, not only specific to this combination.
Proposal 1: To limit the number of options, consider option 3 or option1 as strong candidates. 
We did further MSD analyses, resulting in slightly different MSD numbers.
Conventional 3GPP assumptions for the TX for the PA noise measurements were used, as well as in factoring the CIM3/CIM5 contributions:
· 20 MHz 100RB DFT-s-OFDM 
· 30dBc ACLR
· 4dB Post-PA loss
· Image -28dB
· LO -28dBc
· CIM3 -60dBc
· CIM5 -70dBc
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Figure 1 n28 Cross-band MSD for lower 30MHz of n28
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Figure 2 n28 Cross-band MSD for entire n28
Proposal 2: Use the following MSD test points when deciding the specifications for CA_n26A-n28A
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Conclusions
Further considerations on 2UL/2DL CA_n26A-n28A are provided, with the following proposals and observation
Proposal 1: To limit the number of options, consider option 3 or option 1 as strong candidates. 
Proposal 2: Use the following MSD test points when deciding the specifications for CA_n26A-n28A
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