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1	Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]In RAN4#82bis, a new NR frequency range, 3.3-4.2GHz has been discussed and the following way-forward was agreed [1].
· One of options below should be selected considering their pros/cons in RAN4#83.
· Option 1: Proposal 1: To specify two different bands below with a note indicating that “A UE supporting Band X shall also support Band Y and vice versa”.
· Band X: 3.3-3.8 GHz 
· Band Y: 3.6-4.2 GHz
*No additional switch loss is assumed. 
· Option 2: Proposal 2: To specify 3.3-4.2 GHz as a single band.
· Option 3: Proposal 1 & 2 (which means specifying three different bands and the NW needs MFBI)
RAN4 agrees that compared to a device only supporting 3.3-3.8 GHz, there shall be no additional losses in the TRx path within 3.3-3.8 GHz for a device supporting 3.3-4.2 GHz.


· Companies are encouraged to provide technical aspects of their preferred proposal, including but not limited to efficiency and gain flatness.

2	Discussion

As we already discussed this band in [2], the entire frequency range is extremely wide for 3.3-4.2GHz compared with the carrier frequency, i.e., the relative bandwidth is almost 25%. Thus, UE may require multiple PAs and filters to support the entire range. This would be the case as well for the base stations.
In both option 1 and option 2, the support of entire range is anyway mandatory for UE but with a clear intention that the two sets of RF components are artificially required in proposal 1, which have 200MHz overlapped region in 3.6-3.8GHz. However, the UE implementation would be most likely the same in either option.
[bookmark: _GoBack]As we agreed in the last meeting [3], the maximum channel bandwidth for the bands below 6GHz is to be 100MHz in Rel-15. Therefore, option 2 has a little more flexibility in UE implementation, because UE does not need to guarantee the flatness or insertion loss over the overlapped 200MHz range for two sets of PAs or filters. At least one branch shall fulfil the requirement for any 100MHz-wide channel within this range.
Option 1 has a disadvantage when we introduce carrier aggregation capabilities in future specifications. Intra-band contiguous CA or intra-band non-contiguous CA for band Z is not trivial if we use two bands, X and Y, but is simple with band Z from the specification perspective. Furthermore, for option 2, a door is still open to introduce wider channel bandwidth more than 200MHz in future specifications.
Option 3 is not recommended due to possible UE device ecosystem fragmentation. So far, many operators are supporting this frequency range 3.3-4.2GHz and therefore we see a great economic benefit to build a single global ecosystem for this band, rather than splitting them.
Proposal: The single band (Option 2) for 3.3-4.2GHz is recommended.


3	Conclusion
In this contribution, we have discussed a possible band plan for 3.3-4.2GHz according to the agreed way-forward [1] in RAN4#82bis meeting. We see a great benefit to have a single ecosystem, so the option 3 is not recommended. Option 2 seems to have a little better flexibility in UE implementation and specification support for possible features in future releases. So, we recommend the following.
Proposal: The single band (Option 2) for 3.3-4.2GHz is recommended.
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