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1. Background
During last 3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting 84Bis in Dubrovnik , Croatia, 09th – 13th October, 2017, in the contribution [1] there were proposals about all key technical parameters for Africa Band (3300-3400MHz). All proposals have been approved including the need to choice between 2 option which are define in the proposal 6. In this contribution, we will provide some information about the advantages of each option 1 and 2, and, we will propose a conclusion for approval.
2. Discussion
2.1. Definition of option 1 and option 2
In the contribution [1] there is the definition of option 1 and 2 which is :

Proposal 6: Spurious emissions and UE coexistence
· Same technical parameters as B42. But, for only the specific the technical constraints NS_22 & NS_23, it is proposed 2 options as described just below,
· In the case of un-synchronized TDD networks, for the B42 there are some additional technical constraints which are NS_22 and NS_23. At the 3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting 84Bis in Dubrovnik , Croatia, 09th – 13th October, 2017, 2 options has been proposed:
· Option 1 => To take into account the case of unsynchronized TDD networks and taking into account that B52 and B42 have very similar technical characteristics, it is proposed to apply to the B52 the similar technical constraints than NS_22 and NS_23,
· Option 2 => It is assuming that the TDD networks will be synchronized because this is the best option to avoid interferences and guard bands, thus it is proposed to NOT apply to the B52 the similar technical constraints than NS_22 and NS_23.
· During the next meeting RAN4#85 (2017-11-27 - Reno, Nevada(US)), it is decided to make a choice between the both options.
2.2. Discussion

There are several arguments to keep the NS_22 & NS_23 and also several arguments to not keep the NS_22 & NS_23 for the band B52.  

List (not limited) of arguments to keep, or not, the NS_22 & NS_23  for the band B52 are:

· NS_22 & NS_23 will provide much flexibility through its enabling of non-synchronised adjacent network implementations, which is considered important functionality to address cases where adjacent network synchronisation cannot be achieved through the use of suitable guard bands,

· Adjacent network synchronisation requires co-operation between operators, which can sometimes prove to be challenging to achieve in Africa, especially so if their views are diverse in respect of DL vs UL capacity demands. The option 1 lets flexibility to operators to synchronise or not the adjacent networks,
· NS_22 & NS_23 will provide protection for future network implementation requirements between adjacent parts of bands B52 and B42,
· NS_22 & NS_23 are already implemented in the bands B42 & B43. The use of B52 will be closely coupled with the existing bands B42 and B43 through the implementation of Carrier Aggregation across these bands (specifically B52 and B42 in Africa). So, if currently there is no synchronisation between networks in the bands B42 & B43, it will make difficulties to use Carrier Aggregation across the three bands if  there is not implementation of NS_22 & NS_23 for the band B52,
3. Conclusion
Thus, taking into account the lists of arguments above, it is proposed:

Proposal 1: Keep NS_22 & NS_23 for the B52
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