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Introduction
A WF [1] on the inter-band DL CA was approved. But there are still a few open issues left. In this contribution, we provide our views on remaining issues. 
Discussion
The WF is reproduced below for convenience.Way Forward on capability for beam management
· CBM = common beam management between the band pair
· IBM = independent beam management between the band pairs
· How to distinguish between CBM and IBM band pairs will be further discussed and decided in RAN4#95. 
· Choose between two alternatives: 
· A) per band pair capability to declare IBM or CBM
· B) IBM / CBM band pairs defined in specification. 
· Network does not assume CBM UE supports non-co-located deployment
· This doesn’t mean the network cannot configure CBM UE in non-co-located deployment 
· Network assumes IBM UE supports both co-located and non-co-located deployments.
IBM band pair requirements
· PSD difference between bands in Refsens i.e. peak EIS: 
· Agree PSD difference is within a range[6.5 – 30] dB and RAN4 aims to agree one number in RAN4#95
· PSD difference between bands in EIS spherical coverage: 
· Agree a range[6.5 – 30] dB and target to agree one number in RAN4#95



CBM vs. IBM
For inter-band DL CA, in our view CBM may only be practical under the following two conditions:
1) gNBs are co-located, and 
2) The largest frequency span between two bands can be handled by UE with one common antenna array i.e. one set of phase shifters.

The first condition ensures a common AoA while second condition requires UE implementation has acceptable gain variations between two bands. Second condition is strongly up to UE implementations. Thus, we think it is reasonable to give UE freedom to declare its capability of whether CBM or IBM for a given band combination rather than defining CBM/IBM band pairs in the specifications.

Proposal 1:  Declaring CBM or IBM should be a per band pair capability for UE in inter-band DL CA.


When a UE declares CBM for a band combination, UE treats two bands as a ‘virtual’ band, the Rx requirements of intra-band non-contiguous CA should apply.

Proposal 2: Intra-band non-contiguous CA requirements apply to CBM in inter-band DL CA.

IBM PSD difference
IBM means two different set of phase shifters applied to two different antenna arrays such that each antenna array optimizes for one band. Thus, IBM has better ability than CBM in handling large frequency separation between two bands. But the power consumption is higher because of two active antenna arrays In IBM architecture. In IBM, when one beam serves one band, the other band is treated as interferer. In our previous contribution [2,3], the PSD difference was analyzed. We have the following proposals (re-iterated): 

Proposal 3: For IBM UEs, the PSD imbalance is 21.5dB for L+L (n/257/n258/n261) inter-band DL CA and the PSD imbalance is 20.5dB for H+H (n260/n259).


Proposal 4: For L+H inter-band DL CA, 30dB PSD imbalance should be specified.

Conclusion

In this contribution, we provide our views on remaining open issues for inter-band DL CA which are shown in the following proposals.


Proposal 1:  Declaring CBM or IBM should be a per band pair capability for UE in inter-band DL CA.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2: Intra-band non-contiguous CA requirements apply to CBM in inter-band DL CA.

Proposal 3: For IBM UEs, the PSD imbalance is 21.5dB for L+L (n/257/n258/n261) inter-band DL CA and the PSD imbalance is 20.5dB for H+H (n260/n259).

Proposal 4: For L+H inter-band DL CA, 30dB PSD imbalance should be specified.
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