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1 Introduction
In RAN4#82Bis meeting, a WF on band definition for 3.3-4.2GHz was approved in [1]. Based on the WF, there are two proposals to specify the band for frequency range of 3.3-4.2GHz.
· 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. 
· Proposal 2: To specify 3.3-4.2 GHz as a single band.
One of options below should be selected considering their pros/cons in RAN4#83.

· Option 1: Proposal 1

· Option 2: Proposal 2

· 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.
In RAN4#83 meeting, how to define 3.3-4.2GHz band was extensively discussed but no conclusion was made [2-4]. According to the [5], June ad-hoc meeting is the deadline for the band definition on 3.3-4.2 GHz. 
In this paper, we provide our considerations on NR band definition for 3.3-4.2GHz.
2 Discussion
Based on the discussion in RAN4#83 meeting, the option 3 which means specifying three different bands has been excluded when deciding this band definition. Therefore, in this paper, we focus on the proposal 1 and proposal 2.
For proposal 2, in our understanding, it should include the following two potential implementations. 

· Proposal 2: To specify 3.3-4.2 GHz as a single band.
· One PA approach: force UE to implement by one PA
· Two sub-bands approach: force UE to implement by two separate PAs (3.3-3.8GHz, 3.6-4.2GHz)

On the one hand, the relative bandwidth for full range of 3.3-4.2GHz is about 24%. As stated by some chipset vendors from the implementation view, there is a big challenge to maintain sufficient PAE over this contiguous band. 
On the other hand, the feasibility of guaranteeing sufficient rejection to protect the adjacent frequency bands such as B41 and new NR band above 4.4GHz should also be considered. It is noted that except UE-to-UE coexistence requirements as that for two LTE bands, additional consideration is needed for the scenario of that LTE B41 and NR 3.5GHz are operating on different UL/DL configurations in LTE+NR NSA mode. In this case, TX needs to provide additional protection to RX in the UE side. However, too wide bandwidth will bring in the challenge on the implementation of sufficient out of band rejection requirements.
Therefore, for the proposal 2 with one PA approach, we have the following observation: 
Observation 1: Considering the challenges on PAE and protection to other bands, it is difficult to support a single band with one PA for the frequency range of 3.3-4.2GHz.
To solve this problem and meanwhile consider the harmonization on 3.5GHz UE ecosystem, two approaches were proposed:

· Two sub-bands approach in proposal 2: a single band is defined and the band is split by two sub-bands with different PAs.
· Two separate bands approach in proposal 1: specify two different bands and mandatory support for both bands. 
We can observe that when adopting the two separate bands approach with mandatory support of both bands, there seems to be no difference between two sub-bands approach from the UE implementation perspective. 
Observation 2: From the UE implementation perspective, there is no difference between defining a single band with two sub-bands and defining two separate bands with mandatory support of both bands.
For these two approaches, in our understanding, if two PAs are needed to support two bands or sub-bands, antenna switch is needed. Then the additional insert loss should be considered in the MOP and REFSENS link budget. However, in the WF [1], there is a note that “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.”. It is not clear how this additional loss can be avoided, and operators are not prepared to agree that both the insertion loss of 3.3-3.8 GHz band and 3.3-4.2 GHz band will be increased. Therefore, RNN4 should clarify how to avoid the additional insert loss in WF [1].
Observation 3: Some clarifications for how to avoid the additional insert loss in WF [1] should be given in RAN4. 
3 Conclusion 
In this contribution, the considerations on NR band definition for 3.3-4.2GHz are provided. Based on the discussion, we obtain the following observations:
Observation 1: Considering the challenges on PAE and protection to other bands, it is difficult to support a single band with one PA for the frequency range of 3.3-4.2GHz.
Observation 2: From the UE implementation perspective, there is no difference between defining a single band with two sub-bands and defining two separate bands with mandatory support of both bands.
Observation 3: Some clarifications for how to avoid the additional insert loss in WF [1] should be given in RAN4.
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