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1. Overall Description:

RAN4 would like to thank RAN2 for the liaison statement in R2-114813 on the signalling of additional frequency band indicators. In the LS, RAN2 has requested RAN4 to provide feedback on the below questions. After discussing the topic, RAN4 has the following understanding on the questions raised
Question a: what is a reasonable maximum number of frequency bands one cell can belong to? Would there be any differences in the maximum number between UMTS and LTE?
[RAN4 response]: RAN4 noted that current maximum number of frequency bands one cell can belong to is 3, i.e., bands 26, band 5 and band 18 in LTE as well as band XXVI, band V and band XIX in UMTS. It is also noted by RAN4 that the maximum number of frequency bands should be defined not only considering the current but also considering the future band definition and plan. Therefore, from RAN4 point of view, maximum number of 5 is suggested.  
Question b: is the ARFCN value specific to frequency bands and thus different frequency bands need to have different ARFCN values? or is it possible that a single ARFCN value could be used to denote one carrier frequency in the overlapping part of multiple frequency bands?
[RAN4 response] RAN4 would like to confirm that ARFCN value is specific to frequency band. As consequence, one carrier frequency in different bands have different ARFCN value. 
Question c: if a cell belongs to multiple frequency bands and a UE supports these frequency bands, is there a need for any prioritisation between the supported frequency bands, when different RF requirements will be defined for these frequency bands?
[RAN4 response]: First of all, RAN4 would like to confirm that different RF requirement will be defined for these overlapping bands. Also, RAN4 observes the benefit to introduce the prioritization band indicator as well as RF requirement to give the network operators flexiblity of deploying cells in either legacy or extension portion in the overlapping frequency range. 

2. Actions:
To RAN2:

RAN4 kindly asks RAN2 to note the information on the additional frequency band indicator in their on-going work. 

3. Date of Next RAN WG4 Meetings:

RAN WG4 Meeting #61
14 - 18 Nov 2011, 

San Francisco, US
RAN WG4 Meeting #62
6 - 9 Feb 2011, 

Dresden, DE
