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Introduction
In RAN#75 NR WI was approved in [1] attached with NR bands and LTE-NR band combinations. And 3.3-4.2GHz is listed as a promising frequency range for NR application requested by many operators:
	Frequency range
/LTE band
	REL-indep.
from
	contact
name, company
	contact
email
	other supporting companies
(min. 3)
	status
(new, ongoing, completed, stopped)

	3.3-4.2 GHz
	REL-15
	TBD
	TBD
	NTT DOCOMO, KDDI, SBM, CMCC, China Unicom, China Telecom, KT, SK Telecom, LG Uplus, Etisalat, Orange, Telecom Italia, British Telecom, Deutsche Telekom
	new


3.3-4.2GHz frequency range gathers the potential spectrum allocation for 5G deployment in Japan, Korea, China and EU around 3.5GHz. It would be attractive solution to define this entire frequency range as one NR band which was also proposed during NR SI phase considering global ecosystem. Meanwhile, the impact on implementation aspect also needs to be considered. In this contribution we would like to share some initial thinking on the band plan for 3.5GHz around frequency ranges. 
Discussion
There would be at least two potential alternatives proposed with the target to define a single band on frequency range of 3.3-4.2GHz as below:
· Solution 1: single band on 3.3-4.2GHz 
· Solution 2: single band on 3.3-4.2GHz with two sub-blocks(3.3-3.8GHz; 3.6-4.2GHz)
The main motivation to have solution 2 on top of solution 1 would be the BWR limitation on PAE of PA. As shown by in several contributions [3][4] provided in SI phase as the typical limitation on 3.5GHz range would be around 15% BWR. Even though the simulation and measurement results shared in [5] show that may be possibility to support the entire 3.3-4.2GHz band with legacy Band 42&43 PA, there is still more aspects should be further assessed. Furthermore, according to initial survey on implementation aspect, the potential challenging on LO (integrated PLL) may need to be taken into account in further study. And whether and how it would have impact on specific RF/demodulation requirement should be considered as well.
The initial comparison between two solutions is shown as below
	
	Solution 1
	Solution 2

	Cons
	Uncertainty on Implementation feasibility 
Potential performance loss and cost increase 
	Implementation complexity 
Potential restriction on some intra-band CA case/limitation on contiguous transmission across two sub-blocks

	Pros
	[bookmark: _GoBack]harmonization on 3.5GHz UE ecosystem
	harmonization on 3.5GHz UE ecosystem



Furthermore, regarding RF requirement for both solutions at least following aspect should be studied especially:  
· Tolerance on maximum output power, which may relate to filter assumption and performance such as insertion loss, ripple, etc.
· MPR/A-MPR, which relates to UE transmitter non-linearity(especially PA performance) and regional emission  requirement if any  
· Reference sensitivity, which relates to NF(whether 9dB NF could be reused for this new band), SNR(according to physical layer design), beam forming gain(whether applicable for below 6GHz ) and RF filer performance(any additional relaxation due to IL of filter)
· Additional requirement to co-existence with legacy LTE band as mentioned in WID
Conclusion
In this contribution we provide preliminary on two solutions on how to define 3.3-4.2GHz as a single NR band. According to discussion, more analysis would be needed for RAN4 final decision on this frequency range. Furthermore, after we achieve the band definition there are still significant RF impact would be expected and should be discussed in RAN4. 
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