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1. Introduction
In RAN4#80Bis a proposal for group capability was proposed [1]
However, technical or commercial justification for that particular grouping was not provided. It is not clear why each band was selected in the group. In this paper, we provide our analysis on propsed grouping and it feasibility.
2. Discussion

The proposed group was 1, 2, 3, 7, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42,43, 46, 66 which include all major bands from 1.7 GHz to 5.9 GHz. For bands below 1.7 GHz, per band capability was proposed. We have provided analysis in [2] which indicates that the challenge in implementation is greater in high bands. We not se this grouping proposal much different than per UE. In the following, we analyse the grouping proposal in detail  
First we take frequency range into account and split group based on that:

Mid bands (1.7 – 2.0 GHz) GrpA: 1, 2, 3,39, 66

Lower high bands (2.1 – 2.4 GHz) GrpB: 40

High bands (2.5 – 2.7 GHz) GrpC: 7, 38, 41

Ultra high bands (3 – 4 GHz) GrpD: 42,43

Unlicensed (> 5 GHz) GrpE: 46

Then we separate TDD and FDD bands due to BB processing capability (max total bitrate is different for TDD and FDD):

Mid bands FDD (1.7 – 2.0 GHz) GrpA1: 1, 2, 3, 66

 Mid bands TDD (2.1 – 2.4 GHz) GrpA2: 39

Lower high bands TDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz) GrpB: 40

High bands FDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz) GrpC1: 7

High bands TDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz ) GrpC2: 38, 41

Ultra high bands (3 – 4 GHz) GrpD: 42,43

Unlicensed (> 5 GHz) GrpE: 46

Further, we have provided that MMPA on mid bands will have serious challenges in supporting band 1 and 3 simultaneously [2]  and that band 41 is especially challenging because so wide bandwidth, many split band filters have been introduce during the years and numerous additional requirement due to co-banding requirements and compared to that, band 38 is much more simple implementation due to narrower bandwidth so it would not be feasible to burden B38 implementation with band 41 burden:

Lower Mid bands FDD (1.7 – 2.0 GHz) GrpA1: 1, 2
Mid bands TDD (2.1 – 2.4 GHz) GrpA2: 39
Higher Mid bands FDD (1.7 – 2.0 GHz) GrpA3: 3, 66

Lower high bands TDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz) GrpB: 40

High bands FDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz) GrpC1: 7

High bands TDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz ) GrpC2: 38

High bands TDD (2.5 – 2.7 GHz ) GrpC3:  41
Ultra high bands (3 – 4 GHz) GrpD: 42,43

Unlicensed (> 5 GHz) GrpE: 46
In ourview, the two US bands, 2 and 66 should not be bundled with European bands 1 and 3 but as a compromise, we are ok in bundling those. Other vendor or operator views may differ here. If 3GPP wants to  pursue this approach, we need to invite analysis for the feasibility from all companies. 

So given that we and many others companies want to make progress with this work item, we still do not see benefits of proposed grouping for capability, or any grouping.
3. Conclusion

Grouping proposal was analysed. Conclusion was that proposed grouping in [1] is not feasible for UE implementation and considering UE feasibility and operator holdings per band capability is best compromise. 
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