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1. [bookmark: _Ref71574297]Introduction
In RAN #91e meeting, four possible naming options for >52.6GHz frequency range are discussed, which are 
· Option1: extend legacy FR2 to 71GHz
· Option2: FR2a for <52.6GHz and FR2b for 52.6-71GHz
· Option3: FR2 for <52.6GHz and FR2a for 52.6-71GHz
· Option4: FR2 for <52.6GHz and FR3 for 52.6-71GHz

The following conclusion regarding this issue has been reached in RAN #91 e.
	conclusion: 
RAN1, RAN2 and RAN4 are asked to provide its analysis or recommendation to RAN#92e (June 21) on how to introduce the 52.6-71GHz frequency range



Our views on those options are as follows.   

2. [bookmark: _Ref494794648]Impact on Naming for >52.6GHz

2.1.  Specification impact

First of all, from RAN1 perspective, Option 2, 3, and 4 all achieve a similar frequency range distinction between legacy FR2 frequency range and >52.6GHz. In particular, for Option 2, 3, and 4, the common part of specifications applied to <52.6GHz and >52.6GHz will be duplicated for each frequency range and the part of specification applied explicitly to only one frequency range can be easily managed by using different naming. The difference among Option 2, 3, and 4 might be whether <52.6GHz can reuse the FR2 naming or not, which seems to have minor specification impact compared to using other naming for <52.6GHz from RAN1 perspective.
 
[bookmark: _Ref71650132]Observation 1: In terms of specification impact, Option 2, 3, and 4 have similar specification impact from RAN1 perspective. 

If the above observation is not aligned among companies, then a clarification should be made in RAN1.

[bookmark: _Ref71650141]Proposal 1: If Observation 1 is not the common understanding among companies, clarification for the difference among Option 2, 3, and 4 should be discussed in RAN1. 


On the other hand, Option 1 has the advantage of handling the common part of specifications applied to <52.6GHz and >52.6GHz and less efforts on maintaining the specifications. However, for the part of specification applied explicitly to only one frequency range, Option1 needs some editorial efforts to distinguish these two frequency ranges.

In our view, the specification impact of each option depends on the similarity and difference between <52.6GHz and >52.6GHz, which is difficult to foresee at this stage since many features introduced in >52.6GHz are not finalized yet. However, based on the discussion in RAN1 # 104bis-e meeting, RAN1 specification impact from different naming options seems to be relatively smaller than the RAN4 specification impact.

[bookmark: _Ref71650151]  Observation 2: In terms of specification impact, RAN1 has smaller specification impact compared to RAN4. 
 
2.2. UE feature impact

In Rel-15/16, one discussion point on UE feature list is the dependence on FR1/FR2, i.e., the need of FR1/FR2 differentiation is specified for each UE feature. The same exercise should be performed again since the notion of FR2 might change depends on the naming options. In particular, for each UE feature introduced for legacy FR2 (and FR1, if applicable), RAN1 should discuss whether and how to support the UE feature for >52.6GHz with the acknowledgement of the discrepancy, e.g. new SCSs and larger bandwidth, between legacy FR2 and >52.6GHz. For example, mandatory PDCCH monitoring UE feature FG 3-1 assumes per slot monitoring, which is not the consensus for the basic PDCCH monitoring feature for >52.6GHz when 480/960 kHz are configured. In fact, the applicability of many UE features for legacy FR2 have been discussed in this WI, e.g., maxNumberRxTxBeamSwitch, timeDurationForQCL, etc., and the same discussion should be considered for every UE feature when determining the UE feature list applied for >52.6GHz, regardless of which naming option is adopted. With this principle, Option 1 seems to cause more concerns and confusion when a UE feature is only applied to >52.6GHz or only applied to legacy FR2. Moreover, if Option1 is adopted, it might cause confusion that all the features introduced for >52.6GHz are also supported for <52.6GHz if FR2 notion is the only labelling to use. 

[bookmark: _Ref71650159]Proposal 2: Regardless of which naming option is adopted for >52.6 GHz, to consider an existing FR1/FR2 UE feature for >52.6GHz, it should be discussed whether and how to support the feature for >52.6GHz. 

[bookmark: _Ref71650164]Proposal 3: Regardless of which naming option is adopted for >52.6 GHz, each UE feature introduced for operations in >52.6GHz should not be assumed to be supported in <52.6GHz. 


3. Conclusion
In summary, we have the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: In terms of specification impact, Option 2, 3, and 4 have similar specification impact from RAN1 perspective.

Proposal 1: If Observation 1 is not the common understanding among companies, clarification for the difference among Option 2, 3, and 4 should be discussed in RAN1.

Observation 2: In terms of specification impact, RAN1 has smaller specification impact compared to RAN4.

Proposal 2: Regardless of which naming option is adopted for >52.6 GHz, to consider an existing FR1/FR2 UE feature for >52.6GHz, it should be discussed whether and how to support the feature for >52.6GHz.

Proposal 3: Regardless of which naming option is adopted for >52.6 GHz, each UE feature introduced for operations in >52.6GHz should not be assumed to be supported in <52.6GHz.
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