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1 Introduction
This issue was once again discussed at length in the last meeting and no significant progress was made. The issue remains with 2 options in the WF (R4-2108020)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Re-using already defined band n96, for the frequency range 5945 MHz to 6425 MHz 
(HPE, Nokia, Intel, Skyworks, Facebook, Charter, CableLabs, Apple, Qualcomm, OPPO)
· FFS if additional notes and/or clarifications are needed. Regional specific requirements to be included in relevant specifications.
· Option 2: Defining a new band n[xx], for the frequency range 5945 MHz to 6425 MHz 
(Ericsson, ZTE, Huawei, BT, Orange, TIM, OPPO, DT)
· On top of specific requirements provided by ECC, the new band shall reuse requirements already defined for n96, where possible.
· Note that selecting any of the options above shall not in any way interfere with regulatory activities and timelines for the 6 GHz range. (As per RAN agreement)
Our view has not significantly changed since the last meeting so this paper summarizes our views which were explained in more detail in R4-2111408, with some clarifications based on comments and discussion in the last meeting
2 Discussion
The opinions of the companies seems to be almost split between UE vendors and component suppliers and BS vendors and operators.
Some of the technical arguments highlight this division.
· UE specification are written in a carrier centric fashion as such requirements do not change significantly if the band changes.
· BS specifications are written in a band centric fashion, most of the requirements are based on the operating band edges and the operating band bandwidth.
As such incorporating a new band in the BS specifications is much easier than using notes and exceptions throughout the spec. As far as the BS spec is concerned if the operating band is different then the requirements are different it is much simpler to just use a new band number. A number of cases were highlighted in R4-2111408 last meeting including: FOBUE , Spurious emissions and blocking requirements.
Whilst it can perhaps be accepted that a band n96 UE is fully compliant over the EU sub-band it is not the case with the BS.
It has also been argued that precedent has been set using the same band numbers for sub-band in the past, however it is also true that if we use precedent there are a number of bands which overlap where different band numbers have been used. As such we don’t believe that precedent really favours one argument or the other.
However when drafting the EU TFES specification for the NR BS having the EU operating band differ from the 3GPP defined operating band does make the requirements unnecessarily complicated. For the existing scenario it is necessary to redefine the operating band within the TFES requirement, this is not ideal. However in the case of n96 and the EU part of it the operating BW changes much more so the FOUBE value is different and hence would be even more complex to implement in the harmonised standard. 
In comparison to the issues with the BS it seems that agree equivalence in testing for the UE between n96 and the EU sub-band (with a new number) is a much more straight forward problem.
Summary
In this paper we briefly restate our support and reasoning behind option 2 to allocate a new band number for the EU band 5945 MHz to 6425 MHz.
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