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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk91172414]The NTN WI ([1]) has been approved in RAN#88e meeting to specify requirements for the support of NTN. It has been revised in last RAN#94-e meeting [2].
In last RAN4#102-e meeting, many satellite UE RF requirements have been agreed and captured in TS 38.101-5. Nevertheless, some open issues are remaining, those are further discussed in this contribution
Discussion 
Background
In last RAN4#102-e meeting, the “WF on NTN UE RF requirements” ([3]) was agreed. This WF has captured the different options discussed in that meeting, without reaching any agreement on the limits to be added to TS 38.101-5.
NS for UE satellite
It was proposed in last RAN4#102-e meeting to introduce a new NS_57 to notify UE about additional spurious emission limits when operating in band n255. 
It makes sense to reuse the same TN NSs for UE satellite when the corresponding limits and A-MPR requirements are the same for both TN and satellite. But it would be better to use specific NS messages when the new NS are for UE satellite only, this would avoid any synchronisation issue between TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.101-5. 
The new “NS_57” should then be better named “NS_57N” instead. Another option is to name it “NS_56N” considering NS_56 and NS_56N would be applicable for the same frequency range.
We would then propose the following:
Proposal1: Any new NS message for UE satellite should have prefixed “N”, e.g. the new “NS_57” should be named “NS_57N” instead (or “NS_56N”).
n256 coexistence
In last RAN4 meeting, no conclusion was done on n256 coexistence and the following options were captured in the Way Forward ([3]):
Exceptions that shall be considered for n256:
- n34 with NS_24 A-MPR 
FFS whether existing A-MPR value with NS_24 can be reused, keep A-MPR value with [ ] in the drafting TP

- Band n2, n25, n70 shall be protected; FFS how to protect n2, n25, n70 since the n256 UL overlap their DL
Include band n2, n25, n70 into co-existence table and including note “FFS on how to protect n2, n25, n70”

- Band n39 shall be protected; FFS how to protect band n39 if reusing band n65 filter 
Including a note into TP “FFS on how to protect n39”

- Band 33, 35 and 37 shall be protected and FFS how to protect band 33,35 and 37 

NS_24
Regarding NS_24 and n34 protection, the A-MPR values were specified based on A-MPR simulations from various companies and considering the scenarios described in Figure 1 (from [4])
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref101623579]Figure 1: B34 protection scenarios
For n256, considering the -50dBm/MHz requirement to protect band n34, noting the spectrum utilization is the same for NR and satellite and assuming the same scenario (Figure 1) as for n65, the A-MPR simulations should give the same results and so the A-MPR values specified for NS_24 should also be applicable for n256. 
Proposal2: Apply NS_24 A-MPR values to n256 as agreed in RAN4#102-e meeting.
It should be noted then that the 2005-2010MHz frequency range shall be used as guard band when NS_24 is signalled by the network.
It should also be noted that some NS_24 A-MPR values for certain regions are high (e.g. 10-20dB) and would most likely constrain n256 operation to 5-15MHz channel bandwidth in the lower part of n256.
Bands n2, n25 and n70
As it was agreed for any TN bands, those bands shall also be protected.
The DL part of those 3 bands are overlapping the n256 UL. This means at least that the overlapping parts with n256 can’t be protected. For the remaining non-overlapping parts, as it was done for NS_24, a guard band would be needed and most likely high A-MPR values would be needed to comply with the -50dBm/MHz requirement, which would make those non-overlapping parts of n256 not usable for satellite operation. 
Based on the above observations, operation in n256 should be possible in the geographical areas where n2, n25 or n70 are operating. 
Proposal3: n256 should not operate in geographical area where n2, n25 and n70 are operating.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the remaining open issues for TS 38.108 specifications. We made the following proposals:
Proposal1: Any new NS message for UE satellite should have prefixed “N”, e.g. the new “NS_57” should be named “NS_57N” instead (or “NS_56N”).
Proposal2: Apply NS_24 A-MPR values to n256 as agreed in RAN4#102-e meeting.
Proposal3: n256 should not operate in geographical area where n2, n25 and n70 are operating.
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