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Introduction 
Work item for Enhanced support of reduced capability NR devices have been agreed in [1]. In this contribution we discuss the remaining UE RF specification impacts.


Discussion

In RAN4#108 meeting supporting SAWless implementation was discussed and some adaptations to both transmitter and receiver requirements were discussed [1, 2]. In general, it would be beneficial if the standard enables SAWless implementation, as especially eRedCap designs are such that SAWless implementation is attractive.
At the same time, the specification changes should be such that performance impact is minimized and there is no impact to other than eRedCap UEs. For example, [1] proposed using ∆MPR to capture an output power relaxation. It was discussed during the meeting that defining a new NS-value is preferable. 
However, it is not clear if NS-value is a good way either. It would require re-defining the general UE-to-UE coex requirements for eRedCap and make the specification more complex, effectively requiring multiple new clauses only for this reason as shown in [3]. 
Observation 1: Specifying a new NS-value for eRedCap UEs requires a lot of specification updates and using ∆MPR is preferable 
There was also a proposal for in-band blocking requirements in [2]. We do agree that in-band blocking in the proposed scenario would need to be adjusted for SAWless implementation to be feasible. It is not clear though whether the proposed level of -34 dBm is appropriate and how exactly this level was derived. We do see two issues here: Firstly the shift in-inband blocking level is rather large and the negative performance impact is not quantified. Secondly, it is not clear to where -34 dBm is coming from.
Another possible approach would be to rely on IBB case 2 requirement of -44 dBm, as there is solid basis behind the value coming from co-existence evaluations. At the same the, the specification should address that this relaxation comes with concern of harmful interference.
Observation 2: In case IBB blocking is adjusted, specification should state that the adjusted level may result in potentially harmful interference impacting performance.
Proposal 1: Consider using IBB2 blocking as alternative to the case 3 and case 5 blocking requirements for eRedCap UEs




Conclusions

In this contribution eRedCap RF specification impact was discussed. Following observations and proposals were made.
Observation 1: Specifying a new NS-value for eRedCap UEs requires a lot of specification updates and using ∆MPR is preferable 
Observation 2: In case IBB blocking is adjusted, specification should state that the adjusted level may result in potentially harmful interference impacting performance.
Proposal 1: Consider using IBB2 blocking as alternative to the case 3 and case 5 blocking requirements for eRedCap UEs
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