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1. Introduction
In the RAN4#68bis meeting we proposed how to procced with UE to UE co-existence study for some specific scenarios in [1]. During the meeting, we received several comments. In summary, it seems the proponents requested to consider the following aspects.

1. The case for GB = 0 MHz
2. Resorce Block restriction method
3. PUCCH over provisioning method
In this contribution, we futher discuss the above three aspects and revise our original proposal based on the results.
2. Discussion
The case of GB = 0 MHz
The original objective of [1] is sharing the foreseeable impact of assumed frequency arrangement and protection requimrents of Band 34 on availability for a potential new band. In this sense, it would be beneficial to take the case of GB = 0 MHz between the upper edge of a new band and the lower edge of Band 34. Note that some of the associated case studies were alredy conducted in [2] and it was approved.
Observation 1: It would be beneficial to see the case of GB = 0 MHz at the worst case scenario.
Resorse block restriction method
In the RAN4#68bis meeting, there was an opion from one operator and and one vendor that A-MPR as well as Resource block restriction method should be studied. We still believe that we don’t have to pay specific attention to resource block restriction at this satge whenever specifiying A-MPR is possible since A-MPR logigically covers resource block restriction method as well. In general, our understanding is that A-MPR allows for operators to make the maximum use of spectrum they have. In order to achieve better understanding of the proponents for Resource block restriction method, we take a look at a specific A-MPR table for Band 19 as one of the examples as shown in Table 2-1.
Table 2-1: Additional Maximum Power Reduction (A-MPR)

	Network Signalling value
	Requirements (subclause)
	E-UTRA Band
	Channel bandwidth (MHz)
	Resources Blocks (NRB)
	A-MPR (dB)

	NS_08
	6.6.3.3.3
	19
	10, 15
	> 44
	≤ 3


The table indicates the followings. Note that we adopt 15 MHz channel bandwidth as one of the examples.

· For 15 MHz channel bandwidth

· If Resouces Blocks > 44 then A-MPR of 3 dB is allowed to use.

· Otherwise any A-MPR is not allowed to use.

The second bullet is exacly the case for Resource block restriction method is applicable since it says as far as the number of Resource block is less than or equal to 40, spurious emission requirements can be met without any A-MPR. Thus, A-MPR automatically includes the case where resource block restriction method is applicable. In addition, A-MPR allows for operators to use the specrum when the number of resource blocks is more than 40. If A-MPR was not specified, then maximum peak throuputh would be always limited to 40/75 of the peak. Thefore, from an operator point of view, adopting not resource block restriction method but rather A-MPR is imeperative.

· Way forward 1: A-MPR shall be the baseline specifically for a new band
· Note that resource block restriction method is not precluded if an operator requesst in WI phase.
PUCCH over provisioning method
If our understanding of the comment from one operator in the last meeting is correct, it seems that their opinion is that the specification reflected in “Table 6.6.3.3.1-2: RB restrictions for additional requirement (PHS)” in TS 36.101should be allowed in a new band for MSS 2GHz maybe without any GB. We understand the motivation and do not have any intention to exclude to use the way to make the best use of DL spectrum. We, however, still consider that this can be reflected in one of the A-MPR table conditions. Note that the Table 6.6.3.3.1.-2 itself is be one of the forms for resorce block restriction method. As we mentioned in [1], the original motivation is sharing the brief understanding of the relationship between protection limit of Band 34 and the amount of A-MPR. The situations we need to consider like this method would be the cases where significantly large A-MPR is applied to even PUCCH (small number of resorce block transmission). Thus, the deitals would be discussed in the later stage such that WI. There was also a comment on GB, however, the 5 MHz does not only come from UE to UE spurious emission requirement but also from Band 34 blocking issue from a new band of MSS 2 GHz and BS to BS co-existence issues.
Observation 3: PUCCH over provisioning method would be discussed if nessary in the later stage accoriding to operators’ request.
Considering both the proposal in [1] and the above three observations in this contribution, we propose the following way forward as illustarated in Figure 2-1.
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Figure 2-1: channel bandwidth to be evaluated for each practical use case

Finally, we propose the following table to summarize specific co-existence study scenarios regarding the new band spurious emission impact onto Band 34.
· Proposal: The following Table 2-1 should be developed to summarize the co-existence studies regarding the new band spurious emission impact onto Band 34 considering each channel bandwidth as shown in Figure 2-1.
· Note that with restpect glarnurarity of protection requirements, up to 2 dB glanurarity is allowd as the maximum such that -50, -48 ,…-32, -30. We leave it to respective company’s decision.
Table 2-1: The relationship between A-MPRs and protection requirements
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3. Conclusions
In this contribution, we further discussed how to facilitate the studies on the co-existence issues between the potential new band and Band 34. As an initial step, we propose the following way forwards in the following RAN4 meeings as one of the candidate case studies.
· WF 1: Way forward 1: A-MPR shall be the baseline specifically for a new band

· Note that resource block restriction method is not precluded if an operator requesst in WI phase.
· WF 2: The Table 2-1 should be developed to summarize the co-existence studies regarding the new band spurious emission impact onto Band 34 considering each channel bandwidth as shown in Figure 2-1 in Section 2.
· Note that with restpect glarnurarity of protection requirements, up to 2 dB glanurarity is allowd as the maximum such that -50, -48 ,…-32, -30. We leave it to respective company’s decision.
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