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1. Introduction
RAN4 have been discussing how to introduce EESS protection requirements agreed in WRC-19. If a new NS values is introduced for an existing band after devices supporting the band come out on the market, and a network cannot know with which NS values each of the UEs can deal, which generates the connectivity issues. To address this, RAN4#94-e-bis approved WF capturing possible options [1]. This paper discusses which options should be taken to solve the issue, and how to write it in the specification.
2. Discussion
2.1 Backgrounds
Common understanding of regulatory requirements are captured in the approved WF [1]. In RAN4#94-e, [2] for n257 and [3] for n259 proposed the simplest way for introduction of EESS protection where EESS protection is specified in general spurious emission requirement. However, there was a contribution that -5dBm/200MHz protection for n257 would needs A-MPR, which means the necessity of introduction of new NS for the existing band (n257). If we introduce new NS in existing bands, there would be two types of UE existing in a real environment, one is UE working with existing NS and anther is UE working with new NS. In such a case, a concern was raised that if NW cannot know which NS values each of the UEs can deal, there would be connectivity issues for Pscell addition in NSA and for Handover in both SA and NSA, as described in [4][5]. To address this issue, WF [1] approved the direction that NW should know which NS values each of the UEs can deal, and listed possible solutions.
2.2 Consideration on Alt 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, and 2 captured in WF [1].
In our understanding, RAN4 should take either of Alt 1-1 or Alt 1-2 since Alt 1-3 may cause a situation UE would violate the regulation and Alt 2 may cause an ambiguity of signalling structure. We slightly prefer Alt 1-2 than Alt 1-1 since Alt 1-2 reuses the existing signalling of Modified MPR, and we anticipate that 8 values of Modified MPR per band is enough to handle such a case where NW needs to know which NS values each of the UEs can deal.
For Alt 1-3, it means supporting of NS values is optional. Our concerns is that Alt 1-3 may cause a situation UE would violate the regulation since if the newly introduced NS is optional, NW cannot distinguish UE brought into use before changeover date which don’t have to meet corresponding EESS protection requirement and UE not supporting new NS brought into use after changeover date. For example, we assume two NSs and three types of UEs;
· Example of NSs
· NS_20X: Existing NS introduced when the associated band is introduced.
· NS_20Y: New NS introduced after the associated band is introduced.
· NS_20Y is associated with EESS protection after changeover date.
· Example of UEs
· UE A: UE brought into use before changeover date supporting NS_20X.
· This UE don’t have to meet corresponding EESS protection according to WRC decision.
· UE B-1: UE brought into use after change over date supporting NS_20X and NS_20Y.
· This UE needs to meet corresponding EESS protection
· UE B-2: UE brought into use after change over date supporting NS_20X.
· This UE needs to meet corresponding EESS protection
If new NS is optional feature, it is allowed to implement UE B-2. In such case, even if we introduce NS signalling framework and NW can know which NS values each of the UEs can deal, NW cannot distinguish UE A and UE B-2. This cause the situation NW allowed UE B-2 to connect under NS_20X while UE B-2 need to meet EESS protection. This is an essential problem.
Observation 1: Alt 1-3 captured in WF [1] may cause a situation UE would violate the regulation.
For Alt 2, it means that release information of UE is used to distinguish the supportiveness of new NS. In Alt 2 it is mandatory for UE designed based on Rel-X to support all NS introduced in Rel-X specification. Therefore, NW can know whether or not UEs support newly introduced NS based on release information of each UE. Our concern on this is that it would make an ambiguous of signalling structure since NW designers need to surely understand the all implication that which release indicates what feature UEs support. As far as we know, RAN2 have never taken such approach. Therefore, we think we should define a specific capability for indicating supportiveness of newly introduced NS and UE should signal the capability to NW.
Observation 2: Alt 2 captured in WF [1] would make an ambiguous of signalling structure.
Proposal 1: Alt 1-1 or Alt 1-2 captured in WF [1] should be taken. 

2.3 Consideration on A-MPR for n257 and n259
In [1], the following sentence is approved:
[image: ] As discussed in [2] for +1dBm/200MHz for n257 (Requirement 2 in [1]) and as discussed in [3] for +7dBm/1000MHz for n259 (Requirement 5 in [1]) we believe 1dBm/200MHz for n257 and 7dBm/1GHz for n259 does not need A-MPR. For -5dBm/200MHz for n257 (Requirement 3 in [1]), according to [6][7], A-MPR seems to be needed and we fine to apply A-MPR as long as signalling framework of indicating the supportiveness of newly introduced NS is package agreements as approved in WF [1]. 
Proposal 2: A-MPR is not needed for 1dBm/200MHz for n257 and 7dBm/1GHz for n259.

2.4 Consideration on option 1 or Option 2 captured in WF [1]
We are open to take Option 1 or Option 2 since we believe it should be based on the decision made by Europe. And we would like to note that the difference between Option 1 and Option 2 is whether or not -8dBm/200MHz is necessary. As shown in [1], we will be able to change NS definition from Option 1 to Option 2 if we can confirm -8dBm/200MHz is not necessary.

2.5 Proposed CR [8]
 Based on above consideration, we prepared CR for n259 [8] in this meeting. [8] is based on option 1 assuming 7dBm/1GHz for n259 does not need A-MPR with the introduction of whole requirements of n259. We would like to note again we will change NS definition from Option 1 to Option2 if Europe needs to revise. 
Proposal 3: CR for n259 [8] should be agreed.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we proposed our views on WRC-19 resolution. Our proposals are summarised as follows:
Observation 1: Alt 1-3 captured in WF [1] may cause a situation UE would violate the regulation.
Observation 2: Alt 2 captured in WF [1] would make an ambiguous of signalling structure.
Proposal 1: Alt 1-1 or Alt 1-2 captured in WF [1] should be taken. 
Proposal 2: A-MPR is not needed for 1dBm/200MHz for n257 and 7dBm/1GHz for n259.
Proposal 3: CR for n259 [8] should be agreed.
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into NS_200, respectively, at least if no A-MPR is needed.




