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1 Introduction
Way forward on RF requirements for eMTC was approved in [1]. eMTC UE requirements will be defined assuming that eMTC UE always transmits and receives up to 6RB within any system bandwidths and the LO is located at the center of the 6RBs. How to define TX and RX RF requirements based on 6RB for eMTC was also discussed in [2] [3] in last meeting. In [2], it is proposed to reuse existing requirements of 1.4MHz unless otherwise specified. In [3], it is proposed RF requirements still be specified and verified for system channel bandwidth for both TX and RX. Except these two kinds of RF requirements framework, through email discussion after Anaheim meeting, another one is also proposed. The idea is to reuse existing requirements outside1.4MHz channel bandwidth based on new channel bandwidth. This contribution gives some discussion on these three frameworks.
2 Discussion
The first frame work is to reuse existing requirements of 1.4MHz unless otherwise specified. It is the most simple method for specification and test but due to the narrow guard band of 1.4MHz, the requirements outside the 1.4MHz channel bandwidth will become stricter than the actual case when the system channel bandwidth larger than 1.4MHz which reserve more guard band. This strictness also impact MPR and A-MPR value which is based on ACLR, SEM and spurious emission requirement.
The second frame work is to specify and verify RF requirements on system channel bandwidth for both TX and RX. Except in-band emission and A-MPR, other TX requirements for system channel bandwidth should be reused for existing power class. For RX, REFSENS should be defined for single RX and HD-FDD. This method introduces different requirements for different system channel bandwidth though the transmission bandwidth for each system channel bandwidth is always up to 6RBs. However, although there are different requirements for different system channel bandwidth, the test can only cover the strictest case. For example for ACLR and SEM requirements, the test could only perform on the supported narrowest channel bandwidth because the narrower the bandwidth is, the stricter the requirements are.
The third frame work which proposed in the email discussion is to introduce some new channel bandwidths for eMTC UE with 6RB transmission bandwidth configuration and guard band for each system channel bandwidth, like in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 New channel bandwidths and ACLR definitions (from email discussion)

This method is more straightforward but it will make the specification more complicated because so many new channel bandwidths are introduced. There would be a lot of content to be added in the specification. For the test simplification, it also could only test the worst case like the second framework. For example, only test the supported narrowest channel bandwidth because the narrower the bandwidth is, the narrower the guard band is.
3 Conclusion
Three alternatives are discussed on RF requirements framework, each alternative has Pros and cons:

Alternative 1: Reuse existing requirements of 1.4MHz unless otherwise specified.

Pros: 

1) Simple for specification and test

Cons:

1) The requirements are stricter than the actual case
2) MPR and A-MPR may also overestimated
Alternative 2: Reuse existing requirements of system channel bandwidth unless otherwise specified.

Pros: 

1) Comply with actual co-existence cases

Cons:

1) Different requirements for different system channel bandwidth
2) The test can only cover the strictest case.
Alternative 3: Introduce some new channel bandwidths for eMTC.

Pros: 

1) Consider co-existence requirement on eMTC to eMTC case.

Cons:

1) Make the specification lots of change and more complicated. 
2) The test can only cover the strictest case.
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