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1 Introduction
FR2 out of  band blocking was once again discussed with no conclusion on how it will be specified. 

This WF lists the options with the intention of focusing the discussion during the next meeting so that some agreements can be made in February.
2 FR1 background
FR1 has a ‘flat’ out of band blocking requirement which is valid from 30MHz to 12.75GHz this is:

· For BS type 1-C and 1-H, -15dBm at the conducted interface (antenna connector or TAB connector)

· For BS type 1-O, OTA, 36dBm @ 30m 

The origin of the conducted requirement is not completely clear. Available evidence suggests that the conducted requirement may have been  derived from the co-existence in the same geographical area of 2 BS
This is characterized by (REF TR 25.942)

The following scenario is captured in chapter  7.4.1.2.1.3 BS-to-BS propagation model:
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-6 dB
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= 67 dB
MCL

It is not clear how this leads to a conducted interferer of -15dBm (43dBm – 67 = -24dBm)? However the requirement has been the same for a long time so there is no need to spend to much time revisiting it (some additional background analysis is given in TR 37.843).
For the conducted requirement, applying a constant conducted level is not a major issue from a testing perspective, even if at higher frequencies it might imply an unrealistically high OTA blocker power.
For the eAAS OTS requirement this scenario was modified, with higher (more realistic) antenna gain, and this was used as the basis to form the OTA specification (REF TR 37.843).


Pout + Gant_agressor – LDT – FSPL + Gant_victim - LDT = 43dBm + 17dBi  - 3dB - 87.65dB + 17dBi – 3dB = -16.65dBm

Using these assumptions as a basis for the OTA requirement gives:

P(30m) = Pcond)requirement – Gant – PL(30m) = -15dBm – 17dBi – 68dB = 36dBm



3 WF for FR2
As out of band filtering is difficult for FR2 and may not be required or feasible for the Tx, it is necessary to be more careful with the out of band blocking requirement than was the case with FR1, hence a different approach may be taken.

The following issues are highlighted and companies are encouraged to submit their views in the next meeting. The options listed below are not exhaustive and at this stage do not form part of an agreement but as a means to focus the discussion.

The general oob blocking requirement has the following options:
1. Have no general oob blocking requirement – treat all blocking as either co-existence, co-location or regional requirement

2. Use the in-band blocking level as a general ‘flat’ requirement across all frequencies.

3. Other options?

Companies are encouraged to submit view on which option is most appropriate.

When considering co-existence (same geographical area), the following open issues exist:

1. Scenarios used to estimate typical attenuation from aggressor to victim BS

2. Output power of interfering BS

3. Aggressor BS antenna gain assumptions 
4. Aggressor BS beamforming assumptions
5. Use of probability applied to aggressor beam 

6. 

Views on how to quantify the co-existence scenarios and potential minimum requirements are to be submitted 
Co-location, the following open issues exist:
1. Not to specify co-location blocking requirement for NR BS for FR2 in RAN4 specifications, but state that BS co-location can be achieved with network synchronization or special co-location requirements that are not covered by the 3GPP specifications (R4-1800028)
2. Combine co-location with co-existence with interfere at same direction as wanted signal

3. Use co-location similar to FR1 methodology (interferer is applied via a co-location reference antenna)
a. Feasibility of this approach is not as yet clear
4. Other options?

Regional interferers

If there is no general requirement then protection may need to be specified for additional regional interferers (TV, satellite, etc).

Proposals for additional regional interferes are encouraged.
4 References
�Removed because it seems to be just repeating the above


�A “minimum” loss may be too pessimistic as the minimum is when beams point at each other…


�It has been agreed no –co-location between FR1 and FR2, but I don’t think we agreed no co-existence – however its probably not a big issue so we can remove





