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Introduction
In current NR BS spec[1] the FR2 out-of-band emission is defined with SEM way according to PTX level and frequency range. However, as indicated in editor note this requirement, including the definition method (SEM or UEM), the emission level and condition level, may need to be revised. Consequently, the PTX level is put in square-bracket to be further review as well. 
In [2] the concern regarding PTX level based definition and proposal to revise this requirement were shared. In this contribution we will provide further discussion regarding this issue. 
Discussion
In WI phase FR2 BS class specific SEM was agreed to be defined before Sep AH. But it was changed to be defined according to power level in [4]. And the reason to replace BS class with PTX (power level) is that BS class would have dependence on power level of BS and power level and BS class would have similarity to define this requirement. Hence the specific SEM is agreed to be defined according to different power level and frequency range. 
Observation 1: the motivation to define power level specific SEM requirement for FR2 is the similarity between power level (PTX) and BS class. 

However, after further consideration and discussion, the rationality to define power level specific SEM requirement is with query.
As agreed in [5], the FR2 BS class is further clarified as below:
· For FR2, the same approach to BS classes is used
· BS class is declared based on expected deployment scenario
· The deployment scenario is described in the specification using the adjective and expectation of minimum distance
· Based on the declaration, some requirements may be differentiated based on BS class
   
To reflect the deployment scenario especially on cell coverage, the EIRP would be the better representation rather than TRP for FR2. Since the link budget of FR2 would be calculated by EIRP.
Observation 2: BS deployment scenario, which relate to BS class, would depend on EIRP rather than TRP

Here we are not suggesting define the BS class specific EIRP upper limit requirement. But just want to indicate that FR2 BS is unlike as LTE BS, of which conductive power can represent the coverage and scenario since antenna gain can be abstracted in limited range at least in scope of standard. On the contrary, in REFSENS discussion [7] the antenna array gain is agreed as follow with upmost 20dB variation for each BS class. 
· ΔOTAREFSENS
· [1]dB step within the range [10] to [30]dB for WA
· [1]dB step within the range [0] to [20]dB for MR
· [1]dB step within the range [0] to [20]dB for LA
· Reflect BS implementation parameters like antenna array gain
Even though this is agreed for RX side only, considering TDD system reality the same antenna array would be shared between TX and RX. Naturally, this would allow more diversity in BS implementation in FR2. That means to support the same cell deployment range, in the other word the same peak EIRP, the TRP level may have up to 20dB difference among different implementation ways. It is possible that the TRP level of certain WA BS is lower than TRP level of certain small cell BS. Inevitably, in FR2 TRP power level and BS class do not share the similarity anymore. Furthermore, even in LTE phase it is not precluded that BS with power level less than 38dBm to be declared as WA BS. 
Observation 3: the linkage between TRP and BS classes is not so straightforward especially in FR2.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Considering such ambiguity relation between power level and BS class we do recommend that revise FR2 SEM with BS class specific way rather than power level. 
Proposal: revise FR2 SEM with BS class specific way rather than power level.

When requirement introduced for certain system, two essential rationales shall be deliberated, as implementation reality and system performance. We can check these two rationales for this case as well. 
Firstly, to define SEM according to power level would bring on restriction in implementation. We can take the same example shared in [2], a BS product, which designed to work as WA BS to support wide area coverage, will not be allowed to implement by relative lower TRP combined with lager antenna array size. Or for a WA BS with lower TRP level, the more stringent SEM would be applied unnecessarily if current requirement remains. 
And for co-existence aspect, it is the total radiated power on adjacent channel noise that impacts the victim system co-existence KPIs. For the same co-existence scenario, considering the same ISD and PL model, maintain the same emission level on adjacent channel will still guarantee the victim performance for the same BS class deployments.
Observation 4: to define BS class specific SEM requirement would allow implementation flexibility and guarantee system performance at the same time.  
Conclusion
In this contribution we provide our view on how to revise SEM requirement for FR2 BS. It is suggested that to define this requirement according to BS class rather than power level. 
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