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Introduction

In the last RAN4#83 meeting, WF on new BS requirements was agreed. In the WF, companies were encouraged to provide the view on the options for “SLSR and FBR”.

In this contribution, we provide our view on it.
Discussion
In the RAN4#83 meeting in Hangzhou, WF on new BS requirements [1] was agreed.
The agreement on “SLSR and FBR” is captured below.
· In RAN4-NR#2 meeting (June, 2017), companies encourage to provide the views which is best option.
· Option1: SLSR and FBR should be included as declarations requirements for 5G NR BS in Rel-15.
· Option2: Side lobe level and front to back ratio potential requirements can be combined into a “emissions spatial mask” declaration
· Option3: Declared The total power that is radiated outside of the 3dB beamwidth within the context of the NR   declarations (assuming similar declarations to AAS with this addition)
During the online session for this topic in the previous meeting, there was a discussion that SLSR requirements will restrict the optimization of the performances. We fully agree with this discussion. Therefore, we support that we should not have minimum requirements on this.

For the declarations on SLSR, we still have the similar issue. That is, high SLSR does not always lead to high throughput. For example, when there are several UEs in a cell it could not be so important to make the SLSR high for each beam. It would be more beneficial to direct the null directions of the beam toward the non-target users at the expense of the SLSR of the beam. It means we have difficulties to know the worst condition for the SLSR and its corresponding the minimum SLSR level when controlling SLSR is not given the first priority to form a beam.

Considering the above discussion, we are negative to have SLSR/FBR declaration because it does not support performance enhancement objectives. If we have SLSR/FBR declaration, the limitation of the declaration shall be clearly mentioned. The declaration shall be for a typical case under certain assumptions. However, it could not guarantee the actual SLSR of actual beam in operation.

 On options, we see option 1 and option 2 are fundamentally same but option 2 has better granularity. As the declaration could not guaranty the SLSR for the cases other than the declared one, we think detailed declaration, “emissions spatial mask”, is not needed. Option 3 does not look like SLSR/FBR declaration. Therefore, our preference is option 1 if we have to choose an option from the three options.

Conclusion
We are negative to have SLSR/FBR declaration because of the reasons below.

1. It restricts the optimization of the performances.
2. It cannot guarantee the minimum SLSR/FBR for the other cases.

If we have a declaration on SLSR/FBR, 
1. the limitation of the declaration shall be clearly mentioned 
2. option 1 is our preference among the three options
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