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1.
Introduction
In this RAN4 meeting, there is a CR in [1] to apply the new Category B (option 2) mask, which was added for Band 3 and Band 8 in Europe [2], also to other bands. In this paper, we provide our concerns on this CR.
2.
Discussion
The reasons for change in [1] concludes that the new Category B (option 2) mask is more adapted to existing and pending regulation, and it will also considerably ease co-existence studies in the bands. We don't agree with the conclusions, based on the following observations.
Firstly, Figure 1 below compares Option 1, Option 2 [3] and FCC mask [4] for LTE BW 5, 10, 15 or 20MHz operating in Band 13 (resolution is 30 kHz). It can be seen that Option 2 is more stringent than FCC mask except the first 0.5 MHz outside the channel frequency (block). Note that the same observation is true for Band 12, 14, and 17. Therefore, we don’t agree with the conclusion that the Option 2 mask is more adapted to existing regulation.
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Figure 1: Comparison of Option 1, Option 2 and FCC mask for Band 13
Secondly, the simulation results in TR 36.942 [5] show that there is no coexistence problem between LTE/UTRA/GSM using the ACIR values to which the Option 1 mask is aligned. And there has been no technical study which shows that there is any coexistence problem using the Option 1 mask. Therefore, we don't agree with the conclusion that the Option 2 mask will considerably ease co-existence studies in the bands. 
Thirdly, there is no actual reason for change provided in [1] for Bands 39 and 40.

On the other hand, it can be seen in Figure 1 that the Option 2 mask is more stringent than the Option 1 mask. And the tightened mask will, at least, have the following negative impacts on the cost and efficiency of the BS radio:

1) It will require a less efficient (more power usage, less ‘green’), larger, and more expensive amplifier.
2) If we need to support wide bandwidths (e.g. 15 MHz or 20MHz) with the amplifier, then we need to consider the carrier bandwidth to operating frequency ratio (< 1 GHz bands).  It is more difficult to make lower frequency amplifiers ultra flat and pre-distortable for wide carrier bandwidths.
To summarize, we consider the reasons for change provided in the CR in [1] are not valid. Therefore, we request the proponent to provide clear justifications/advantages for applying the Option 2 mask to other bands, before we could agree on any extension of the coverage for the Option 2 mask.

3.
Conclusion
We have shown in this paper that the reasons for change provided in the CR in [1] are not valid, and doing so will cause negative impacts on the cost and efficiency of the BS radio. Therefore, we object the CR in [1].
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