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1.
Introduction
There are two ongoing work items related to two new bands being introduced in the 3GPP standards.  One is the Extended PCS band or E1900 Work item (referred to as Band 25 in this document) and the other is the 2 GHz band which is also known as the S-band for ATC (referred to as Band 23 in this document).  There is also an existing 3GPP band for PCS (referred to as Band 2 in this document).  Since all three bands operate in close proximity, there have been a number of coexistence issues and concerns raised with respect to these work items.  These concerns caused the RAN 4 meeting in Xi’an AH 10-04 to request a development of a way forward which was co-signed by the involved parties [1]. This way forward included holding weekly calls to reach agreement.  The calls were chaired by Alcatel-Lucent and at each meeting the minutes were taken and approved [2].  
2.
Discussion
When Band 23 work item was approved in RAN#47 in Vienna, it was through the justification which was provided at RAN WG4 #54 in San Francisco [3].  As stated in the presentation [3] and back in February 2010, “Spurious emission requirements from the addition of this new band are expected to be the same as those required from the addition of other new US bands in 3GPP.”  As work progressed Band 23 UE and BS spurious emissions and blocking requirements were submitted in Bratislava AH #10-03 in June, 2010.  An objection was raised towards the spurious emissions protection requirement into Band 23 Base Station receivers, which is the 3GPP recommended and engineered value of -49 dBm/MHz.  In Bratislava, in June, [5], Ericsson stated:  “in relation to PCS, what is the coexistence requirement on legacy bands? This is missing: add a row number in the co-existence table.” Subsequently the spurious specifications were captured as TBD in multiple rows for Band 2 and Band 25 and presented in RAN WG4 #56 in August [4] .  In Madrid, in August [6], Sprint stated: “[Sprint]: - the numbers in sections 5.3.3, 5.3.4, 5.3.5 are taken from 36.104. didn’t have time to check these numbers. - Would like to have these sections in square brackets for the time being.”  Subsequently, the entire Base Station blocking text was requested to be bracketed [4] to give the objecting parties further time to have counter proposals and technical analysis for their concerns.  In Madrid, we could not reach agreement on the TBDs since companies stated that there needs to be coexistence studies done and that they would need time to do this.
Since then, DBSD and Terrestar Networks have submitted multiple technical contributions to try to reach an agreement for the spurious emissions proposal of -49 dBm/MHz  including sentences which specifically state that legacy equipment does not need to meet this value. Only one counter proposal was submitted, by Ericsson, of a value of -30 dBm/MHz for Band 2 Release10 equipment, which results in a 12 dB noise rise from the 3GPP spurious emissions protection recommendation of -49 dBm/MHz.  This proposal has not been backed by any technical data explaining why new Band 2 BS are unable to meet -49 dBm/MHz at 10 MHz away, while vendors and operators are defining these same levels in other new and existing bands.  Examples are bands which have TDD/FDD operating on top of each other such as 42 and 22, or bands 38 (or the new Band 41) and 7. These bands not only include coexistence cases with LTE FDD and TDD but also have legacy WiMAX operations within their band.  The -30dBm/MHz value is even thought of by another vendor as giving Band 23 17 dB more protection over FCC limits or the current Band 2 BS spurious emissions limits.  This is a misunderstanding of the situation, as the existing BS -13 dBm/MHz value is a general out of band emission limit, while we are discussing coexistence limits here.   Band 23 is supported by the FCC broadband plan (http://www.broadband.gov/plan/5-spectrum/#r5) as a new spectrum available for broadband.  

DBSD and Terrestar still don’t know what the blocking concern is despite repeatedly asking the parties to elaborate their concern since Bratislava.  

As the minutes attached in the Appendices indicate, Band 23 operators have consistently solicited technical data and justification for the proposals of -30 dBm/MHz for Band 2 BS emissions, which would cause serious degradation to the band 23 BS performance.  Unfortunately, none has been provided so far; a reason of “proprietary” was given as why the data cannot be shared [2] by Ericsson.  To date, there have also not been any counterproposals for Band 25 BS emissions.  We feel that Band 25 should not use the legacy concern of Band 2 to postpone their proposals.  Band 23 operators, in an effort to use RAN4’s time efficiently, have also continuously reached out to have offline discussions and initiatives, however these efforts have been one sided and therefore have not provided any results.  
While we are being told that new bands are release independent, since Band 23 has agreed to make an exception for legacy networks, it is critical that Band 23 gets introduced and finalized in Release 10.  We request that the continuous delay of the finalization of this band be addressed in Jacksonville.  We ask the RAN4 Chair and our colleagues to support the request of Band 23 during the next plenary meeting #50 for an extension until March 2011 so that Band 23 work can be finalized in Release 10.  
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