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Introduction
Some progress on MB-MSR WI was achieved in Prague meeting. The objective and the application scenarios has been agreed and captured into corresponding TR. Some initial issues about bandwidth related definitions and definition scope and Band Category were discussed and approved as a Way Forward [1]. In this paper, we present our considerations on some leftover unsettled issues before working on specific RF requirements.
Definition of MB-MSR BS
Prior to investigating the reasonable definition of MB-MSR BS, the existing definition of traditional single-band MSR BS is excerpted below from subclause 3.1 of TS 37.104:
MSR Base station: Base Station characterized by the ability of its receiver and transmitter to process two or more carriers in common active RF components simultaneously in a declared RF bandwidth, where at least one carrier is of a different RAT than the other carrier(s). 

Note that the definition of MSR BS emphasizes the RF implementation and the exclusive ability to operate in multi-carrier/multi-RAT mode. But we should keep in mind that it doesn’t exclude the single-RAT operation, which is an important feature of MSR BS during deployment migration.
Following is the proposed definition of MB-MSR BS in R4-122492 [2]:
MB-MSR Base Station: Base Station characterized by the ability of its transmitter and/or receiver to process two or more carriers in common active RF components simultaneously, where at least one carrier is configured at a different operating band than the other carrier(s), and at least one carrier is of a different RAT than the other carrier(s).
Compared with the definition of MSR BS, it uses a similar description format and the consistency is kept. The RF implementation and exclusive ability to operate in multi-band/multi-RAT mode are emphasized, which is agreed in the WID and previous discussions. The single-band and single-RAT modes are also important capability of MB-MSR BS, which is not excluded from the definition in our view.
Thus we propose to accept above proposed definition for MB-MSR BS, which is in line with WID.
Definition of gap between bands
Companies agreed to distinguish the gap between bands from sub-block gap, rather than taking it as a special type of sub-block gap. The justification is that the requirements in it might be different from sub-block gap and need to clarify additionally.
Concerning a new terminology for gap between bands, we prefer to accept RF bandwidth gap, which explicitly describes the frequency range between two RF bandwidths belonging to two consecutive supported operating bands respectively. Otherwise if inter-band gap is adopted, it might be wrongly interpreted as the frequency range between two bands edges, which is not our initial intention.
Since the sub-block gap is allocated inside one operating band while RF bandwidth gap basically outside operating bands. In this way, we need to carefully evaluate the outside operating band requirements in RF bandwidth gap, e.g. spurious emissions and out-of-band blocking. Additionally, the existing accumulative approach adopted for UEM and ACLR in sub-block gap could be treated as the foundation to define the requirements in RF bandwidth gap.
In summary, we agree to define a new terminology for gap between bands and propose to name it RF bandwidth gap. The requirements in it need further investigation and additional clarification in core specification when needed.
Band Category specific requirement
Regarding to reusing existing band category specific requirement, the following method is agreed in Way Forward: 
Extend the applicability of the current “Band Category” based requirements to cover MB-MSR scenarios. More specifically, for band combinations with GSM operation, the requirements for BC2 should apply for MB-MSR BS. Otherwise, the requirements for BC1 should apply.
The reason stated in [3] is that all supported bands shall share the same radio performance when they share the same hardware. Since we can’t exclude RF implementation of separate single-band radios on either Tx or Rx, we propose that each supported operating band shall use corresponding BC requirement under this structure.
By looking through detailed requirements, we observe that only Foffset, RAT value and a small number of requirements, e.g. UEM and Tx IM, are partly related to specific band category. Since these requirements are designed to accommodate the Tx characteristics of different band sets, we think it is unnecessary to apply BC2 requirement on BC1 band when separate radios in transmitter are implemented.
For spurious emissions and out-of-band blocking requirement, a harmonious requirement level shall be applied to all supported operating bands irrespective of specific RF implementation.
Proposal
In this paper, we present our considerations on some leftover unsettled issues before working on specific RF requirements.
· Proposal 1: Accept the definition of MB-MSR BS proposed in R4-122492, which is in line with WID.
· Proposal 2: Define a new terminology for gap between bands and name it RF bandwidth gap. The requirements in it need further investigation and additional clarification in core specification when needed.
· Proposal 3: If one ultra-wide radio is implemented in transmitter, same requirement shall be applied for all supported operating bands; if separate single-band radios are implemented in transmitter, each supported operating band shall use corresponding BC requirement.
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