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1. Introduction
In the RAN4#68bis meeting, a CR to modify a NOTE to clalify a UE to UE co-existence requirement between unsynchronized TDD operations within the same operating band was proposed in [1]. There were, however, serveral companies expressing concern on this CR. Some of the main reasons would be the followings.

· The NOTE itself is not necessary.

· The text is confusing. As a result, readers may misinterprete the NOTE.
In this contribution, first, discuss how we can interprete the current associated requirements. Then, we discuss how to handle the above points.
2. Interpretation of the spec and proposal in [1]
Interpretation of the current specification of TS 36.101

First, we take a look at spurious emission band UE co-existence for Band 39 as one of the examples as shown in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1: spurious emission band UE co-existence for Band 39
	E-UTRA  Band
	Spurious emission 

	
	Protected band
	Frequency range (MHz)
	Maximum Level (dBm)
	MBW (MHz)
	Note

	39
	E-UTRA Band 22, 34, 40, 42
	FDL_low
	-
	FDL_high
	-50
	1
	

	
	E-UTRA Band 43
	FDL_low
	-
	FDL_high
	-50
	1
	2


From the above table, it seems clear that Band 39 does not have to protect Band 39 itself. Thus, we can assume the following two operations where no specific interference issues exist.

· Each operator network is synchronized as shown in Figure 2-1 (a).

· Each operator network is not synchronized since each operator may have sufficient guard band and/or significantly relaxed regulatory requirement is applicable as shown in Figure 2-1 (b).
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Figure 2-1: potential network operation cases
What we point out here is the fact that each interpretation does not provide any impact on UE design such as filter design etc.

Observation 1: Assumed network operation scenarios from the current specification do not provide any impact on UE design.
Interpretation of the proposal of [1]

Next we take a look at the following proposal in [1].

NOTE 2:  For unsynchronized TDD operation in the same operating band, spurious emission requirements for co-existence are not covered by the 3GPP specifications.
From our perspective, it seems that this NOTE indicates that “in general” 3GPP specifications do not handle the case where unsynchronized TDD operation within the same operating band. This can be interpreted that even if there is a case that unsynchronized TDD operation within the same band with small GB to require some solution such as RB restriction etc in the future as shown in Figure 2-1 (c), specifying the solution is out of scope of 3GPP.
In addition, it may lead to a situation that when readers such that regulators read the 36.101 reflecting the proposal in [1], they think that if they allocate spectrum with some GB to make unsynchonized TDD operation possible with such A-MPR, RB restriction methos or some specific solutions, the solution can not be handled and reflected in 3GPP specification. Therefore, it can be seen that the message from the NOTE would be too strong and may make readers think synchronized operation is imperative to meet the global standard. Note that we do not have any intention whether synchronized or unshnchronized opration is better or not here.
· Observation 2: The message from the proposal in [1] would be too strong and lead to misunderstanding.
3. Proposal
We understand the intention and motivation of the proponents to promote better understanding of readers of the specification. From the observation 1 and 2, however, it can be seen that the NOTE proposed in [1] is not necessary. It would be true that “so far” there has not been any cases that unsychronized TDD operation within the same band where A-MPR or RB restriction method etc is required. There, however, may be an operation scenario shown in Figure 2-1 (c) in the future. As a result, the NOTE may lead to exclude it in the market or 3GPP will not handle it even if it appears in the future according to this NOTE. 
Therefore, we propose the following.

· Proposal: No change is necessary for the associated NOTE in 36.101.
If RAN4 thinks that some NOTE is necessary or usuful to readers then, one way could be correctly reflecting the current situation such that the current specification does not consider the case that requires some specific protection requirement within the same band with some solutions like resource block restriction etc and the specs for the case is FFS to avoid any issues mentioned above. Our understanding is, however, that reflecting this aspect in TR would be the more appropriate way if some information on how the current requirements generated is useful.
4. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed how to interpret the current specification and the proposal in [1]. From the two Obsrvation 1 and 2, we propose the following.

· Proposal: No change is necessary for the associated NOTE in 36.101.
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