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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 would like to inform RAN4 on the progress RAN2 has made regarding the LS on extending AdditionalSpectrumEmission 

values beyond 7 to allow for more NS values per frequency band. 

Extending the AdditionalSpectrumEmission value rangebeyond 7 should be possible and RAN2 is considering a solution along the below lines:
-
Extended AdditionalSpectrumEmission values can be signaled using extension IE and the value ‘7’ from the existing AdditionalSpectrumEmission range can be considered as reserved (to indicate that extended AdditionalSpectrumEmission values are signaled in the extension IE). 
-
The extended range of AdditionalSpectrumEmission values will be signaled with a 5-bit extension IE.
-
Extended AdditionalSpectrumEmission values can be signaled in broadcast (SIB1) and UE dedicated messages.
RAN2 would like to inform RAN4 that with the approach of using ‘7’ as reserved value, there would be backward compatibility issues if the AdditionalSpectrumEmission value ‘7’ is used for certain NS value (i.e., not kept as reserved) in releases earlier than the release where the extended NS values is introduced

. RAN2 requests RAN4 to provide feedback if there are concerns with this approach.  
On the Support from Rel-17, RAN2 concluded that it is technically feasible, but a number of companies in RAN2 have asked about RAN4 reasons/intentions for introducing this from Rel-17


. 
RAN2 would also like to ask RAN4 if the intention on extending the NS values is only for unlicensed bands or in general.

 For example, do RAN4 wish that RAN2 adds an explicit restriction that the extended NS-value signalling is only allowed to be used in unlicensed bands, or is it possible that in the future the extended AdditionalSpectrumEmission signalling may be useful also in licensed bands?”
2. Actions:

To RAN WG4 group.

ACTION: 
RAN WG2 asks RAN WG4 to take the response into account and provide further clarifications/feedback on the above questions.
3. Date of Next RAN WG2 Meetings:

TSG RAN2 WG RAN2-120
14th-18th Nov 2022 Toulouse France

TSG RAN2 WG RAN2-121
27th Feb – 3rd Mar 2023 Athens Greece

�(Håkan)


The issue is about extending AdditionalSpectrumEmission values range.


�Agree to change this for better clarification.


�(Håkan) 


Is this really true?





We think that with the approach discussed in RAN2, RAN4 can never use value 7, not in earlier releases or later releases.





Simply delete Remove this part of the sentence?


�Maybe it would be better if we clarify that there would NBC for ‘a band’ where 7 was reserved for a certain release, and in earlier releases, 7 was actually defined. But the intention is still to inform them that ‘7’ needs to be reserved (i guess once reserved, they would not change in it later releases) for that band.





Would like to get more companies feedback..  and for the moment, leaving it here does not create any harm/ambiguity at RAN4, right? 


�(Håkan)


Companies did not wonder about intentions of the extension itself, but they asked “Rel-17” vs. earlier releases.





To make it clear to RAN4 what we are asking we should preferably make it more explicit. E.g.:





“On the Support from Rel-17, RAN2 concluded that it is technically feasible, but a number of companies in RAN2 have asked about RAN4 reasons/intentions for introducing this from Rel-17�. One particular discussion point in RAN2 was if the extension to the ASN.1 should not be done already from Rel-16 or even Rel-15? Note: if RAN4 adds requirements to a band which require a more than 7 NS-values , and if it should be allowed that Rel-15 or Rel-16 UEs should be able to operate in that band, RAN2 would need to do the extension to ASN.1 from Rel-15 or Rel-16.” 


�Am ok to add this (from company perspective), but this was debated a bit in the online discussion and the resulting wording is chosen by the chair (which is least controversial). Would like to wait for other companies views (to add or leave it as is).


�We disagree the addition form Ericsson. This is discussed online and the agreement does not mention R16 as it is not requested by R4. We are surprising that even R15 change is proposing now. We should stick to online agreement. 


�(Håkan)


To give more explanation to RAN4:





“RAN2 would also like to ask RAN4 if the intention on extending the NS values is only for unlicensed bands or in general.� For example, do RAN4 wish that RAN2 adds an explicit restriction that the extended NS-value signalling is only allowed to be used in unlicensed bands, or is it possible that in the future the extended AdditionalSpectrumEmission signalling may be useful also in licensed bands?”


�Have added this part, as this seems to be the intent behind this discussion. Let’s see if other companies are ok with it.





