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1	Introduction
In this document we discuss further details for the more granular FDM indication.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
2.1	Down selection of more granular FDM indication
In [1], the BW value range is suggested as the below
affectedBandwidth-r18           ENUMERATED {mhz5, mhz10, mhz20, mhz30, mhz40, mhz50, mhz60, mhz80, mhz100, mhz200, mhz300, mhz400, FFS_spare_values}
However, it is raised by companies that the proposed BW values for Option 1 or Option 2a need to be further discussed. Companies have indicated that even lower bandwidth values may be needed due to reasons
1) a typical BLE channel is 2MHz, so the expected affected BW due to adjacent channel interference should be even less than that.
2) beneficial to have lower values to cover all cases including Wifi, BT, GNSS etc.
We agree with the above reasonings. The designed granularities shall be sufficient to cover all possible cases. In addition, UE reports IDC issues in dedicated signalling, therefore, the increased signalling overhead due to finer granularities are acceptable.
 Therefore, we suggest RAN2 to adopt lower BW values than 5MHz. 
[bookmark: _Toc134708405]Adopt at least 2 MHz as the smallest BW value for both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18.
In the RRC running CR, there is one Editor’s note 
CandidateServingFreqRangeNR-r18 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    candidateCenterFreq-r18          ARFCN-ValueNR,
	candidateBandwidth-r18           ENUMERATED {mhz5, mhz10, mhz20, mhz30, mhz40, mhz50, mhz60, mhz80, mhz100, mhz200, mhz300, mhz400, whole}
}
Editor‘s Note: FFS on the values of bandwidth and the meaning of the “whole” bandwidth of the frequency or whether to make affectedBandwidth optional.

Regarding whether to define a code point of “whole” indicating the full bandwidth of the frequency or to make candidateBandwidth-r18 to be optional, we think it is better to define a code point of “whole” indicating the full bandwidth of the frequency. In addition, the code point “whole” can be renamed as “full” for better interpretability. In such a way, it is beneficial to reduce the configurational complexity for both the network and the UE. 

Meanwhile, It would be also beneficial to make the field optional for future extension. The same conclusion is also applicable for affectedBdnwidth-r18.
[bookmark: _Toc134708406]Define a code point of “full” for the bandwidth (including both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18) to stand for the full bandwidth of the frequency.
[bookmark: _Toc134708407]Make the fields including both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18 to be optinal present for future extension.
2.2	Interference direction
In the RRC running CR, there is one Editor’s note on interferenceDirection-r18       
Editor’s Note: FFS whether the codepoint of “both” and “spare” for interferenceDirection-r18 is needed.
For this note, it makes more sense to keep the value “both” which is also existing in the legacy specs. There is no clear motivation to remove this value. Since how to handle this reported value is anyway up to the network implementation. In addition, by keeping this value, it may be also beneficial to reduce signalling overhead due to frequency UE IDC report.
[bookmark: _Toc134015659][bookmark: _Toc134708392]No clear motivation to remove the value “both” for interferenceDirection-r18. 
[bookmark: _Toc134708393]By keeping this value, it may be also beneficial to reduce signaling overhead due to frequency UE IDC report. 
Therefore, we propose:
[bookmark: _Toc134708408]Keep the code point of “both” for interferenceDirection-r18.
In addition, it is also beneficial to keep the code point of “spare” for future extension.
[bookmark: _Toc134708409]Keep the code point of “spare” for interferenceDirection-r18.
3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	No clear motivation to remove the value “both” for interferenceDirection-r18.
Observation 2	By keeping this value, it may be also beneficial to reduce signaling overhead due to frequency UE IDC report.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:

Proposal 1	Adopt at least 2 MHz as the smallest BW value for both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18.
Proposal 2	Define a code point of “full” for the bandwidth (including both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18) to stand for the full bandwidth of the frequency.
Proposal 3	Make the fields including both candidateBandwidth-r18 and affectedBandwidth-r18 to be optinal present for future extension.
Proposal 4	Keep the code point of “both” for interferenceDirection-r18.
Proposal 5	Keep the code point of “spare” for interferenceDirection-r18.
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