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	Summary:
	This document contains proposals by SE24 on how to treat the responses received from the public consultation related of the draft ECC Report 207 “Adjacent band co-existence of SRDs in the band 863-870 MHz in light of the LTE usage below 862 MHz”

	Proposal:
	WG SE is invited to consider SE24 opinion when treating the received comments and deciding on final adoption of the draft ECC Report 207.

	Background:
	See Doc. ECC/SE(14)023


The rest of this document contains a summary of all comments received during public consultation with additional column indicating the resolution proposals of SE24 on interpreting and treating the received comments.
	Comment number
	Section number/ Clause
	Paragraph Figure/ Table
	Type of comment (General/ Technical/Editorial)
	COMMENTS
	Proposed change
	Resolution proposal SE24

	HE/1
	0 


	Executive summary
	General 
	The sentence (page 4) “An interference probability of below 5% can be reached generally at the expense of a reduction in SRD operating distance” and the bullet point 3 in summary of main findings point 5 (Page 5) fits not with reality situation. It’s important for SRDs that the technical/physical possible range can be used.

Furthermore existing systems can not be adapted to that new situation. This would mean that installed systems will suffer a fail function. The above mentioned sentences give the feeling that this will be accepted by SRDs
	Add a note to that sentence and to Summary of main findings 5) Bullet point three

Note: A reduction of the SRD operating distance is a big drawback for the SRD community and can’t be accepted by all kind of SRD applications (installed and future systems)
	Change the text under Summary of main findings 5) bullet point three to:
At the expense of a reduction in SRD operating distance (e.g. down to 50% for the 10 MHz LTE UE mask) with the possible consequence that a certain percentage of SRD devices will no longer function as intended. 



	France/1
	
	
	
	The current version of the report contains two different ranges of values for the wanted received power of SRD, thus leading to different estimates of the interference probability in the same room scenario. It is important to note that in the report this discrepancy is not motivated because of different assumptions but on justified on the ground that no agreement was reached on the right values to adopt.

Therefore an independent assessment was made to solve the issue. The assessment suggests that the realistic values are those in Approach 1 and that therefore, Approach 1 should be discarded.
	To remove approach 2 in Scenario 1 from the report and accordingly adjust the tables summarizing results. See also Annex 8 for detailed proposals. 
	NSN-Nokia-Qualcom are making a counter proposal (N/N/Q8 see at the end of this document). 
Comments from Qualcomm and France disregarded. 



	NSN-Nokia-Qualcomm/1
	Full Report
	
	
	Many amendments are proposed through the Report
	See Annex 5
	See N/N/Q1 to N/N/Q8 at the end of this document 


	BNetzA/1
	List of abbreviation
	
	General
	TPC is not explained anywhere in the report
	add TPC to list of abbreviations
	Accepted

	Ericsson 1
	0 Executive Summary
	Paragraph 4, 

line 3
	General
	Add the word ‘receiver’.
	‘Victim’s characteristics’ should be changed to ‘victim’s receiver characteristics´.
	Accepted

	Ericsson 1
	0  Executive Summary
	Paragraph 5
	General
	This is stated that: ‘without the knowledge of the user.  In the case of audio applications an increase of noise or spikes would also impact the comfort of users’ This statement can not be quntified since this effefct can happen without LTE interference and is due to receiver characteristics.  So it’s proposed to be removed.
	The present paragraph should be replaced with proposed paragraph.

Present Paragraph:

Measurements indicated that a potential for interference exists whenever LTE UE is used in the proximity of up to several meters from an SRD receiver. Where the interference occurs, it manifests itself as either a reduction in SRD operational range, or a degradation/ loss of function, without the knowledge of the user. In the case of audio applications an increase of noise or spikes would also impact the comfort of users.
Proposed Paragraph:

Measurements indicated that a potential for interference exists when LTE UE is used in the proximity of up to several meters from an SRD receiver. Where the interference occurs, it manifests itself as either a reduction in SRD operational range, or a degradation/ loss of function.
	The audio sentence is redundant, as we do not differentiate the interferences sources here. And we don’t see a difference between “degradation/loss of function” and “impact the comfort of the user”.

The issue “without knowledge of the user” refers to simple SRDs which are unidirectional and/or working with DC based random access techniques. We have no information in the report on that, we should therefore avoid this wording
Proposal: Accepted to remove this sentence

	Ericsson 2
	0  Executive Summary
	Paragraph 6
	General
	It’s proposed to add the following: ‘allocated in block C (852-862 MHz) and is transmitting at the same time when SRD receiver is receiving and’
in order to make the simulation assumptions clear.
	proposed paragraph :

Two main situations were investigated. In Scenario 1 (“same room”) a single LTE UE is allocated in block C (852-862 MHz) and is transmitting at the same time when SRD receiver is receiving and is located within 10 m range of the SRD receiver, in an indoor environment, to simulate the case of a person using their LTE UE in premises where an SRD receiver is present.
	Accepted

	Ericsson 3
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 4, 

paragraph 4,

line  7 
	General
	It is proposed to add  the following at the end of the sentence:

 ‘sharing the 10 MHz channel bandwidth.’
	In a real network typically 3-5 UEs are scheduled in each transmission time interval sharing the 10 MHz channel bandwidth.
	Accepted

	Ericsson 4
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 4, bullet 2
	General
	Some modifications are proposed.
	2 There is a risk of interference when an LTE UE is used in block C on the same premises (distances ≤ 10 m) as an SRD but this risk of interference varies due to several factors such as SRD operating distance and SRD receiver category and LTE UE emission mask: the risk can be high if an LTE UE is used towards its full capability, with high resource block allocations, in block C.


	Accepted

	Ericsson 5
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, bullet 4
	General
	Add the following: due to power consumption, size and cost,
	4 The SRD Cat.1 receiver may coexist with real measured LTE UE masks (15-20 dB lower OOB emissions), but may not with the LTE UE masks from the ETSI standard. However, manufacturing associations note that the use of a Cat. 1 receiver is not viable for SRD applications due to power consumption, size and cost,  except for very specific high performance alarm base stations (e.g. EN 300 220).


	Accepted

	Ericsson 6
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, bullet 5, the first and second sub bullet 
	General
	Clarifications are added.
	· If the LTE UE is transmitting with OOB emissions complying with the 1.4 MHz, 5 LTE UEs share the 10 MHz channel, mask from the standard;

· If the real LTE UE OOB emissions for 3, 5 and 10 MHz bandwidth, 1-3 LTE UEs share the 10 MHz channel, are below the mask specification in standards
	Accepted

	Ericsson 7
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, bullet 7
	General
	It’s proposed to remove the following:

‘as they may already be affected by very short LTE UE bursts with high resource block allocations’. 

This has not been studied in this report.
	Replace bullet 7 with the text below:

7 The most likely impacted SRD type may be an   audio receiver (including baby alarms) in the band 863-865 MHz, as they are working in close frequency to the LTE band. 


	Proposed text for bullet 7:
The most likely impacted SRD type may be an audio receiver (including baby alarms) in the band 863-865 MHz, as they are working close in frequency to the LTE band. In addition, audio receivers may already be affected by very short LTE UE bursts with high resource block allocations, but this has not been analysed in detail in this report. However, some measurements were provided (see Annex 3).



	Ericsson 8
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, bullet 8
	General
	It’s proposed to remove the following:

‘but the high OOB emissions may generally lead to desensitisation and false signal level triggering in those receivers.’

This is covered in bullet 6.


	8 SRDs using digital modulations may be better able to resist interference from LTE UE (e.g. thanks to using FEC, acknowledgement with re-transmission),.  


	Proposed text for bullet 8:

SRDs using digital modulations may be better able to resist interference from LTE UE (e.g. thanks to using FEC, acknowledgement with re-transmission), but the OOB emission of the LTE UE as per the current standard may generally lead to desensitisation and false signal level triggering in those receivers

	Ericsson 9
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, before the last paragraph
	General
	It’s proposed to add the text in next column. 
	The below paragraphs should be added :

LTE UE is multi-band and multi-standard equipment meaning that each UE supports multiple frequency bands. LTE UE also supports UMTS and GSM standards and can switch to them when ever needed. Likewise there are other additional frequency bands available for SRD applications .Such availability of alternative frequencies for both LTE and SRD will reduce the probability of close proximity between mobile terminal using block C and SRD receivers in 863-870 MHz [see section 3.3].

In addition, both LTE and SRD have discontinuous TX and RX (packet based transmission), so LTE uplink emission does not always fall on top of the victim SRD in time domain which result in lower probability of collisions between interfering uplink packets and SRD victim packets.


	This issue is already considered in the two paragraphs before “summary of findings”.
This comment will be dealt with under comment N/N/Q7 at the end of the document.

	Ericsson 10
	0 Executive Summary
	Page 5, last paragraph
	General
	Propose to delete the paragraph. This issue is under consideration in SE21.
	Delete: “This may be seen as an issue of general importance and should be further discussed in CEPT and ETSI in order to develop improved specifications and rules for OOB and spurious emissions (e.g. ERC/REC 74-01 and applicable ETSI specifications). One additional observation to feed into this review is that the general 250% rule as border between OOB and spurious emissions may not be applicable for wideband digital systems and thus modernised OOB rules may need to take this into consideration.”

	Agreement to use only the following part of the first sentence:
“This may be seen as an issue of general importance and should be further discussed in CEPT and ETSI  ” 
Disagreement with the remaining text:

“in order to develop improved specifications and rules for OOB and spurious emissions (e.g. ERC/REC 74-01 [14] and applicable ETSI specifications). One additional observation to feed into this review is that the general 250% rule as border between OOB and spurious emissions may not be applicable for wideband digital systems and thus modernised OOB rules may need to take this into consideration.”
To be discussed at WGSE.

	Sweden 2
	1
	Last paragraph
	General
	Clarify the conditions for SRD deployment
	Present text
Due to the complexity of the issue the work on co-existence of SRDs in the band 863-870 MHz, is separated into two reports. This report considers adjacent band co-existence situation for SRDs in subject band in the light of the changed noise environment (LTE impact). Another report will complement this first report with assessments on the applicable technical regulatory SRD requirements with the view on facilitating SRD innovation and more efficient use of the band.

Proposed text
Due to the complexity of the issue the work on co-existence of SRDs deployed on a non-interference/non-protected basis in the band 863-870 MHz, is separated into two reports. This report considers adjacent band co-existence situation for SRDs in subject band in the light of the changed noise environment (LTE impact). Another report will complement this first report with assessments on the applicable technical regulatory SRD requirements with the view on facilitating SRD innovation and more efficient use of the band.
	Proposed rejection because normally the deployment of SRDs on a non-interference/non-protected basis is understood to refer to the context of shared band usage. So although the proposed clarification of SRD’s regulatory status is in itself true, here in the context of this report that looks specifically at ADJACENT band issues this clarification might be in fact misleading, because once operated inside their dedicated band 863-870 MHz, the SRDs are still entitled to certain protection and fairness as regards adjacent band interference spill-over, according to general principles of ITU RR.
Disregarded

	BNetzA/2
	2
	
	Editorial
	
	Changes are provided in the attached revised draft ECC report 207.
	Accepted

	BNetzA/3
	3
	Table 6
	Technical
	
	Parameters for Rural environment added
	Disregarded, see BNetzA/6

	Ericsson 11
	3.2 LTE UE transmission characteristics
	Page 18, the fourth bullet 
	Editorial
	Propose to remove: ‘at the outset’ 
	· Extra margins considered by design engineers such as to allow for aging, component batch, test margins, extreme conditions, should result in lower emission value, at the utmost.


	Accepted

	Ericson 11
	3.2 LTE UE transmission characteristics
	Page 18, the fifth bullet
	General
	Propose to remove the bullet. This does not impact the LTE UE emission level.
	The bullet below should be removed.

· Variations in time-domain, due to packet-based communication; the LTE UE transmits data in bursts of finite duration.


	Accepted

	Ericsson 12
	3.2 LTE UE transmission characteristics
	Page 18, the fourth paragraph
	General
	Propose to remove the paragraph.

The paragraph is not correct and relevant.
	The  paragraph should be removed:
‘The 12.2 kbps mask from Figure 6 may suggest that the LTE cell will have to rely on using higher channel bandwidth, while alternating between multiple supported UEs in time domain. However, Figure 6 shows only a snapshot and therefore it is not representative of the dynamic behaviour that may be expected according to the operator’s network setting.’ 


	Figure 6 is only an example and not representative for all LTE UE masks; the voice call with 12.2kbps is maybe taking for some milliseconds 5 resource blocks and then reducing the RBs to one RB or moving to another frequency. The only information we are taking from this figure is (as stated before Figure 6) “the physical channel configuration has a large impact on RF performance”.
Proposal: Accepted to remove this sentence

	Ericsson 13
	3.3 The probability of LTE UE allocated in Block C (852-862 MHz)
	Page 18
	Genaral
	Propose to Add the subsection 3.3. 

This subsection gives the information on the statistics of

The spatial density of UEs to use a particular band. 
	The following subsection should be added.

3.3 The probability of LTE UE allocated in Block C (852-862 MHz)


	We already discussed this before the PC and we decided not to go into those details because it was not possible to agree on the reduction factors. I addition, it is questionable what the relevance of this information for the report is; In addition the proposed addition in the following comment is giving the same message but in a less explicit terms.
This comment will be dealt with under comment N/N/Q7 at the end of the document.

	Ericsson 14
	4 Coexistence scenario
	Page 20, the second paragraph
	General
	Propose to add information on available alternative frequency band for both LTE and SRD. 
	Present paragraph should be replaced by propsed paragraph :

Present paragraph:

This means that it will increase the statistical proximity between mobile terminal devices and SRDs. At the same time, the corresponding growth of mobile data traffic (around 20-fold) will obviously have to be accommodated through aging HSPA and new LTE data layers of mobile networks, including those using newly explored 800 MHz band. 

Propsed  paragraph :

This means that it will increase the statistical proximity between mobile terminal devices and SRDs LTE UE is multi-band and multi-standard equipment meaning that each UE supports multiple frequency bands. LTE UE also supports UMTS and GSM standards and can switch to them when ever needed. Likewise there are other additional frequency bands available for SRD applications .Such availability of alternative frequencies for both LTE and SRD will reduce the probability of close proximity between mobile terminal using block C and SRD receivers in 863-870 MHz [see section 3.3].
	see N/N/Q7 at the end of this document


	BNetzA/4
	4
	End of section
	General
	
	Text added to mention the rural scenario
	Disregarded, see BNetzA/6

	BNetzA/7
	5.2
	all SEAMCAT scenarios
	technical
	The minimum threshold of the power control mechanism has been set equal to the sensitivity of the LTE BS. The consequence is, that the APC mechanism adjusts the Tx power of the LTE UE so that the Rx power at the BS is exactly the sensitivity of the BS (or less). See the attached Excel file showing the LTE Rx  and Tx power CDF for the urban scenario.
It is questionable if with fading the communication could be reliable.

A detailed discussion document will be provided as a separate document for the next SE24 meeting.
	An appropriate margin (e.g. 10 dB) to compensate for fading should be regarded. 

Consequence with 10dB higher threshold e.g. metering cat.2 with 10 MHz:

· APC threshold -98.5dBm: 25 %

· APC threshold -88.5dBm: 42 %


	· A new Annex 4 is added to show the two different APC strategies from 3GPP TR 36.942 and to explain why set 2 is the most relevant one ,which is very close to the currently used SEAMCAT APC strategy
· A paragraph is added to section 3 and executive summary to mention this issue


	BNetzA/8
	5.2
	all SEAMCAT scenarios
	technical
	Using uniform path distance factor does not result in an equal density of the ILTs.
Hence short distances between ILT und VR (i.e. lower Tx power) have a stronger influence on the interference probability. As a consequence the overall interference probability is underestimated. In addition, all other links (ILT-VLT and VLT-VLR) already using uniform polar distance.
	Uniform polar distance, which seem to show a more homogeneous density of the ILTs, should be applied in each SEAMCAT scenario.

Consequence e.g. metering cat.2 with 10 MHz:

· Uniform 50-350m: 25 %

· Uniform polar 0-350m: 30 %

There should not be a problem with the Hata propagation model in SEAMCAT for short distances due to the decoupling due to different antenna heights (UE 1.5m, BS 30m).
	Accepted 


	BNetzA/5
	5.2.1
	
	General
	Editorial changes
	Changes are provided in the attached revised draft ECC report 207.
	Accepted

	NSN-Nokia-Qualcomm/2
	Section 5.2.1
	
	
	In Section 5.2.1, a single LTE UE is located in an indoor environment in close proximity to a SRD receiver transmitting in Block C (852-862 MHz) with a duty cycle of 100%, i.e. permanent transmission. The selected relatively small radio-cell radius of 350m, equivalent to an Inter-Site-Distance (ISD) of 606m, for the 800MHz network demonstrates that an interference-limited deployment in an urban environment is assumed.

In such an environment in contrast to a noise-limited case, the selection of the UE Tx power is crucial for the operation of the network. In other words, an uncontrolled increase of the UE Tx power will not necessarily result in the increase of link and network throughput and therefore a pretty tight power control scheme is required for an optimal operation of the network. 3GPP has introduced two power control schemes for coexistence studies. Depending on the deployment scenario one of the schemes and relevant parameters should be selected. In the following, the PDF of the UE Tx power for the deployment Scenario 1 is presented, which is created based on Qualcomm’s internal system level simulation tool used for 3GPP RAN4 and ECC PT1 coexistence studies. Please note, that instead of 800 MHz, the 900 MHz band is used which should result in similar results.

The parameters of the PC algorithm are selected in such a way that the ratio of UEs with the maximum Tx power is in the order of 3.5%. This enables a balance between the cell average throughput and the cell edge throughput. The mean power is about 6.4dBm and the Standard Deviation of the fitted Gaussian curve is about 8.75dB. The results above show that in a real urban environment deployment like the one considered in Report 207, the mean LTE UE Tx power would be considerable below the max UE Tx power, in this case around 16.5dB.
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	It is not possible to discuss the Tx power distribution decoupled from the path loss model; BNetzA/7 raises some points here; the Excel file attached to the BnetzA comment shows the LTE Tx and Rx power distribution; from my perspective the Tx power distribution can’t be more optimistic, bcuae for each snaphot the Rx power is adjusted to the sensitivity of the BS. 
However, if considering this proposal the results are more critical , e.g. metering SRD, LTE UE 10 MHz

25% currently, 47% with Tx power distribution 6.4 dBm mean, 8.75 dB stddev

To be further discussed with the BNetzA/7 comment


	AD/1
	5.2.1.1
	Table 13
	Technical
	As there is no difference in the co-channel rejection numbers between Cat 1 and Cat 2 then the same level of failure related to unwanted should be seen in both. The number in brackets is described as blocking only. If this were the case the difference between the first value and that in brackets would be interpreted as the fail rate related to unwanted. However for example this does not match the corresponding cat 1first value in the cases where the value in brackets is zero. 
	It appears the value in brackets describes blocking or blocking + unwanted rather than blocking only. 
	Se24 agreed that all three values should be presented to avoid misunderstandings. The simulations were rerun according to BNetzA/8 and then with all three results.

	AD /2
	5.2.1.2
	Table 15 
	Technical
	As Comment 1
	As Comment AD/1
	See AD/1

	AD /3
	5.2.1.2
	Table 16 
	Technical
	
	As Comment AD/1
	See AD/1

	AD/4
	
	
	Technical
	While there are several conditions covered in the report and it is acknowledged that it would be difficult to have exhaustive coverage of potential conditions, it seems that the typical blocking of cat 2 SRD devices merit a reference in the report. There is a significant gap between EN300 220 cat 1 and cat 2 minimum blocking requirements, 84dB versus 35dB at 2MHz offset for example. A blocking level of the order of 62dB at 2MHz offset is for example available from multiple manufacturers of Cat 2 SRD devices. Perhaps it could be noted that Cat 2 devices are available with better than EN54-25 blocking performance. 


	
	Add the following Note to Annex 1: It should be noted that EN 300 220 SRD Cat 2 devices are available with better than EN54-25 blocking performance.


	BNetzA/6
	5.2.2
	New section 5.2.2
	Technical
	A new section is suggested to reflect LTE usage in rural environments. 

The LTE UE height was set to 5m to achieve a realistic path loss values and as consequence the SRD antenna height was also set to 5m to avoid unreal decoupling (details are provided under Annex 4).

Simulations for the rural scenario are only provided for metering SRD with cat.2 receiver, at one frequency (863.1 MHz) and only for the best and worst LTE UE mask.
	Changes are provided in the attached revised draft ECC report 207.
	· Add a Paragraph to section 3 and executive summary explaining that a rural scenario has not been studied in detail and mention the expected difference; 
· To raise this issue at WGSE, that it was not possible to agree on a rural scenario which has been suggested during the public consultation

	BNetzA/9
	5.2.5
	
	Technical
	
	Results to be adjusted according to BNetzA/6, BNetzA/7 and BNetzA/8
	Results were replaced with new results from BNetzA/8 (for BNetzA/6 amd 7 no new simulations required).

	BnetzA/10
	7 conclusions and executive summary
	
	Editorial, General, Technical
	
	Conclusions and executive summary to be adjusted according to BNetzA/6, BNetzA/7 and BNetzA/8.
	Results were replaced with new results from BNetzA/8 (for BNetzA/6 amd 7 no new simulations required).

	BnetzA/11
	New Annex 4
	
	Technical
	Rationale for the new rural scenario is provided here. 
	
	Disregarded, see BNetzA/6


Details to NSN-Nokia-Qualcomm/1:

N/N/Q1: we have difficulty to believe that these SEMs are about “typical” LTE UE RF implementations, and therefore think that it is premature to describe the reported SEMs as “real”.

SE24: The masks are taken from M68_20 (BNetzA) and M66_26 (OFCOM/UK). Unfortunatly no measurements were provided by the mobile community. 

· Resolution : Change the wording from 

· « a real measured LTE UE mask»
· To « a measured mask from a real LTE UE implementation»

N/N/Q2: we think that the results of this study are without any practical relevance and are orthogonal to those achieved in the rest of the report, and therefore, we suggest removing this section from the report or in the case of a strong desire to keep it, moving it to the annex part.

SE24: yes, it shows a worst case. But this exercise is part of every compatibility study. and what is unrealistic with propagation exponent 3.5 and 20dB SRD margin? It’s also a kind of validation of the simulations, it shows that a separation distance of about 10m is required even under optimistic assumptions on propagation conditions and SRD margin-> interference occurs if both are used at the same premise and the LTE UE is transmitting with its maximum power. Here we come already to the APC discussion, where we may have some diverging views; but what remains true is that independent on the APC strategy, with max power the interference probability is approaching 100%.

· Resolution: add some wording at the end of 5.1 to explain the rational for having that section. 

N/N/Q3: It appears from the SEAMCAT diagram in Fig 10 that in this scenario a full scale network isn’t simulated in order to set the Tx power of the UEs, rather in each snapshot depending on the allocated bandwidth, 1, 2, 3 or 5 UEs are dropped and the Tx power of these UEs is selected based on the power distribution in Fig 3. we would like to know why this scenario hasn’t be simulated in the context of a full scale network deployment, similar to that has been done for the “Macro” case in Fig 12? This would have enabled a more realistic power setting for the UEs and potentially reduced risk of interference.
SE24: The author seems not fully aware on the simulations provided; Figure 3 shows only the max Tx power distribution and aims to consider antenna and body losses. In addition APC is simulated with 63 dB dynamic and a threshold of -98.5 dBm (for 10 MHz LTE); see the APC comments BNetzA/7!
N/N/Q4: same as NSN-Nokia-Qualcomm/2 in the above Table
· To be considered when discussing the BNetzA/7 comment on APC

N/N/Q5: It is not clear here which kind of PC scheme is in place and what is the PDF for the UE Tx power resulting from such scheme? In other words, what does the power distribution in Fig. 3 represent: is that the real UE Tx power distribution or PC is working on top of that? If yes, what the resulting TX power profile?
SE24: unfortunatly SEAMCAT is not delivering the Tx power after APC; the BNetzA comment contains some considerations. But the real UE Tx power distribution or PC is working on top of the distribution from Figure 3.

· To be considered when discussing the BNetzA/7 comment on APC

N/N/Q6: The distance between the LTE UE and the LTE BS is assumed to be in the range of 50m to 350m? What is the reason for this (arbitrary) assumption which could result in artificial increase of UE mean Tx power?

SE24: results of discussion in SE24 and due to limitation in SEAMCAT;
· no action required; see also BNetzA/8 
N/N/Q7: In our view the occurrence probability of Scenario 1 is below 1%) and it would be out of all proportion to the real practice, if one overemphasizes this scenario and tries to specify stringent technical requirements for the operation of LTE UE in the 800 MHz band.

· The text in the executive summary should not be changed

· Some text was added to section 4 to give some material in the main body of the report
N/N/Q8: Deleting dRSS approach 1: 
SE24: France/1 makes a counter proposal. please note the considerations in section 2, Figure 1; 
· See France/1 
N/N/Q9: The probability of interference in this section is presented either for the unwanted & blocking or for only blocking. we don’t understand the reason for this (odd) approach and wonder why it is not possible to separately determine the interference risk due to only unwanted emissions or only blocking (as usually done in coexistence analysis)? How should the first figure really be interpreted? Does the difference between the two figures result in the probability of interference for the unwanted emissions? In any case there is an urgent need for the clarification of this subject, else the “combined” probability of interference figures don’t have any practical reference and don’t allow any sensible conclusion.

· see comment AD/1
N
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