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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk58440727]This contribution discusses handling of MSD table based on the approved WF of [1].
2	MSD due to cross-band isolation
This section discusses a following part in the approved WF of [1].
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First of all, our position on the “FFS” is that C-IM test points are needed on top of ACLR1/ACLR2 test points. We understand that simplification of MSD tables can reduce RAN4 workload and it is a reasonable proposal given that if the current MSD requirements per victim channel bandwidth do not give that much valuable information for RAN4’s efforts. 
Through the discussion, DC_3-n1 has been often referred to. The technical observations to identify the worst case scenario in [2, 3] are understandable. The technical oriented analysis, however, sometimes may overlook some practical conditions. For an example of ACLR1/ACLR2, it may be less likely that the same operator holds 5 MHz in Band 3 and 50 MHz in n1 in reality. It would be likely that the operator would hold wider channel bandwidth than 5 MHz in Band 3 if they have 50 MHz in n1. Though the MSD value derived from 5MHz@Band 3 & 50MHz@n1 may not be suitable to realistic scenario, but still it can bring some insights on cases where victim channel bandwidth is larger than 5 MHz since even if MSD for 20 MHz in Band 3 is not defined, it’s possible to assume that if the aggressor CBW is 50 MHz, there is large MSD, though the value is smaller than the defined worst one. 
Getting back to C-IM, C-IM test points would be useful and valuable information to make operators and network vendors aware the possibility to come across C-IM in some scheduling conditions for UL and DL. RAN4 is going to reduce the amount of the requirements due to the same MSD source from per victim channel bandwidth to the smallest victim channel bandwidth. But it would be better to keep MSD requirements from different MSD sources as much as possible since they give readers of the specifications some new insights. Moreover, although it has been said that the MSD due to full RB allocation in an aggressor channel bandwidth of 50 MHz is larger than that due to small RBs like 25 RBs, that discussion applies in RAN4 domain. If the number of RBs becomes even smaller in 50 MHz, the calculated MSD over the victim channel bandwidth becomes smaller, but the impact of IMD or C-IM on some potion of victim channel bandwidth becomes larger due to higher PSD. In short, how ACLR1/ACLR2(full RBs allocation) and C-IM/IMD impacts on victim channel bandwidth is different. Hence, MSD due to C-IM may not look the worst in terms of RAN4 definition, but the information is valuable since the readers can know that the existence of C-IM (as well as IMD) and how it impacts on the victim channel bandwidth.
With all the above consideration, we observe a following.
Observation 1: Test points for C-IM and IMD provide additional information necessary apart from ACLR1/ACLR2 while the necessity can be discussed on a case-by-case basis per band combination.
3	MSD due to Harmonics
This section discusses a following part in the approved WF of [1].
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Our position on the “FFS” is Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in the common tables while PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table. The reason is quite simple. Regarding the former, the content between Tx/Rx harmonic does not have commonality that much while testing points are reduced, a common table can capture both in the same table format. On the other hand, regarding the latter, all the information other than MSD values is common to PC2 and PC3. There is no reason to keep the tables separate. It’s quite redundant. 
Observation 2: Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table since the same format can accommodate Tx / Rx harmonic except for UL configurations.  
Observation 3: PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table since only the difference for a band combination is only MSD value. Having two separate tables is quite redundant. 
3	Conclusion
This contribution discussed a few aspects of MSD table improvements. 
Observation 1: Test points for C-IM and IMD provide additional information necessary apart from ACLR1/ACLR2 while the necessity can be discussed on a case-by-case basis.
Observation 2: Tx / Rx harmonic mixing tables can be merged in a common table since the same format can accommodate Tx / Rx harmonic except for UL configurations.  
Observation 3: PC2 and PC3 MSD should be merged in the common table since only the difference for a band combination is only MSD value. Having two separate tables is quite redundant. 
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- FFSif C-IM test points are needed or if they are superseded by ACLR1/ACLR? test points.
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- Other options are not precluded, in particular:

o FFSis Tx/ Rx harmonic mixing tables should be kept separate, and if PC2 and PC3 MSD should
also be kept in separate tables.




