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Introduction
The Low MSD issue has been discussed for several meetings, and significant progress was made as documented in the WF [1]. The topic summary is in [2]. However, there are still some open issues on many details.
In this paper, some views were provided for the remaining issues.
Discussion
Single value/threshold or multiple thresholds
The following agreements have been reached:
· Define the multiple thresholds for lower MSD
· FFS on whether identical thresholds can be applicable to all the MSD types and aggressor power class
· Identical thresholds can be applicable to all the band combinations
It has been discussed and still FFS for whether identical thresholds can be applicable to all the MSD types and aggressor power class. 
It is admittedly that UE would have different typical MSD value for different MSD types and aggressor power class, and the values may vary in a large range. However, unified threshold may greatly simplify the signalling design and also possible network use. So, some compromise might be needed. For example, the different aggressor power class might cause only a few dB difference for the MSD needed, thus the threshold may be kept the same. For different MSD types, the typical MSD needed can vary much more for different types, thus different thresholds can be considered.
Proposal 1: Compromise for applicable thresholds may need to be considered depending on the magnitude of MSD variance, such as different thresholds for different MSD type, and same threshold for different power class.

Lower MSD capability for IMD with different orders
Option 1: 
· For one band combination with 2CC as UL, when multiple IMD occurs for one victim band within the band combination, maximum two IMD orders are considered in terms of Lower MSD information reporting, among which the lowest order is mandatory and one other higher order IMD could be optionally included.
· For one band combination with 3CC as UL, only the lowest order IMD (triple beat) is considered in terms of Lower MSD information reporting.
The selected IMDs should be with the same UL/DL configurations and test points as for the minimum requirements.
Option2: if there are multiple orders of IMD for a specific band combination, only the lowest order of IMD improvement is considered to be reported 
Option 3: The interference types can include the types that are defined in 3GPP spec, i.e. harmonics, IMD, Tx leakage, harmonic mixing, etc. And the interference order can be {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} 
Option 4: Others
<Way Forward>:
FFS in next meeting. 

We prefer to only define and verify the lowest order of IMD in case of multiple orders exist for this lower MSD capability, since this should be sufficient to verify the degree of improvement compared the more complete minimum requirements which would cover multiple orders. 
For the requirements itself, different thresholds for different orders can be considered, but up to 3rd or 4th order seems enough.
Proposal 2: Only define and verify the lowest order of IMD in case of multiple orders exist for a band combination for Low MSD capability.
Proposal 3: The maximum interference order considered is 3rd or 4th order is enough.

Different test points related
It was agreed to combine following option 1 and option 2 as starting point for further discussion:
Option 1:
For harmonic/harmonic mixing/cross band isolation, the Lower MSD capability should be derived and verified under the worst case UL/DL configuration as for the specified minimum requirements, rather than under all configurations. To be more specific:
· For harmonic, the worst case configuration is under the minimum victim DL CBW& “direct-hit” as collision type; 
· For harmonic mixing, the worst case configuration is under the minimum victim DL CBW;
· For cross band isolation, the worst case configuration is under the minimum victim DL CBW& maximum aggressor UL CBW, FFS on how to deal with the case that for a band combination UE does not support the maximum UL CBW defined for the aggressor band in the MSD table for cross band isolation.
Note: The worst case configuration for harmonic/harmonic mixing/cross band isolation is mandatorily specified. 
Option 2: Define and evaluate the lower MSD capability based on the 1st test point for a band combination in the 3GPP spec 
Option 3: Others
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Option 2 is a fairly simple starting point, and usually align with what worst case means for option 1. The definition and verification of this Low MSD feature have to be simplified if really would like to be deployed. We think it would be important keep the verification point setup for minimum requirements to be reused as much as possible, and this is even more important than the completeness and typicality in many cases. This can serve as a baseline for future discussion.
Proposal 4: Reuse current verification test point setup as much as possible to keep simplicity.

Conclusion
In this paper, some views were provided for the remaining issues.
Proposal 1: Compromise for applicable thresholds may need to be considered depending on the magnitude of MSD variance, such as different thresholds for different MSD type, and same threshold for different power class.
Proposal 2: Only define and verify the lowest order of IMD in case of multiple orders exist for a band combination for Low MSD capability.
Proposal 3: The maximum interference order considered is 3rd or 4th order is enough.
Proposal 4: Reuse current verification test point setup as much as possible to keep simplicity.
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