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1. Introduction
The Type 3 UE that use shared LNA to support non-collocated deployment has been discussed for several meeting, but the RF requirement is still pending because whether the MRTD can excess the CP is quite controversial. In this contribution, we further provide our views on Type 3 RF requirement design. 
2. Discussion
In [1], several options for MRTD are listed:

< Issue 3-2-1: Whether to keep TAE/network synchronization requirement for Type 3a/3b >
· Option.1 Keep TAE 3us
· Option.2 MRTD [3]us
· Option.3 MRTD < CP

To be honest, it is quite weird to discuss the specific TAE or MRTD value in RF session, because the RF requirement verification cannot reflect its impact, and the only factor that can be configured in test is power imbalance between CCs. Therefore, only the degradation caused by power imbalance need to be considered when we define the RF requirement, and the MRTD < CP is the only condition in traditional RF test.

Observation 1: The impact of MRTD cannot be reflect in traditional RF verification.

Proposal 1: The RF requirement for Type 3 is defined based on MRTD<CP, and leave the discussion on specific value of MRTD to RRM session. 

As for the power imbalance, we also have some pending options:

< Issue 3-2-2: Whether to discuss to cope with both 25dB power imbalance (including the relaxation<25dB) and MRTD>CP Length for Type 3a/3b >
Way Forward: 
Continue to discuss the following both options in the next meeting.
· Option.1: Cope with 25dB (including the relaxation<25dB) and MRTD>CP. 
· Option.2: RTD should be within CP to enable type 3a/3b UE. And power imbalance should be reduced accordingly.

The 25 dB power imbalance have been used for Type 2 UE, which is considered as a typical value in non-collocated deployment. Considering the impact of MRTD actually cannot be reflected in RF verification, we think it is better to decouple the power imbalance and MRTD, which means in RF session we only discuss the sensitivity degradation due to the power imbalance, and in non-collocated deployment, the power imbalance can up to 25 dB. Whether the MRTD will larger than CP and related performance degradation can be discussed in RRM session.

Proposal 2: Decouple the MRTD and power imbalance into different session. In RF session, only discuss the performance degradation due to power imbalance which can be up to 25 dB, and whether MRTD will larger than CP and related performance degradation can be discussed in RRM session. 

Considering there are only 2 meetings left, if we cannot make any progress in this meeting, we afraid we have to drop type 3 UE and other remaining issue in this release. 

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our view on the controversial issue on type 3 UE:
Observation 1: The impact of MRTD cannot be reflect in traditional RF verification.

Proposal 1: The RF requirement for Type 3 is defined based on MRTD<CP, and leave the discussion on specific value of MRTD to RRM session. 

Proposal 2: Decouple the MRTD and power imbalance into different session. In RF session, only discuss the performance degradation due to power imbalance which can be up to 25 dB, and whether MRTD will larger than CP and related performance degradation can be discussed in RRM session. 
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