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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Introduction
In RAN#99 meeting, a follow-up WI was approved in order to specify respective requirements [1]. In the SI phase, RAN4 have achieved some progress on requirements based on specific UE architecture. When it comes to WI phase, RAN4 need to further discuss how to specify the RF requirements into specifications. This contribution will provide our view on CA_n8-n20-n28.
2. Discussion
In the SI phase, RAN4 have evaluated the respective RF requirements including deltaT/R, MSD with two antenna and three antenna architecture for CA_n8-n20-n28. How to specify the RF requirements based on results in SI should be further discussed. Also more companies are encouraged to give more input on RF requirements in order to the values could be more converged. Three options would be derived for this:
· Option 1: Specify RF requirements based on two antenna architecture
· Option 2: Specify RF requirements based on three antenna architecture
· Option 3: Specify RF requirements based on the worst case
Given above three options, option 3 would outperform option 1 and option 2 because the worst case enables all UE implementations to meet the requirements. RF requirements should be agnostic to UE architecture so that UE vendors can have flexible UE implementations. Also, RAN4 is to specify the minimum requirements so the worst case should be a good choice to specify RF requirements. 
Compared to three antenna architecture, two antenna architecture would bring more insertion loss and less antenna isolation. Two antenna architecture generally leads to more relaxed RF requirements than three antenna. If this is the case, option 1 and option 3 would be the same. For example, the delta T and delta R for three antenna are smaller than that for two antenna architecture. If these are specified, two antenna architecture may fail the test. This will adversely impact the flexibility of UE implementation. 
For ∆TIB and ∆RIB, the evaluation results are captured in TR 38.872. It is proposed to specify ∆TIB and ∆RIB based on the worst case, i.e., two antenna architecture in table 5.3.5.3-3. The values can be revisited based on further inputs from companies. 
[image: ]
Proposal 1: It is proposed to specify ∆TIB and ∆RIB based on the worst case, i.e., two antenna architecture, as shown in table 5.3.5.3-3 in TR 38.872.
In SI phase, RAN4 studied and evaluated the MSD due to 1UL cross band isolation for two antenna architecture and three antenna architecture. With the same test configuration, the MSD for three antenna architecture, i.e., 18.6 is slightly larger than that for two antenna architecture, i.e., 17.5 based on the current evaluation results. Given the small difference, it is also proposed to specify the requirement based on the worst case, as shown in table 5.3.5.5-2 in TR 38.782. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2: It is proposed to specify the MSD due to 1UL cross band isolation based on the worst case, as shown in table 5.3.5.5-2 in TR 38.782.
3. Conclusion
This contribution gives our views on CA_n5A-n28A. The following proposals are provided: 
Proposal 1: It is proposed to specify ∆TIB and ∆RIB based on the worst case, i.e., two antenna architecture, as shown in table 5.3.5.3-3 in TR 38.872.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to specify the MSD due to 1UL cross band isolation based on the worst case, as shown in table 5.3.5.5-2 in TR 38.782. 
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Table 5.3.5.5-2: 3DL/2UL IMD3 MSDs for CA_n8-n20-n28 -
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