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1. Introduction
In RAN4#96-e, some of agreements and remaining issues have been captured in the WF [1] and they are listed as below.

Agreements:
1. Summing the Powers and Emissions
· RAN4 agree to define requirements for MOP and emission so that power is measured correctly for all implementations, including UE with transparent TxD:
· Use “requirements are defined as the sum of powers from both connectors”. 
· This shall be interpreted as: Measure the power and emissions per connector and then sum them up afterwards.
· RAN4 will clean-up all requirements related to summing the powers and emissions, including UL MIMO, UL full power transmission requirement. 
2. EVM requirement of Transparent TxD
· RAN4 agree the location in specification to capture EVM definition for transparent TxD, as Annex F.
3. MPR requirement for Transparent TxD
· RAN4 agree MPR defined for TxD is applied to the total output power rather than at each antenna connector.

Remaining issues:
1. EVM requirement of Transparent TxD
· RAN4 further study new test method and EVM definition proposed in R4-2011519:
· FFS whether or not to use EVM definition to replace above definition.
2. Declaration for Default Tx connector
3. UE behaviour under conformance testing
4. Power splitting behaviour
5. Signalling for Transparent TxD
6. Applicability of Transparent TxD requirement
7. CDD-related requirement


As you can see the list of remaining issues above, there are quite a few issues to be discussed in RAN4#97-e. However, we will mainly focus on the issues related to signaling and applicability of Transparent TxD since other issues are much related to conformance test. 
2. Remaining issues on Tx diversity
2.1 Signaling for Transparent Tx diversity
The following options has been discussed in the WF [1] and it hasn’t been finalized yet.
Whether and how RAN4 introduce signalling for transparent TxD:
Option 1: Use ModifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations
Option 2: Introducing a new (capability) signalling for TxD
Option 3: Introducing a new power class (e.g. PC2.5) for TxD
Option 4: No need for TxD signalling


Based on the comments from companies during e-mail discussion in RAN4#96-e [2], the companies have different understandings about introducing transparent TxD. In our view, the transparent TxD is up to UE implementation and one of main reasons of introducing its requirements is to let RAN5 know how to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during conformance test. Therefore, it isn’t necessary to introduce a new signalling for transparent TxD. Regarding the option 3 (introducing a new power class for TxD), it should be noted that new power classes have been defined based on their different output powers. Because of this, RAN4 should not introduce a new power class due to different implementation choices. Based on our understanding, there should be no signalling for the UE supporting transparent TxD since it is up to UE’s implementation choices. However, this can be a little tricky if there are two different MPR tables in the specification. When this happens, there must be something that can distinguish between two different architectures and the corresponding MPR values should be applied. Therefore, the option 1 (Use ModifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations) can be one of possible candidates to solve the signalling issue.

Observation 1: There should be no signalling for a UE supporting transparent TxD since it is up to UE’s implementation choices and one of main purposes of having transparent TxD requirement is to let RAN5 know how to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during conformance test.

Observation 2: There must be something that can distinguish between two different architectures (1Tx and 2Tx) and the corresponding MPR values should be applied to them even though there is no signalling required for transparent TxD.

Observation 3: The option 1 (Use ModifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations) can be one of possible candidates to solve the signalling issue.

Proposal 1: RAN4 should use the option 1 (Use modifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations) instead of introducing a new signalling for TxD.

2.2 Applicability of Transparent Tx diversity requirement
The applicability of the newly introduced test procedure (if any) and specific requirement (if any) for transparent TxD UE: 
· FFS whether or not applicable to UE implementation without transparent TxD
· Whether or not a UE implementation use transparent TxD 
· Follow capability signalled by UE if UE capability is introduced.
· Based on UE vendor declaration if UE capability is not introduced. 
· If requirements are embedded in to general requirements or distinguished in to TxD dedicated requirements is FFS


[bookmark: _GoBack]In RAN4#96-e, RAN4 has discussed whether the new test procedure should only be required for UEs using TxD or not. In our view, it is clear that the issue related to test procedure should not be discussed in RAN4 and it is more appropriate to be discussed in RAN5. Instead, RAN4 needs to focus on three bullets in the box above. Regarding the first bullet, we all know that it is not possible to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during the current conformance test. This is why RAN4 has been attempting to introduce TxD requirements so that RAN5 can easily adopt what they need for developing the corresponding conformance test. Regarding the second bullet, although transparent TxD requirements are defined in the specification, this does not mean that no UE implementation is allowed for transparent TxD. Introducing transparent TxD requirements just helps to make things clear when it comes to the conformance test. Then, how does RAN5 know whether tested UE supporting TxD or not? Using UE vendor declaration can be one of possible options for distinguish between the legacy UE and the UE supporting TxD if there is no signalling for TxD. Finally, regarding the third bullet, our view is that defining requirements of TxD in the general section is more appropriate than separating dedicated TxD requirements in the specification.

Observation 4: It is not possible to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during the current conformance test.

Observation 5: RAN4 has been attempting to introduce TxD requirements so that RAN5 can easily adopt what they need for developing the corresponding conformance test.

Observation 6: Using UE vendor declaration can be one of possible options for distinguish between the legacy UE and the UE supporting TxD if there is no signalling.

Proposal 2: RAN4 should define TxD requirements in the general section not define dedicated TxD requirement separately.

3. Conclusion
Observation 1: There should be no signalling for a UE supporting transparent TxD since it is up to UE’s implementation choices and one of main purposes of having transparent TxD requirement is to let RAN5 know how to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during conformance test.

Observation 2: There must be something that can distinguish between two different architectures (1Tx and 2Tx) and the corresponding MPR values should be applied to them even though there is no signalling required for transparent TxD.

Observation 3: The option 1 (Use ModifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations) can be one of possible candidates to solve the signalling issue.

Observation 4: It is not possible to distinguish between a legacy UE and a UE supporting TxD during the current conformance test.

Observation 5: RAN4 has been attempting to introduce TxD requirements so that RAN5 can easily adopt what they need for developing the corresponding conformance test.

Observation 6: Using UE vendor declaration can be one of possible options for distinguish between the legacy UE and the UE supporting TxD if there is no signalling.

Proposal 1: RAN4 should use the option 1 (Use modifiedMPRbehavior bits to signal additional relaxations) instead of introducing a new signalling for TxD.

Proposal 2: RAN4 should define TxD requirements in the general section not define dedicated TxD requirement separately.
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