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Introduction
At RAN4 #97-e, it was agreed in WF [1] to adopt NR-CA and EN-DC Maximum Sensitivity Degradation (MSD) test point specification methodology for new Release-17 LTE CA combinations. Since then this new way of working has been followed in Text Proposals (TP) for Technical Reports (TR), for example in [2]. In WF [1] it was agreed this methodology shall not be applied to legacy combinations, due to concerns on 1) huge work impact, 2) huge impact on RAN5 and 3) possible confusion across the industry for early LTE devices. It was also agreed to file a “BigCR” to reflect WF agreements in the early releases of REL-17. In this paper we show that, due to the small number of new LTE combinations introduced in REL-17 the resulting “BigCR” brings little changes at the expense of introducing a high number of change marks. In WF [1] it was agreed to send an LS to RAN5 once the “BigCR” is implemented. In this paper, we propose to send the LS to RAN5 at this meeting to request feedback on two options to move forward.
Discussion
BigCR brings Little Test Points Reduction
In WF [1] it was agreed:
For new REL-17 CA combinations and starting from Rel-17 only, to adopt NR-CA/EN-DC methodology, i.e.: 
· TP for TR: do not specify higher order REFSENS exception test points if the exception is already covered by a 2 band or 3 band fallback combination; and
· 36.101: Remove all REFSENS exception tests points only for these new REL-17 combinations if the test point is already covered by a fallback combination.
For legacy combinations, the only simplification that can be proposed is that of aggregating combinations that have identical REFSENS exception test points in a single row, some examples being provided in [3]. This leads to a small / moderate table size compression, and most importantly, it does not reduce the number of REFSENS specifications. 
For the case of TPs for TR, the WF [1] guidelines are followed. This helps reduce TP complexity and workload [2]. 
For TS 36.101, a “BigCR” implementing these simplifications is due as soon as possible to minimize impact on RAN5. 
However, the comparison of REL17.1.0 vs. Release16.9.0 indicates that such “BigCR” would bring little test point reduction in TS 36.101 at the expense of introducing a huge number of change marks, each modification increasing the chances of introducing errors in the specifications. Here are some figures to illustrate these statements:
For new REL-17 CA combinations: 
Taking the example of “Table 7.3.1A-0a: Reference sensitivity for carrier aggregation QPSK PREFSENS, CA (exceptions due to harmonic issue)”, we observe:
· There are 353 combinations listed in REL 17.1.0 Table 7.3.1A-0a. 
· There are only 7 new CA combinations vs 16.9.0. 
· The REFSENS exception test point of each of these new combinations may be removed since they are covered by a 2-band fall-back test point as shown in Table 1 below.
· The resulting impact on TS 36.101 test case reduction is small. Only a small CR is needed.




[bookmark: _Ref54021019]Table 1 New REL-17 CA Combinations for REFSENS Exceptions due to Harmonic Issues (Table 7.3.1A-0a)
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For legacy combinations: 
Taking the example of “Table 7.3.1A-0bC: Reference sensitivity for carrier aggregation QPSK PREFSENS, CA (exceptions for three bands due to close proximity of UL to DL channel)”, we observe:
· There are 82 combinations listed in REL 17.1.0 Table 7.3.1A-0bC.
· Table size may be slightly compressed by grouping combinations which have identical REFSENS exception test points, as show in Figure 1.
· Such changes:
· Introduce a huge number of change marks as shown in Figure 2, and hence may be prone to human error.
· Do not reduce the number of REFSENS exception test points.
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[bookmark: _Ref71107094]Figure 1: Example of Table7.3.1A-0bC Size Compression for 3DL/1UL REFSENS exceptions due to close proximity- left: Table 7.3.1A-0bC as in REL 17.1.0. Right: Possible Table 7.3.1A-0bC after BigCR implementation.
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[bookmark: _Ref71107116]Figure 2: Example of “BigCR” change marks to implement changes to Table 7.3.1A-0bC from REL 17.1.0.
Observation 1: Based on WF [1] agreements:
· For new REL-17 combinations: the reduction of the number of test points in TS 36.101 is small due to the small number of new combinations being introduced. The implementation of WF [1] agreements only requires a small CR. The benefits in TPs for TR remain advantageous.
· For legacy LTE CA combinations: it is possible to reduce slightly the table size by grouping combinations which have identical REFSENS exception test points. This does not reduce the number of test points and yet this approach comes at the expense of a major table reshuffling.

LS to RAN5
In WF [2] it was agreed to send an LS to RAN5 once “bigCR” is implemented to inform of the new way of working that RAN4 was agreed. Based on Observation 1, we see little benefits to introduce the intended “BigCR”: only a small CR is needed. We therefore propose to contact RAN5 at this meeting via an LS to request feedback of the following two options:
Proposal: Send an LS to inform RAN5 about the new way of working RAN4 has adopted in Rel-17 and request feedback on either of the following proposal options:

Starting from Rel-17:
Option 1: 
· For new Rel-17 band combinations:
· For TPs for TR: According to the agreed WF [1], do not specify higher order REFSENS test points if already covered by a fall-back combination,
· For 36.101: Remove REFSENS test points if already covered by fall-back combination via small CR.
· For legacy combinations:
· Do not bring any change to TS 36.101.
Option 2: 
· For new Rel-17 band combinations:
· For TPs for TR: According to the agreed WF [1], do not specify higher order REFSENS test points if already covered by a fall-back combination,
· For 36.101: Remove REFSENS test points if already covered by fall-back combination via small CR.
· For legacy combinations:
· Keep only the lowest order fall-back test points and remove all redundant REFSENS test points in TS 36.101.

Option 2 is proposed as a compromise to bring a huge reduction in the number of test points into TS36.101 while ensuring table structure and TS document structure remain intact. One example of test point reduction can be found in [3] where the Table7.3.1A-0bC (Figure 1) may be reduced by a factor x82. 
Observation 2: 
· Adopting option 2 may bring a high reduction of REFSENS exception test points while minimizing the impact on tables and document structure. 
· We would like to bring to the attention of RAN4 that the level of urgency is medium since it is our understanding that RAN5 will be impacted only when RAN5 Rel-16 is closed.
Conclusion
In this paper, we review the impact of WF [1] agreement on TS 36.101 REL17 changes. We see few benefits to introduce the intended WF BigCR and we propose to send an LS to RAN5 at this meeting to seek feedback on the following two options:
Proposal: Send an LS to inform RAN5 about the new way of working RAN4 has adopted in Rel-17 and request feedback on either of the following proposal options:

Starting from Rel-17:
Option 1: 
· For new Rel-17 band combinations:
· For TPs for TR: According to the agreed WF [1], do not specify higher order REFSENS test points if already covered by a fall-back combination;
· For 36.101: Remove REFSENS test points if already covered by fall-back combination via small CR.
· For legacy combinations:
· Do not bring any change to TS 36.101.
Option 2: 
· For new Rel-17 band combinations:
· For TPs for TR: According to the agreed WF [1], do not specify higher order REFSENS test points if already covered by a fall-back combination;
· For 36.101: Remove REFSENS test points if already covered by fall-back combination via small CR.
· For legacy combinations:
· Keep only the lowest order fall-back test points and remove all redundant REFSENS test points in TS 36.101.

Observation 2: 
· Adopting option 2 may bring a high reduction of REFSENS exception test points while minimizing the impact on tables and document structure. 
· We would like to bring to the attention of RAN4 that the level of urgency is medium since it is our understanding that RAN5 will be impacted only when RAN5 Rel-16 is closed.
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