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1. Introduction
The aim of this document is to progress on the definition of the acceptable uncertainty of Test System for Adjacent Channel Selectivity (ACS)  test and In-band Blocking (IBB) test in FR2 taking into account the proposals that were endorsed from [1], [2] and [3] in previous meetings.
2. Discussion
2.1 Contributions to consider for the wanted signal level error
Regarding contributions to consider for the wanted signal level error, in endorsed proposal 2 in both [1] and [2], during RAN5#88e meeting an exception for QoQZ was added because discussions at that time considered unclear how to treat that contribution in case an offset antenna were used for the modulated interferer rather than using a common antenna for both the wanted signal and the modulated interferer. 
However, later in RAN5#89e, endorsed proposal 2 in [3] sets agreement on defining MTSU based on the common antenna assumption for both ACS and IBB test cases (not precluding the use of the offset antenna as long as the total MTSU is met). Therefore, proposal 2 in both [1] and [2] can be updated as follows:
Proposal 1: For the wanted signal level error, reuse the calculations for the reference sensitivity test uncertainty in [4], section B.19. New MU terms are not precluded.

2.2 Contributions to consider for the modulated interferer level error
In [1] and [2], proposal 3, it was proposed a simplification of the contributions to consider for the modulated interferer error. No consensus was reached because the simplification might appear excessive since only 4 main factors were considered (mismatch, interferer generator uncertainty, amplifier and insertion lost uncertainties) compared to all the factors considered for the wanted signal level error. However, as discussed and can be easily demonstrated, in the final MTSU value resulting of Proposal 1 in [1] and [2], the difference of considering for the modulated interferer level error the same contributions agreed to consider for the wanted signal level error versus considering only the 4 more relevant is only of 0.25dB noting the total MTSU value will be greater than 6dB even before considering systematic errors. With such a small relative difference, in order to move forward it is proposed to consider the worst case, that is, the same contributions for the modulated interferer level error than for the wanted signal level error as defined in proposal 1 above.
Observation 1:in the final MTSU value resulting of Proposal 1 in [1] and [2], the difference of considering for the modulated interferer level error the same contributions agreed to consider for the wanted signal error vs considering only the 4 more impacting is irrelevant in relative terms.
Proposal 2: For the modulated interferer signal level error, reuse the calculations for the reference sensitivity test uncertainty in [4], section B.19. New MU terms are not precluded.
Proposals 1 and 2 in this document refer to non-systematic errors of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 contributors for both the wanted signal level and the modulated interferer signal level. The systematic errors from mentioned section B.19 that apply for these test cases, in particular the systematic error related to beam peak search, is assumed to be added only once to the total expanded root sum square of the standard deviations of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 contributors.
Proposal 3: the systematic error related to beam peak search, to be added only once to the total expanded root sum square of the standard deviations of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 contributors. 
2.3 Modulated Interferer ACLR Effect
According to endorsed proposal 1 in [1] and [2], ACLR effect of the modulated interferer must be considered. However, that term remains undefined.
Proposal 4: In order to define the modulated interferer ACLR effect, TE vendors to propose values based on internal metrics/simulations of their test equipments and reach a consensus on the value to use. 
2.4 Modulated Interferer BBN Effect
According to endorsed proposal 1in [2], whether broadband noise (BBN) effect of the modulated interferer has impact on total MU for the IBB test case is FFS. In FR1 and LTE IBB test cases, this BBN effect is neglected. After further considerations, it is assumed that same approach can be followed in FR2. ACLR will be the dominant effect and BBN effect can be neglected.
Proposal 5: not to consider the BBN effect in FR2 IBB test case, following the same approach used in FR1 and LTE IBB test cases. 
Taking into account all the proposals made in this paper along with other proposals endorsed in previous meetings not modified by this revision, the total MTSU definition for both ACS and IBB test cases can be defined as follows:
Proposal 6: for both ACS and IBB tests, calculate MU as [SQRT (wanted_level_error2 + interferer_level_error2+ Impact of offset antenna(std. dev)2)] +  Systematic error related to beam peak search + ACLR effect + Impact of offset antenna(mean error); where Impact of offset antenna is set to 0 for MTSU derivation purpose.
3. Conclusion
The following observations and proposals were made in this contribution:
Proposal 1: For the wanted signal level error, reuse the calculations for the reference sensitivity test uncertainty in [4], section B.19. New MU terms are not precluded.
Observation 1:in the final MTSU value resulting of Proposal 1 in [1] and [2], the difference of considering for the modulated interferer level error the same contributions agreed to consider for the wanted signal error vs considering only the 4 more impacting is irrelevant in relative terms.
Proposal 2: For the modulated interferer signal level error, reuse the calculations for the reference sensitivity test uncertainty in [4], section B.19. New MU terms are not precluded.
Proposal 3: the systematic error related to beam peak search, to be added only once to the total expanded root sum square of the standard deviations of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 contributors.
Proposal 4: In order to define the modulated interferer ACLR effect, TE vendors to propose values based on internal metrics/simulations of their test equipments and reach a consensus on the value to use. 
Proposal 5: not to consider the BBN effect in FR2 IBB test case, following the same approach used in FR1 and LTE IBB test cases. 
Proposal 6: for both ACS and IBB tests, calculate MU as [SQRT (wanted_level_error2 + interferer_level_error2+ Impact of offset antenna(std. dev)2)] +  Systematic error related to beam peak search + ACLR effect + Impact of offset antenna(mean error); where Impact of offset antenna is set to 0 for MTSU derivation purpose.
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