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1
Introduction
Test configuration for verifying 3DL CA receiver requirements had been proposed in last RAN4 meeting [1]. Though the proposal has not been officially approved, the concept for applying the 2DL CA test configuration to 3DL CA seems to be quite logical. If the proposal would be adopted, due to the similarity between 2DL and 3DL CA test configurations as well as the receiver requirements, it is suggested to skip the verifications for the 2DL subsets as the 3DL tests should already cover the 2DL requirements.                            
2
Discussion
Test configuration for verifying 3DL CA receiver requirements had been proposed in last RAN4 meeting [1]. It was based on the existing 2DL CA test methodology as,

1. Pick one of the carriers as the “measured carrier” and keep the other downlink carrier active.

2. Assign uplink in the other band not containing the measured carrier.

3. Make the measurement. For the selectivity and blocking tests, the interferers are assigned relative to the measured carrier.
4. Repeat the test by swapping the role of the two bands/carriers.    
The proposal for 3DL CA verification is to simply extend this “per carrier” test methodology to as,
a. Pick one of the carriers as the “measured carrier” and keep the other two downlink carriers active.

b. Assign uplink in one of the other two bands not containing the measured carrier.

c. Make the measurement. For the selectivity and blocking tests, the interferers are assigned relative to the measured carrier.
d. Repeat the test by interchanging the role of the three bands/carriers.

Using CA_B4_B5_B30 as an example, the 3DL CA test configuration with all permutation can be summarized in Table 2-1. On the other hand, if the three 2DL subsets, that is, B4_B5, B4_B30, and B5_B30, would also be tested, the test configuration with all permutation can then be summarized in Table 2-2.

By comparing Table 2-1 and Table 2-2, we notice that the only difference between 3DL and 2DL subset test configurations is that the former has one more DL carrier being activated. However, since it is in general expected that the receiver performance would remain the same with or without the 3rd DL carrier being activated, the 2DL subset verification is essentially redundant to 3DL test configuration as proposed. As a result, if the 3DL test configuration proposal would be adopted, it is suggested to skip the verifications for 2DL subsets in order to save test time.      
	Measured
	DL Active
	UL Active

	B4
	B4, B5, B30
	B5

	B4
	B4, B5, B30
	B30

	B5
	B4, B5, B30
	B4

	B5
	B4, B5, B30
	B30

	B30
	B4, B5, B30
	B4

	B30
	B4, B5, B30
	B5


Table 2-1 Test configuration for 3DL CA receiver requirements verification
	2DL Subset
	Measured
	DL Active
	UL Active

	B4_B5
	B4
	B4, B5
	B5

	
	B5
	B4, B5
	B4

	B4_B30
	B4
	B4, B30
	B30

	
	B30
	B4, B30
	B4

	B5_B30
	B5
	B5, B30
	B30

	
	B30
	B5, B30
	B5


Table 2-2 Test configuration for 2DL subset receiver requirements verification in 3DL CA 
3
Conclusion

In this paper, we reiterated the test configuration for 3DL CA receiver requirements verification as proposed in [1] and suggested to skip the verifications for the 2DL subsets if the methodology would be adopted.  
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