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1. Introduction
In previous meeting, it was agreed that MSD value shall be introduced to define REFSENS for 2UL inter-band CA belonging to class A2 and class A4, but how to capture MSD into the specification is still opened for class A4. This contribution gives a further discussion about this issue.
2. Discussion
In the last meeting, MSD in dual uplink inter-band CA class A4 was discussed in the contributions [1] [2] [3]. Though no consensus on the issue, by analysing these contributions we can get the possible options for defining MSD for dual uplink inter-band CA.
Option 1: MSD is specified per inter-band CA combination, regardless of the IMD order. 

This option is like Proposal 2 in contribution [1], the uplink configuration of each UL band are allocated with same number of resource blocks as in single carrier test, and each inter-band CA combination has one MSD requirement no matter how many IMD orders are considered in that combination.

Pros: the definition in the specification will be simple because UL configuration for 1UL can be reused and no matter IMD orders.
Cons:
1. In some case (refer to [3]) the RX desensitization caused by UL IMD product falling into DL may be worse than the defined MSD requirement.
2. Because of no matter IMD order, each possible carrier combination in two UL should be tested. For example if each band has 10 carriers, the carrier combinations will be 10*10=100, this is a great test burden.

Option 2: MSD is specified per IMD order and per inter-band CA combination, if one inter-band CA combination has multiple IMD orders problem, each IMD order should be tested.

Pros: For a specific IMD order, it can decrease the testing carrier combinations because only the case that the UL carrier combination which makes IMD product overlap the affected DL channel shall be tested. For example, for 3rd order intermodulation, if each UL band has 10 carriers, only part of 10*10 carrier combinations which make IMD3 product overlap the affected DL channel shall be tested.
Cons: 
1. The definition in the specification will be complex because UL configuration and MSD requirement should be redefined for each IMD order.

2. And it is also a great test burden for the CA combinations have multiple IMD orders problem because each IMD order should be tested.
In order to reduce the test burden for the CA combinations having multiple IMD orders problem, option 3 is proposed.
Option 3: MSD is specified per IMD order and per inter-band CA combination, if one CA combination has multiple IMD order problem, chose the worst one as a MSD testing. That is to say, for a specific inter-band CA combination, only one IMD order is tested.
Though the uplink configuration for 1UL can’t be reused for option 3 and the definition in the specification maybe more complex compared to option 1, concerning reducing the test load, option 3 is a preferred option.
3. Conclusion
Three possible options on defining MSD for 2UL inter-band CA class A4 are discussed in this contribution. And based on the analysis, it is proposed that option 3 is a preferred option.
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