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Introduction
The documents in agenda item 4.1.7 contains CRs to correct test configuration or test cases. Following is the main topic:
· Topic #1: Correction to RRM test configuration and test cases
Topic #1: Correction to RRM test configuration and test cases
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Proposals / Observations
	Company
	CR cat

	R4-2117718
	Discussion on NE-DC RRM test cases
	CMCC
	 N/A

	R4-2117719
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	F

	R4-2117720
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	A

	R4-2117721
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	A

	R4-2117732
	CR for test configuration correction of CSI-RS reference measurement channel for TDD SCS=120kHz
	CMCC
	F

	R4-2117733
	CR for test configuration correction of CSI-RS reference measurement channel for TDD SCS=120kHz
	CMCC
	A

	R4-2117734
	CR for test configuration correction of CSI-RS reference measurement channel for TDD SCS=120kHz
	CMCC
	A

	R4-2117779
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-15)
	Anritsu Corporation
	F

	R4-2117780
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-16)
	Anritsu Corporation
	F

	R4-2117781
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-17)
	Anritsu Corporation
	F

	R4-2117782
	FR2 Inter-frequency Relative SS-RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation
	 N/A

	R4-2117783
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	F

	R4-2117784
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	A

	R4-2117785
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	A

	R4-2117786
	Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
	Anritsu Corporation
	 N/A

	R4-2118070
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	F

	R4-2118071
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	A

	R4-2118072
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	A

	R4-2118073
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	F

	R4-2118074
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	A

	R4-2118075
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	A

	R4-2118098
	Discussion on FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	MediaTek Inc.
	 N/A

	R4-2118111
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R15
	MediaTek Inc.
	F

	R4-2118112
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R16
	MediaTek Inc.
	A

	R4-2118113
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R17
	MediaTek Inc.
	A

	R4-2118787
	Correction to interruption test cases_R15
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	F

	R4-2118788
	Correction to interruption test cases_R16
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	A

	R4-2118789
	Correction to interruption test cases_R17
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	A

	R4-2118854
	Discussion on FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	 N/A

	R4-2119239
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R15)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	F

	R4-2119240
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R16)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	A

	R4-2119241
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R17)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	A

	R4-2119259
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: Corrections to radio link monitoring test cases (Rel 15)
	Rohde & Schwarz
	F

	R4-2119260
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: Corrections to radio link monitoring test cases (Rel 16)
	Rohde & Schwarz
	A

	R4-2119261
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: Corrections to radio link monitoring test cases (Rel 17)
	Rohde & Schwarz
	A

	R4-2119571
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	F

	R4-2119572
	Rel-16 Cat-A CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A

	R4-2119573
	Rel-17 Cat-A CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A

	R4-2119576
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	F

	R4-2119577
	Rel-16 Cat-A CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A

	R4-2119578
	Rel-17 Cat-A CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	A



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: NE-DC RRM TCs
According to R4-2117718 (CMCC):
· Proposal 1: It is propose to following RRM test cases from Rel-15 specification.
	Test case
	Core requirements

	SFTD delay under NE-DC
	38.133 section 9.6.2.2

	SFTD measurement accuracy for NE-DC
	38.133 section 10.1.21.1

	LTE PSCell addition in NE-DC
	38.133 section 8.8.2
38.133 section 8.2.3.2.3

	NE-DC active BWP switch
	36.133 section 7.36.2.6



· Proposal 2: It is propose to introduce NE-DC RRM test cases only for FR1 PCell+E-UTRAN PSCell.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the above proposed test cases for NE-DC.
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	We do not agree the proposal on test cases for NE-DC. In RAN4#91 meeting, it was agreed that no additional test cases will be defined for NE-DC which captured in AI 6.2.3 in chairman notes. 
Refer to Ericsson’s paper R4-1906451: the reason is to avoid excessive testing burden on UE. RRM requirements for NE-DC are very similar to RRM requirements for EN-DC, verification of most requirements in an EN-DC configuration would already give a high degree of confidence that the UE would operate correctly in an NE-DC configuration. 

	CMCC
	We disagree with Nokia’s comments on the excessive testing burden. For NEDC test cases, our proposal is only to add additional 4 test cases, which are essential functions including PSCell addition and release, BWP switching interruption on LTE and SFTD. In our understanding, NE-DC UE will support SA, so most requirements can be guaranteed by SA test cases. But we cannot say the NE-DC UE will all support EN-DC mode. So these test cases are necessary.

	Huawei
	We are wondering whether it is an appropriate timing point to introduce new branch of test cases in Rel-15 at current stage (late stage of Rel-17).  It is suggested to discuss whether to have test cases for NE-DC in later release (e.g. Rel-17) .

	Ericsson
	We have same view as Nokia. R4-1906451 was not agreed, but RAN4#91 had the following agreements:
Agreement: 
· No additional tests are developed for NE-DC
· Develop tests in the table below for NR-DC
· Whether to introduce TC V.2 needs be revisited, if the feasibility problem is identified for this test.
	TC V.1
	FR2 NR-DC PSCell addition delay test
	Analagous to SCell Activation and deactivation for FR1+FR2 inter-band with target SCell in FR2 in non-DRX”. UE is configured with an FR1 PCell and the delay requirement to add an FR2 PSCell is verified in non DRX

	TV V.2
	NR-DC FR1- NR FR2 DL active BWP switch of PCell with non-DRX in SA
	Analagous to “NR FR1- NR FR2 DL active BWP switch of PCell with non-DRX in SA “ BWP switch is performed on FR1. BWP switching delay on FR1 and interruptions to FR2 PSCell are verified.


We suggest to follow the agreements. 

	CMCC3
	To Huawei: regarding the release issue, NE-DC band combinations can be release independent from Rel-15. In order to make the feature complete, the RRM test cases should also be captured in Rel-15 38.133
To Ericssona/Nokia: At that time, no operator showed interests in NEDC deployment. However, currently, many operators have plan to deploy NEDC network as discussed in previous RAN plenary, and RAN5 is also working on speeding up the NEDC test cases. 3GPP should specify requirements aimed to satisfy operators’ 5G deployment. 
From technical perspective, NEDC PSCell addition/release, NR BWP switching interruption on LTE and SFTD cannot be verified if no test cases are defined since we cannot assume NEDC UE always support ENDC
From test burden perspective, only 4 additional test cases are introduced. I do not believe these 4 test cases will increase the test efforts significantly. And the test burden should not be a problem for network vendor; 

	Intel
	We agree with CMCC comments.
One extra reason that we have to introduce NE-DC test cases is that NE-DC UE which is not capable of EN-DC has no verification for certain functionality if we do not introduce proper test cases. Regarding the agreements in RAN4#91, things change apparently over this quite long period of time and now we would like to ask the group to consider seriously the requests from operators.



Sub-topic 1-2: FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
According to R4-2117782 (Anritsu):
· [bookmark: _Hlk83751015]TS 38.133 Table 10.1.5.1.2-1 refers to a relative accuracy relaxation Ginter for the inter-band case, to be defined in a new clause B.2.1.5.2. An example markup is shown in section 4.1.
· Misalignment between the Rough Beam peak direction and the Fine Beam peak direction D is defined in a new clause B.2.1.5.3. An example markup is shown in section 5.
· TS 38.133 Test requirements in Tables A.5.7.1.2.3-2 and A.7.7.1.2.3-2 use the new parameters “Ginter” and “D” to set the test requirements, and refer to the new clauses B.2.1.5.2 and B.2.1.5.3. An example markup is shown below.     

[image: ]
According to R4-2118098 (MediaTek):
· Observation 1: In the FR2 inter-frequency RSRP relative accuracy test, the beam peak AoA2 for Cell 3 is based on fine beam, while SS-RSRP measurement can be conducted by rough beam.
· Observation 2: UE may achieve worse rough beamforming gain at AoA2 (i.e. at the fine beam peak) than at AoA1 (selected from spherical coverage).
· Observation 3: Current SS-RSRP relative accuracy test requirement mandates UE to equalize the antenna gain difference between 2 frequencies or even 2 bands, which seems not well-discussion in Rel-15.
· Proposal 1: For the relative inter-frequency accuracy requirement, the following two additional margins should be considered:
1. Mis-alignment between fine beam and rough beam
1. Different antenna gain on different bands
· Proposal 2: For the test case of FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy, to add 5.5 (D) dB and 8.5 (D+ Ginter) dB margin in the lower bound for intra-band and inter-band, respectively, where
1. D (Mis-alignment between fine beam and rough beam) = 5.5
1. Ginter (Different antenna gain on different bands) = 3
· Proposal 3: For the test case of FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy, to 3 (Ginter) dB margin in the upper bound for inter-band only, where
· Different antenna gain on different bands (Ginter) = 3 dB
According to R4-2118854 (Huawei):
· Observation 1: Misalignment of rough beam peak and fine beam peak and gain difference among different frequencies may lead to that the received power from AoA2 is lower that the power from AoA1. 
· Observation 2: The maximum RSRP difference (SSB_RP2 – SSB_RP1) could be larger than – X as defined in the test requirements.
· Proposal 1: Both the lower bound and upper bound of the reported RSRP difference in the test requirements should be reconsidered.
· Proposal 2: RAN4 to discuss adding additional margin in the upper bound of test requirements for FR2 inter-frequency RSRP accuracy. Consider additional margin of Y dB as starting point.
· Issue 1-2-1: Type of margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs
· Proposal 1: Anritsu, MediaTek
· Type of margin needed in FR2 intra-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D) 
· Type of margin needed in FR2 inter-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D), and
· Margin due to different antenna gain on different bands (Ginter)
· Recommended WF
· Discuss if above proposal 1 is acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	In the previous meeting we agreed that, in principle, both margins are needed. i.e. a first margin to account for misalignment between peak directions of fine beam and rough beam and a second margin to account for variation in antenna gain across frequency.
Proposal 1 further suggests that the second margins should be zero in the case of intra-band measurements. We can support the proposal.
However, we think issue 1-2-3 raised by Huawei should be addressed as well before finalizing these margins, so that we end up with meaningful requirements.

	MediaTek
	Support proposal 1. 
We prefer to add this margin in lower bound first and further discuss whether and how to capture the margin for upper bound.
Or maybe we can have a way forward to capture all the options.

	Huawei
	We would like clarify that proposal 1 is the margin for lower bound. For the margin for upper bound as analyzed in our paper, it should include:
· Margin due to gain difference between rough peak direction and rough spherical coverage direction.
· Margin due to gain difference on different frequency.
For lower bound. We are generally fine with the value, but share same views as QC that the margin to lower band and upper bound cannot be decoupled completely. 

	Ericsson
	We can accept the proposal 1.
We don’t want to mix up issue 1-2-1 and issue 1-2-3. These issues should be discussed separately. 

	Anritsu
	We share the same view with Ericsson and we think that 1) Proposal 1 still can be applied to the left side of the test requirement, and 2) Ginter can also be added as the gain difference due to the different bands at the right side of the requirement. Because the error in the issue 1-2-3 is caused by the antenna gain difference between beam peak and spherical coverage and it does not contain the frequency factor, we believe we can split the discussion of 1-2-3 with issue 1-2-1 and 1-2-2.

	
	



· [bookmark: _Hlk86086551]Issue 1-2-2: How to derive margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Proposal 1: Anritsu, MediaTek
· D depends on UE power class:
· D=5.5 dB for UE power class 3.
· Ginter depends on UE power class:
· Ginter =3 dB for UE power class 3.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss if above proposal 1 is acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Given that Huawei has identified a new issue 1-2-3, we think it may be better to find a comprehensive solution for how to specify the requirements before deciding on the proposed margin values.

	MediaTek
	Support proposal 1. For the derivation, please check our discussion paper R4-2118098.

	Huawei
	Similar views as QC.

	Ericsson
	We can accept the proposal 1.

	Anritsu
	Support proposal 1.

	
	



· Issue 1-2-3: Any additional margin needed in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Proposal 1: Huawei
· Additional margin needed in the upper bound/right side of test requirements for FR2 inter-frequency RSRP accuracy
· Recommended WF
· Discuss if above proposal 1 is acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We understand that there is a valid argument behind proposal 1. i.e. -X is the difference between the RefSens and Spherical coverage requirements but in actuality a compliant UE may outperform each of these requirements by a different amount. A larger margin may need to be allowed for UEs that achieve a larger dynamic range between beam peak and spherical coverage. However, it’s not clear how to determine/derive the additional margin from existing requirements.

	MediaTek
	Support proposal 1. RAN4 can further discuss how much is the margin should be added.

	Huawei
	Support option 1. We think it is unreasonable to use–X to represent the maximum RSRP difference. –X is derived as Refsens (fine beam) – spherical coverage (fine peak). If UE has better gain at peak direction or rough peak gain is better than the minimum required difference “Y” dB. It is easily that RSRP difference from rough peak and rough spherical coverage exceed –X. 
Theoretically, the fine beam difference between peak direction and spherical coverage direction could be larger than –X. And considering difference between fine beam peak and rough beam peak, the difference between rough peak and rough spherical coverage could be even larger.

	Ericsson
	It is not clear for us why we need additional margin since we have already had margin X (X is the Spherical coverage gain difference) to account for it

	
	

	
	



· Issue 1-2-4: If proposal 1 in 1-2-3 is agreeable, then how to derive additional margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Proposal 1: Huawei
· Additional margin = Y dB.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss if above proposal 1 is acceptable?
	Company
	Comments

	Anritsu
	Though we understand the idea that a gain variety may exist between the direction of beam peak and spherical coverage, and that may require additional margins, we do not think Y can be applied to the right side of the test requirement. Since Y is the gain difference between fine beam and rough beam at the beam peak direction, we suppose the newly proposed additional margin cannot reach that level as far as the test requirement is assuming rough beams for both beam peak direction and spherical coverage direction. (i.e. additional margin should be smaller than Y.)

	Qualcomm
	We agree that the additional margin may be upper bounded by Y but we should see if there are alternative approaches that would avoid excessive relaxation of the requirements. Needs more discussion.

	MediaTek
	To our understanding, for upper bound, Ginter may be reused but the beam mis-alignment issue in upper bound can be FFS.  

 

	Huawei
	We support option 1 to take Y dB starting point if –X is kept in the test requirements. And we think there is no need to add Ginter for the upper bound. The reason is that for -X, it already reflects the gain difference from different bands as –X is calculated by the operation bands. 

	Ericsson
	See our comment on Issue 1-2-3. It is not clear to us why we need additional margin on top of the existing margin.

	Anritsu2
	To Huawei, for upper bound, we believe that Ginter is still necessary since X is derived assuming the same frequency, and Ginter is for the gain difference due to the different band.



Sub-topic 1-3: Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
According to R4-2117786 (Anritsu):
· Observation 1: With the current parameter of CSI-RS based RLM test cases, there is a case that estimated Io exceeds the power level that the test equipment can provide when we consider a test tolerance.
· Observation 2: It is challenging to carry out the CSI-RS-based RLM test under the current test conditions also with 2AoA at frequencies for band n261 and higher. 
· Observation 3: It is not allowed to configure CSI-RS for tracking with 24 RB allocation also with 66 RB BWP setting, which makes the total power at symbols where CSI-RS exists bigger than other symbols..
· Observation 4: One possible solution is to reduce the BWP size to 24 RBs. 
· Observation 5: If BWP size is changed to 24 RBs, then the FR2 CSI-RS based RLM test cases will become testable with 2 AoA condition at least for band n257, n258, n260 and n261. 
· Observation 6: If test setup is changed to 1AoA (beam peak), then the FR2 CSI-RS based RLM test cases will become testable for FR2-1 (up to band n259). FFS for band n262. 
· Proposal 1: For CSI-RS based RLM test cases in FR2, reduce the BWP size setting to 24 RBs.  

· Recommended WF
· Further discuss if the following is acceptable?
· For CSI-RS based RLM test cases in FR2, reduce the BWP size setting to 24 RBs
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We understand the issue and agree that we should keep 2 AoA test setup. In principle, we are okay with the recommended WF. And it would be safer if companies can re-evaluate the current requirement can be still met with this side condition chance, i.e. narrower TRS may degrade UE performance which may or may not lead to RLM performance impact.

	Nokia
	The core requirements are based on 48 RBs, if we reduce to 24RBs, how to guarantee the core requirements are verified correctly? 

	Ericsson
	We are ok with the recommended WF.

	R&S
	We agree keep the TC as 2AoA with the necessary changes.

	Anritsu
	We are ok to set the re-evaluation period to see the impact to the RLM performance. But since there is no associated 2 AoA RRM test system available yet, we would like to ask a help from UE vendors and chipset vendors.  

	
	



Sub-topic 1-4: CRs on RRM tests and test configurations
· Directly provide comments on the cat-F CRs in section 1.3.2
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2117719

	Nokia: NOK, see our comments in sub-topic 1-1 for NE-DC test cases.

	
	Huawei: Depends on the conclusion of sub-topic 1-1.

	
	Ericsson: Depending on the conclusion on Sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2117732

	Ericsson: OK

	
	

	
	

	R4-2117779

	Qualcomm: 
Changes#2-5: Okay
Change#1: Reducing AL to 2 will make it harder for the UE to pass as it will increase the misdetection probability. Can we alternatively consider increasing the BW of DLBWP.1.3 above 25RBs yet smaller than the full channel?

	
	Huawei: Can Anritsu explain more about how T2 =  1.5 seconds (A.4.5.7.1) are derived to cover  measurement +reprot + RRC reoncfiguration?

	
	Ericsson: OK

	
	Anritsu to Qualcomm: We are fine to keep the AG level as 4 and alternatively increasing the BW of DLBWP above 25RBs to cover whole CORESET. However since we have no background information on the reason why 25 RBs was chosen for 15 kHz SCS in DLBWP.1.3, it is appreciated that companies could advise if 31 RBs (25+6 RBs) is OK as the new setteing, perhaps for DLBWP.1.4 (new). 
To Huawei: Actually the measurement report delay from the UE may take 922 ms based on the description at 8.4.2 and clause 12 in TS 38.331. And after that the test system sends the RRC message. But the test system faces in short  to send the RRC message for gap release by the end of T2 (currently 1.0 s). So we proposed to extend another 500 ms as T2 period.  

	R4-2117780
	Ericsson: OK

	
	

	
	

	R4-2117781

	Ericsson: OK

	
	

	
	

	R4-2117783

	Qualcomm: 
pending issue on Sub-topic 1-2

	
	Huawei: it depends on the conclusion of sub-topic 1-2

	
	Ericsson: OK

	R4-2118070

	Qualcomm:
There is no EN-DC test for SFTD, we want to understand why we want to have it for NE-DC? Is the E-UTRA to NR inter-RAT test not sufficient?

	
	Nokia: NOK, see our comments in sub-topic 1-1 for NE-DC test cases.

	
	Huawei: Depends on the conclusion of sub-topic 1-1.

	
	Ericsson: Depending on the conclusion on Sub-topic 1-1

	
	Intel: One compromise could be to note in the spec that the UE will only need to pass one of the SFTD test cases between E-UTRA SA and NE-DC.

	R4-2118073
	Qualcomm:
In A.4.7.5 and A.8.4.1, EUTRA cell configurations are using Table A.3.7.2.1, which is different from Table A.4A.X.1.1.2-3. If there is no particular reason for changing parameters, we should follow legacy tests

	
	CMCC: The parameters in A.4A.X.1.1.2-3 actually are the same as Table A.3.7.2.1. In our CR R4-2117719, we add a new section A.3A.7 for NE-DC test setup, and the parameters are referred to table A.3.7.2.1. So maybe the CR can be revised to use table A.3.7.2.1 for EUTRA cell configuration.

	
	Nokia: NOK, see our comments in sub-topic 1-1 for NE-DC test cases.

	
	Huawei: Depends on the conclusion of sub-topic 1-1.

	
	Ericsson: Depending on the conclusion on Sub-topic 1-1

	R4-2118111

	Anritsu: As for the 2nd bullet descriptions at the reason for change “Thus, evaluation period for OOS can be 5 s with 200 ms margins.” could MediaTek provide the rationale of the 200 ms margin? But from the TC implementation point of view, we do not have an issue in either way of adding the margin or not.

	
	Qualcomm:
Why P sharing factor is 3 in the test? We don't see SSB is shared with other measurement in the configuration

	
	MediaTek: 
To Anritsu:
According to clause 8.1.5 in TS 38.133, UE needs to turn off transmitter within 40ms. Thus, to our understanding it should be captured in T2. Initially, to be simple, the 200ms is proposed. But we are ok to specify 40ms in test case. Besides, we also found that, in A.6.3.2.1, the additional margin 40 ms should also be added. The revised T2 is provided as follows:
· T2 in A.6.3.2.1.3: 6.24 s
· T2 in A.7.3.2.1.1: 4.84 s
· T2 in A.7.3.2.1.2: 4.84 s
· T2 in A.7.3.2.1.3: 10.84 s

To Qualcomm: 
For A.7.3.2.1.1, A.7.3.2.1.2 and A.7.3.2.1.3, the SSB and SMTC configurations are provided as follows:
	TC
	A.7.3.2.1.1, A.7.3.2.1.2 and A.7.3.2.1.3

	SSB configuration
	SSB.1 FR2
· SCS: 120kHz
· SSB periodicity 20ms
· Slot num containing SSB: 0

	SMTC
configuration
	SMTC pattern 1
· SMTC periodicity: 20ms
· SMTC offset: 0 ms
· SMTC duration 1ms



According to the above table, the SSB is fully overlapped with SMTC. Thus, according to the clause 8.1.2.2 (RLF) in TS 38.133, the P will be 3.


	
	Anritsu 2: To MediaTek, thank you for the explanation, understood. We prefer the 40 ms delay.

	R4-2118787

	Anritsu: In Table A.4.5.2.4.1-3, a unit of the parameter “Time offset to Cell1“ should also be corrected from ms to us.

	
	Nokia: since the test case cover both inter-band EN-DC and intra-band EN-DC, it seems not reasonable with the change of cell offset to 3us for inter-band test. We need to test for both scenarios with different suitable settings.

	
	Huawei: Thank very much for Nokia's comments.

Yes, we agree using 3us and 33us for intra-band and inter-band case respectively is also OK. However, We're not sure whether it is neccessary. In our opinion, the parameter "Cell offset" is only used to ensure timing difference requirements for sync EN-DC is satisfied. And 3us can satisify the requirement for both inter-band and intra-band case at one time. Furthermore, using single value is also simpler for TE implementation.  So we still suggest using 3us for both cases.

	
	Ericsson: We are fine with the changes.

	R4-2119239

	Qualcomm:
When we checked the reference test cases from LTE and NR for LTE PSCell addition, some parameters do not look identical. Please check T2 and power level configurations Table A.4A.x.1.1-4, and provide explanations on where and how those numbers are derived.

Apple: power level for E-UTRAN cell in Table A.4A.x.1.1-4 is duplicated from Table A.3.7.2.1-1. Power level for NR cell in Table A.4A.x.1.1-3 is duplicated from EN-DC PSCell addition test in A.4.5.7.1.1-3. We found that there is discrepancy between TS38133-ff0 and TS38133-h30 regarding power level in Table A.4.5.7.1.1-3. In R15 spec -88dBm is used while in R17 spec -85dBm is used. We are not sure if this is reason why QC raise this issue. This CR is based on TS38133-ff0. Technically, we only need to make sure E-UTRAN power level is higher than B1 threshold starting from T2. In our CR B1 is -96dBm and E-UTRAN power level is -88dBm. There is 8dB margin, which shall be larger enough to cover measurement uncertainty.

	
	Nokia: NOK, see our comments in sub-topic 1-1 for NE-DC test cases.

	
	Huawei: Depends on the conclusion of sub-topic 1-1.

	
	Ericsson: Depending on the conclusion on Sub-topic 1-1

	R4-2119259

	Ericsson: OK

	
	

	
	

	R4-2119571

	Ericsson: OK

	
	R&S: For the change, can we use the terminology “Dedicated CORESET Reference Channel”?

	
	

	R4-2119576
	Huawei: Can companies explain more about the logic behind this why two consecutive DRXs shall not be detected during 1600xT1?

	
	Ericsson: OK

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Sub-topic 
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic 1-1
	Issue 1-1-1: NE-DC RRM TCs
Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
Option 1:
· Develop following NE-DC RRM test cases for FR1 PCell+E-UTRAN PSCell.
	Test case
	Core requirements

	SFTD delay under NE-DC
	38.133 section 9.6.2.2

	SFTD measurement accuracy for NE-DC
	38.133 section 10.1.21.1

	LTE PSCell addition in NE-DC
	38.133 section 8.8.2
38.133 section 8.2.3.2.3

	NE-DC active BWP switch
	36.133 section 7.36.2.6



Option 2:
· Do not develop any NE-DC RRM tests upholding previously RAN4 agreement (section 6.2.3 in RAN4#91 meeting minutes in R4-1907901).
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	Sub-topic 1-1
	Issue 1-1-2: Release for NE-DC RRM TCs if they are agreed?
Tentative agreements: New issue
Candidate options:
Under the assumption that Option 1 in issue 1-1-1 is agreed, the release in which the NE-DC RRM TCs should be defined?
· Option 1; Release 15
· Option 2: Release 17
· Option 3: Other Release ?
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	Sub-topic 1-2
	Issue 1-2-1: Type of margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs
Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1: Agree the following as lower bound margin:
· Type of margin needed in FR2 intra-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D) 
· Type of margin needed in FR2 inter-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D), and
· Margin due to different antenna gain on different bands (Ginter)

· Proposal 2: Defer the agreement on lower bound until upper bound margin issue is resolved.  

Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	Sub-topic 1-2
	Issue 1-2-2: How to derive margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1: Agree the following values for lower bound margin:
· D depends on UE power class:
· D=5.5 dB for UE power class 3.
· Ginter depends on UE power class:
· Ginter =3 dB for UE power class 3.

· Proposal 2: Defer the agreement on values of D and Ginter until upper bound margin issue is resolved.  
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	Sub-topic 1-2
	Issue 1-2-3: Any additional margin needed in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
· Proposal: 
· Additional margin needed in the upper bound/right side of test requirements for FR2 inter-frequency RSRP accuracy?
· Option 1:  Yes.
· Option 2:  No.

Recommendations for 2nd round: 

	Sub-topic 1-2
	Issue 1-2-4: If proposal 1 in 1-2-3 is agreeable, then how to derive additional margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
Tentative agreements: None
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1: 
· Additional margin = Y dB.

Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	Sub-topic 1-3
	Sub-topic 1-3: Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
Tentative agreements: CSI-RS based RLM test cases in FR2 are conducted with 2 AoA
Candidate options:
Further discuss impact of reducing BWP size setting from 48 RBs to 24 RBs in the CSI-RS based RLM tests on core requirements.
Any impact of meeting CSI-RS based RLM core requirements?
· Option 1: Yes. In this case proponents suggest solution. 
· Option 2; No

Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss the options

	
	



CRs/TPs
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2117719
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2117732
	CR for test configuration correction of CSI-RS reference measurement channel for TDD SCS=120kHz
	CMCC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2117779
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-15)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117780
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-16)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117781
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-17)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117783
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-2.

	R4-2118070
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2118073
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2118111
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R15
	MediaTek Inc.
	Revised
	

	R4-2118787
	Correction to interruption test cases_R15
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Revised
	

	R4-2119239
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R15)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2119259
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: Corrections to radio link monitoring test cases (Rel 15)
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2119571
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Revised
	

	R4-2119576
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Return to 
	Need clarification



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Sub-topic 1-1: NE-DC RRM TCs
Issue 1-1-1: NE-DC RRM TCs
· Option 1:
· Develop following NE-DC RRM test cases for FR1 PCell+E-UTRAN PSCell.
	Test case
	Core requirements

	SFTD delay under NE-DC
	38.133 section 9.6.2.2

	SFTD measurement accuracy for NE-DC
	38.133 section 10.1.21.1

	LTE PSCell addition in NE-DC
	38.133 section 8.8.2
38.133 section 8.2.3.2.3

	NE-DC active BWP switch
	36.133 section 7.36.2.6


· Option 2:
· Do not develop any NE-DC RRM tests upholding previously RAN4 agreement (section 6.2.3 in RAN4#91 meeting minutes in R4-1907901).
	Company
	Comments

	CMCC
	Option1
During the 1st round email discussion, some company raised the concern about previous RAN4 agreement on NEDC test cases. Our understanding on that agreement is that no operator showed interests on NEDC deployment at that time. 
From technical perspective, if UE does not support ENDC, some NEDC functions cannot be verified, e.g. PSCell additiona and release, NR BWP switch interruption on LTE, SFTD measurement. 
From CMCC perspective, we have commercial plan to deploy NEDC network. We believe the proposed NEDC RRM test cases are very important to gurantee the UE performance in real network.
And we also had some offline discussion with companies who had concern in the 1st round. It seems that it is agreeable to introduce the proposed test cases for NEDC.


	QC
	Can CMCC address this comment for SFTD delay test cases which we commented on the CR?
There is no EN-DC test for SFTD, we want to understand why we want to have it for NE-DC? Is the E-UTRA to NR inter-RAT test not sufficient?

	CMCC
	To QC: as replied by Intel in 1st round, we could add a note in the spec that the UE will only need to pass one of the SFTD test cases between E-UTRA SA and NE-DC. I am wondering whether this approach is OK for QC. Thank you.

	QC
	We see two sides opinions in the first round, and both sides’ arguments make sense to us partially. We understand that operator wants to deploy and test will be beneficial, but the tests are very similar to EN-DC and the previous agreement is not to introduce NE-DC tests.
As a compromised proposal, we suggest to further reduce the set we introduce for NE-DC, and only include the most important once. There are four tests being proposed:
0. PSCell addition: This is a different procedure than EN-DC, we see the need to introduce this test if NE-DC is deployed.
0. BWP switch: since NR is the Pcell, BWP switch procedure is exactly the same as NR-SA. The interruption aspect is the same as EN-DC: interruption of NR BWP switch on LTE cells. Hence we don’t see a clear need to test it.
0. SFTD tests: first, it’s not clear what’s the major use cases of this procedure in NE-DC, and whether that use case is a crucial function for NE-DC. Second, SFTD delay test is not even introduced in EN-DC, it’s not obvious to us why we need this in NE-DC. We don’t think these two tests should be introduced. Intel’s proposal of applicability rule seems equivalent to not introducing this test, since it is unlikely that UE supports NE-DC but not LTE procedure.

	CMCC
	Thank Qualcomm for the comments. 
0. For PSCell addition, we agree this is needed for NEDC
0. For BWP switch, our concern is for UE supporting NEDC but not ENDC, the interruption of NR BWP switch on LTE cells cannot be tested.
0. For the SFTD tests, SFTD report is used for network to understand the timing difference between 2 nodes.  To make a compromise, we can accept to not introduce delay test for NEDC, only introduce accuracy requirements, which is same as ENDC. 


	Nokia
	Thank CMCC for the clarification, our main concern in 1st round is because the agreement has been made long time ago and we should respect the agreement, we do not have any concern from technical perspective. Since operators plan to deploy NE-DC network and the pervious assumption may not be guaranteed now, we are fine to define the needed test cases for NE-DC. 

	Intel
	Regarding SFTD delay test cases, we could agree to CMCC’s proposal to not to introduce them. But we think SFTD accuracy test cases under NE-DC is necessary because existing EN-DC test cases do not apply to NE-DC UE-s.

	Ericsson
	Because of the operators interests of NE-DC deployment, we are ok to define the necessary NE-DC RRM test cases. 



Issue 1-1-2: Release for NE-DC RRM TCs if they are agreed?
· Under the assumption that Option 1 in issue 1-1-1 is agreed, the release in which the NE-DC RRM TCs should be defined?
· Option 1; Release 15
· Option 2: Release 17
· Option 3: Other Release ?
	Company
	Comments

	CMCC
	Option1
NEDC is supported from Rel-15 in RAN1/2. This meeting, CMCC also proposed a CR for 38.307 to apply NEDC RF requirements in a release independent manner from Rel-15. And the CR status is ready for approval.
[image: C:\Users\cmcc\AppData\Local\Temp\WeChat Files\195ff33031510b019181366124ec2f2.png]
To keep the consistency, we support in introduce NEDC RRM test cases from Rel-15.

	Intel
	We support Option 1.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Sub-topic 1-2: FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
Issue 1-2-1: Type of margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs
· Proposal 1: Agree the following as lower bound margin:
· Type of margin needed in FR2 intra-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D) 
· Type of margin needed in FR2 inter-band inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs:
· Margin due to misalignment between fine beam and rough beam (D), and
· Margin due to different antenna gain on different bands (Ginter)
· Proposal 2: Defer the agreement on lower bound until upper bound margin issue is resolved.  
	Company
	Comments

	Anritsu
	Prefer Proposal 1 since we assume the new margin pointed out by Huawei can be discussed separately. In addition, as mentioned in our discussion paper (R4-2117782) and commented during the 1st round, the margin due to different antenna gain on different bands (Ginter) can also be applied to the upper bound margin. 

	MediaTek
	Support proposal 1. 
Suggest to define the requirement for lower bound first.

	Qualcomm
	Proposal 2 for now. See answer to issue 1-2-3.

	Huawei
	We prefer proposal 2. Though technically we agree with the analysis about the margin for lower bound. As commented in the first round, these cannot be decoupled completely. We suggest to have a comprehensive analysis to have a unified solution for this test case. Otherwise, we may face the risk that different margin/spec impact will be introduced separately.

	Ericsson
	We support proposal 1. RAN4 have discussed this issue several meetings, and we should conclude this issue first. It is not good idea to postpone the decision due to Issue 1-2-3 which is new in this meeting.  

	
	

	
	



Issue 1-2-2: How to derive margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Proposal 1: Agree the following values for lower bound margin:
· D depends on UE power class:
· D=5.5 dB for UE power class 3.
· Ginter depends on UE power class:
· Ginter =3 dB for UE power class 3.
· Proposal 2: Defer the agreement on values of D and Ginter until upper bound margin issue is resolved.  
	Company
	Comments

	Anritsu
	We assume Proposal 1 can be agreed as is since these values do not receive an impact of the new margin for the upper bound.

	MediaTek
	Support option 1.

	Qualcomm
	Proposal 2 for now. See answer to issue 1-2-3.

	Huawei
	Prefer option 2 based on the reason in issue 1-2-1.

	Ericsson 
	Support Proposal 1. 

	
	

	
	


Issue 1-2-3: Any additional margin needed in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Additional margin is needed in the upper bound/right side of test requirements for FR2 inter-frequency RSRP accuracy?
· Option 1:  Yes.
· Option 2:  No.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We recognize that the way the test case is defined right now may require changes to the way the requirements are applied. i.e. margins would need to be added to account by various factors identified in issues 1-2-1, 1-2-2 and now 1-2-3. However, if we add all the projected margins (and there is no agreement yet on how large the margin would be for issue 1-2-4) we think we would end up with a test that is not very useful due to the large uncertainly range.
One alternative we would like other companies to consider is modifying the test case to eliminate sources of uncertainty. E.g. instead of adding a nominal margin -X based on requirements (which Huawei is arguing does not work anyway), could we measure the actual difference in beam gains at the two AoAs and compensate for that difference. One idea would be to compare EIS measurements (made by the TE, not the UE) at the two AoAs and use the difference as a proxy for the gain difference, including gain difference across bands. There would be some error due to differences in noise figure but the uncertainty could be reduced substantially compared to the margins we are discussing currently.
We would be open to discussing other modifications to the test procedure that could help remove sources of uncertainty in the ‘expected’ measurement results.

	Huawei
	Option 1.  But we are also fine with QC suggests to have further investigated the test procedure thoroughly.

	Ericsson
	We need more time to understand the additional margin.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 1-2-4: If proposal 1 in 1-2-3 is agreeable, then how to derive additional margins in FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy TCs?
· Proposal 1: 
· Additional margin = Y dB (proponents also provide value of Y)
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	See answer to issue 1-2-3.

	Huawei
	First we would like to clarify about this Y d in listed above. It is not an FFS value. Y is the value defined in Table B.2.1.3.1-1 (e.g. 7 dB for PC3). 
We propose Y dB margin provide that we still using –X to derived the maximum RSRP difference. As commented in first round, technically it is inappropriate to use –X here. 
According to comments in the 1st round, we would also like to check companies’ views on –X for inter-band case. Whether –X is derived using UE Refsens  and  UE Spherical coverage of same band or from different bands (e.g. Refsens of band A - Spherical coverage of band B)?

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Sub-topic 1-3: Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
Sub-topic 1-3: Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
· CSI-RS based RLM test cases in FR2 are conducted with 2 AoA.
· Any impact of meeting CSI-RS based RLM core requirements if BWP size setting is reduced from 48 RBs to 24 RBs in the CSI-RS based RLM tests?
· Option 1: Yes (Proponents of this option suggest solution). 
· Option 2: No
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	In principle, the suggested change is okay with us. But we just need a little more time to check whether UE may run into unexpected side issues due to a narrower BW of BWP.
In the meantime, could “reducing BW from 100MHz to 50MHz” be also another alternative to resolve the issue?

	Anritsu
	To Qualcomm: Since the current issue is caused by the capability of TE output power (Io), it relates with the actually allocated data size and not the channel BW. By reducing BW from 100MHz to 50MHz, NRB can be close to 24 RBs. But we suppose it is straightforward to define narrower BWP.    

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2117719 (return to)

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2120248(Rev of R4-2117779)

	Qualcomm:

We’ve checked it internally. And this is okay with us.

Response to our first round comment from Anritsu:
We are fine to keep the AG level as 4 and alternatively increasing the BW of DLBWP above 25RBs to cover whole CORESET. However since we have no background information on the reason why 25 RBs was chosen for 15 kHz SCS in DLBWP.1.3, it is appreciated that companies could advise if 31 RBs (25+6 RBs) is OK as the new setteing, perhaps for DLBWP.1.4 (new).

	
	Anritsu: After the further study on the actual behavior of the UE, we realized that the issue we raised in the CR (i.e. CORESET cannot be fully contained within the BWP) will occur again during the call connection, etc. if we keep the current setting such as dedicated CORESET parameters. 
That issue is caused by the combination of BWP.0.2 configuration and the dedicated CORESET setting this time.
Thus currently it is not easy to solve the issue with the way only to increase the dedicated BWP RBs, and therefore we would like Qualcomm to consider again if our original proposals are not really acceptable.
Also could Qualcomm provide a little more detailed reason why Qualcomm concern about the misdetection when we apply the AG level 2 to dedicated CORESET parameters?

	
	

	
	

	R4-2120249 (Rev of R4-2117780)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2120250 (Rev of R4-2117781)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2117783 (return to)

	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2118070 (return to)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2118073 (return to)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2120251 (Rev of R4-2118111)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2120253 (Rev of R4-2118787)

	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	R4-2119239
(return to)
	QC: thank you for addressing the power level comment. For T2, we want to check if 1s is appropriate for Pscell identification procedure, can we get some clarification on this?

	
	CMCC: T2=1s is used for ENDC PSCell identification also. We think 1s should be sufficient. Maybe Apple can further clarify. 

	
	Apple: 1s in T2 is to make sure target cell would become known from unknown to the UE. As also pointed out by CMCC, it comes from existing EN-DC test. We didn’t make any change just to avoid unnecessary confusion.

	
	

	R4-2120253 (Rev of R4-2119571)

	Qualcomm:

The following request is reflected in the revised version.
R&S: For the change, can we use the terminology “Dedicated CORESET Reference Channel”?

	
	

	
	

	R4-2119576 (return to)
	Qualcomm:

Response to the following comment received from Huawei in the first round:
· Huawei: Can companies explain more about the logic behind this why two consecutive DRXs shall not be detected during 1600xT1?

Answer:
In the corresponding test cases (5.5.2.1 and 5.5.2.2) in TS38.533, one of the test criteria is "no two consecutive DTX" as follows:
· 9. If no two consecutive DTX is observed by the SS, then count a success for the event “DTX”. Otherwise count a fail for the event “DTX”.
As per the core requirement, each interruption shall not exceed 5 slots for 120kHzs. Given the TTD pattern (DDDSU) in the test cases, 2 consecutive DTXs will be considered as failure of the test iteration.


	
	Huawei:
Thanks to Qualcomm’s explanation. We recognized there is parallel discussion about number of consecutive DTX in RAN5. We suggest to come back in the next meeting for this CR.

	
	




Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on Rel-15 NR RRM test cases
	Ericsson
	To capture agreements

	
	
	

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2117719
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2117732
	CR for test configuration correction of CSI-RS reference measurement channel for TDD SCS=120kHz
	CMCC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2117779
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-15)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117780
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-16)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117781
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-17)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Revised
	

	R4-2117783
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-2.

	R4-2118070
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2118073
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2118111
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R15
	MediaTek Inc.
	Revised
	

	R4-2118787
	Correction to interruption test cases_R15
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Revised
	

	R4-2119239
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R15)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	Return to 
	Due to sub-topic 1-1.

	R4-2119259
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: Corrections to radio link monitoring test cases (Rel 15)
	Rohde & Schwarz
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2119571
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Revised
	

	R4-2119576
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Return to 
	Need clarification

	R4-2117718
	Discussion on NE-DC RRM test cases
	CMCC
	Noted
	

	R4-2117782
	FR2 Inter-frequency Relative SS-RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2117786
	Testability issue with FR2 CSI-RS based RLM TCs
	Anritsu Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2118098
	Discussion on FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	MediaTek Inc.
	Noted
	

	R4-2118854
	Discussion on FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Noted
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2120247
	WF on Rel-15 NR RRM test cases maintenance
	Ericsson
	Return to
	NE-DC test cases applicability rule in WF is aligned with CRs (406/407).

	R4-2120411
	Draft CR to TS 38.133 on test cases of NE-DC active BWP switch
	CMCC, Apple, Intel
	Return to 
	Rev of R4-2117719

	R4-2117779
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-15)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2117780
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-16)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2117781
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-17)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2120248 
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-15)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Withdrawn 
	Original in R4-2117779 is agreeable

	R4-2120249
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-16)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Withdrawn
	Original in R4-2117780 is agreeable

	R4-2120250
	Draft CR to TS 38.133: NR_newRAT-Perf maintenance (Rel-17)
	Anritsu Corporation
	Withdrawn
	Original in R4-2117781 is agreeable

	R4-2117783
	Correction on the FR2 inter-frequency relative RSRP accuracy
	Anritsu Corporation, MediaTek Inc.
	Postponed
	

	R4-2118070
	Test cases for SFTD measurement delay under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Not pursued
	

	R4-2120407  
	Test cases for SFTD measurement accuracy under NE-DC
	Intel Corporation, CMCC, Apple
	Return to
	Rev of R4-2118073

	R4-2120251
	CR for RRC Re-establishment test case in R15
	MediaTek Inc.
	Agreeable
	Rev of R4-2118111

	R4-2120252
	Correction to interruption test cases_R15
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Agreeable
	Rev of R4-2118787

	R4-2119239
	Test case for LTE PSCell addition and release in NE-DC (R15)
	Apple, Intel, CMCC
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2120253
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to RMC CORESET reference channel for test cases A.5.3.2.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Agreeable
	Rev of R4-2119571

	R4-2119576
	Rel-15 Cat-F CR to E-UTRAN - NR FR2 interruptions at transitions between active and non-active during DRX in Xsynchronous EN-DC A.5.5.2.x
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Postponed
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Anritsu corp.
	Osamu Yamashita
	Osamu.Yamashita@anritsu.com

	Qualcomm
	CH Park
	chparkqck@qti.qualcomm.com

	CMCC
	Zhang Xiaoran
	zhangxiaoran@chinamobile.com

	Ericsson
	Kazuyoshi Uesaka
	kazuyoshi.uesaka@ericsson.com

	MediaTek
	Chihkai Yang
	ck.yang@mediatek.com



Note:
1. Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
1. If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
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Table A.5.7.1.2.3-2: SS-RSRP relative accuracy test requirement

Test requirement Notes1.2.3.4

Cell 3 Cell 2 SSB_RP3 - SSB_RP2 -0 -Guer -D < Reported RSRP(dB) < SSB_RP3 - SSB_RP2 +0
+Guer (X)

Note 1:  SSB_RPn is the equivalent power received by an antenna with 0dBi gain at the centre of the quiet zone
configured in the test for the cell n under consideration

Note2: & s the RSRP relative accuracy requirement from Table 10.1.5.1.2-1

Note 3:  Void

Note 4. Xis the Spherical coverage gain difference in dB, derived as (UE Refsens - UE Spherical coverage) from
TS 38.101-2 [19] clauses 7.3.2 and 7.3.4, selected according to the UE power class and operating band. X
is always a negative value

Note 5. Gineris from Table B.2.1.5.2-1, selected according to the UE power class, and is always a positive value
For intra-band measurements this term is omitted

Note 6. D is the Rough Beam gain reduction in Rx beam peak direction from Table B.2.1.5.3-1. selected according

to the UE power class. D is always a positive value.
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