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1 Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In RAN4 #103-e meeting, the relaxation of RLM/BFD performance was discussed and a WF [1] was approved. In this contribution, we share our view on the open issues in the agreed WF.
2 Discussion
	Issue 3-1: Performance requirements
· No RRM requirement for R17 idle mode UE power saving enhancement.
· FFS No additional accuracy requirement for serving cell quality criterion
· FFS No need to define radio link monitoring in-sync test cases for RLM/BFD measurement relaxation



For RLM/BFD relaxation, the measurement interval will be extended while the same sample number will be used, the measurement accuracy will be similar with legacy. Therefore, we suggest not to define additional accuracy requirement.

For in-sync test case, the SINR level will increase and when SINR is higher than threshold, UE will average SINR during time D1. However, UE will not perform measurement relaxation during D1 and the relaxation will happen after D1. We can’t test the relaxation for in-sync.

Proposal 1: No need to define additional accuracy requirement.
Proposal 2: No need to define radio link monitoring in-sync test cases for RLM/BFD measurement relaxation.

	Issue 3-2: General test configuration
· FFS 
· Proposal 1: Design all test cases when both low mobility criterion and good serving cell quality criterion are configured and fulfils. Do not design the test cases for other cases such as low mobility criterion is not configured. (CATT, QC)




For low mobility criteria, it’s similar with legacy idle mode low mobility criteria, therefore don’t need to test the low mobility case and only design test case for good serving cell quality.

Proposal 3: Don’t need to design test case for low mobility criteria and only design test case for good serving cell quality.

	Issue 3-3: DRX period setting
· FFS
· Option 1: Different DRX period can be configured for FR1 and FR2 test cases. (CMCC)
· The example DRX values can be 40ms and 80ms.
· Option 2: DRX period are the same for FR1 and FR2 test cases. (CATT, vivo)
· DRX period is 40 ms. 




From test coverage aspect, all the DRX configuration needs to be test. Since the test procedure for different DRX period is similar, we prefer to balance the test workload and we support option 2.
Proposal 4: DRX period is 40 ms for FR1 and FR2 test cases.
	Issue 3-5: Detailed test configuration
· FFS
· Proposal 1: reusing the corresponding legacy test with the following modifications: (Qualcomm)
(1) RLM Out-of-sync SSB based non-DRx in FR1 in EN-DC
a. Configure offset to Qin for entering condition = 0dB to keep the SINR variation setting in the legacy test
b. Change D1 as
KSSB, FR1 * 20 (T_SSB) * 2 (P) * 10 + 20 (T_SSB) * 2 (P) = 400 KSSB, FR1 + 40 (ms)
(2) BFD CSI-RS based DRx in FR2 in NR-SA
a. Configure offset to Qin for entering condition = 0dB and set SNR1>Qin
b. Extend T3 by the additional delay allowed for BFD evaluation
· Proposal 2: The number of time duration depends on exit threshold. (CMCC)
· If exit threshold is Qout+ZdB, then at least 4 time durations should be set up. 
· For T1, the SINR is higher than Qin; For T2, the SINR is higher than Qout+ZdB and lower than Qin; for T3, the SINR is higher than Qout and lower than Qout+ZdB; For T4, the SINR is lower than Qout. 
· If exit threshold is Qout, then at least 3 time durations should be set up. 
· For T1, the SINR is higher than Qin; For T2, the SINR is higher than Qout and lower than Qin; for T3, the SINR is lower than Qout. 
· Proposal 3: The length of duration of D1 depends on exit threshold (CMCC)
· If exit threshold is Qout+ZdB, the current D1 value can be reused.
· If exit threshold is Qout, the D1 value should be relaxed.




For RLM OOS test case, D1 during is designed according to the measurement period for OOS. Therefore, in relaxation mode, it will extend by considering scaling factor of measurement. For legacy BFD test case design, it jointly considers BFD and link recovery. we don’t need to consider link recovery procedure. For BFD part, total 3 during is involved, i.e. T1, T2, T3 where T3 is beam failure detection duration, which is similar with RLM OOS test. 

Proposal 5: For RLM relaxation testcase for OOS, D1 will be extended by considering scaling factor of measurement.

Proposal 6: For BFD relaxation testcase design, only need to consider 3 time during, i.e. T1, T2, T3 where T3 is extended.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our views regarding to UE power saving for RLM/BFD: 
Proposal 1: No need to define additional accuracy requirement.
Proposal 2: No need to define radio link monitoring in-sync test cases for RLM/BFD measurement relaxation.
Proposal 3: Don’t need to design test case for low mobility criteria and only design test case for good serving cell quality.
Proposal 4: DRX period is 40 ms for FR1 and FR2 test cases.
Proposal 5: For RLM relaxation testcase for OOS, D1 will be extended by considering scaling factor of measurement.
Proposal 6: For BFD relaxation testcase design, only need to consider 3 time during, i.e. T1, T2, T3 where T3 is extended.
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