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1. Introduction
In the last RAN4#98e meeting, the RRM performance requirements were discussed with the agreements and option issues captured in the WF [1]. Regarding the remaining issues, we further provide our views in this paper.
2. Discussion
The main agreements of the last meeting are summarized as follows:
	R4-2104091
· Test configurations for IAB-MTs shall take TS 38.133 Annex as baseline. IAB-MTs are to be tested under specific and simplified test configurations which are specified in TS 38.133 Annex.
· Tests can be done for any TDD configuration. TDD pattern and related configurations shall be configurable and left for implementation including
· DL/UL scheduling related configuration
· PRACH and SRS configuration
· SSB/CSI-RS configuration
· In IAB-MT RRM tests only one serving cell shall be considered. However, there can be more than one cell in some tests to account for a target cell e.g. RRC re-establishment and RRC release with redirection.
· In IAB-MT RRM test requirements are derived using the corresponding configuration parameters as example. The actual IAB-MT RRM test can be conducted by any set of configuration parameters and corresponding test requirements shall be based on the actual configuration parameters used in the test.
· AoA related configurations are based on declaration. Only indicate the number of AoAs in the test cases.
· No test cases and configurations are defined with DRX, CA or DC.
· As agreed in previous meeting that no conformance testing will be defined for IAB-MT, the corresponding reference to conformance tests shall be removed to avoid ambiguities when specifying requirements and test cases in TS 38.174.
· Define performance test cases for LA IAB-MTs.
· FFS whether to define performance test cases for WA IAB-MTs.
· FFS whether to have separate test cases for timing advance for WA IAB-MT and/or LA IAB-MT.




Considering the fact that many capabilities and requirements depend on manufacture declaration for IAB, thus the configurations and procedures defined in the test cases for normal UE in TS 38.133 annex can not be adopted directly. During the discussion in the last meeting, it is agreed to take the TS 38.133 annex as baseline which shall be simplified for an IAB node. And the particular configurations for each test cases are used as example, and IAB-MT could take any supported configurations for testing. The remaining issues are about the applicability of the different types IAB-MT and whether to have timing advance test case for both type of IAB-MT.
For the two remaining issues, we think they are related to the question that whether we need to have test cases for the requirements which are really rare in real scenario.
For example, the requirements and test cases for timing advance for a UE is to verify that the UE could implement the new TA command within the accuracy requirements. For a normal UE, it is an import requirements that shall be guaranteed as UE is moving all the time, and the propagation delay and the path may change frequently. NW has to frequently update the TA to adjust the UL timing. But for Rel-16 IAB which is considered as a fixed node, the propagation delay can rarely change and the TA updating is very rare. So there is no much sense to have test cases for the function which may never happen in real scenario.
Observation 1: The TA updating is rare for an IAB node without mobility.
The issue was also discussed in the last RAN4 meeting, the main concern of opponent companies are that as we already have core requirements for timing advance, then the corresponding test cases shall also be defined. From our understanding, the principle here is not aligned with how we define the test cases for RRM requirements in the current spec. If we look at the ongoing performance work of Rel-16 WIs or even back to previous release, we never define test cases for every requirements in a one-to-one manner. For example, for the BWP switch on multiple CCs which is discussed in the RRM enhancement WI, we defined the core requirements for both simultaneous BWP switch and non-simultaneous switch. In the perf stage, based on the consideration that the non-simultaneous BWP switch on multiple CCs are less frequent than the simultaneous one, then it is agreed not to have any test cases for the non-simultaneous cases. Another example, for SRS carrier abased switching, we don’t have test cases for interruption to different FR though the requirements are clearly defined. Similar things also happen in other Rel-16 WI, such as some cases in SCell activation on multiple CCs.
Observation 2: Even for normal UE, some test cases are skipped though the core requirements are defined as they may not be typical cases.
But if compared with these excluded test cases for normal UE which are considered to be not frequently happening, the cases for IAB-MT are even less likely to happen. For instance, the TA updating may only happen when it is deployed or maybe once several months. If we define test cases for these requirements only because we already have core requirements, it is not insistent with the performance work we have done till now. If we keep the same principle, then the test cases for normal UE may be times more than what we already have. 
Observation 3: Some cases considered for IAB are much rarer compared with the test cases which are skipped for normal UE.
So if we define test cases for IAB-MT such as TA or some other cases for WA IAB-MT only because we already have core requirements, it will set a bad precedent in the further work when we define test cases for IAB and normal UE. One can argue that we even define test cases for some cases may never happen or only happen once a year in IAB discussion, then all cases for normal UE shall be defined as they can never be less frequent than a IAB node. Based on the analysis above, we don’t need to have test cases for the requirements are rare in real scenarios and having core requirements are enough. 
Back to the remaining issues. As analyzed above, it is suggested not to have test cases for timing advance for both WA IAB-MT and LA IAB-MT.
Proposal 1: Not to have test cases for timing advance for both WA IAB-MT and LA IAB-MT.
For the issue whether to have test cases for WA IAB-MT. The candidate options on the table for WA IAB-MT is the RRC release with redirection and transmit timing. From our understanding, there are all corner cases to be tested for WA IAB-MT. The transmit timing requirements is to verify that whether the UE could adjust it UL timing when the DL timing changes. But for WA IAB-MT, a more BS like node which out mobility, changing DL timing is rare compared with a normal UE (mobility and changing of path). During the discussion in RF and demod session in the last meeting, it was pointed out that it was agreed in RAN1#98bis meeting that UE could GNSS as synchronization source instead of using SSBs. 
	RAN1#98bis
An IAB node with multiple parents treats each parent as a separate synchronization source. The IAB node can also treat GNSS (if used) as a separate synchronization source.



Based on the above agreement in RAN1, in the discussion in last RAN4 meeting about IAB testing in RF/Demod session, it is agreed that the BS approach is used without detailed synchronization configurations.
Based on the agreement in RAN1 and RF/Demod session in the last meeting, an IAB node could also use the GNSS as an synchronization source which is left for implementations. Then we believe it is even unfair to make the timing test cases as mandatory. So we believe as least for WA IAB-MT, it doesn’t make much sense to have timing related test cases. For the RRC release with redirection, which is to redirect the UE to certain frequency layer and UE will enter the IDLE mode. But for IAB, as discussed in the last meeting, it could seldom happen after the IAB node is deployed. The purpose for an IAB node is for sake of high throughput, it is unlikely to redirect the IAB node to a certain frequency entering idle mode like a normal UE. And it is more like to manage the IAB node to connect to a certain cell instead of connecting to any cell it could find in a certain frequency.
Based on the analysis at the beginning, it is doesn’t conform with what we have defined for UE for other RRM requirements if we are going to have one of two cases which may seldom happen only because we already have the core requirements. So it is proposed that not to have test cases for WA IAB-MT.
Proposal 2: Not to have test cases for WA IAB-MT.

3. Conclusions
Observation 1: The TA updating is rare for an IAB node without mobility.
Observation 2: Even for normal UE, some test cases are skipped though the core requirements are defined as they may not be typical cases.
Observation 3: Some cases considered for IAB are much rarer compared with the test cases which are skipped for normal UE.
Proposal 1: Not to have test cases for timing advance for both WA IAB-MT and LA IAB-MT.
Proposal 2: Not to have test cases for WA IAB-MT.
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