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1. Introduction
The test cases of NR-U were discussed in the last meeting including the general configurations, applicability rules, CCA models, etc. The agreements and remaining issues are captured in WF [1] [2]. The endorsed CR are captured in the approved big CR [3]. In this paper, we further provide our views on the test cases of HO for NR-U.
2. Discussion
As discussed in the last meeting about the test configurations for handover, whether to include parameter L3 is still open as follows:
	Handover delay in test requirements
· Handover delay verified in test requirements is expressed using a formula containing L1, L1’ and L2 depending on the type of test case, and the total delay is limited by T304 timer.
· FFS: Parameter L3.
The following options for L3 are still open:
· Option 1: Include parameter L3 in the formula of handover delay in the test requirements, and thus update the tentative agreement from 1st round in the following way:
· Handover delay verified in test requirements is expressed using a formula containing L1, L1’, L2 and L3 depending on the type of test case, and the total delay is limited by T304 timer.
· Option 2: Do not include parameter L3 in the formula of handover delay test requirements i.e. do not test UL CCA failures in handover test cases.




As discussed about the UL CCA model in the last meeting, it is agreed that addition delay in acquiring the PRACH resource due to UL LBT failure should be considered in handover test cases. Thus, it is obviously that L3 shall be considered in the test cases.
	Additional delay in acquiring PRACH resource due to UL LBT failures (Issue 2-4-4)
· RAN4 to test additional delay in acquiring PRACH resource due to UL LBT failures in the following requirement: 
· Handover to a target cell using CCA




Observation 1: L3 shall be considered in Handover test cases as it is agreed that the addition delay in acquiring the PRACH resource due to UL LBT failure should be defined in handover test cases.
Therefore, another issue is how to specify the value of PCCA_UL in the test configurations. Regarding how to determine the value of UL LBT, the follow high level principles are agreed in the last meeting:

	UL CCA success probability (Issue 2-4-2)
· PCCA_UL is the probability of a successful UL CCA
· To be determined along with the test case specification
· To model consistent UL CCA failure, PCCA_UL takes a low value, e.g. 0%
· To model no UL CCA failure, PCCA_UL takes a high value, e.g. 100%
· A typical/default value is TBD for PCCA_UL in other test cases, e.g. 75%




The UL LBT model in the handover test case is to model the addition delay during the RACH procedure, then based on the principles to determine the value of UL LBT failure, typical value is reasonable to be used, e.g. 75%.
Proposal 1: Configure PCCA_UL as 0.75 to model the addition delay in acquiring the PRACH resource.
Another general issue was discussed in the last meeting about how to avoid exceeding Lmax in RRM tests which may result in an invalid test case. The agreements are captured as follows:
	How to avoid exceeding Lmax in RRM tests (Issue 2-3-4)
· Test environment should not have test runs that are rendered useless due to exceeded LBT failures
· Test equipment should make sure that Lmax is not exceeded during a test by monitoring the number of CCA failures and preventing additional CCA failures from happening after Lmax is reached.




For Handover test cases, the above approach may not work. It is defined in the core requirements that the interruption time considering the potential extensions caused by L1, L1´,L2 , L3  and by the UL CCA failure detection/recovery mechanism is limited by the T304 timer. It is different from what has been define for other requirements where the exact limit of L are defined. Thus, during the test cases, TE is not able to determine whether LBT failure is allowed or not as there is not restriction on the number of L but only the limit of the overall delay. Thus, a feasible way to avoid these invalid test cases is to preclude these test cases in the statistics when when T304 times expires considering the time extensions cause by L1, L1´, L2 , L3.
Observation 2: TE is not able to avoid invalid handover test cases when T304 expires due to extension of LBT as there is not specific restrictions on number of L defined in the core requirements.
Proposal 2: Add a note in handover test cases to clarify that A test will not be considered in the statistics when T304 times expires considering the time extensions cause by L1, L1´, L2 , L3.  
We provide a companion CR to reflect the proposed changes on handover test cases for NR-U. 
3. Conclusions
Observation 1: L3 shall be considered in Handover test cases as it is agreed that the addition delay in acquiring the PRACH resource due to UL LBT failure should be defined in handover test cases.
Proposal 1: Configure PCCA_UL as 0.75 to model the addition delay in acquiring the PRACH resource.
Observation 2: TE is not able to avoid invalid handover test cases when T304 expires due to extension of LBT as there is not specific restrictions on number of L defined in the core requirements.
Proposal 2: Add a note in handover test cases to clarify that A test will not be considered in the statistics when T304 times expires considering the time extensions cause by L1, L1´, L2 , L3.  
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