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Introduction
RAN4 is going to start defining tests for requirements that it has defined. In this contribution, we propose some high-level principles to follow when defining test scenarios for RRM requirements.    
Discussion
The main theme of this contribution is to create a set of principles that will result in a smaller number of test scenarios for RRM performance which is still comprehensive. 
The number of CC BW’s in NR has increased over E-UTRA. In addition, there is additional complexity introduced by different SCS. To simplify the definition of test cases, we would like to define the test scenarios to be agnostic of CC BW and SCS. For example, rather than defining a dbm power number for each BW, SCS combination, RAN4 should define power in terms of dbm per RE. The absolute power can then be easily computed based on the BW and SCS chosen to run the test.  
Proposal 1: Define the test scenarios agnostic of CC BW and SCS. 
Another issue that complicates defining these tests is the number of carriers. Rather than defining a new test case every time another carrier gets added, the scenarios should be defined with a scaling factor. The implication here would be that as the number of carriers in NR CA changes, it would just mean updating the scaling factor for the test parameters. 
Proposal 2: Define test scenarios with a scaling factor for number of carriers in CA. 
Rel-15 is supposed to support both EN-DC and NR SA. For RRM testing, as far as possible, we should try to define the test scenarios so that test can be easily adaptable to either of the two modes. 
Proposal 3: Define the test scenarios such that the same scenario is easily adaptable to both EN-DC and NSA mode. 
Along similar lines as proposal 3, when defining test scenarios for NR-RRM in EN-DC, we should not be testing any of the E-UTRA performance here. Also, RAN4 should avoid defining multiple test cases where the only difference is in E-UTRA. For example, we should not be defining multiple test in EN-DC with the difference being E-UTRA single carrier or aggregating multiple carriers. 
Proposal 4:  RRM testing for NR in EN-DC should not involve any performance testing for E-UTRA. 
The obvious exception to above it where both technologies, E-UTRA and NR, are involved in the test, e.g.: handover from E-UTRA to NR. 
Proposal 5: Multiple tests where the only difference is number of carriers in LTE should not be defined. 
 Also, there will be two different regimes of testing in NR for FR1 and FR2. While FR1 alone would be conducted testing, FR2 will be OTA. Combined testing of FR1 and FR2 would also need to be OTA. Ideally RAN4 would define different test scenarios for FR1 and FR2 and as far as possible avoid combining test scenarios for FR1 and FR2.  The obvious exception here would be test scenarios for requirements that involve bot FR1 and FR2. 
Proposal 6: Requirements for FR1 and FR2 should tested in separate test cases. 
Conclusions

Proposal 1: Define the test scenarios agnostic of CC BW and SCS. 
Proposal 2: Define test scenarios with a scaling factor for number of carriers in CA. 
Proposal 3: Define the test scenarios such that the same scenario is easily adaptable to both EN-DC and NSA mode. 
Proposal 4:  RRM testing for NR in EN-DC should not involve any performance testing for E-UTRA. 
Proposal 5: Multiple tests where the only difference is number of carriers in LTE should not be defined. 
Proposal 6: Requirements for FR1 and FR2 should tested in separate test cases. 

