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1. Introduction
RRM legacy test cases have been updated to support 4Rx DL Antenna Connectors. RAN5 #75 CR R5-173420 introduced “Branches” in the TS 36.521-2 specification for 2Rx and 4Rx in order to allow Test Equipment vendors to differentiate between 2Rx and 4Rx. However, this decision has not been communicated officially to the certification organizations GCF and PTCRB.
2. Discussion
Even though from standardization point of view there are little to no differences to the Test Cases and Test Procedures for most of the RRM legacy test cases, there is a huge impact on the Test Equipment, as 4Rx configuration basically requires to double the Hardware for each downlink signal with respect to 2Rx. This could lead to some Test Equipment vendors not supporting 4Rx for a period of time (which could be a few months) or even not supporting it at all. This has an impact on RRM legacy validations and GCF and PTCRB should be informed about the potential issues of not differentiating between 2Rx and 4Rx in their WIs or RFTs.
Taking as example RRM TC 4.2.1, present in GCF WI-080. The WI-080 is divided in different sub WI, one for each frequency band: WI-080-01, WI-080-02, etc. In order to validate the test case, the validation process in GCF requires a Test Platform to submit two PASS logs from two different UEs for one band. The rest of the bands can be validated with the transfer rule with just one PASS log from one UE. A Test Platform can be validated in any subset of the bands. After a new release of the Test Specification with significant changes to the Test Procedure, the Test Platform needs to submit revalidation logs following the same rule as above. If the TP is not able to collect new logs, the Test Case has to be downgraded.

If GCF does not add any distinction between 4Rx and 2Rx, the following situation would be possible:
· A Test Platform validates the TC 4.2.1 using two 2Rx UEs. As there is no distinction in GCF, the test case appears fully validated for the TP in the database. A 4Rx UE goes through the Certification Process and tries to run TC 4.2.1 with the TP and the UE fails the test because the TP is not providing 4 DL signals. The 4Rx UE is not certified and it cannot be commercialized. Notice that the TP would not be violating any GCF rules.

If GCF modifies the existing legacy WI-080 to explicitly require a TP to submit validation logs for both 2Rx and 4Rx, then the following situation would be possible:

· Already validated TCs will have to be revalidated with 2Rx and 4Rx now. The TP is not able to obtain 4Rx logs for any of various possible reasons:

· The TP does not yet support 4Rx

· There are no UEs in the market which support 4Rx for a particular TC.

· Etc.

The already validated legacy TC is downgraded. The UE certification process gets delayed by several months until the TC can be validated again with 4Rx.

The two situations above are potential risks associated with the handling of 4Rx test cases in GCF and PTCRB. Both organizations should be informed of this problematic so that they can discuss the most suitable solution (e.g. creating a new WI for 4Rx or adding the “_4Rx” to legacy test cases). The solution should fulfil the following points:
· It should be clearly visible in the validation databases whether a Test Platform supports 2Rx and 4Rx or only 2Rx. Each validated Test Case should indicate if the validation has been done for both branches or only 2Rx.

· Test Platforms should be able to continue revalidating legacy Test Cases for 2Rx only until they have support for 4Rx.
· The validation database should be transparent to each TP implementation. In the case that a TP supports 4Rx, some of them may have two different implementations one for each branch, while others may use a common implementation for both.

Proposal 1: RAN5 shall send an LS to GCF CAG and PTCRB PVG organizations informing of the issues discussed in this contribution and requesting them to take these issues in consideration when adding 4Rx support. In addition, the LS should inform GCF CAG and PTCRB PVG that it would be critical to maintain a database field to indicate for a 4-Rx test case validation using a common test case (a legacy test that is used also for 2-Rx UE), 2-Rx scenario is also validated by GCF/PTCRB.
3. Conclusion
The potential impact of 4Rx to the validation and certification of legacy RRM Test Cases has been discussed and one proposals has been presented.
We kindly ask to the group to consider the issue and endorse Proposal 1.
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