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Introduction
Remaining issues for Rel-17 NTN performance requirements are discussed in RAN4#106, and outcomes are captured in WF [1]. Based on [1] the following issues are to be further discussed.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Margin for GNSS location based on AT command
· Channel models for RLM and BFD/CBD test cases
· Testability related to dwell time
In this paper we will provide our views on the remaining issues in Rel-17 NTN performance requirements.
Discussion
Margin for GNSS location based on AT command
	Issue 2-3: Location margin in the test cases where AT command approach is used to set the GNSS location.
· Option 1: (Ericsson, Huawei)
· 50m location margin is added.
· Option 2: (CMCC, QC)
· No location margin.


In last meeting, some companies mentioned that 50m location margin is needed even the UE location is set by the TE via “Update UE Location Information” procedure as defined in 36.509 because UE may apply filtering or adjustment of the obtained location information which cause location error. 
We think it is a valid point, especially considering that in TCs where location info is used, i.e. location triggered cell reselection measurement and location based CHO, UE will also be configured with velocity and in such cases the UE may determine its location with filtering and location error may occur. 
Proposal 1: 50m location margin is also added in the test cases where “Update UE Location Information” procedure is used to set the GNSS location.
Channel models for RLM and BFD/CBD test cases
	Issue 2-6: Channel models for RLM and BFD/CBD test cases.
· FFS:
· For RLM and BFD/CBD test cases, propagation channel conditions need to be updated to one of the newly introduced NTN fading models from Demod session, and SNR conditions for the tests should be reevaluated.


The issue was raised up in [2], and we think it is a valid one.
The RLM and BFR test cases is related to the coverage level, and it is reasonable to evaluate the coverage level for NTN scenario based on the new propagation model developed for NTN and adopted for defining NTN demodulation requirements. Otherwise, a correct NTN UE may fail the test. As to the exact model, since NLOS is used in TN TCs, we suggest to use NTN-TDLA for NTN TCs.
Qin and Qout level in RLM and BFR test cases are derived based on the PDCCH performance with the specified propagation model. Therefore, RAN4 needs to evaluate the PDCCH performance under the new propagation model and decide whether the existing SNR levels need to change or not.
Based on our initial analysis, we found that the PDCCH performance with the new propagation model is similar to that with the existing one. We therefore suggest to use the existing SNR levels for the TCs as baseline. We are open to further discussion if changes in SNR levels are identified by other companies.
Proposal 2: Update the propagation model in RLM/BFR TCs to [NTN-TDLA], and existing SNR levels are used as baseline. 
Testability related to dwell time
	Issue 2-7: Testability issues.
· FFS
· If the following testability issues for NGSO cannot be addressed in RAN4, the issues shall be communicated to RAN5 and properly addressed in RAN5:.
· How to deal with the cases where a length of dwell time that a satellite can remain in a testable condition, e.g. from -30 deg to 30 deg elevation angle with respect to the UE, is not adequate for the full test iterations.
· The same issue for two-satellite based test cases.


The issue was raised up in [2]. Although we can understand the concern, we do not see immediate RAN4 action needed. In our understanding, the test methods are up to RAN5 discussion, and the issue may not exist if UE and satellite location are reset per test iteration, in which case there is no need to consider the total test time for all test iterations. 
The lower end of the dwell time for LEO is tens of seconds, and it should be sufficient for single iteration of most test cases. It is also noted that the dwell time depends on the UE location and satellite ephemeris, and RAN5 can also take the testing duration into account when deciding the UE location and satellite ephemeris.  
Since NTN test is rather new topic in 3GPP, and RAN5 has not started the work, we suggest to RAN4 wait for RAN5 inputs on any testability issue before sending any information to RAN5.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to wait for RAN5 inputs on before sending information to RAN5 related to testability issue.
Conclusions
In this paper we provided our views on remaining issues in Rel-17 NTN performance requirements.
Proposal 1: 50m location margin is also added in the test cases where “Update UE Location Information” procedure is used to set the GNSS location.
Proposal 2: Update the propagation model in RLM/BFR TCs to [NTN-TDLA], and existing SNR levels are used as baseline. 
Proposal 3: RAN4 to wait for RAN5 inputs on before sending information to RAN5 related to testability issue.
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