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1.	Introduction
In this paper we provide our view on DL Absolute Level Uncertainty for FR2 RRM Tests.
2.	Discussion
As is already stated in [1], we have following views on the DL absolute level uncertainty for FR2 RRM test cases. 
Observation 1 : QoQZ can be bigger in 2AoA chamber due to the existence of multiple TRxPs inside a chamber.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Observation 2 : In real test operation, 1AoA test can be carried out in 2AoA chamber and in that case bigger QoQZ applies even for 1AoA test.
Observation 3 : It is not realistic to have different MUs for different test setups, chambers, AoA setups etc for TT analysis considering its workload .
On the other hand, it will be not realistic to wait for all the MUs for all the cases (method, chambers, AoA test setup of tests etc) are analysed. For example, stopping 1AoA test case progress due to 2AoA MU analysis will not be an optimal decision.
In this situation where these issues are not yet fully resolved, we propose to introduce the concept of working assumption MU of +/- 6dB for DL absolute level uncertainty for the test cases where Downlink absolute level MU is not critical. More information on “not critical”, relevant test cases, and the rationale is given in section 3.
Proposal 1 : Adopt assumption of +/-6dB MU for the Tx Timing Test case and use it for FR2 TT analyses. For other test cases where Downlink absolute level MU is not critical for the requirements, it will be agreed on a case-by-case basis.
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3.	Test case types: Downlink absolute level MU expected to be critical, or not
Looking at the range of FR2 RRM test cases, there are many different types, ranging from those where Downlink absolute level MU is clearly critical such as SS-RSRP measurement accuracy, to those where it is clearly not critical such as UE transmit timing accuracy (test purpose is in a different dimension, time not level).
This section aims to look at the range of test case types, to give an initial picture of critical / not critical for Downlink absolute level MU. It deliberately uses test case types, rather than down to individual test case level, as the split is done on a “best guess based on experience” basis. When the test cases are individually analysed during the TT review process a detailed assessment can be made by each company working on the analysis and will bring out any issues.

3.1 Test case types where Downlink absolute level MU is not expected to be critical
· RRC Re-establishment
· RRC connection release with redirection
· UE transmit timing, timing advance accuracy
· Radio Link Monitoring, scheduling restrictions
· Interruptions
· Scell activation and deactivation
· Active BWP switch
· Active TCI state switch delay
3.2 Test case types where Downlink absolute level MU is likely to be critical
· Cell re-selection
· Handover
· Random access
· Beam failure detection and link recovery
· PSCell addition and release delay
· Event-triggered reporting
· L1-RSRP for beam reporting
· Measurement performance (SS-RSRP, SS-RSRQ, SS-SINR, L1-RSRP)

3.3 How the selection was made
In deciding test cases where downlink absolute level MU is likely to be critical, we looked mainly for:
· Test cases involving measurement quantities with their associated side conditions
· Test cases using level-based thresholds 

In deciding test cases where downlink absolute level MU is not expected to be critical, we looked mainly for:
· Test cases where there’s no need to set parameters near the side conditions
· Test cases where the test purpose/requirements are in the time dimension
· Test cases using only SNR-based thresholds or ACK/NACK rates

3.4 Caveats
As mentioned, the split has been done on a “best guess based on experience” basis. On further analysis, some test cases where downlink absolute level MU is not expected to be critical may for example turn out to be set near the side conditions (particularly for AoA setup 3, non-beam-peak). Alternatively, some test cases where downlink absolute level MU is expected to be critical may for example turn out not to have any absolute-level-dependent test requirements or measurements.
We should also note that FR1 TT analysis is finding some need to update the RAN4 test cases in TS 38.133 Annex A. FR2 test cases in general are less mature, and parameter value choices more critical.   

3.5 “Not critical”
A range of downlink absolute level MU values are currently under discussion, ranging from for example ±5.2dB based on FR2 Refsens to ±6.0dB based on testable SNR range assumptions. For the test case types listed here as “Downlink absolute level MU is not expected to be critical”, it seems likely that a choice anywhere in the range ±5.2dB to ±6.0dB will give the same dB test requirements (quite likely with 0dB TT being applied).
If the TT analysis can be shown to work for ±6.0dB, it would clearly work for ±5.2dB also, and can be updated without risk when a final value of Downlink absolute level MU which can be commonly applied across a range of test system implementations (IFF, DFF, hybrid, 1AoA, 2AoA) is agreed in RAN5.
The rationale is to allow analysis work to proceed on some FR2 test cases, in parallel with resolving the final value of Downlink absolute level MU.  
  
4.	Conclusion
RAN5 is asked to endorse following proposal.
Proposal 1 : Adopt assumption of +/-6dB MU for the Tx Timing Test case, and use it for FR2 TT analyses. For other test cases where Downlink absolute level MU is not critical for the requirements, it will be agreed on a case-by-case basis.
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