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1 Introduction

In RAN4#64bis meeting, the simulation assumption for RLM are agreed and captured in [1]. In this paper, we give our link level results for RLM. 
2 Simulation results for RLM
In the simulation, we only simulate RLM 1-1 and RLM 2-1 as shown in Table 1. In the interference model, we chose case 2 as the simulation assumption. In case 2, PBCH/SSS/PSS/SIB-1 is explicitly modelled in aggressor cells. 
Table 1. RLM Simulation Scenarios
	Scenario
	Description
	ABS pattern
	CFI
	Channel model
	Verification point

	RLM1-1
	2x2 8CCE DCI1A 10MHz SFBC
	Normal ABS
	2
	ETU 30 Hz
	10%

	RLM2-1
	2x2 4CCE DCI1C 10MHz SFBC
	Normal ABS
	2
	ETU 30 Hz
	2%


In the simuation, we simulate option 1 and option 2 as shown in Table 2. Simulation results for RLM1-1 and RLM2-1 are shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. In each figure, option 1 and option 2 are given. 
Table 2: Interference setting and cell ID setting

	Parameters
	Cell 1
	Cell 2

	Physical cell Id
	1
	3

	Es/Noc2
	Option 1
	4
	2

	
	Option 2
	2
	4
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RLM 1-1 [INR1, INR2]= [2, 4] dB 

RLM 1-1 [INR1, INR2]= [4, 2] dB


Figure 1: FDD RLM simulation results for RLM 1-1
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RLM 2-1 [INR1,INR2]=[4 2] dB

RLM 2-1 [INR1,INR2]=[2 4] dB


Figure 2: FDD RLM simulation results for RLM 2-1
The threshold for out-of-sync and In-sync value is shown in shown in Table 3. 
Table 3: The proposed threshold for out-of-sync and In-sync

	parameters
	value

	Out-of-sync
	-7.8

	In-sync
	-3.4


3 View on case 1 and case 2

In [1], two cases are considered for simulation:
· Case 1: only CRS transmission in Non-MBSFN ABS/MBSFN ABS subframes.(Reuse Rel-10 methodology)

· Case 2: CRS and other necessary channels in ABS under some cases, e.g., for SIB1.
In case 1, some basic mandatory control channels are deliberately omitted, while in case 2, all the mandatory control channels are included. In general, test conditions should represent operation in a real network and basic mandatory control channels should be included by default. If PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 are omitted, a strong justification should be provided as to why they should not be present in the test; in the absence of such a justification they should be present. In [2], some additional reasons are added why there could be issues if PSS/SSS/PBCH/SIB-1 are removed from the test signal. From our point of view, we suggest the group strictly stick to the specification and model these signals as what it is, as stated in case 2. 
4 Summary
In this paper, we provide link level simulation results for RLM, and hope the group can consider case 2 as the baseline simulation assumption and  take into account the proposed value in the RLM performance requirement definition. 
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