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Introduction
The ad-hoc meeting will discuss some of the topics from the moderator summary in [1].
Discussion
Topic #2: RRM core requirement and testing framework for beam management

Sub-topic 2-8
[bookmark: _Hlk213865776]Channel quality/performance evaluation
Issue 2-8:	Channel quality/performance evaluation
· Proposals
· Option 1: The metric to estimate the “goodness” of a simplified CDL channel model may be represented by the below steps:
· Step 1: Test (inference) with the reference CDL channel.
· Step 2: Test (inference) with the simplified CDL channel.
· Step 3: The prediction difference between the results of the two tests in the above steps is less than a threshold with [95] percentile.
· Use same training data (based on reference CDL?) and model
· Option 2: others
· Recommended WF
· To be discussed
Discuss details of the simulation to perform if this evaluation is agreed

[bookmark: _Hlk214460917]Discussion:
MTK: for step 3, the prediction difference is 95%, we normally only have an accuracy is lower. 
Moderator: it’s only relative comparison between step 1 and 2, not absolute performance
Nokia: it is not clear if we can judge how good performance is of the channel model. Maybe we should check by delay spread or other channel properties.
Nokia: maybe we should not say test, we should just say simulate
R&S: we are limited by the number of probes, we simplify the channel to fit to it then we need some way of checking, this would be the prediction performance. 
Nokia: we should simplify in a few things, we use a few probes, this is the 1st step. 
R&S: how would you validate the channel?
Nokia: if we use Option1/2, the channel should be good enough. 
QC:4th bullet should not  
MTK: we do not have a full channel. We do not have the BS to probe in the channel model. There is only 1 realization. We need to decide which beam is used for Tx. 
Apple: we have the CDL reference and the simplified ones. We run in link level, we need an assumption on the BS codebook, etc. 
QC: we have some parameters already. We can use those assumptions for system level and replace the reference channel with the simplified model.
Apple: are we keeping the UE fixed, are we doing different rotations?
QC: we need to figure out how to create multiple realizations.
Nokia: our view is that this evaluation is not needed because the reference and the simplified channel model are two different realizations of the same statistics. this may or may not give a similar result but both are ok.
Anritsu: this is only for case 1 BM?
Apple: yes
Samsung:  if we want to align this CDL-C with the system level channel we used before? We can do the prediction based on spatial information. What other parameters are needed?
R&S: our reference is from 38.827. 
Agreement:
Evaluation of channel model suitability to be used in the tests:
Use reference (Table 7.2.2-3 from TR 38.827 )/simplified (defined as in table 2 in R4-2521418) CDL-C in agreed as baseline in Topic 2-7(include reference to table in R&S paper)
· Step 1: Simulate performance (inference) with the reference CDL channel. 
· Step 2: Simulate performance (inference) with the simplified CDL channel.
· Step 3: The prediction difference between the “results” of step 1 and step 2 in the above steps should meet some criteria.
· For beam-ID only prediction, the results are defined as 
· Regarding the metric for beam ID only prediction, where top-1 predicted beam(s) are reported, RAN4 requirements are specified based on the Y% of probability that the ground truth RSRP of the predicted beam is larger than or equal to the ground-truth RSRP of the strongest genie-aided beam(s) – X dB
· Use same UE AI/ML model(same fully trained model with the same training data) for step 1 and step 2
Average over multiple UE orientations (one orientation means all data for a single inference is taken in a fixed orientation)
FFS how to average over different UE locations/Tx beams
FFS whether other parameters are needed


Sub-topic 2-9
Test cases/scenarios
RAN4 will have to define some tests for performance, what tests are to be defined is yet to be discussed.
Issue 2-9:	Test cases/scenarios
· Proposals
· Option 1: Tests:
·  TCI state switch with predicted known conditions
· Test measurement accuracy and reporting delay of L1-RSRP measurements for Prediction.
· Test prediction accuracy based on measurement, and prediction covers the below options with respect to UE capability:
· L1-RSRP prediction 
· Beam ID prediction
· Option 2: others
· Recommended WF
· Option 1
[bookmark: _Hlk214461071]Discussion:

Tests only for case 1
Test scenarios:
SSB to CSI-RS
CSI-RS to CSI-RS
Test case scenarios:
· TCI state switch with predicted known conditions (CSI-RS to CSI-RS is applicable for UE supports FG59-1)
· FFS: SSB to CSI-RS
· Test L1-RSRP prediction reporting delay.
· Test prediction accuracy based on measurement, and prediction covers the below options with respect to UE capability:
· L1-RSRP prediction 
· Beam ID prediction
FFS on any other tests
FFS how many tests, testing time and coverage to also be considered

Sub-topic 2-5
Simulation results
Issue 2-5:	Simulation results
· Proposals
· Option 1: Discuss the simulation results based on summary
· Simulation results
· Refinement of simulation assumptions (e.g. error modelling, etc)
· Recommended WF
· To be discussed
Discussion:
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