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Introduction
This e-mail discussion summary captured the discussions for Rel-17 FeMIMO RRM performance requirement in RAN4 #103-e meeting.
In RAN4 102-e meeting, majority of works for RRM core requirement has been completed and 3 WFs were approved.
· WF on FeMIMO RRM requirements for inter-cell beam management was approved in R4-2207108
· WF on other RRM requirements for FeMIMO was approved in R4-2206935
· WF on FeMIMO RRM impact for unified TCI state was approved in R4-2206943
In addition, a Big CR: RRM requirements for Rel-17 NR feMIMO was email approved in R4-2207123.
In this meeting, we will set off discussions on performance requirements. In this e-mail discussion, the following topics may be considered based on the potential impacts. 
· Unified TCI related performance requirement
· Inter-cell beam management related performance requirement
· Link recovery related performance requirement
Based on the e-mail discussions, WF (s) is expected to collect the meeting agreements for future discussions and CRs.
Topic #1: Unified TCI
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2210144
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: RAN4 shall define at least following test cases for unified TCI state switching
1. MAC CE based downlink TCI switch delay for serving cell using joint TCI state indication
2. MAC CE based downlink TCI switch delay for PCI other than serving cell using separate TCI state indication
3. Active downlink TCI state list update when all the TCI states are not known
4. MAC CE based uplink TCI switch delay for serving cell using joint TCI state indication
5. MAC CE based uplink TCI switch delay for other PCI using separate TCI state indication
6. Active uplink TCI state list update when all the TCI states are not known


	R4-2208276
	Samsung
	Observation 1: Current test cases for the requirements of TCI state switching and UL spatial relation are separately defined only for FR2 with 2 AoAs configuration to test QCL Type-D, triggered by MAC-CE and RRC signaling.
Proposal 1: RAN4 shall define test case for Rel-17 TCI state switching through unified TCI indication, in FR2 scenario only and triggered by MAC-CE signaling. The test case for UL and DL state switching can be defined separately.


	R4-2208510
	CMCC
	Unified TCI
Proposal 1: for unified TCI, it is proposed to define test cases for separate TCI for UL, separate TCI for DL. FFS for joint TCI with UL and DL.
Proposal 2: for sperate TCI, it is proposed to define test cases for MAC CE based TCI state switch, DCI based TCI state switch, and active TCI state list update.
Proposal 3: for MAC CE based DL/UL TCI state switch, it is proposed to define test cases for both known TCI state and unknown TCI state.
Proposal 4: For MAC CE based UL TCI state switch with known target TCI state, it is proposed to define test cases for the case that PL-RS is maintained and the case that PL-RS is not maintained.
Proposal 5: for unified TCI, except the case with serving cell, it is proposed to define test cases for the case with PCI different from serving cell. 
 

	R4-2209011
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK25]Huawei, HiSilicon
	For EN-DC
	No
	Feature/requirements
	Test case
	Comments

	1-1
	Active DL TCI state switch delay
	RRC based case in FR2
	Known TCI is used

	1-2
	
	MAC-CE based case in FR2
	

	2-1
	Active DL TCI state switch delay
	RRC based case in FR2
	

	2-2
	
	MAC-CE based case in FR2
	



For NR SA
	No
	Feature/requirements
	Test case
	Comments

	1-1
	Active DL TCI state switch delay
	RRC based case in FR2
	Known TCI is used

	1-2
	
	MAC-CE based case in FR2
	

	2-1
	Active DL TCI state switch delay
	RRC based case in FR2
	

	2-2
	
	MAC-CE based case in FR2
	


    

	R4-2208060
	Intel
	Proposal 1: For DL TCI state switching, don’t need to define DL TCI state switch delay test case for unified TCI state.
Proposal 2: For UL TCI state switching test case, PL-RS is configured in the UL TCI state.
Proposal 3: For UL TCI state switching, define test case for known TCI state and PL-RS is not maintained.
Proposal 4:  For UL TCI state switching test configuration, further discuss whether SSB or CSI-RS is configured as associated RS in the UL TCI state.
Proposal 5: Don’t need to define TCI state switch test case for Joint TCI state switch.
Proposal 6: Don’t need to define Unified TCI state switch test case for cell with different PCI.
Proposal 7: Define two UL TCI state switch test cases for separate UL mode for Unified TCI state switch.

	R4-2209505
	vivo
	Proposal 2  In R17, specify test cases for known TCI state switching for EN-DC with FR2 PSCell, and NR-SA with FR2 PCell, which include 
1. TC for MAC CE based joint TCI state switching 
2. TC for MAC CE based separate TCI state list update + DCI based separate TCI state switching. 

	R4-2209779
	Apple Inc.
	Unified TCI framework
Proposal #2: Do not introduce performance test cases for DCI based DL, UL or joint TCI state switch for Rel-17 unified TCI.
Proposal #3: Do not introduce performance test cases for MAC-CE based DL TCI state switch for Rel-17 unified TCI.
Proposal #4: Introduce performance test cases for MAC-CE based UL and joint TCI state switch for Rel-17 unified TCI in FR2 for EN-DC and standalone modes.
Proposal #5: Introduce performance test cases for MAC-CE based DL TCI state switch for target TCI from cell with different PCI for Rel-17 unified TCI.




Open issues summary
[Moderator] This is the first meeting to start performance part discussion so discussions may focus on the test cases defining. Specifically, the scenarios of test cases and their configurations shall be studied for each core requirement.
Sub-topic 1-1: DCI-based Unified TCI state switching 
Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
· Proposal: Do not introduce performance test cases for DCI based DL, UL or joint TCI state switch for Rel-17 unified TCI.
· Option 1: Support (Huawei, Ericsson, MediaTek, …)
· Option 2: Do not support (CMCC)
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round.  

Sub-topic 1-2: MAC-CE-based Unified TCI state switching
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposals:
· Proposal 1:  Scenarios to be considered for test cases
· Option 1: Define the test cases for EN-DC and NR SA operations in FR2 (Majority)
· Option 1a: Consider NR-DC (QC)
· Qption 1b: Also define the test case in FR1 (CMCC)

· Proposal 2: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework
· Option 1: Define only UL test cases and do not define DL test cases (Huawei, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm)
· Option 2: Define both Joint TCI and UL TCI test cases (Samsung)
· Option 3: Define both DL and UL test cases (Ericsson, MediaTek, Nokia, CMCC, vivo, ZTE)

· Proposal 3: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
· Option 1: No need to define test case for cell with different PCI scenario. (Intel,vivo, Samsung)
· Option 2: Define the test cases for DL TCI only. No UL test cases are needed (Huawei, Ericsson, Apple, Qualcomm, Samsung)
· Option 3: Define the test cases for both DL and UL (MediaTek, Nokia, CMCC, ZTE)

· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ view for these proposals in 1st round  

Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposals:
· Proposal 1: TCI Indication methods to be considered in the test cases
· Option 1: Only Joint TCI indication (Apple, Qualcomm, vivo,  )
· Option 2: Only Separate TCI indication mode (Huawei, Apple,)
· Option 3: Consider both indication methods; Some test cases can be defined with Joint TCI indication and some test cases can be defined with Separate TCI indication. (Ericsson, MediaTek, Qualcomm, Nokia, Samsung, ZTE, )

· Proposal 2: For UL TCI test case, both PL-RS and associated RS for UL TCI are configured, and beam alignment is assumed for UL TCI test cases. Which of the following scenarios needs to be considered for the test cases?
· Option 1: Consider PL-RS maintained case only for test case (Huawei, Ericsson, Apple, Nokia, Samsung, ZTE,)
· Option 2: Consider both PL-RS maintained and not maintained case for test case  (MediaTek, Qualcomm, CMCC) 
· Option 3: Consider PL-RS is not maintained (Intel, vivo,  )

· Proposal 3: Specify test cases for known TCI state switching cases only
· Option 1: Support (Huawei, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, Samsung,)
· Option 2: No, it should be defined for both known and unknown cases (Ericsson, MediaTek, Intel, CMCC, vivo,  ZTE,)

· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round. 

Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
· Issue 1-2-3-1: Define test case for MAC CE based DL and UL TCI state list update.
· Option 1: Support (Ericssion, Nokia, vivo, ZTE )
· Option 2: Do not support (Huawei, MediaTek, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Samsung)
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round. 

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Moderator
	Considering too many possible combinations for scenarios and configurations of unified TCI state switching test cases, we will collect general views on “Yes or No” questions in the 1st round and specify detailed scenarios and configuration for defining the test case in the 2nd round.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1-1:
Support option 1, not to introduce test case for DCI based unified TCI state switching.
Issue 1-2-1: 
For proposal 1, support option 1
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 2.
Issue 1-2-2:
For proposal 1, support option 2
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 1.
Issue 1-2-3:
Support option 2, not to introduce test case for TCI state list update.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
· We support Option 1 
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposal 1:  Scenarios to be considered for test cases
· Option 1 is fine 
· Proposal 2: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework
· We support Option 3: Define both DL and UL test cases
· Proposal 3: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
· We can compromise to Option 2
Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposal 1: We support option 3.
· Proposal 2: Option 1 is fine
· Proposal 3: Option 2 (can be split between known and unknown)
Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
· Issue 1-2-3-1: Option 1 


	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
Support option 1.
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Support option 1 in proposal 1, option 3 in proposal 2, option 3 in proposal 3.

Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Support option 3 in proposal 1, option 2 in proposal 2, option 2 in proposal 3.

Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
Support option 2



	Intel
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
Support option 1.
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Proposal 1:  Option 1.
Proposal 2:  Option 1.
Proposal 3:  Prefer Option 1. Since the ending point of TCI state switching will involve data transmission from cell with different PCI, the whole procedure is not quite clear. Suggest to further discuss.
Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Proposal 1:  Prefer Option 2 and can compromise to option 1. For option 1, It’s better to design the testcase to guarantee that UL TCI state switch delay is equal or longer than DL TCI state switch delay, since DL timing will be used for UL transmission.
Proposal 2:  Prefer that PL-RS is not maintained for test case.   For option 1 and 2, need to further discuss how to configure PL-RS as maintained.
Proposal 3:  Option 2.   
Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
Support option 2.


	Apple
	Issue 1-1-1:
Support option 1.
Issue 1-2-1: 
For proposal 1, support option 1
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 2.
Issue 1-2-2:
For proposal 1, support option 1. When we agreed to only define separate requirements for UL and DL switch, the assumption was that TCs could still be defined for joint switch, and we also agreed on UE behaviour for joint TCI switch.
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 1.
Issue 1-2-3:
We support option 2- not to introduce test case for TCI state list update.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1:
We support Option 1
Issue 1-2-1:
Proposal 1: NR-DC should also be covered, it is more likely that NR-DC is needed compared to SA in FR2
Proposal 2: Option 1 should be fine, it could also implicitly cover DL.
Proposal 3: Support option 2
Issue 1-2-2:
Proposal 1: Option 1 or option 3 are both fine
Proposal 2: Option 2 is the simplest
Proposal 3: Option 1
Issue 1-2-3:
Issue 1-2-3-1:Support Option 2. this would only be a signaling test

	Nokia
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
· Option 1 
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposal 1:  Scenarios to be considered for test cases
· Option 1 is fine 
· Proposal 2: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework
· Option 3: Define both DL and UL test cases
· Proposal 3: List of test cases to be defined for serving cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
· Option 3 : both DL and UL 
· (since joint TCI switching needs a test for this case.) 
Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Proposal 1: option 3.
· Proposal 2: Option 1 is fine
· Proposal 3: Option 1 is fine for Rel-17
Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
· Issue 1-2-3-1: Option 1 


	CMCC
	Issue 1-1-1:
Option 2, we would like to know the technical reason why test cases for DCI based unified TCI are not introduced.
Issue 1-2-1:
Proposal 1: we are not OK with Option 1. Both FR1 and FR2 need to be considered, we are not OK to define test only for FR2.
Proposal 2: Option 3
Proposal 3: support to define test for serving cell with different PCI. As for DL TCI and UL TCI, our preference is to test both, but we are open to discussion.
Issue 1-2-2:
Proposal 2: Option 2
Proposal 3: Option 2

	vivo
	Issue 1-1-1
Option 1
Issue 1-2-1
P1: Generally fine with option 1, but not all test cases are needed.
P2: Generally fine with option 3, but prefer to test joint TCI only.
P3: Prefer option 1. From TCI state update perspective, we think no new UE behaviour needs to be tested.
Issue 1-2-2
P1: Option 1
P2: No strong view. Perhaps only not maintained case is OK.
P3: Option 2. 
Issue 1-2-3
Option 1. This is new UE behaviour in R17, which need to be tested. We support not defining test case for single TCI state activation, but only for TCI state list updating.

	Samsung
	Issue 1-1-1:
We support Option 1. No need for DCI-based TCI test case.

Issue 1-2-1:
Proposal 1: Support option 1. NR SA PCell and EN-DC PSCell can be tested, and for FR2 only as existing TCI test case.
Proposal 2: There should be two forms of TCI to be tested. One is the Joint TCI, and another is UL TCI. 
Proposal 3: DL TCI can be supported for the cell with different PCI scenario.

Issue 1-2-2:
Proposal 1: Prefer option 3. Joint TCI and UL TCI can be tested in different case. For example, Joint TCI is tested in FR2 NR SA, and UL TCI is tested in FR2 EN-DC.
Besides, if the scenario that cell with different PCI is allowed, DL TCI can be tested in this scenario.
Proposal 2: Prefer Option 1.
Proposal 3: Support Option 1.

Issue 1-2-3:
Support Option 2. This is a signalling test, Test case here is hard to verify the procedure.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1
Support Option 1
Issue 1-2-1
Proposal 1: Support Option 1
Proposal 2: Support Option 3
Proposal 3: Support Option 3
Issue 1-2-2
Proposal 1: Support Option 3
Proposal 2: Support Option 1
Proposal 3: Support Option 2
Issue 1-2-3
Support Option 1


	
	

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
No CRs/TPs for Topic#1
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
First round summary:
· Majority companies agree on “no need to define the test case”. CMCC objects.
Recommended WF:
· Do not introduce the test case.  
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in 2nd round. If the DCI-based TC is not necessary, it’d be better to not test it.

	Sub-topic #1-2
	Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Proposal 1:
First round summary:
· Majority companies agree on defining the test case in FR2 EN-DC and NR-DC. But some companies have different opinions.
Recommended WF:
· Define the test case in FR2 EN-DC and NR-DC. Further consider other scenarios. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Further consider NR-DC and FR1.
· For NR-DC scenario, need to consider the difference with EN-DC and NR SA.
· For FR1, need to consider the test methods of FR1.

Proposal 2:
First round summary:
· The opinions are quite diverse.
Recommended WF:
· One possible solution is to define test cases for both Joint TCI and UL TCI, which are new features in Rel-17. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Discussion on the compromise solution that “define test cases for both Joint TCI and UL TCI”.

Proposal 3:
First round summary:
· No consensus here.
Recommended WF:
· An alternative way:
· For serving cells, define test cases for Joint TCI and UL TCI;
· For cells with different PCI, define test case for DL TCI
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in 2nd round.

Issue 1-2-2 Configurations for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Proposal 1:
First round summary:
· Option 3 is preferred.
Recommended WF:
· Discuss the configuration case by case.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussing the configuration for each case.

Proposal 2:
First round summary:
· No consensus for this issue.
Recommended WF:
· More technical discussion is needed.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in the 2nd round.

Proposal 3:
First round summary:
· No consensus for this issue.
Recommended WF:
· More technical discussion is needed. Moderator’s suggestion is to check which additional part is to be tested if TCI is unknown, and its necessity.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in the 2nd round.


	Sub-topic #1-3
	Issue 1-2-3 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
First round summary:
· Option 2 is preferred.
Recommended WF:
· Do not introduce the test case as it is signalling test so that the procedure cannot be verified.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Proponent need to propose feasible test method or otherwise no test case.


	
	



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
· Proposal: Do not introduce performance test cases for DCI based DL, UL or joint TCI state switch for Rel-17 unified TCI.
· Option 1: Support
· Option 2: Do not support 
· Recommended WF
· In the 1st round, one company did not agree with option 1. 
· As commented in the reflector, if no strong reason to justify the necessity, do not introduce the test case.

Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
· Options:
· Option 1: Define the test cases for EN-DC and NR SA operations in FR2 
· Option 2: Consider NR-DC instead of SA
· Option 3: Also define the test case in FR1
· Recommended WF
· For option 2, proponents please further explain the reason, or otherwise go with option 1.
· For option 3, proponents may need to elaborate the test method in FR1 different from 2 AOA test, or otherwise go with option 1.

Issue 1-2-2 Test cases to be defined for serving cell and cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
· Options:
· Option 1: Define the Joint TCI and UL TCI switching test cases for serving cell and define the DL TCI switching test cases for cell with different PCI.
· Option 2: Other ways (Please specify)
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 is a compromise solution and recommended. If Option 2 is preferred, please specify the details. 

Issue 1-2-3 Configurations for PL-RS in UL TCI switching test case
· Options:
· Option 1: Consider PL-RS maintained case only for test case 
· Option 2: Consider both PL-RS maintained and not maintained case for test case 
· Option 3: Consider PL-RS is not maintained
· Recommended WF
· Continue collecting views in 2nd round. More technical discussions is needed.

Issue 1-2-4 Configurations for known/unknown TCI state switching in test cases
· Options:
· Option 1: Specify test cases for known TCI state, which is not in the active list
· Option 2: Specify test cases for known TCI state and unknown TCI 
· Recommended WF
· For unknown TCI, the additional part is L1-RSRP report, which is already verified in L1-RSRP measurement procedure test.
· Proponent of Option 2 please clarify the technical reason, or otherwise Option 1 is recommended.

Issue 1-2-5 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
· Options:
· Option 1: Support 
· Option 2: Do not support 
· Recommended WF
· From Moderator’s view, it is a signalling test, which is hard to verify the procedure and out of RAN4 RRM scope. 
· Proponent of Option 1 please clarify the test methods, or otherwise Option 2 is recommended.

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
We support option 1. We don’t see the need to introduce testcases for DCI based TCI state switch. There is no RAN4 specific requirement other than side conditions when requirements are applicable and requirement is mainly from RAN1.
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
We support option1.  We follow the same scenarios as R15/16 requirements. 
Issue 1-2-2 Test cases to be defined for serving cell and cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
We support option 1.
Issue 1-2-3 Configurations for PL-RS in UL TCI switching test case
We support option 3, but option 1 is also fine with us. The main reason to assume that PL-RS is not maintained is to test the RAN4 requirements, otherwise there is no need to introduce test cases to test RAN1 requirements.
Issue 1-2-4 Configurations for known/unknown TCI state switching in test cases
We support option 1. With known TCI state, a longer delay is introduced for L1-RSRP measurement/ beam refinement, we don’t test anything new since L1-RSRP measurement is already covered in other test.
Issue 1-2-5 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
We support option 2 and agree with moderator’s view. 

	CMCC
	Issue 1-1-1: Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
After offline discussion and further check, we are OK with option 1.
Issue 1-2-1: Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
Option 3. We would like to know is there any technical issue not to define test for FR1? If companies’ concern is only about test burden, one compromise from our side that is to define test for EN-DC in FR2, and define test for SA in FR1. In this way, test number is not increased.
Compromised solutions:
Define test for EN-DC in FR2, and define test for SA in FR1. Or like we agreed on GTW for L1-RSRP measurement, define test for FR1-FR2 CA in FR2, and define test for SA in FR1. Either way is Ok for us.

	Intel
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
We support option 1. 
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
We support option1.  
Issue 1-2-2 Test cases to be defined for serving cell and cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
Agree Option 1 in GTW session.
Issue 1-2-3 Configurations for PL-RS in UL TCI switching test case
Support option 3. We are not sure how to configure if PL-RS is maintained.
Issue 1-2-4 Configurations for known/unknown TCI state switching in test cases
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 1-2-5 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
Support option 2.

	Samsung
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
We support option 1. Technical reasons are stated in the reflector.
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
We support option1.  
To CMCC: 
Firstly, the TCI state switching do not have FR1 test case in the previous release. There are only FR2 test cases in Rel-16.
The FR2 test is a OTA that 2 AoAs are configured for the TCI before switch and after switch so that the UE Rx beam is switched due to the TCI state switching. The same test method cannot applied to FR1 test case.
If we want FR1 test case, then new test method should be introduced. Since no FR1 test in previous, we do not think it is necessary for FR1 test for this requirement. 
Issue 1-2-2 Test cases to be defined for serving cell and cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
We support option 1.
Issue 1-2-3 Configurations for PL-RS in UL TCI switching test case
We support Option 3. Option 3 also include Option 1.
Issue 1-2-4 Configurations for known/unknown TCI state switching in test cases
Discussed in the GTW and conclusion is in the WF.
Issue 1-2-5 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
We support option 2.

	Nokia
	Issue 1-1-1 Whether to define test cases for DCI-based unified TCI state switching
option 1. 
Issue 1-2-1 Scenarios for defining MAC-CE-based Rel-17 unified TCI test case
option1.  
Issue 1-2-2 Test cases to be defined for serving cell and cell with different PCI in Rel-17 unified TCI state switch framework 
Agree Option 1 in GTW session.
Issue 1-2-3 Configurations for PL-RS in UL TCI switching test case
Support option 3.
A test is required, a UE should maintain a PL-RS to complete the UL TCI switching, but it is not clear how to test about PL-RS maintenance. Companies can further discuss PL-RS maintenance. 
Issue 1-2-4 Configurations for known/unknown TCI state switching in test cases
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 1-2-5 Whether to define test cases for MAC-CE based TCI state list update
Support option 1. 
A separate DL TCI and UL TCI are also TCI list updates. This should be tested as a pair of DL/UL TCI.
If it is multiple (multiple DL and multiple UL) codepoints in the list update, how to test is FFS, but testing the unified TCI state list seems important to support the feature.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Topic #2: Inter-cell Beam Management
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2210144
	Ericsson
	Proposal 2: RAN4 shall define at least following test cases for inter-cell beam management
· Test cases for FR1 cells
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement when DRX is not used
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement when DRX is used
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement accuracy test case
· Test cases for FR2 cells
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement when DRX is not used
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement when DRX is used
· SSB based L1-RSRP measurement accuracy test case


	R4-2208276
	Samsung
	Observation 2: Current test cases for the requirements of serving cell L1-RSRP measurement are defined only for FR1 and FR2 in EN-DC and NR SA operations, based on SSB based and CSI-RS based measurement.
Proposal 2: RAN4 shall define test case for Rel-17 L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI, in NR SA operation only, based on SSB as reference signal. Further discuss SSB periodicity and other configurations.
Observation 3: Current accuracy requirement for the requirements of serving cell L1-RSRP measurement can be reused for L1-RSRP measurement on cells with different PCI.
Proposal 3: Clarify the applicability for the current L1-RSRP measurement requirements for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI.


	R4-2208510
	CMCC
	Proposal 6: for inter-cell beam management, it is proposed to define test cases for SSB-based measurement with known NSC case. 
Proposal 7: for inter-cell beam management, it is proposed to define test cases for the case without DRX and the case with DRX (40ms DRX cycle).
 

	R4-2209011
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For EN-DC
	3-1
	L1-RSRP measurement based SSB with different PCI
	SSB based case in FR1 with non-DRX

	3-2
	
	SSB based case in FR2 with DRX



For NR SA
	3-1
	L1-RSRP measurement based SSB with different PCI
	SSB based case in FR1 with DRX

	3-2
	
	SSB based case in FR2 with non-DRX


   

	R4-2208060
	Intel
	Proposal 8: Define four test cases for inter-cell beam management procedure and don’t need to define accuracy test case. 

Proposal 9: For inter-cell beam management procedure test case, the SSB configuration can be the same for both serving cell and cell with different PCI.


	R4-2209505
	vivo
	Proposal 1  No new section for L1-RSRP measurement accuracy requirements. Clarify in 10.1.19 and 10.1.20 that the requirements are also applicable to the case of inter-cell beam measurements, if UE supports the corresponding feature.
Proposal 3  In R17, specify test cases for inter-cell L1 measurements for EN-DC with FR1 PSCell, EN-DC with FR2 PSCell, NR-SA with FR1 PCell and NR-SA with FR2 PSCell, which include
1. TC for L1-RSRP measurement and reporting when DRX is configured
2. TC for L1-RSRP measurement and reporting when DRX is not configured


	R4-2209779
	Apple Inc.
	Inter-cell L1-RSRP Measurements
Proposal #6: Introduce performance test cases for SSB based inter-cell L1-RSRP measurements in FR1 and FR2 for standalone mode. 




Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
· Proposals: No new section for L1-RSRP measurement accuracy requirements. Clarify the applicability for the current L1-RSRP measurement requirements.
· Option 1: Support (Huawei, Ericsson, Intel, Apple, Nokia, CMCC, vivo, Samsung, ZTE,)
· Option 2: Do not support (MediaTek, Qualcomm, )
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round. 

Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
· Proposals: Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
· Option 1: Support (Ericsson, MediaTek, CMCC, ZTE,)
· Option 2: No need to define (Huawei, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, vivo, Samsung,)
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round. 

Sub-topic 2-2: Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement procedure
Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Define the test cases in which operation mode
· Option 1: Define the test cases of L1-RSRP measurement procedure for NR SA operation only. (Apple, Samsung, ZTE, )
· Option 2: Define the test cases for EN-DC and NR-SA (Huawei, MediaTek, Qualcomm, vivo,)
· Proposal 2: Define the test cases in which frequency range
· Option 1: Both FR1 and FR2 (Huawei, Ericsson, MediaTek, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, CMCC, ZTE,)
· Option 2: FR2 only (Intel, Samsung,)
· Proposal 3: Define the test cases with DRX configuration
· Option 1: with and without DRX for each case (Huawei, Ericsson, Apple, Nokia, CMCC,)
· Option 2: either with or without DRX for each case (MediaTek, Intel, Qualcomm, vivo, Samsung,)
· Proposal 4: For inter-cell beam management procedure test case, the SSB configuration can be the same for both serving cell and cell with different PCI.
· Option 1: Support (Ericsson, Intel, vivo, ZTE,  )
· Option 2: Do not support
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1:
Support option 1, no new section for L1-RSRP measurement accuracy requirements
Issue 2-1-2: 
Support option 2
Issue 2-2-1:
For proposal 1, support option 2
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 1.
For proposal 4, we are open whether to use same SSB configuration.
Issue 1-2-3:
Option 2, not to introduce test case for TCI state list update.

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
We support option 1 as L1-RSRP on cell with other PCI is new and preferable to test it. 
Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
Proposal 1: Ok with both options. 
Proposal 2: support option 1. 
Proposal 3: support option 1. 
Proposal 4: Ok with proposal.


	MediaTek
	Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
Support option 2. 
Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
Support option 1.
Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
Support option 2 in proposal1, option 1 in proposal 2, option 2 in proposal 3. 
More discussion is needed for proposal 4. What is the meaning of the “the SSB configuration can be the same for both serving cell and cell with different PCI.”?




	Intel
	Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
Support option 1. 
Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
Support option 2.
Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
Proposal 1: Fine with both options. 
Proposal 2: Support option 2. 
Proposal 3: Support option 2. 
Proposal 4: Support with proposal. It’s the typical configuration for intra-frequency case.

	Apple
	Issue 2-1-1:
Support option 1, since we agreed to use same requirements for serving cell
Issue 2-1-2: 
Support option 2
Issue 2-2-1:
For proposal 1, support option 1
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 1.
For proposal 4, could moderator clarify what does same SSB configuration mean? Same SSB index or same periodicity.
Issue 1-2-3:
Option 2, not to introduce test case for TCI state list update.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1:
Option 2
Issue 2-1-2:
Option 2
Issue 2-2-1:
Proposal 1: Option 2. his has better coverage
Proposal 2: Option 1 but we are fine with Option 2 also
Proposal 3: Option 2. this will limit the number of test cases


	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
option 1. 
Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
option 2 
Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
Proposal 1: No strong view. 
Proposal 2: option 1.  (measurement behaviors are different between FR1 and FR2).
Proposal 3: option 1. 
Proposal 4: want to check what ‘same configurations’ are made


	CMCC
	Issue 2-1-1:
Option 1. Our consideration is to define accuracy requirements for L1-RSRP Measurement on cell with different PCI. As for whether it is in the new section or not, we do not have strong view.
Issue 2-1-2:
Option 1
Issue 2-2-1:
Proposal 2: Option 1
Proposal 3: Option 1

	vivo
	Issue 2-1-1
Option 1
Issue 2-1-2
Option 2

Issue 2-2-1
P1: Generally fine with Option 2. But not all cases are to be defined.
P2: No strong view. Either Option 1 or Option 2 is OK.
P3: Option 2. RAN4 do not need to cover all cases.
P4: Generally fine, but need to be careful in selecting the SMTC periodicity for FR2.


	Samsung
	Issue 2-1-1:
Option 1. No need separate sections and only need to clarify the applicability scope.
Issue 2-1-2:
Option 2. The same accuracy requirement as well as side condition, so no need to define more accuracy test.
Issue 2-2-1:
Proposal 1: NR SA only is fine for this test. Do not see key differences need to be tested  between NR SA and EN-DC.
Proposal 2: Prefer FR2 only. This feature is defined for inter-cell beam management for FR2.
Proposal 3: Option 2 is preferred. No need to go through all possible combinations.
Proposal 4: Generally fine. Need to further study in test case drafting.

	ZTE
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Issue 2-1-1
Support Option 1
Issue 2-1-2
Support Option 1
Issue 2-2-1
Proposal 1: Support Option 1
Proposal 2: Support Option 1 
Proposal 3: No strong view
Proposal 4: Fine with the proposal



  
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2208277
Samsung
	Moderator: Clarification for accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI

	
	Samsung: One way to clarify the applicability for accuracy requirement. If no further text proposal, it can be endorsed.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #2-1
	Issue 2-1-1 Accuracy requirement of L1-RSRP Measurement on Cell with different PCI
First round summary:
· Majority agree on “no new section”. 
Recommended WF:
· No new section for accuracy requirements  
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· No further discussion.

Issue 2-1-2 Test cases for L1-RSRP Measurement Accuracy
First round summary:
· Majority companies agree on “No need to define separate test”. Ericsson had concerns.
Recommended WF:
· Do not introduce new separate test case.  
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in the 2nd round. If no new part to be test, no need to introduce extra TC.

	Sub-topic #2-2
	Issue 2-2-1 Defining L1-RSRP measurement procedure test case
Proposal 1:
First round summary:
· No consensus.
Recommended WF:
· More technique discussion is needed to figure out the differences between SA and EN-DC. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in the second round.

Proposal 2:
First round summary:
· Option 1 is preferred. 
Recommended WF:
· Define test case for both FR1 and FR2.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· No further discussion.

Proposal 3:
First round summary:
· No consensus. 
Recommended WF:
· RAN4 do not need to go through all the possibilities.  
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in 2nd round.

Proposal 4:
First round summary:
· Proposer needs to further clarify the proposal.
Recommended WF:
· No agreement.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in 2nd round. More clarification may be needed.


	R4-2208277
Samsung
	Continue discussion in 2nd round. 



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 2-1-1 Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
· Options: 
· Option 1: Support
· Option 2: No need to define
· Recommended WF
· As commented in the reflector, if no new part to be test, no need to introduce extra TC.

Issue 2-2-1 Define the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases in which operation mode
· Options:
· Option 1: Define the test cases of L1-RSRP measurement procedure for NR SA operation only.
· Option 2: Define the test cases for EN-DC and NR-SA
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 2nd round.
· The differences in the test case between SA and EN-DC are to be discussed.

Issue 2-2-2 DRX configuration the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases 
· Options:
· Option 1: either with or without DRX for each case 
· Option 2: with and without DRX for each case 
· Recommended WF
· Unless Option 2 is proved necessary, Option 1 is recommended to reduce the number of TCs.

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Issue 2-1-1 Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
We support option 2. We don’t test any new functionality with the test case, but only increase the number of tests. 
Issue 2-2-1 Define the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases in which operation mode
We assume this is for inter-cell L1RSRP. We are fine to only introduce it for NR SA mode of operation. 
Issue 2-2-2 DRX configuration the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases 
We support option 1 to reduce the number of test cases. 

	Intel
	Issue 2-1-1 Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
Support option 2.
Issue 2-2-1 Define the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases in which operation mode
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 2-2-2 DRX configuration the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases 
Support option 1.

	Samsung
	Issue 2-1-1 Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
We support option 2. 
Issue 2-2-1 Define the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases in which operation mode
Support the option in the WF that 
· Define test cases for FR1 NR SA and FR1-FR2 CA
· For CA scenario, FR2 NR Cell is to be tested in the test cases.
Issue 2-2-2 DRX configuration the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases 
We support option 1.

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-1 Define the separate accuracy test for L1-RSRP measurement on cell with different PCI
option 2, but no strong view
Issue 2-2-1 Define the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases in which operation mode
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 2-2-2 DRX configuration the L1-RSRP measurement procedure test cases 
Support option 2 as usual cases.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



	CR/TP number
	Comments Collection

	R4-2208277
Samsung
	Moderator: One way to clarify the applicability for accuracy requirement. If no further text proposal, it can be endorsed.

	
	

	
	



Topic #3: Link Recovery Procedures
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2210144
	Ericsson
	Proposal 3: RAN4 shall define at least following test cases for TRP specific LR procedures
1. TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery Test for FR2 PCell configured with SSB-based BFD and LR in non-DRX mode
2. TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery Test for FR2 PCell configured with SSB-based BFD and LR in DRX mode
3. TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery Test for FR2 PCell configured with CSI-RS-based BFD and LR in non-DRX mode
4. TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery Test for FR2 PCell configured with CSI-RS-based BFD and LR in DRX mode
5. Scheduling availability restriction during TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery for FR2 PCell configured with SSB-based BFD and LR in non-DRX mode
6. Radio link monitoring test when CORESET that the UE uses for monitoring PDCCH configured with two TCI states

	R4-2208276
	Samsung
	Proposal 4: RAN4 further discuss on the necessity and scenarios for the test case of other FeMIMO core requirement.


	R4-2208510
	CMCC
	

	R4-2209011
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For EN-DC
	4-1
	TRP specific link recovery procedure
	SSB based in FR1 with non-DRX

	4-2
	
	CSI-RS based in FR1 with DRX

	4-3
	
	SSB based in FR2 with DRX

	4-4
	
	CSI-RS based in FR2 with non-DRX



For NR SA
	4-1
	TRP specific link recovery procedure
	SSB based in FR1 with DRX

	4-2
	
	CSI-RS based in FR1 with non-DRX

	4-3
	
	SSB based in FR2 with non-DRX

	4-4
	
	CSI-RS based in FR2 with DRX


    

	R4-2208060
	Intel
	Proposal 10:  For TRP specific Link Recovery, only define SSB based beam failure and link recovery test case.


	R4-2209505
	vivo
	Proposal 4  Introduce one out-of-sync test case for R17 FR1 HST-SFN, in which two TRSs are configured for frequency error compensation.


	R4-2209779
	Apple Inc.
	TRP Specific BFR
Observation #1: The core requirements for TRP specific link recovery only cover TRP specific BFD. Requirements for TRP specific CBD are missing. 
Proposal #1: Do no introduce performance requirements for TRP specific BFR in Rel-17.




Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: Test case for TRP specific BFD and LR
Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
· Proposals: Introduce TRP specific BFD and LR test cases
· Option 1: Support (Huawei, Ericsson, MediaTek, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, vivo, Samsung,  )
· Option 2: Do not support
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round. 

Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: Define the TRP specific BFR and LR test case for both FR1 and FR2 and both EN-DC and NR SA (Huawei, Ericsson, MediaTek, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, vivo, Samsung,)
· Proposal 2: Define the test cases for which RS
· Option 1: Define the test cases of TRP specific SSB-based and CSI-RS-based BFD and LR (Huawei, Ericsson, Apple, Nokia,)
· Option 2: Define the test cases for SSB-based only (MediaTek, Intel, Qualcomm , vivo, Samsung,)
· Proposal 3: Define the test cases with DRX configuration
· Option 1: with and without DRX for each case
· Option 2: either with or without DRX for each case (Huawei, MediaTek, Intel, Apple, Qualcomm, Nokia, vivo, Samsung,)
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round.

Sub-topic 1-2: Other Test cases
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
· Proposal 1: Introduce test case: Scheduling availability restriction during TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery for FR2 PCell configured with SSB-based BFD and LR in non-DRX mode (Ericsson, Nokia,)
· Proposal 2: Introduce test case: Radio link monitoring test when CORESET that the UE uses for monitoring PDCCH configured with two TCI states
· Proposal 3: Introduce test case: out-of-sync test case for R17 FR1 HST-SFN, in which two TRSs are configured for frequency error compensation.
· Recommended WF
· Collect companies’ views in 1st round for each test case. 
· Proponents please clarify which RAN4 core requirement is to be tested in the test case and corresponding test method (testability) of the test case.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Issue 3-1-1:
We are OK with option 1.
Issue 3-1-2: 
We can agree with proposal 1
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 2.
Issue 3-2-1:
For proposal 1, no need to introduce the test case. 
For proposal 2, no need to introduce the test case. The purpose of RLM test is to verify the RLM measurements on RLM-RS resources.
For proposal 3, no need to introduce the test case.

	Ericsson
	Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
Option 1 is Supported 
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
Proposal 1: fine with it
Proposal 2: Support option 1
Proposal 3: Following legacy approach option is preferable. 
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Proposal 1: We think we had this test in legacy case. Preferable to follow legacy approach. 
Proposal 2: we are fine not to test this. 


	MediaTek
	Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
Support option 1

Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
Support proposal 1, option 2 in proposal 2 and option 2 in proposal 3.
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Prefer not to introduce test case for proposal 1,2,3





	Intel
	Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
Support Option 1 
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
Proposal 1: Fine.
Proposal 2: Support option 2. Since only SSB based L1-RSRP measurement is defined for another TRP. For CBD, Qin_LR with threshold rsrp-ThresholdSSB will be based on L1-RSRP result.
Proposal 3: Option 2. 
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Don’t need to test for proposal 1, 2, 3.


	Apple
	Issue 3-1-1:
If the corresponding core requirements are introduced, we are fine with option 1.
Issue 3-1-2: 
We can agree with proposal 1
For proposal 2, support option 1.
For proposal 3, support option 2.
Issue 3-2-1:
For proposal 1 – We don’t support to introduce test case. 
For proposal 2 – We don’t support to introduce test case.
For proposal 3 – We don’t support to introduce test case.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-1-1:
Option 1
Issue 3-1-2:
Proposal 1:agree to have test cases
Proposal 2: Option 2
Proposal 3: Option 2
Issue 3-2-1:
Proposal 1: no test needed
Proposal 2: no test needed
Proposal 3: no test needed

	Nokia
	Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
Option 1 
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
Proposal 1: Support
Proposal 2: option 1
Proposal 3: Option 2
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Proposal 1: Preferred
Proposal 2: we are fine not to test this. 
Proposal 3: we are fine not to test this. 


	vivo
	Issue 3-1-1
OK to option 1
Issue 3-1-2
P1: Fine to the proposal, but not all test cases are needed.
P2: Option 2 would be enough
P3: Option 2
Issue 3-2-1
P1: No need.
P2 & P3: Same test case. But since we see the test case is already discussed in demod session, we are fine not to test them.

	Samsung
	Issue 3-1-1:
OK to introduce the test case.
Issue 3-1-2: 
Proposal 1: Generally fine. Need to further study if some of them are redundant.
Proposal 2: We prefer option 2.
Proposal 3: We prefer option 2.
Issue 3-2-1:
Currently, we do not see the strong motivations for introducing these test case. Can be further studied.



CRs/TPs comments collection
N/A
No CRs/TPs for Topic#3
Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #3-1
	Issue 3-1-1 Whether to define test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
First round summary:
· Companies agree on “Introduce the test”.
Recommended WF:
· Introduce the test for TRP specific BFD and LR test cases
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· No further discussion.

Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case
Proposal 1: 
First round summary:
· Define the TRP specific BFR and LR test case for both FR1 and FR2 and both EN-DC and NR SA
Recommended WF:
· Define the test case but do not go through all possible combinations
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussing on which scenarios are to be tested.

Proposal 2:
First round summary:
· No consensus.
Recommended WF:
· No consensus. But it seems SSB based BFR is enough.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussing in 2nd round.

Proposal 3:
First round summary:
· Option 2 is supported.
Recommended WF:
· Define the test case either with or without DRX.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· No further discussion


	Sub-topic #3-2
	Issue 3-2-1 Introduce other test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
First round summary:
· Only the 1st test case may be considered.
Recommended WF:
· Continue discussion for the 1st test case. Proponent may need to specify the test method.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
· Continue discussion in 2nd round


	
	



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Issue 3-1-1 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which scenarios
· Options:
· Option 1: Define the TRP specific BFR and LR test case for both FR1 and FR2 and both EN-DC and NR SA 
· Option 2: Define the test case for EN-DC/NR SA and FR1/FR2, but not go through all the combinations
· Recommended WF
· Try to study the possibility of Option 2.

Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which reference signals
· Proposals:
· Proposal 1: configured with SSB-based BFD and LR
· Proposal 2: configured with CSI-RS-based BFD and LR
· Proposal 3: configured with CSI-RS-based BFD and SSB-based LR
· Recommended WF
· Collecting views in 2nd round. 
· Multiple proposals can be supported but try to reduce the number.

Issue 3-2-1 Introduce new test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
· Proposal: Introduce test case: Scheduling availability restriction during TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery for FR2 PCell configured with SSB-based BFD and LR in non-DRX mode 
· Option 1: Support
· Option 2: Do not support
· Recommended WF
· Collecting views in 2nd round. 
· Proponents please clarify the test method or which is the similar test in previous.

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Issue 3-1-1 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which scenarios
We support option2 to reduce the number of test cases. Also defining requirements with either FR1 or FR2 is also fine with us. 
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which reference signals
We support going with either proposal 1 or proposal 2, rather than both or a combination. 
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce new test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Option 2. We don’t support defining such testcases. 

	Intel
	Issue 3-1-1 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which scenarios
Support option 2.
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which reference signals
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce new test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Support Option 2. 

	Samsung
	Issue 3-1-1 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which scenarios
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which reference signals
We support the scenarios and configurations as the table in the WF
	1
	EN-DC
	FR1
	PSCell
	SSB based
	Non-DRX

	2
	EN-DC
	FR2
	PSCell
	CSI-RS based
	DRX

	3
	EN-DC
	FR1
	SCell
	CSI-RS-based BFD and SSB-based LR
	Non-DRX

	4
	NR SA
	FR1
	PCell
	CSI-RS based
	DRX

	5
	NR SA
	FR2
	PCell
	SSB based
	Non-DRX

	6
	NR SA
	FR2
	SCell
	CSI-RS based
	DRX



Issue 3-2-1 Introduce new test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
This test is defined for FR2 in previous release. But we may need to further consider if it should be introduced. 

	Nokia
	Issue 3-1-1 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which scenarios
Support option 1.
Issue 3-1-2 Defining TRP specific BFD and LR test case for which reference signals
Discussed in GTW session.
Issue 3-2-1 Introduce new test cases for FeMIMO RRM performance
Option-1 Preferred but no strong view.

	
	

	
	

	
	



	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	
	

	
	

	
	



Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	WF on FeMIMO RRM performance requirements
	Samsung
	WF for the Topics

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation
	Comments

	R4-2208277
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Draft CR to TS38.133 Accuracy Requirement for R17 L1-SINR Measurement on NSC
	Samsung
	Return to
	Continue collecting comments in 2nd round.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation
	Comments

	R4-2210617
	WF on FeMIMO RRM performance requirements
	Samsung
	Agreeable
	WF for FeMIMO Perf RRM

	R4-2208277
	Draft CR to TS38.133 Accuracy Requirement for R17 L1-SINR Measurement on NSC
	Samsung
	To be Endorsed
	Draft CR for L1-RSRP accuracy requirement.

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents
Annex 
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Moderator (Samsung)
	Yiyan Zhang
	Yiyan.zhang@samsung.com

	Ericsson
	Venkat
	Venkatarao.gonuguntla@ericsson.com

	MediaTek
	ChihKai Yang
	ck.yang@mediatek.com

	Apple
	Manasa Raghavan
	Manasa.raghavan@apple.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)


