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Topic 1: RRM impacts by others objectives except timing and eUTCI
Issue 1-1-1: Whether to define TDCP measurement delay requirements?
Agreement: 
· Do not define TDCP measurement delay requirements

Issue 1-1-2: Whether to define TDCP measurement accuracy requirements?
Agreement:
· Further identify feasibility of methodology and test setup to define TDCP accuracy requirements including at least ideal TDCP definition, channel models
· Define TDCP accuracy requirements subject to conclusions of feasibility analysis

Issue 1-1-5: Besides RAN1’s definition, for TDCP calculation, whether to define additional information for averaging across RX ports?
Agreement:
· For TDCP measurement averaging across RX ports should be left to UE implementation.
· The reported TDCP amplitude is expected to between the minimum and maximum measured values across the Rx branches if receiver diversity is used.

Issue 1-2-1: Whether to specify RRM requirements for Rel-18 SRS enhancement for 8TX UL?
Way forward:
· Option1: (MediaTek)
· If S=8 (subsets factor) is agreed in RAN1, then RAN4 should specify RRM requirement for SRS enhancement in this WI. 
· Option 2: (Samsung, Huawei, vivo)
· Not to specify new SRS switching RRM requirements for 8TX UL. Legacy requirements of Interruptions at NR SRS antenna port switching can be reused. 
Topic 2: Timing requirements for UL multi-DCI multi-TRP with two TAs
Issue 2-1-1: If UE doesn’t support STxMP and not capable of supporting RTD>CP, whether to define MTTD requirement?
Agreement:
· No need to specify MTTD requirement.

Issue 2-1-2: DL reference timing
Agreement:
· 
For multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation with two TAs, for each TAG, the uplink transmission timing takes place  before downlink timing which is associated with UL/joint TCI state. The UL/joint TCI states associated to one coresetPoolIndex correspond to one TAG. 
· FFS
· Option 1: (Huawei)
· DL RS in DL/Joint TCI state of PDCCH is used as reference for deriving the UL timing when both the PDCCH and the uplink are associated to the same coresetPoolIndex indicated UL/Joint TCI state.
· Option 2: (Nokia, Ericsson)
· DL RS associated to the indicated UL/Joint TCI state should be tracked. 

Issue 2-1-3: How to handle overlapping UL transmissions?
Agreement:
· RAN1 has agreements to apply scheduling restriction.
· No RAN4 spec impact. 

Issue 2-1-4: TAG management for multi-TRP with 2 TAs
Way forward:
· Option 1: (Apple, Nokia)
· RAN4 shall consider some enhancement on TAG management for multi-TRP with 2 TAs.
· Option 1a: 
· UE indicates its category to NW after access NW (baseline UE or advanced UE).
· Network configures UE to monitor RTD between the two TRPs. 
· UE monitors the RTD consistently, and report to network when status changes (e.g. RTD becomes larger than CP for baseline UE)
· Upon receiving RTD status change from UE, network can update configuration accordingly (e.g. fallback to single TAG).
· Option 2: (MediaTek, Huawei)
· When the uplink transmission timing difference between two TAGs exceeds the MTTD value, do not define RAN4 RRM requirements. It’s up to UE implementation on how to handle in this case. 
· Option 3: (Samsung)
· UE may stop transmitting the UL transmissions for any of the two TAGs if the uplink transmission timing difference between two TAGs exceeds the MTTD value.

Topic 3: Unified TCI Framework extended to M-TRP
Issue 3-1-1: For eUTCI, whether to support simultaneous reception in mTRP scenarios in FR2?
Agreement:
· Deprioritize requirements for eUTCI with simultaneous reception in DL in FR2
· Further check in RAN4 #108bis on the workload and expected scope for the work and make a final decision on the respective requirements

Issue 3-1-2: Whether to introduce RRM requirements for eUTCI if UE can support sTxMP? 
Way forward:
· Option 1: (Apple, Huawei)
· Not specify requirements for eUTCI with simultaneous UL transmission with multi-panels in Rel-18. Discuss it in future release.
· Option 2: (Nokia)
· RAN4 to discuss requirements for STxMP MAC CE TCI switching requirements when target TCI state includes 2 TCIs i.e. simultaneous UL transmission with multi-panel.
· RAN4 to discuss requirements for STxMP DCI TCI switching requirements when target TCI state includes 2 TCIs.

Issue 3-1-4: For sDCI or mDCI mTRP, whether to define separate TCI state switching requirements? 
Agreement:
· Define separate TCI state switching requirements.

Issue 3-1-5: For mDCI mTRP, how to specify RRM requirements for eUTCI if UE cannot support simultaneous DL reception in FR2? 
Agreement:
· RRM requirements for eUTCI 
· For UEs not supporting two TAs, reuse Rel-17 unified TCI state switching requirements [with association of coresetPoolIndex].
· For UEs supporting two TAs and not capable to support RTD > CP reuse Rel-17 unified TCI state switching requirements [with association of coresetPoolIndex]
· For UEs supporting two TAs and capable to support RTD > CP the requirements are FFS
· The TCI state switching requirements cover both known and unknown target TCI state cases

Issue 3-1-6: For mDCI mTRP, whether to specify RRM requirements for RRC based switching delay requirements? 
Agreement:
· Do not specify RRC based TCI state switch delay requirements.

Issue 3-1-7: For sDCI mTRP if only one single TCI state is switched, how to specify TCI state switch delay requirement for eUTCI if UE cannot support simultaneous DL reception in FR2? 
Agreement:
· Reuse Rel-17 unified TCI state switching requirements in this case, including MAC-CE based TCI and DCI based TCI state switching.

Issue 3-1-8-a: For sDCI mTRP if dual TCI state is switched, if UE cannot support simultaneous DL reception in FR2, whether to define MAC-CE based TCI state switch delay for cases? 
Way forward:
· Option 1: (Apple, Samsung, Ericsson)
· Case1: If both target TCIs are known
· Case 2: If one of target TCIs is unknown and another is known
· Case 3: If both target TCIs are unknown
· Option 2: (MediaTek)
· Case1: If both target TCIs are known

Issue 3-1-8-b: For sDCI mTRP if dual TCI state is switched, if UE cannot support simultaneous DL reception in FR2, how to specify MAC-CE based TCI state switch delay for cases? 
Way forward:
· To support Case 1: 
· Define MAC CE based DL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk143116870]Option 1: THARQ + max{TOk1*(Tfirst-SSB1 + TSSB-proc), TOk2*(Tfirst-SSB2 + TSSB-proc)}
· Option 2: THARQ +   TOk1* max (Tfirst-SSB1 , Tfirst-SSB2 ) + TSSB-proc
· Option 3: other proposal is not precluded
· Define MAC CE based UL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as: 
· Option 1: THARQ + max{NM1* (Tfirst_target-PL-RS1 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS1 + 2ms), NM2* (Tfirst_target-PL-RS2 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS 2+ 2ms) }
· Option 2: other proposal is not precluded

· To support Case 2:
· Define MAC CE based DL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as:
· Option 1: THARQ + max{TL1-RSRP1 +TOuk1*(Tfirst-SSB1+ TSSB-proc), TOk2*(Tfirst-SSB2+ TSSB-proc)}
· Option 2: other proposal is not precluded
· Define MAC CE based UL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as:
· Option 1: THARQ + max{ TL1-RSRP1 + Tfirst_target-PL-RS1 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS1 + 2ms, NM2* (Tfirst_target-PL-RS2 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS 2+ 2ms) }
· Option 2: other proposal is not precluded
· To support Case 3:
· Define MAC CE based DL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as:
· Option 1: THARQ + max{TL1-RSRP1 +TOuk1*(Tfirst-SSB1+ TSSB-proc), TL1-RSRP2 +TOuk2*(Tfirst-SSB2+ TSSB-proc)}
· Option 2: other proposal is not precluded
· Define MAC CE based UL dual TCI state switch the switching delay requirements as:
· Option 1: THARQ + max{ TL1-RSRP1 + Tfirst_target-PL-RS1 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS1 + 2ms, TL1-RSRP2 + Tfirst_target-PL-RS2 + 4*Ttarget_PL-RS2 + 2ms }
· Option 2: other proposal is not precluded

Issue 3-1-9: For sDCI mTRP if dual TCI state is switched, how to specify DCI based TCI state switch delay for eUTCI if UE cannot support simultaneous DL reception in FR2?
Agreement:
· Both for DL and UL, the legacy DCI based TCI state switch delay requirements can be reused.

Issue 3-1-10: For sDCI mTRP, whether to specify RRM requirements for RRC based switching delay requirements? 
Way forward:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Option 1: (Apple, MediaTek)
· No.
· Option 2: (Samsung)
· FFS on whether to introduce RRC based TCI state switch delay requirements for PDCCH.
· Option 3: (Nokia)
· The current requirements should be reused for RRC based TCI switching.
image1.wmf
c

offset

TA 

TA

)

(

T

N

N

´

+


oleObject1.bin

