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1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk528680199]During the previous RAN4#108 meeting, most of open issues were agreed, but there are some open issues left in WF [1]. 
Issue 3-1: MCS
Agreement:
· For the test case which reusing existing requirements, cover 16QAM, 64QAM and 256QAM, whether to test 256QAM based on the manufactory declaration.
· For the new dedicated ATG requirements, cover [64QAM MCS [28] (Table 1)] and 256QAM MCS [22] (Table 2), whether to test 256QAM based on the manufactory declaration.
Issue 3-2: Test metric
Agreement:
· For the test case which reusing existing requirements, the test metric cover SNR at 70% and 30% TP.
· Only consider 70% throughput requirements for new dedicated requirements. 
Issue 3-3: Test scope for PUSCH
Agreement:
· For new incremental requirements:
· The same requirements are applicable to TDD with different UL-DL pattern
· For legacy requirements reusing:
· Consider normal PUSCH demodulation and UCI multiplexing on PUSCH as mandatory

In this contribution, open issues on PUSCH are further analyzed.   

2. Discussion
The 64QAM with MCS28 is not agreed for new defined requirements in previous meeting. Based on our simulation results [2], 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22 have similar target SNR (ideal value is ~17dB). The impairment value could reach to ~19dB which is similar as legacy 256QAM MCS20 requirement under fading channel. In that case, it should not have measurement limitation to test 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22. 
[bookmark: _Toc146533697]It would be feasible to test 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22 under ATG channel model. 
On the other hand, 256QAM supporting depends on BS manufactory declarations. It would be no new tests for a BS that does not support 256QAM. In general, it could be fine to only test under fading channel, but it will be strange to only have additional test for optional modulation level. To avoid duplicated tests on the same modulation level, a new applicability rule could be considered: If a BS pass the newly defined tests, it could skip the legacy tests with the same modulation level which use the fading channel model.
[bookmark: _Toc146533698]Proposal 1	Consider 64QAM MCS28 for ATG PUSCH demodulation requirements. 
[bookmark: _Toc146533699]Proposal 2 	If 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22 are introduced for ATG PUSCH demodulation requirements, RAN4 introduce a new applicability rule:
[bookmark: _Toc146533700]	If an ATG BS passes newly defined requirement tests, it could skip the legacy tests with the same modulation level. 

Issue 1-5: Specification impact
For ATG BS demodulation requirements
· Option 1: Add a new section for ATG PUSCH demodulation requirements. In this section, clarifications for how to reuse legacy applicability rules and requirements should be added, and new defined PUSCH demodulation requirements could be captured.
· Option 2:
· New clause for ATG new incremental PUSCH requirements should be introduced in 38.104
· New clause for ATG applicability of PUSCH requirements should be introduced in 38.141-1 and 38.141-2
· New clause for ATG applicability of PUCCH requirements should be introduced in 38.141-1 and 38.141-2
· New clause for ATG applicability of PUCCH requirements should be introduced in 38.141-1 and 38.141-2
· Option 3: Capture ATG demodulation requirement into the same section with legacy requirement to minimize the effort of specification modification with adding the referring statement as “The following requirements in sections of 8.2.1 and 8.2.3 can be applied for BS declared to support ATG scenario”. New dedicated requirement can be added into the corresponding table in section 8.2.1

The Option1 and Option2 are similar to add new separate chapter for ATG BS demodulation requirements. As discussed in previous meetings, many legacy requirements would be reused and new defined requirements are also introduced. For legacy requirements, only a subset of requirements will be reused, then a clear statement or a configuration table is needed for each requirement. For new defined requirements, they could be directly defined in a new clause. It would be mess to insert ATG requirements into the current legacy requirements regarding partial legacy requirements will be reused. 
ATG is a new Rel-18 deployment scenario which should be in the same level as HST deployment. A new section or clause would help readers find the correct requirements that could be reused. This is also the approach in RRM.
[bookmark: _Toc146533701]Proposal 3 	Adding new clause for ATG BS requirements and applicability rules.

3. Conclusions
 In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	It would be feasible to test 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22 under ATG channel model.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Consider 64QAM MCS28 for ATG PUSCH demodulation requirements.
Proposal 2 	If 64QAM MCS28 and 256QAM MCS22 are introduced for ATG PUSCH demodulation requirements, RAN4 introduce a new applicability rule:
	If an ATG BS passes newly defined requirement tests, it could skip the legacy tests with the same modulation level..
Proposal 3 	Adding new clause for ATG BS requirements and applicability rules.
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