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Introduction
This paper provides the summary for the contributions submitted under the following agendas:
8.3.3	Demodulation and CSI requirements
8.3.3.1		8Rx UE demodulation and CSI
8.3.3.1.1	General aspects
8.3.3.1.2	PDSCH requirements
8.3.3.1.3	SDR requirements
8.3.3.1.4	CQI reporting requirements
8.3.3.2		4Tx BS demodulation
The main open issues for this topics:
· CA performance requirements for 8Rx: PDSCH, SDR, CQI
· Draft CRs review for UE 8Rx performance requirements and BS 4Tx performance requirements.
Topic #1: General parts
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1 Applicability rules for CA
Issue 1-1-1: Test applicability rules
Background: In WF R4-2316914, RAN4 agreed to define the following 8Rx CA demodulation performance tests:
· Rank 8 for 8Rx+8Rx, Rank 2 for 2Rx+8Rx and 4Rx+8Rx
· Rank 8 + Rank 8 for 8Rx+8Rx for UE supporting Rank 8 for 8Rx 
· Rank 2 + Rank 2 for 4Rx+8Rx
· Rank 2 + Rank 2 for 2Rx+8Rx
· Proposals
· Option 1: If a 8Rx capable UE supports both hybrid Rx band combination (4Rx+8Rx, 2Rx+8Rx) with Rank 2 and 8Rx+8Rx band combination with Rank 8, CA test for 8Rx+8Rx with Rank 8 should be selected for testing, otherwise Rank 2 CA test should be applied (Huawei, Samsung)
· Other option.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 is agreeable?

Agreement:  Agreed online
· Option 1 agreed

Issue 1-1-2: Applicability rules for CA configurations selection
Moderator observation: 
As per the proposals from all interesting companies, all companies are fine to extend 
Table 5.1.1.7.2-1 in TS 38.101-4 to include new 8Rx CA tests to be defined in section 5.2A.4.1
	Tests
	CA capability where the tests apply
	CA configuration from the selected CA capability where the tests apply
	CA Bandwidth combination to be tested in priority order
	PCell CC configuration

	Test 1 in Clause 5.2A.2.1, and 5.2A.3.1 and 5.2A.4.1
	CA_C, CA_N, CA_AX
	Table 5.1.1.7.2-2
	Largest aggregated CA bandwidth combination
	Any of CCs

	Test 2 in Clause 5.2A.2.1, and 5.2A.3.1 and 5.2A.4.1
	CA_C, CA_N, CA_AX
	Table 5.1.1.7.2-2
	Largest aggregated CA bandwidth combination
	Any of CCs

	Test 3 in Clause 5.2A.2.1, and 5.2A.3.1 and 5.2A.4.1
	CA_AX
	Table 5.1.1.7.2-2
	Largest aggregated CA bandwidth combination
	TDD CC if supported, otherwise FDD CC

	Test 4 in Clause 5.2A.2.1 and 5.2A.3.1 (NOTE 2)
	CA_AX
	Table 5.1.1.7.2-2
	Largest aggregated CA bandwidth combination
	Any of CCs

	Test 5 in Clause 5.2A.2.1 and 5.2A.3.1 (NOTE 3)
	CA_AX
	Table 5.1.1.7.2-2
	Largest aggregated CA bandwidth combination
	15 kHz CC if supported, otherwise 30 kHz CC

	NOTE 1:	In case CA_AX with different number of X is supported then one or two CA configurations are selected based on procedure from Table 5.1.1.7.2-2.
NOTE 2:	These scenarios are only tested for UEs which are not verified with Test 3 in Clause 5.2A.2.1 and 5.2A.3.1.
NOTE 3:	These scenarios are only tested for UEs which are not verified with Test 2 in Clause 5.2A.2.1 and 5.2A.3.1.



But for the selection of CA configurations, whether to directly reuse the rules defined in Table 5.1.1.7.2-2, there are different views.
· Proposals for the selection of CA configurations
· Option 1 (Nokia, Apple, Ericsson, Samsung, CTC, ZTE)
· Reuse Table 5.1.1.7.2-2 in TS 38.101-4 

Tentative Agreement: 
· Option 1 agreed

Online
Huawei:  We don’t need this agreement.  We only need the agreement to option2 below.

	CA capability
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4

	CA_C or CA_N
	OPTION 1
Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2.
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 1.
	N/A
	N/A

	CA_AX
	Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2.
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 1.
	Select the CA configurations with the largest number of bands and with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2.
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 3.

	NOTE 1:	For CA_AX capability, if CA configuration from step 2 is CA configuration with the largest number of bands then Step 3 and Step 4 are skipped. Otherwise, the two CA configurations selected from Step 2 and Step 4 are used for testing.
NOTE 2: 	Maximum supported data rate for Step 2 and Step 4 is calculated based clause 4.1.2 of TS 38.306 [14].
NOTE 3: 	Tested data rate for Step 2 and Step 4 is calculated based on the equation  and FRCs used in the test.



· Option 2 (Huawei)
	CA capability
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4

	CA_C or CA_N
	If the UE support CA configuration that for each CC, supported maximum number of Rx and maximum number of MIMO layers is 8:
· Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of Rx and MIMO layers is 8.
Otherwise:
· Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, conditioned that at least for one CC the supported maximum number of Rx is 8 and for each CC the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 1.
	N/A
	N/A

	CA_AX
	If the UE support CA configuration that for each CC, supported maximum number of Rx and maximum number of MIMO layers is 8:
· Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of Rx and MIMO layers is 8.
Otherwise:
· Select the CA configurations with the maximum number of CCs, conditioned that at least for one CC the supported maximum number of Rx is 8 and for each CC the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 1.
	If the tested UE support CA configuration that for each CC, supported maximum number of Rx and maximum number of MIMO layers is 8:
· Select the CA configurations with the largest number of bands and with the maximum number of CCs, for which the supported maximum number of Rx and MIMO layers is 8.
Otherwise:
· Select the CA configurations with the largest number of bands and with the maximum number of CCs, conditioned that at least for one CC the supported maximum number of Rx is 8 and for each CC the supported maximum number of MIMO layers is not lower than 2
	Select any one of CA configurations, which contain CA bandwidth combination with the largest aggregated channel bandwidth and supported maximum data rate is not lower than the tested date rate, among all the selected CA configurations from Step 3.

	NOTE 1:	For CA_AX capability, if CA configuration from step 2 is CA configuration with the largest number of bands then Step 3 and Step 4 are skipped. Otherwise, the two CA configurations selected from Step 2 and Step 4 are used for testing.



· Recommended WF
· This is the specific test applicability rules description that can be captured in the specification.
· This issue is related to Issue 1-1-1 and can be discussed after finalization of Issue 1-1-1.

Discussion:
· Nokia: Option 2 is fine to us
· Huawei: Table is for 8RX UE

Tentative agreement:  Agreed online
· Option 2 is agreed

Issue 1-1-3: Applicability rules for different number of RX antenna ports for CA demodulation requirements 
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Apple, Ericsson, Samsung, CTC, ZTE, Huawei)
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 2Rx supported RF band, 2 out of the 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator, depending on UE’s declaration and AP configuration. Requirements from Clause 5.2A.2.1 are applied.
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 4Rx supported RF band, 4 out of the 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator, depending on UE’s declaration and AP configuration. Requirements from Clause 5.2A.3.1 are applied.
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 8Rx supported RF band, all 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator. Requirements from Clause5.2A.4.1 are applied.
· For 8Rx capable UEs, the 2Rx supported RF bands, 4Rx supported RF bands and 8Rx supported RF bands are up to UE’s declaration.
· Option 2 (Nokia)
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 2Rx supported RF band, 2 out of the 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator, depending on UE’s declaration and AP configuration. Requirements from Clause 5.2A.2.1 are applied.
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 4Rx supported RF band, 4 out of the 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator. Requirements from Clause5.2A.3.1 are applied.
· Within the CA configuration if any of the PCell and/or the SCells is a 8Rx supported RF band, 8 out of the 8Rx should be connected with data source from system simulator. Requirements from Clause5.2A.4.1 are applied.
· For 8Rx capable UEs, the 2Rx supported RF bands, 4Rx supported RF bands and 8Rx supported RF bands are up to UE’s declaration.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1 is agreeable?

Tentative agreement:  Agreed online
· Option 1 is agreed

Sub-topic 1-2 Antenna correlation for 8Rx
Issue 1-2-1: Antenna correlation for 8Rx
Background: As per WF R4-2316914, RAN4 agreed to configure the propogation condition and antenna configuration for 8Rx tests:
· Rank 2, 2x8, MCS 19: TDLC300-100 ULA Medium B ( = 0.3,  = 0.005154)
· [bookmark: _Hlk150952559]Rank 4, 4x8, MCS 17: TDLA30-10 Low
· Rank 8, 8x8, MCS 17: TDLA30-10 Low

Observation and Proposal from Apple:
· Observation #1: Current work in this work item has heavily leveraged the precedent of LTE 8Rx discussion, including applicability rules and how demodulation requirements have been defined based on previous requirements.
· Observation #2: Under current 8Rx applicability rules, an 8Rx UE is still subject to provide 2Rx and 4Rx functionality for proper conformance testing, in addition to 8Rx functionality.
· Observation #3: Under current PDSCH performance requirements, the antenna correlation for 8Rx is chosen to be ULA Low. Even though the WI assumes a CPE type of device, this may impose severe restrictions to potential small form factor 8Rx UEs that may be manufactured in the future, and such low antenna correlation may not be always achieved in practice.
· Proposal #3: RAN4 to discuss during the last session of this WI how to improve the technical fundamentals of the specification of 8Rx requirements based on Observations #1 to #3.
Moderator: There are long discussion about the selection of antenna correlation among ULA Low, ULA Medium A and Medium B for 8Rx test during RAN4#106 meeting. Some companies raised the higher antenna correlation should be considered even for CPE/FWA/vehicle/industrial devices with the antenna number increased from 2 to 8, but at the same time, company think that low rank is mostly scheduled for Medium A/B of higher antenna correlation, as last test for Rank 2 with Medium B is agreed.

·  Proposals
· Option 1: Further discuss the Medium antenna correlation selection for Rank 4 and Rank 8 for 8Rx test (Apple)
· Option 2: No needed.
· Recommended WF
· TBD.

Discussion:
· Apple: We have concern how realistic low antenna correlation is. This is mainly for future work.
· Apple: We would like to consider requirements as device agnostic.
· MediaTek: Can we have different channel conditions in different CC? Could we align channel conditions in CA?
· Huawei: We think channel conditions can differ in different CC
· Huawei: Many companies have already provided results with Rank2 TDLC assumption
· Nokia: There are also results using Rank2 TDLA assumption. We need to check how many results we already have for TDLA and TDLC.
· Huawei: Companies should present technical justification to revisit channel condition for Rank2 CA
· Qualcomm: It seems that the default configuration is unclear to companies
· Huawei: We should reuse single carrier simulations

Tentative agreement:
· Option 2 is agreed, no further discussion under this WI
· Note, [further discuss the Medium antenna correlation selection for Rank 4 and Rank 8 for 8Rx test for future work]

Apple: In the future, we may need to relax requirements for different device types
Huawei: Work is contribution driven.  We don’t need the note.
ZTE: What type of relaxation is Apple considering?  The same number of Rx ports with fewer MIMO layers?  Or fewer Rx ports?
Apple: We need to think about whether requirements are band agnostic and device agnostic
Huawei:  Demod requirements are generally band agnostic and device agnostic, but we have applicability to separate if needed


Issue 1-2-2: Antenna correlation for 8Rx in CA

New proposals to clarify previous email discussions:
· Option 1: Revisit Rank 2 to TDLA for CA (Nokia, Apple, MediaTek)
· Option 2: Keep TDLC for Rank 2 for CA (Huawei, Samsung, Nokia, ZTE, Apple, MediaTek)
· Option 3: Interested companies provide simulation results with both channel conditions TDLA30-10 Low and TDLC300-100 ULA Medium B (alpha = 0.3, beta = 0.005154), with decision deferred until RAN4 attend Athens meeting (Nokia, Apple, Ericsson, MTK, QC)
· Need further discussion
Discussion:
· Apple: It would be consistent to keep TDLA for all CC and we slightly prefer that option. Do we necessarily need to follow single carrier configurations? This is just extra simulation work, not increasing number of test cases.
· Nokia: It would be consistent to keep TDLA for all CC and we slightly prefer that option. It would also follow existing CA tests.
· Huawei: Why we could not use different channel conditions in different CC in CA?
· Apple: How realistic it is to have very different channel conditions in different CC?
· Huawei: Channel conditions also depend on carrier frequency. Also, different CC may come from different base station.
· Nokia: Should we consider CA test from clean table to select any channel, or to just go with TDLA30-10?
· Huawei: in simulation effort point of view, we prefer to keep the previous agreements.
· Apple: we do not think simulation effort is that big. We would give undesirable message by starting to use different channel conditions for different CCs in CA tests.
· Nokia: What is the motivation to use TDLC?
· Huawei: We had long discussion on this in single carrier tests.
· Huawei: We should verify performance also with antenna correlation.
· Nokia: Our proposal is to provide simulation results with both channel conditions (TDLA30-10 Low and TDLC)

Way forward:
· Option 1: Revisit Rank 2 to TDLA for CA (Nokia, Apple, MediaTek)
· Option 2: Keep TDLC for Rank 2 for CA (Huawei, Samsung, Nokia, ZTE, Apple, MediaTek)
· Option 3: Interested companies provide simulation results with both channel conditions TDLA30-10 Low and TDLC300-100 ULA Medium B (alpha = 0.3, beta = 0.005154), with decision deferred until RAN4 attend Athens meeting (Nokia, Apple, Ericsson, MTK, QC)

Topic #2: PDSCH requirmeents
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1 CA requirments
Issue 2-1-1: K1 value
Observation 3 (Huawei): It has been agreed that PDSCH is not scheduled in special slot, so for the existing k1 values table for CA test, the k1 value for special slot for TDD SCell for TDD Pcell + TDD Scell configuration should be removed.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following updated K1 value for 8Rx CA test (Huawei)
	· The number of slots between PDSCH and corresponding HARQ-ACK information
	CCs with the same duplex mode and SCS with Pcell
	CCs with different duplex mode and/or SCS with Pcell

	FDD 15 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	{2}
	{2}

	
	TDD PCell
	For CC with Rank 2 {8,7,6,5,5,4,3,11}
For CC with Rank 8 {8,7,6,5,5,4,3}
	{7,5,4,11,9}

	FDD 15 kHz + 
FDD 15 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	{2}
	N/A

	TDD 30 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	TDD PCell
	For CC with Rank 2
{8,7,6,5,5,4,3,2}
For CC with Rank 8
{8,7,6,5,5,4,3}
	N/A



· Other options.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Discussion 1st round:
· Huawei:  IF we agree 8 HARQ processes, then the K1 value needs to be double-checked for Rank 2 FDD+TDD

Way forward:  
· Option 1: Use the following updated K1 value for 8Rx CA test
	· The number of slots between PDSCH and corresponding HARQ-ACK information
	CCs with the same duplex mode and SCS with Pcell
	CCs with different duplex mode and/or SCS with Pcell

	FDD 15 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	{2}
	{2}

	
	TDD PCell
	For CC with Rank 2 {8,7,6,5,5,4,3,11}
For CC with Rank 8 {8,7,6,5,5,4,3}
	{7,5,4,11,9}

	FDD 15 kHz + 
FDD 15 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	{2}
	N/A

	TDD 30 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	TDD PCell
	For CC with Rank 2
{8,7,6,5,5,4,3,2}
For CC with Rank 8
{8,7,6,5,5,4,3}
	N/A




Issue 2-1-2: Number of HARQ process
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use the following updated number of HARQ process for 8Rx CA test (Huawei)
	HARQ process number
	CCs with the same duplex mode & SCS with Pcell
	CCs with different duplex mode / SCS with Pcell

	FDD 15 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	4
	8

	
	TDD PCell
	For CC with Rank 2: 10
For CC with Rank 8: 8
	8

	FDD 15 kHz + 
FDD 15 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	4
	N/A

	TDD 30 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	TDD PCell
	8
	N/A



· Other option
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Discussion 1st round:
· Samsung/Apple/Nokia: Why need 10 For CC with Rank 2 instead of 8?
· Huawei: We need to consider special slots
· Huawei:  Need to check the table together with the K1 value

Way forward: 
· Use the following updated number of HARQ process for 8Rx CA test
	HARQ process number
	CCs with the same duplex mode & SCS with Pcell
	CCs with different duplex mode / SCS with Pcell

	FDD 15 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	4
	8

	
	TDD PCell
	Option 1: 8
(Nokia)

Option 2:
For CC with Rank 2: 10
For CC with Rank 8: 8
(Huawei)

Option 3:
Unsure (need time to check)
(Apple, MTK, Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE, Nokia)
	8

	FDD 15 kHz + 
FDD 15 kHz CA
	FDD PCell
	4
	N/A

	TDD 30 kHz + 
TDD 30 kHz CA
	TDD PCell
	Option 1: 8
(Nokia)

Option 2:
For CC with Rank 2: 10
For CC with Rank 8: 8
(Huawei)

Option 3:
Unsure (need time to check)
(Apple, MTK, Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE, Nokia)
	N/A




Issue 2-1-3: Specification structure to capture 8Rx CA requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: (Nokia) ref. to R4-2318049 for details
· Create a new clause 5.2A.4 in TS 38.101-4
· Include requirements for Rank 2 and Rank 8 in separate tables for FDD and TDD respectively
· Add the following notes in the new tables for FDD and TDD 8Rx CA requirements
· NOTE X: For CA combinations between 8Rx and 4Rx or 2Rx, Rank 2 requirements in Tables 5.2A.4.1-1 and 5.2A.4.1-2 shall be applied for both CCs.
· NOTE Y: For CA Combinations with two 8Rx CCs, Rank 8 requirements in Tables 5.2A.4.1-1 and 5.2A.4.1-2 shall be applied for both CCs.
· Other option
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Tentative agreement:  
· Create a new clause 5.2A.4 in TS 38.101-4
· Include requirements for Rank 2 and Rank 8 in separate tables for FDD and TDD respectively
· Add the following notes in the new tables for FDD and TDD 8Rx CA requirements
· NOTE X: For CA combinations between 8Rx and 4Rx or 2Rx, Rank 2 requirements in Tables 5.2A.4.1-1 and 5.2A.4.1-2 shall be applied for both CCs.
· NOTE Y: For CA Combinations with two 8Rx CCs, Rank 8 requirements in Tables 5.2A.4.1-1 and 5.2A.4.1-2 shall be applied for both CCs.

Sub-topic 2-2 Simulation results alignment
Issue 2-2-1: How to align the ideal results alignment
· Proposals
· Option 1: Remove the farthest outlier from the average results (assumption from NR BS Rel-15)
· Option 2: Set the max allowed span to 3dB (QC)
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Online discussion:
Qualcomm:  We don’t have a solution on how to align the results, but removing outliers is not the solution
Apple:  There may be underlying assumptions that had been overlooked
Nokia: Within BS alignment, we do remove outliers
Moderator: In Rel-17 issue, we acknowledged different UE implementations leading to large span.  In that case, we increased the margin.

Way forward:
· Need more discussion together with Issue 2-2-2.

Issue 2-2-2: Additional margin to be added on top of the averaged impairment results for requirements derivation
· Proposals
· Option 1: 0.8 for 64QAM (assumption from NR UE Rel-15)
· Option 2: Increase the current margin 0.8dB used in the impairment results (MTK)
· Option 2a: 1.5dB (QC)
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Online discussion:
MTK:  We would like to increase the margin to enable different implementation options.  There is a large span among companies.
Huawei: We should discuss the alignment first
Apple: Same view as MTK and QC.  There are two groups of results – from network vendors and UE vendors.  The assumptions from network vendors may be overly optimistic on UE implementation.  We need to either align or revisit technical assumptions.
Qualcomm: 8Rx is different from 2Rx and 4Rx, the processing loss is higher.  Due to large variation in results, we think 1.5 dB is justified.
Huawei: We don’t see any technical reason to increase margin.  For LTE we used 0.8 dB (option 1), we are working on CPE device here which should be able to accommodate more complex implementation.
CTC:  We prefer option 1.  Alignment of results should be addressed in the previous issue, not by adding margin here.  Is this additional margin for all the 8Rx requirements including CA and single CC?  We already agreed single CC.
ZTE: What is the impairment that causes additional 0.7 dB relaxation?  We would like to understand the details.  Remind this is for CPE, not smartphone.
Qualcomm:  Without disclosing implementation details, we see a large variation.  For 8Rx rank4 it is not the same as 8Rx rank 8.  
Nokia:  Even if we increase the margin according to option 2a, some results are still not sufficient.  We need to focus on alignment first.
Huawei: The topic has been discussed for a year and we already discussed UE assumptions. 

Offline discussion 2nd round:
MediaTek: We have different implementation assumptions and therefore we propose to introduce two set of requirements. Requirement set A and set B would be dependent on UE capability.
Nokia: We would have different performance offset for set A and set B.
QC: Requirement set A would define one requirement and set B would set relaxed requirements. Performance requirement table would have only single value with a note for relaxation.
ZTE: What test would be applied to UE?
MediaTek/QC: It would be based on UE capability. if maxMimoLayer=8 then follow requirements in table. if maxMimoLayer=2 or 4 then follow relaxed requirements (relaxation would be X dB).
Huawei: Is there any additional margin for relaxed requirements?
MediaTek: We would use typical margin values.
Huawei: How to determine X dB? 8RX Rank2 and Rank4 should have better performance compared to 4RX.
MediaTek: We can further check comparison between 4RX and 8RX for Rank2 and Rank 4 in legacy tests.
QC: We have not compared legacy performance. This is separate type of device. We can check this further.
QC: Is there applicability rule for legacy tests?
Huawei: Compare 8RX and 4RX performance. More information would be good to be shared to justify relaxed requirements.
Nokia: Proposed wording of WF: Outliers will be removed to enable span reduction, however a note will be added for relaxation based upon maxMIMOLayer=2 or 4, FFS on relaxation value, FFS on wording.
Huawei: We like to further check the wording. It may be too early to find exact wording and we need to continue discussion in next meetings.
CTC: If my understanding is correct, the proposed requirement definition method will have strict requirements for rank 8, and relaxed ones for rank 2,4. But if a UE is fully implemented with rank 8 on some bands, it could also achieve better performance on other bands with rank 2,4. And also, it prevents UEs with some internal relaxation from supporting rank 8 on any bands. So, if we have to have some relaxation for some of the UEs, I wonder if it could be possible to have a separate and unified test requirements for each of the UE types, which is more preferable from our side.

Way forward:
· Need more discussion together with Issue 2-2-2.

Topic #3: SDR and CQI requriements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1 SDR and CQI requirements
Issue 3-1-1: Agenda items for SDR and CQI
· Proposals
· Option 1: No more open issues for 8Rx SDR and CQI tests, the corresponding agenda item should be closed (Nokia, Apple)
· Other option.
· Moderator: As per the current work progress, no more open issues are left for 8Rx SDR and CQI test. Before the WI is closed, even the AI is kept in the meeting agenda, it doesn’t mean that companies must have contributions on that.
· Recommended WF
· Confirm no more open issues for 8Rx SDR and CQI tests.
· No further contributions are expected for these AI’s
· The agenda items for 8Rx SDR and CQI tests can be closed

