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1. Introduction
During the last meeting, post deployment handling was discussed [1], and the agreement currently has two options as follows:Issue 1-2: Post deployment handling
Agreement: 
· To ensure the AI performance after device deployment, discuss the following options further
· Option 1: Conduct the conformance testing for AI model/functionality before deployment
· FFS on the feasibility
· Option 2: Design the test to verify the performance monitoring 
· Depend on the other WG progress
· Monitoring can be used for managing fallback, model update/model switching/model transfer, if applicable
· Other options are not precluded

This paper proposes how the post-deployment validation should be treated and conducted from RAN4 perspective based on previous agreement.
2. Discussion
According to the previous agreement, currently there are two options for post deployment handling. Option 1 is conducting the conformance testing for AI model/functionality before deployment, Option 2 is designing the test to verify the performance monitoring. The necessity of post-deployment validation is to confirm the model/functionality validity during operation. The model change/drift appears due to the training results based on real network operation and/or condition difference from performance test. Therefore, if the conformance testing for AI model/functionality is used for post-deployment validation, it may need the large number of tests to satisfy the test coverage and it is not realistic. Thus Option 1 is not feasible.
Proposal 1: Conducting the conformance testing for AI model/functionality before deployment is not feasible because it may need the large number of tests to satisfy the test coverage and it is not realistic.
Considering the necessity of post-deployment validation, it is natural that performance monitoring includes it during the procedure. However, the performance monitoring and post-deployment validation has to be differentiated from RAN4 perspective. The purpose of performance monitoring should be confirmation whether the AI model/functionality currently in use can still be used or not. On the other hand, the purpose of post-deployment validation should be determination whether the AI model/functionality can be re-activated or not. 
Proposal 2: The purpose of performance monitoring should be confirmation whether the AI model/functionality currently in use can still be used or not. On the other hand, the purpose of post-deployment validation should be determination whether the AI model/functionality can be re-activated or not.
Thus, post-deployment validation should be applied for AI model/functionality which is already deactivated through the performance monitoring. Currently RAN1 assumes that activation for monitoring purpose is needed to determine whether deactivated AI model/functionality due to the performance degradation can be re-activated or not. RAN4 also should consider the requirements of activation for monitoring purpose as post-deployment validation e.g., the number of trials, metric for re-activation which can be different from requirements before deployment.
Proposal 3: RAN4 should consider the requirements of activation for monitoring purpose as post-deployment validation e.g., the number of trials, metric for re-activation which can be different from requirements before deployment.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we proposed our views on Post-deployment validation for NR AI/ML.
Proposal 1: Conducting the conformance testing for AI model/functionality before deployment is not feasible because it may need the large number of tests to satisfy the test coverage and it is not realistic.
Proposal 2: The purpose of performance monitoring should be confirmation whether the AI model/functionality currently in use can still be used or not. On the other hand, the purpose of post-deployment validation should be determination whether the AI model/functionality can be re-activated or not.
Proposal 3: RAN4 should consider the requirements of activation for monitoring purpose as post-deployment validation e.g., the number of trials, metric for re-activation which can be different from requirements before deployment.
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