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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss the following issue from last meeting,
· Issue 2-1: Metrics/KPIs for Beam prediction requirements/tests.
2	Discussion
2.1 Issue 2-1: Metrics/KPIs for Beam prediction requirements/tests
	For metrics for beam management requirements/tests, the following test metrics are identified and could be considered
-	Option 1: RSRP accuracy
-	Option 2: Beam prediction accuracy
-	Top-1 (%) : the percentage of "the Top-1 strongest beam is Top-1 predicted beam"
-	Top-K/1 (%) : the percentage of "the Top-1 strongest beam is one of the Top-K predicted beams"
-	Top-1/K (%) : the percentage of "the Top-1 predicted beam is one of the Top-K strongest beams"
-	Option 3: The successful rate for the correct prediction which is considered as maximum RSRP among top-K predicted beams is larger than the RSRP of the strongest beam – x dB, 
-	Related measurement accuracy can be considered to determine x
-	Option 4: combinations of above options
Issue 2-1: Metrics/KPIs for Beam prediction requirements/tests
Proposals
· Option 1: Use Option 1
· Option 2: Neither Option 1, 2, 3 is appropriate, a new metric is needed
· Option 3: Use Option 2
· Option 4: Combination of the above
· Option 5: discuss new metrics
· Recommended WF
· To be discussed
Companies suggesting to use different metrics(new) should come up with a concrete proposal



In our consideration, we could differentiate NW-side model and UE-side model when discussing this issue. For NW-side model, the intention of utilizing AI/ML functionality could be to identify a small set of potential strong beam(s) for future measurement or indication. Thus, for this case, we think using beam prediction accuracy as metric/KPI is more straightforward. Then regrading option 2 and 3, we slightly prefer option 3 since identifying a set of beam(s) with L1-RSRP differences within a reasonable range is more meaningful in practice.
For UE-side model, based on current progress in RAN1, UE shall also report RSRP values as legacy beam reporting, thus requirements of RSRP prediction accuracy could be considered, i.e., option 1.
Proposal 1: Suggest to discuss NW-side model and UE-side model separately.
For detailed discussion on testability, RAN4 needs to wait for more RAN1 and RAN2 progress.
Conclusion
In this contribution, testability and interoperability issues for beam management are discussed with following proposals:
Proposal 1: Suggest to discuss NW-side model and UE-side model separately.
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