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1. Introduction
During  RAN4#98-bis-E meeting a way-forward for IAB-MT Test point reduction for shared IAB-DU and IAB-MT hardware is created based on the discussion [1].


2. Way-Forward
Sub-topic#4-1-1 : Declaring shared HW
WF:
It is declared that RF HW is the same between IAB-DU and IAB-MT 
Sub-topic#4-1-2 : When Test case reduction can be used (IAB-MT and IAB-DU test results are interchangeable)
WF:
Test conditions of the test case reduction of IAB-MT and IAB-DU can be used:
1. Declaration of the same output power 
2. Declaration of the same RF bandwidth
To further discuss:
Issue#4-1-2-1: Test Conditions of the test case reduction of IAB-MT and IAB-DU can be used:
1. Declaration of the same direction 
2. Other OTA test conditions: e.g number of directions 
      Issue#4-1-2-2: Test requirement selection if the IAB-DU and IAB-MT Test tolerance is different
1. In the case of different TT for IAB-DU and IAB-MT,  select the DUT with tighter test requirement 
2. FFS In the case of different TT for IAB-DU and IAB-MT,  select the test requirement value with tighter TT.
Sub-topic 4-2 : Tables for test case reduction
The principle is to have a clear view on which test case can be reduced and when the test results is interchangeable, then a simple table may be preferred with the conditions to choose the preferred DUT. Nokia table (6688) gives two way of the reducing the test cases when test results of IAB-Du and IAB-MT are interchangeable, one is to split the test case among the two DUT and the other is sufficiently to test only one (IAB-DU preferred in the table 6688). It is not clear under what circumstances the test cases can be split and under what other circumstance the DUT can be freely chosen. , so it may be good to have company option on this point for 2nd round discussion. For the table selection, Nokia table seems good fo splitting case and Ericsson table is simple for latter case.
For 2nd round discussion:
Condition for test case splitting and sufficiently test one
1. Under which condition the test cases should be split and under which condition sufficiently test one (either IAB-DU or IAB-MT)
a. Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: Condition for test case splitting and sufficiently test one: Our concerns are more on the overall test coverage rather than individual tests. Splitting tests automatically ends up making sure that functionality from both MT and DU sides are tested. However, if (almost) all tests are interchangeable, a situation is possible when practically no MT operation or no DU operation is tested. Therefore, for the approach of interchangeable tests, some side condition is needed on requiring that in the big picture both MT and DU end up tested. Company input here…
WF:
To be discussed in next meeting.
Sub-topic 4-3 : TP drafting text for test case reduction
Tentative agreements:
New section in chapter 4 is added to capture test reduction table:
Option 1: The section title and text in 7237 and 7238 is ok to use
Option 2: No new section, captured in existing clause
Option 3: FFS
WF:
To be discussed in next meeting.

For option 1, Example for the TP in 7237 
4.x Applicability of the test requirement 

When manufacture declare the common hardware for IAB-MT and IAB-DU (D.x), test requirement applicability can be defined according to Table 4.x-1 and Table 4.x-2 for Tx test requirement and Table 4x-3 for Rx test requirement.

A table is also created to capture the companies view:

	Company
	Comments

	XXXNokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Sub topic 1-1: 4-1-2: Edits were done directly to issue#4-1-2-2. The original option sounded like selection whether MT or DU is being tested is based on TT. Now it is added that independent of whether MU or DU is tested, tighter TT could be applied.
Sub topic 14-2: commented above
Sub-topic 4-3: In the text "common harware" need to align with terminology of the declaration. Also it would be good to add here later how MU/TT is treated. The tables need some changes, partly pending also on the discussion on possible splitting discussed above. Column "test case reduction" could be rather "test case optimization" or some other less negative term. Also the next column now talks only about test requirement whereas the whole test in meant. The approach for some side conditions to ensure both MT and DU are covered could be e.g. adding those additional conditions that e.g. if ACLR is tested for IAB-DU, OBUE needs to be tested for IAB-MT.
….
Others:

	Samsung
	Sub topic 4-2/ 4-3: it is proposed to include in one additional sub-clause under 4.8 as 4.8.X for “test requirement efficiency improvement.” And it is slightly preferred to refine Ericsson’s table further. For IAB node declares to support “common/shared architecture”(which will align with final conclusion on specific declaration as indicated by Nokia”  the test requirement efficiency improvement is allowed. And only for requirement which is feasible/agreed to allow efficiency improvement will be listed in table of this new sub-clause explicitly and those requirements should be grouped by the same efficiency improvement criteria. And the criteria is suggested be stated in main body in general  
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