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1 Introduction
In this document, we collect views of the scope for LTM candidate TCI state deactivation upon reconfiguration and mobility (non-LTM) and provided recommended clarification.
2 Discussion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]2.1 The ambiguity of the current text
The current description in the spec is as:
	The configured candidate cell TCI states are initially deactivated upon (re-)configuration by upper layer and after reconfiguration with sync that is not triggered by LTM.


This can be split into two cases:
· Case 1: The configured candidate cell TCI states are initially deactivated upon (re-)configuration by upper layer.
· Case 2: The configured candidate cell TCI states are deactivated after reconfiguration with sync that is not triggered by LTM.

Case 1
The granularity of deactivation upon reconfiguration is unclear. Possible interpretations include:
· Understanding 1a: Deactivation at the whole configuration level (all candidates TCI states for all candidate cells).
· Understanding 1b: Deactivation at the candidate cell level (all candidates TCI states for the reconfigured cell).
· Understanding 1c: Deactivation at the TCI state level (Only the reconfigured TCI state)

Observation 1: The specific granularity of deactivation upon reconfiguration (Case 1) is not clearly defined.

Case 2
Case 2 exhibits similar ambiguity regarding granularity. However, it may differ from Case 1. 
Upon reconfiguration with sync (non-LTM), the UE changes the serving cell. Any previously activated candidate TCI states may be deactivated due to the reset of the mobility cycle and changes in the radio environment.
However, during (re-)configuration (not handover), only certain TCI states of some candidate cells may be reconfigured. It may not be appropriate to deactivate TCI states for cells that are not affected by the reconfiguration.
Observation 2: The granularity of deactivation upon non-LTM mobility (Case 2) remains unclear and may differ from Case 1.
Based on the above, we recommend to n clearly distinguishes between Case 1 (reconfiguration) and Case 2 (reconfiguration with sync, non-LTM), and explicitly defines the granularity of deactivation for each case.
Proposal 1: Describe deactivation behavior for (i) reconfiguration and (ii) non-LTM mobility separately, with clear granularity for each scenario.



2.2 Difference with legacy TCI state MAC CE
We note that similar descriptions exist for other legacy MAC CEs, not just for TCI states (e.g., Unified TCI States Activation/Deactivation MAC CE, semi-persistent ZP CSI-RS resource set, etc.).
However, the key difference is that these legacy MAC CEs are designed for resources associated with the serving cell only, whereas LTM candidate TCI states apply not only to the serving cell but also to all configured candidate cells.
While legacy MAC CEs are not entirely free from ambiguity, this ambiguity is significantly amplified in the context of LTM. In legacy MAC CEs, the maximum deactivation scope is typically limited to the serving cell, but in LTM, it can extend to all candidate cells. Without clear clarification, this mismatch may result in greater inconsistencies between network and UE interpretations and implementations.
Observation 3: Ambiguity regarding deactivation scope is more notable for LTM candidate TCI states. The mismatch results in greater inconsistencies between network and UE interpretations and implementations.

2.3 Suggested change
Based on discussions with several companies, one consensus is trying to minimize the impact of TCI state reconfiguration as much as possible. If the network reconfigures the TCI state of candidate cell A, the TCI state of any other already activated candidate cell (e.g., cell B) should remain unaffected.
Additionally, if the network reconfigures TCI state ID1 of candidate cell A, the TCI state ID2 of the same cell (if already activated) should also remain unaffected, whenever possible.
For mobility (non-LTM) scenarios, the situation differs. After a handover, the UE’s surrounding candidate cells has changed and may be reconfigured by the network. In this case, maintaining previously activated candidate TCI states is unnecessary, as the UE is unlikely to perform another L3 handover again in the short term (under TCI state activation period). Therefore, it is appropriate to deactivate all candidate TCI states in this scenario.
Proposal 2: For case1 (upon reconfiguration), the granularity of deactivation is at TCI state level. (Only the reconfigured TCI states are deactivated)
Proposal 3: For case2 (upon non-LTM mobility), all candidates TCI states for all candidate cells are deactivated.

TP for proposal 2 and 3 (the same as CR R2-2508486 and R2-2508487)
	[bookmark: _Toc210382522]5.18.36	Candidate Cell TCI States Activation/Deactivation
The network may activate and deactivate the TCI states of LTM candidate cell(s) configured in CandidateTCI-State and CandidateTCI-UL-State by sending the Candidate Cell TCI States Activation/Deactivation MAC CE described in clause 6.1.3.76. The network deactivates the TCI state(s) for one LTM candidate cell by not including the corresponding TCI state ID field(s) in the Candidate Cell TCI States Activation/Deactivation MAC CE. The configuredA candidate cell TCI states is are initially deactivated upon (re-)configuration of it by upper layer (i.e., corresponding TCI state ID is included in ltm-DL-OrJointTCI-StateToAddModList or in ltm-UL-TCI-StateToAddModList)and . All candidate cell TCI states are deactivated after reconfiguration with sync that is not triggered by LTM.



3 Conclusions	
Based on the discussion in section 2, we have the following observations and proposals:
Maybe further updated based on companies views

Observation 1: The specific granularity of deactivation upon reconfiguration (Case 1) is not clearly defined.
Observation 2: The granularity of deactivation upon non-LTM mobility (Case 2) remains unclear and may differ from Case 1.
Proposal 1: Describe deactivation behavior for (i) reconfiguration and (ii) non-LTM mobility separately, with clear granularity for each scenario.
Observation 3: Ambiguity regarding deactivation scope is more notable for LTM candidate TCI states. The mismatch results in greater inconsistencies between network and UE interpretations and implementations.
Proposal 2: For case1 (upon reconfiguration), the granularity of deactivation is at TCI state level. (Only the reconfigured TCI states are deactivated)
Proposal 3: For case2 (upon non-LTM mobility), all candidates TCI states for all candidate cells are deactivated.
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