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1 Introduction

This WF captures the agreements for the discussion carried out in the study on AI/ML.
2 Agreements
2.1 General Issues 

2.1.1 Agreements in main session:
Issue 1-2: Generalization goals

Agreement: 

· Verify whether the performance gain/minimum level of performance of AI/ML functionality/model can be achieved/maintain under the identified scenarios and/or configurations, while the performance won’t be significantly degraded in other scenarios and/or configurations

· FFS on details about the scenarios and/or configurations for test and the corresponding AI/ML models/functionality

· FFS on what the minimum level performance for each identified scenario and/or configuration is

· FFS on what the significant degradation for other scenarios and/or configurations is

Issue 1-3: Handling of generalization in tests
Agreement: 

· Take the modified Option 1 as the baseline
· Modified Option 1: Signaling based LCM procedures and performance monitoring are considered in dedicated test cases and are excluded in tests verifying generalization. RAN4 may define multiple tests with different conditions. In each of the test, TE configures the same specified UE configuration, and therefore the same specified UE configuration is tested under different conditions to verify it’s generalizability. (environment differs in each test but not changing dynamically during the test)

· Specified UE configuration includes functionality and/or model ID if defined.

· FFS on Option 2

· In Option 2, change the same model ID to “the same specified UE configuration, which includes functionality and/or model ID if defined

2.2 Specific issues related to use cases for AI/ML
2.2.1 Agreements in main session:

Issue 2-1: Metrics/KPIs for CSI requirements/tests
· Proposals

· Option 1: Throughput/relative throughput

· Option 2: SGCS, NMSE

· Option 3: CSI prediction accuracy

Agreement:

· For Metrics/KPIs for CSI requirements/tests, use Option 1 as baseline
· For Option 3, further discuss the feasibility to define the CSI prediction accuracy in the WI phase.
· FFS for monitoring metrics

Issue 2-2: Metrics/KPIs for Beam prediction requirements/tests
· Proposals

· Option 1: further downselect one/more of the above

· Option 2: document all the above in the TR as possible metrics

· Option 3: add other metrics?

Agreement: 

· Use option 2 as baseline to prepare TP.

Issue 2-3: Metrics/KPIs for positioning requirements/tests

· Proposals

· Option 1: ground truth vs. reported location

· Option 2: CIR/PDP, channel estimation accuracy

· Option 3: ToA, RSTD and RSRP, and RSRPP

· Option 4: others (e.g., intermediate KPIs, LoS/NLoS)/combinations of the above

Agreement: 

· Prepare TP to capture the agreed options for metrics in the previous meetings

2.3 Interoperability and Testing Aspects
2.3.1 Agreements in ad-hoc session
Issue 3-1: Test encoder/decoder option 4

Agreement: 

· Who builds the decoder? 

·  TE vendor should be able to develop  the decoder just based on the specifications 
· FFS what needs to be specified, RAN4 might specify some high level parameters for the decoder (e.g. parameters related to processing complexity, model structure, etc)

· FFS exactly which parameters are needed
· Test repeatability should be ensured (variation among TE vendor implementations should be bound)

· Other vendors should also be able to develop such a decoder and which can deliver similar performance within the same bounds as with TE vendors
· FFS how similar the performance has to be among possible implementations

Companies are invited to bring further inputs for the following questions:

· Is there a standardized data set for this decoder? 

· Will decoder be shared with DUT vendors and infra vendors?
Test encoder/decoder options table

Issue 3-2: Test encoder/decoder options comparison table

Agreements:
For all options RAN4 might specify some high level parameters for the decoder (e.g. parameters related to processing complexity, model structure, etc)


FFS exactly which parameters are needed
Table with comparison of different testing options for two-sided CSI feedback 

	 
	Option 1: DUT provides decoder
	Option 2: Decoder not from DUT and Spec
	Option 3: Full decoder specification in standard
	Option 4: partially specified decoder

	Clarification of options

	Source of the test decoder 
	 DUT vendor


	Decoder vendor (infra vendor in case of testing UEs) 
	 RAN4 specifications
	 TE vendor, decoder developed based on RAN4 specifications

	Source of decoder training data 
	Up to DUT vendor (no need to be specified)
	Up to decoder implementer (infra vendor) 

FFS whether coordination with encoder vendor is required
	Not needed, decoder fully specified  (used as part of the RAN4 procedure to specify the decoder)
	

	DUT vendor knowledge of the test decoder
	Full knowledge


	No or partial or enough or full knowledge based on alignment with infra vendors or specifications 
	Full knowledge based on the specifications
	Partial knowledge – based on the RAN4 specification

	Supported training collaboration type between DUT and decoder provider  (source of training data should be consistent with the collaboration type)
	
	
	
	

	Test decoder performance verification procedure at TE and/or DUT
	
	
	
	

	Feasibility of test decoder verification procedure
	
	
	
	

	Number of test per test configuration/setup (propagation condition, CSI configuration etc excluding decoder/network side model configuration)
	
	
	
	

	

	Reflection on the real deployment (knowledge of model, training type, etc.)
	1. 
	
	
	

	TE requirements to deploy the decoder (e.g. training, complexity, interoperability)
	1. 
	1. 
	
	

	Specification Effort (e.g. test decoder)
	
	
	
	

	Confidentiality/ IP issues
	
	
	
	

	Applicability to different scenarios/conditions/ configurations
	
	
	
	

	Complexity of actual testing procedure for the ecosystem
	
	
	
	

	Friendly to STOA(state of the art) model test / Forward compatibility when new AI models are invented
	
	
	
	

	Relationship with reference decoder/encoder for defining requirement
	
	
	
	

	Whether model transfer/delivery is needed during the test procedure
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