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1 Introduction

This WF captures the agreements for the discussion carried out on AI/ML under the [111][133]NR_AIML_air thread.
2 Agreements
2.1 General Issues 

2.1.1 Agreements in main session:
Issue 1-1: Post deployment testing
Interested companies are invited to bring analysis on the feasibility of the options proposed so far.
Issue 1-4:  Inference latency handling
Agreement: 

· Use the following as the starting point
· Inference latency can be implicitly captured in the delay of corresponding procedures (e.g. reporting delay) and/or performance requirements.
· Inference latency is part of delay of the corresponding procedure and no separate requirement will be specified for inference latency.
· Check the above bullets based on per use case, and if other WGs define the inference latency, RAN4 can revisit the above bullets.
Issue 1-5: LCM Requirements 

Agreement:

· RAN4 considers defining RRM requirements for LCM procedures based on the specific use cases (beam management and positioning), and candidates are:
· identification
· selection
· activation
· deactivation
· switching
· fallback to non-AI operation
· performance monitoring
· Others are not precluded
Issue 1-6: Legacy RRM requirements handling
Agreement: 

· UE shall meet all legacy RRM requirements (non-AI/ML) even during the AI/ML operation mode.
2.2 Testability and interoperability issues for beam management
2.2.1 Agreements in main session:
Issue 2-3: Reported measurements and ground truth
Agreement:

· The ground truth for the predicted RSRP is the ideal measurement of RSRP on the predicted Tx beam

· In RAN4, the ground truth is the approximate as the reported RSRP measurement under the certain SNR on the predicted Tx beam

· FFS on SNR level to ensure that SNR is high enough for sufficient accuracy of reported RSRP

· FFS on impact of multiple-AoA test setup

· FFS on the channel condition

· FFS on whether the ground truth will be changing or not

· Other solutions are not precluded

2.2.2 Agreements in ad-hoc session (R4-2401571)
Issue 2-5: Test setup needs
Agreement:
maximum number of set B Tx beams that test system should be able to emulate: [8-16]
maximum number of set A Tx beams that test system should be able to emulate:  [64-128] 
FFS on AoAs
UE rotation during the test: FFS
UE rotation/repositioning between different tests: Yes
Issue 2-6:
Datasets for training/testing
Agreement:
· Vendors may take into account the test environment/conditions defined by RAN4 when training the UE 
· sufficient test environment/conditions should be defined to enable vendors to create the data needed for training
· FFS on proposals to augment training data to avoid overfitting of UE models to the test environment
· RAN4 to strive to make the test conditions similar to field deployment conditions
2.3 Testability and interoperability issues for positioning accuracy enhancement

2.3.1 Agreements in ad-hoc session (R4-2401571)
Issue 3-2: Requirements for case 2a
Agreement:
No requirements on LMF for positioning accuracy
FFS on RAN4 requirements for any UE reported measurements defined by other groups
Issue 3-3: Requirements for case 2b
Agreement:

No requirements on LMF for positioning accuracy

FFS on RAN4 requirements for any UE reported measurements defined by other groups

2.4 Testability and interoperability issues for CSI compression and CSI prediction

2.4.1 Agreements in ad-hoc session (R4-2401571)
Issue 4-1: Reference encoder/decoder
Agreement:
Reference encoder:
The reference encoder is used in RAN4 discussions at least for simulation alignment/requirement derivation, test decoder derivation and/or test decoder verification. It could be documented (in TR, WF, etc) or captured in the specifications as necessary.

Reference decoder:
The reference decoder is used in RAN4 discussions at least for simulation alignment/requirement derivation and/or verification of the decoder implemented by the TE. It could be documented (in TR, WF, etc) or captured in the specifications as necessary.

For option 3, for each test, a test decoder needs to be captured in the specs, a reference encoder might be needed to derive the test decoder and/or requirements and/or to validate the test decoder implementation in the TE. the same decoder might be used in multiple tests or each test could have a difference decoder.

In option 3 the Reference decoder is the test decoder.
For option 4, there might be a need to have reference encoder and/or reference decoder
2.4.2 Other Agreements
2.4.2.1 Agreements about the parameters used in the simulations for checking the feasibility of testing options for CSI compression and prediction:
Agreement:
Parameters agreed are just for the feasibility study of testing options. 
If/when RAN4 discusses requirement definition, RAN4 will define a new test decoder which may or may not reuse any of the parameters agreed in the feasibility study.
2.4.2.2 Agreements regarding the process for checking the feasibility of deriving a test decoder for Option 3
The following options were discussed:
Test decoder derivation procedure:
Option 1

companies bring encoder + decoder set based on agreed parameters. RAN4 chooses one of the decoders and interested companies further check if an encoder can be trained with this decoder to obtain similar performance/complexity (or other evaluation criteria)
Option 2
companies bring training data for encoder + decoder pair, interested companies train an encoder + decoder pair based on the aggregated dataset from all companies to check decoder derivation feasibility and performance/complexity (or other evaluation criteria)
RAN4 agrees to work on option 1.
Interested companies are invited to bring further feasibility analysis for Option 2 
2.4.2.3 Simulation parameters for Option 3 feasibility study

