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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we are going to discuss following two issues from last meeting.
· Issue 1-1: Post deployment testing options
· Issue 1-3: Testing environment/framework
2	Discussion
2.1 Issue 1-1: Post deployment testing options
	[bookmark: _Hlk165965163]Issue 1-1: Post deployment testing options:
· Proposals
· Option 1: Add Option 3 (R4-240495 – vivo)
Option 3: Define the test to verify the performance validation together with model transfer/update 
· validation scheme can be designed by RAN1
· Option 2: Add Option 4 (R4-2405737 – Nokia)
Option 4: RAN4 to test the procedure when updated/new model/functionality stays inactive in the device before is has passed assessment/verification and can substitute currently active model/functionality.
· Option 3: include some mandatory fallback (e.g. to a “baseline” model or older model already tested/validate) as an option
· Option 4: As a further option relating to post deployment testing, consider the possibility of capturing model input during testing for later testing of new models: Capture model input during conformance testing for later testing of new models. (FFS the captured data needs to be held completely by the UE vendor) (Ericsson – R4-2405610)
· Option 5: others
· Recommended WF
All options need to be discussed



In our understanding,
· Doing conformance test for all potential models/updates before deployment would require significant efforts and sometimes even impossible.
· Major model update or new model release need to pass conformance test before loading to devices to ensure the performance meeting requirements. But for minor update or fine-tuning, the performance could be guaranteed by device vendors via sufficient offline tests before loading to devices. The loading procedure may relate to model transfer/update, which is still under discussion in other WGs. Whether and how to define test on this aspect can wait for more explicit progress.
· Either conformance test or offline test, it still belongs to pre-deployment. Anyway we need a mechanism to check how the functionality/model actually operates in the field. This is our understanding of post-deployment handling. Although monitoring procedure is not fully specified currently, but we think it is definitely an indispensable feature of AI/ML functionality. Effective monitoring can provide timely reaction when deployed condition varies in the field to avoid severe performance degradation. 
· To ensure the reliability of offline tests, building a testing dataset could be a potential solution, e.g., option 4 in the proposal. it is suggested to consider the possibility of building a public testing database for device vendors, which can be used for model performance testing. The source and the composition of the testing database could be further discussed.
Proposal 1: Consider effective performance monitoring for post-deployment handling of minor model update or fine-tuning.
Proposal 2: Whether and how to define test on model transfer/update shall wait for more explicit progress from other WGs.
Proposal 3: Suggest to discuss potential solutions for offline performance tests conducted inside vendor.
2.2 Issue 1-3: Testing environment/framework
	Issue 1-3: Testing environment/framework
Agreement: 
· Both static and non-static scenarios/configurations could be needed for AI testing
· RAN4 will further discuss how to use them case by case
· FFS whether to use static scenarios/configurations as baseline.
· Refine the definitions of static and non-static scenarios/configurations based on two bullets below
· Static: channel model and SNR settings are fixed and do not change over the test, specific channel realizations may be dynamic
· Non-static: Non-static scenarios/configuration can be further considered in application to use cases. The details of models are FFS and may include non-stationary SNR and other conditions.



In last meeting, the issue of using static and non-static scenarios/configurations has been discussed with above agreements. There is a FFS left on how to use them for each case. In this section, we provide our initial views on this aspect, which are summarized in following table.
Table 1 Initial views on static/non-static conditions for different use cases and tests
	Use case
	Performance test
	LCM test
	Generalization test

	CSI compression
	· Static in terms of test parameters as legacy PMI reporting test
· For CSI prediction, a larger maximum doppler frequency and LOS path could be considered in propagation condition
	Three aspects in general:
· Monitoring test: the main body is measurement and reporting
· Decision-making: up to vendor implementation (may not be a part of RAN4 test)
· Management: the main body is signaling procedure

Observation:
Following the understanding above, LCM test seems to be  irrelevant to static/non-static conditions. But, non-static conditions that would induce significant performance fluctuation could be introduced to trigger model switch/fallback/deactivation.
	· The test procedure is same as that of performance test
· Be non-static in terms of some key aspects (generalization evaluations in TR38.843 can be starting point)
· How to introduce non-static conditions in the test is FFS:
· Alt 1: randomly change (feasibility on TE side needs clarification)
· Alt 2: sequentially change in predefined order (difference compared to splitting into individual static test requires clarification)

	CSI prediction
	
	
	

	BM-case 1
	· Static in terms of test parameters as legacy L1-RSRP measurement test other than propagation conditions
· Non-static for propagation conditions to emulate different beams and UE movement
	
	

	BM-case 2
	
	
	

	AI-based positioning
	Waiting for more RAN1/RAN2 progress
	
	


Proposal 4: Some initial views on static/non-static conditions for different use cases and tests are presented in table 1.
Conclusion
In this contribution, the issues of post deployment testing and static/non-static testing conditions are discussed with following proposal:
Proposal 1: Consider effective performance monitoring for post-deployment handling of minor model update or fine-tuning.

Proposal 2: Whether and how to define test on model transfer/update shall wait for more explicit progress from other WGs.

Proposal 3: Suggest to discuss potential solutions for offline performance tests conducted inside vendor.
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