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1	Introduction
According to the last meeting’s WF [1], it is still open whether to introduce performance requirement for Rel-17 eType II port selection codebook. 
	FFS to define PMI requirement for Rel-17 eType II port selection 



In this contribution, we shared our views on the analysis of whether having such requirement.
2	Discussion
As we know, Rel-17 eType II Port selection codebook can be described as follows:
For a given layer , takes the structure ,  is the number of CSI-RS ports, and  is the number of PMI subbands. 
·  is a layer-common port-selection matrix.
·  is a layer-common frequency domain (FD) compression matrix.
·  is a layer-specific coefficient matrix.
First thing we need to note is that there is no Rel-15 Type II Port Selection codebook requirement, which means that we don’t have baseline requirement to be compared. Then, how to measure the performance and especially how to measure the enhancement on top of previous Type II Port Selection codebook? 
It is important to come up with a proper test metric for this test, which can be the pre-condition of deciding whether to have such requirement. If RAN4 can agree on a fair enough test metric to quantize the enhancement brought by eType II Port Selection codebook, then it is more meaningful to define corresponding requirement. 
Meanwhile, since Rel-17 eType II Port selection has kind of much lower complexity to UE in comparison to previous Type II Port Selection codebook, there is still possibility to consider having requirement for Rel-17 eType II Port Selection codebook. 
The most significant and decisive aspect is how to design the test. It is obvious that the network will get involved into the process of Rel-17 eType II Port Selection codebook, for example:
The first two steps are totally network related behavior:
· Step 1: gNB estimates angles and delays to dominant clusters
· Step 2: For each selected cluster, gNB beamforms two CSI-RS ports (one per pol.) with delay pre-compensation
Thus, we can say that half of the performance of eType II Port Selection codebook should be counted on network related behaviors.
What’s worse, those network related behaviors will be entirely counted on TE implementations, which can be kind of different between different TE vendors. 
However, if the network involvement can be reduced to a certain level, and RAN4 can reach a much more simplified test procedure, for example: reuse most of the parameter configurations for Rel-16 Type II codebook and test it under the SU-MIMO condition, then we see a chance to bring this requirement up in the work scope in Rel-17.
To sum up, whether to introduce such requirement is open for further discussion. And, if RAN4 can reach an agreement on a simplified way of designing the test, i.e., TE schedules precoder based only on the PMI feedback, then we think we are positive on considering such requirement. 
Proposal 1: Consider defining PMI requirement for Rel-17 eType II port selection only if RAN4 can reach an agreement on a simplified way of testing with SU-MIMO test set-up, otherwise not to define requirement. 
3	Summary
In summary, we shared our views on left open issues for eType II port selection codebook. Here, we summarize our proposals:
Proposal 1: Consider defining PMI requirement for Rel-17 eType II port selection only if RAN4 can reach an agreement on a simplified way of testing with SU-MIMO test set-up, otherwise not to define requirement. 
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