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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
This email discussion summary covers the contributions submitted under the following AI:
· 4.5.2	RRM performance requirements
· 4.5.2.1	General (test configurations, side condition and etc)
· 4.5.2.2	Test cases for unified TCI state switching
· 4.5.2.3	Test cases for L1-RSRP measurement on cells with different PCI
· 4.5.2.4	Test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round: 
· 1st round: Discuss the open issues and conclude. Agree on some draft CRs if possible. 
· 2nd round: According to the 1st round discussion, strive to agree on draft CRs.

It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Samsung (Moderator)
	Yanze Fu
	yanze.fu@samsung.com

	Ericsson
	Venkat
	Venkatarao.gonuguntla@ericsson.com

	Apple
	Manasa Raghavan
	Manasa.raghavan[AT]apple.com

	Huawei
	Hong Li
	no.li@huawei.com

	MediaTek
	ChihKai Yang
	ck.yang@mediatek.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
Topic #1: Test cases for unified TCI state switching
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2216364
	vivo
	Observation 1  It can be inferred from TS 38.213 that if pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17 is not configured, it would mean PL RS is ‘included in’ UL TCI, and the corresponding source RS of UL TCI should be DL RS, and can be used as pathloss RS.
Proposal 1  RAN4 assumes that source RS of UL TCI can be used as pathloss RS if pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17 is not configured. Therefore, do not explicitly configure pathloss RS in joint TCI case and UL TCI test case.
Proposal 2  RAN4 design test cases for unified TCI by configuring that PL RS of target TCI is not QCL-D with the any PL RS of the TCI in the currently activated TCI list.
Proposal 3  RAN4 may clarify in Note 4 of A.3.16.A.2-1 by adding the following sentence. ‘The TCI state of the TRS is the same as TCI.state.1 except that the additionalPCI field is also configured with PCI 0.’ In this case, no need to introduce a new TRS configuration or new TCI configuration.
Proposal 4  Prefer not to provide RRC configuration of the cell of additional PCI in the test cases since they are not actually used by UE.
Proposal 5  No need to specify “90%” threshold for the rate of correct events in the unified TCI state switching test case.

	R4-2216365
	vivo
	Draft CR on test case for DL TCI state switching for Cell with different PCI in FR2 NR-SA

	R4-2215745
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: For PL-RS configuration in joint TCI test case, prefer not to configure pathloss RS.
Proposal 2: In the test cases, only define the test cases for PL-RS is not maintained. For the test setup, configure a new RS as PL-RS, it is a “not maintained PL-RS”.

	R4-2215766
	MediaTek Inc.
	Draft CR on TC for joint unified TCI state switching in FR2 NR SA

	R4-2216822
	Ericsson
	CR on maintenance of UL TCI state switching of FR2 PCell



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: Pathloss RS configuration
Issue 1-1-1: Pathloss RS configuration in joint TCI test case
· Proposals
· Option 1 (vivo)
· RAN4 assumes that source RS of UL TCI can be used as pathloss RS if pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17 is not configured. Therefore, do not explicitly configure pathloss RS in joint TCI case and UL TCI test case. 
· Option 1a (Samsung)
· For PL-RS configuration in joint TCI test case, prefer not to configure pathloss RS. 
· Option 2 (MTK (CR-2215766))
· PL-RS is configured. UE should maintain PL-RS before and after TCI state switch in the test. 
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We think some of the test cases are already defined with maintained and some are defined with non-maintained. We think even for proposal 1 and 2, we need to discuss if the PL-RS is maintained or not.  

	vivo
	Support option 1. 
Not sure what does it mean by ‘not to configure pathloss RS’ in option 1a. If it means that the optional IE pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17 is absent, then we are also OK to option 1a.
For option 2, not sure what does it mean by ‘PL-RS is configured’. Does it mean ‘pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17’ present in UL TCI or joint TCI? Or it means PL-RS inferred by UL TCI, i.e. implicit configuration, is also included?

	Apple
	We support option 2, to configure PL-RS and is part of the Joint active TCI list, so it is measured and maintained before the Joint TCI switch. We are not sure what is the purpose of not configuring PL-RS in the testcase.

	Huawei
	PL-RS in joint/UL TCI state can be either explicitly configured or implicitly indicated (same as QCL-typeD source RS). We prefer that PL-RS in joint/UL TCI state is explicitly configured.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below. It is suggested to continue the discussion. 

	Samsung
	To Ericsson: to my understanding, there were 6 test cases in bigCR agreed in last meeting. All two TCs for UL TCI is defined as PL-RS is not maintained. For two Joint TCI test cases, there is no decision. So in the WF(2214483) in last meeting, it is still open
Pathloss RS configuration in joint TCI test case
· Option 1: Pathloss RS is maintained
· Option 2: Do not configure pathloss RS in joint TCI case
In our understanding, PL-RS can be not configured in jointTCI. If it is not configured, and use the same principle in UL TCI test case, which PL-RS is not maintained.
But we can accept PL-RS is explicitly configured but it is not maintained. 

	MediaTek
	Prefer option 2. Prefer to explicitly configure PL-RS in the joint/UL TCI state and the PL-RS is maintained to reduce the test time (note: non-maintained case is already tested in UL TCI.).

	Apple2
	As we commented in the GTW, we should explicitly configure the PL-RS in the test case for all UL and joint TCI state switch, since we are testing the TCI state switch/ PL-RS switch functionality and not fallback procedures if it is optionally not configured. 



GTW on Oct 11:
Discussion:
Huawei: we support to configure the PLRS explicitly for joint TCI state swiching and UL TCI state test cases.
Apple: we also prefer to configure explicitly. PLRS is configured but whether it is maintained or not defpends on the test cases.
Samsung: in joint TCI test cases since the PLRS can be option al field we prefer not to configure it. Use the same principle in the UL test cases where the PLRS is not maintained.
Vivo: in the last meeting there was one LS sent to RAN1 about what the cases are if the PLRS is not configured. We should revisit this one after RAN1 feedback.
Nokia: we have similar view as vivo.
Ericsson: when the PLRS is not configured explicitly the source could be the PLRS. It is typical case and we should test it. We could wait for RAN1 feedback and come back to it.
Apple: in our understanding the LS was about clarifying the active UL TCI state list and the relation of maintaining PLRS. It is a different issue. We need to check further on the RAN1 spec about default behaviour when PLRS is not configured. We should focus on the switching itself in the test cases in stead of testing the fall back behaviours.
Ericsson: in other WI, RAN1 spec mentions that the default behaviour is to use the source RS as the PLRS. We could reuse.
Huawei: we agree with Apple that the tests are for TCI state switching but not to verify the default behaviour.

Issue 1-1-2: How to define PL-RS of target TCI?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (vivo)
· RAN4 design test cases for unified TCI by configuring that PL RS of target TCI is not QCL-D with the any PL RS of the TCI in the currently activated TCI list. 
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	If it is QCL-D, does it guarantee PL-RS maintained or not-maintained. We do not understand the impact of this proposal.

	Vivo
	Support option 1. 
We support to ‘only define test case when PL-RS is not maintained’. If it is neither the same RS as nor QCL-D to the source RS of target TCI, we think it would ensure that UE will not maintain the PL-RS before TCI switching.

	Apple
	Could proponents please clarify of this is for Joint TCI or UL TCI state switch? For eparate UL TCI we agreed on tet case with PL-RS not maintained, so the target TCI state should be known but not in the active UL TCI list. 

	Huawei
	There are two TCI states configured in the test, and the two TCI states need to be included in TCI state list by RRC signaling. And the active TCI state list is indicated by MAC-CE command. It is not clear for us why the QCL relations between PL-RSs of the TCI states in active TCI state list need to be clarified. Whether PL-RS is maintained or not does not depend on the QCL relations.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below. It is suggested to continue the discussion. 

	Samsung
	We don’t understand how this option to affect the test cases. Could vivo explain it more for how to modify current TCs?

	vivo2
	To Samsung, if option 1 is agreeable then in A.5.5.11.2.1.2, the following can be removed. Two SSB are not QCL-D with each other, and UE is assumed not maintaining Pathloss RS of SSB#1 before the TCI is switched.
[image: ]
No revision is needed for A.7.5.13.2.1

	MediaTek
	Still unclear what is the relation between the removed sentence and the proposal. Besides, why we only need to remove the sentence in A.5.5.11.2.1.2 but not in A.7.5.13.2.1 (both are UL TCI state switch).

	Apple2
	The PL-RS maintained condition depends on whether the target PL-RS is in active Joint/UL list. We don’t think the QCL-Type D determines maintained or not maintained. 



GTW on Oct 11:
Discussion:
Vivo: we should specify the TC when the PLRS is not maintained. Which means that the PLRS is not QCL-ed type D with any RS that is within the active TCI state list.
Nokia: this also the discussion point in core discussion. How to specify the definition of maintained PLRS has impact on the delay requirements. We need to go to core discussion first.
Huawei: whether it is maintained or not has nothing to do with the delay. When there are over 4 RS configured the UE could not maintain all of them.
Apple: we agree with Huawei. If the PLRS is in the active TCI state list, the UE is expected to maintain the PLRS. We sent an LS to RAN1 to ask about the correct behaviour if the number is over 4.
Vivo: to clarify, why do we need to configure more than 4 RS in the test cases.
Nokia: we do not have TCI state list for UL. We can have up to 4 tracked by the UE according to RAN1 agreement. It is ok to wait for the reply.
Apple: in the unified TCI state framework in R17, we have UL TCI state/joint TCI state list. We don’t need to configure more than 2 RS in the list if we assume the PLRS is maintained.
Nokia: we don’t have a clear agreement if the UE tracks the timing on the RS in the list.

Issue 1-1-3: How to configure maintained PL-RS / NOT maintained PL-RS in the test case
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Samsung)
· In the test cases, only define the test cases for PL-RS is not maintained. For the test setup, configure a new RS as PL-RS, it is a “not maintained PL-RS”.
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We already defined test cases for both maintained and non-maintained. Not sure why we need to discuss this now. 

	vivo
	Support option 1.

	Apple
	We have agreement in previous meetings that PL-RS is maintained for joint TCI state switch test and not maintained for separate UL TCI state switch test. In both cases the PL-RS should be known ie configured for L1-RSRP measurement. In case of maintained PL-RS it is in active UL TCI state list and in case of not-maintained, it is not in active UL TCI state list. 

	Huawei
	Whether to maintain PL-RS is up to UE implementation, which cannot be configured.

	Samsung
	To Ericsson and Apple: to my understanding, there were 6 test cases in bigCR agreed in last meeting. It is agreed all two TCs for UL TCI is defined as PL-RS is not maintained. For two Joint TCI test cases, there is no decision. So in the WF(2214483) in last meeting, it is still open
In addition, for joint TCI test cases in A.7.5.13 &A.5.5.11
Editor note’s: FFS whether the CSi-RS #0 is “maintained” or “not configured”
Please correct if my misunderstanding.

How to configure maintained PL-RS / NOT maintained PL-RS in the test case
· Proposal 1: If an original PL-RS is configured, it is a maintained PL-RS; If a new RS is configured as PL-RS, it is a “not maintained PL-RS”
· Proposal 2: Whether to maintain PL-RS is up to UE implementation. The value of delay in test requirement can be calculated based on the worst case.
· Proposal 3: Before sending the TCI switch command, UE is expected to measure on the active TCI list and maintain the PL-RS.
· Proposal 4: For non-maintain PL-RS, PL-RS is configured in TCI state and TCI state is unknown.
For this open issue in last meeting, firstly, we support PL-RS is not maintained in all test cases (UL TCI TCs have been already agreed). And in the test setup, configure a new RS as PL-RS , it is PL-RS is not maintained. 

	Apple2
	Thanks, Samsung, for the clarification.
We are fine to configure PL-RS as not maintained for all Joint and Ul TCI switch test cases. If only 1 active TCI state is configured, and with TCI switch a new TCI state and new PL-RS is activated, then it would be PL-RS not maintained. The PL-RS and RS in UL/Joint TCI state should be the same or QCL Type D with each other, and the target UL /joint TCI should be configured for L1 measurement to ensure known state.  



Sub-topic 1-2: Additional PCI related configuration
Issue 1-2-1: TRS configuration for cell with different PCI in the test case
· Proposals
· Option 1 (vivo)
· RAN4 may clarify in Note 4 of A.3.16.A.2-1 by adding the following sentence. ‘The TCI state of the TRS is the same as TCI.state.1 except that the additionalPCI field is also configured with PCI 0.’ In this case, no need to introduce a new TRS configuration or new TCI configuration.
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	vivo
	Support option 1.

	Huawei
	New TRS configuration is needed for indicating that the TRS in DL TCI state associated with additional PCI is QCL-typeD to a SSB with the same additional PCI.

	
	



Issue 1-2-2: Whether to provide RRC configuration of the cell of additional PCI?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (vivo)
· Prefer not to provide RRC configuration of the cell of additional PCI in the test cases since they are not actually used by UE.
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	vivo
	Support option 1.

	Apple
	Not sure what this proposal intends. The necessary information for cell with additional PCI should be provided as part of serving cell RRC configuration. 

	Samsung
	We don’t understand what is the modification in the test cases. Could vivo explain more?

	vivo2
	To Samsung, at least the Cell 3 in table A.5.5.11.3.1.1-3 can be removed. Configuration of Cell 3 is not provided in the other test cases when cell with different PCI is considered.
[image: ]

	MediaTek
	We prefer to keep it as it is. Because this case is for TCI state switch which means UE will receive the signals from the cell 3. 

	Apple2
	Thanks Vivo for the clarification. Perhaps we need some update to the Cell 3 parameters, we only configure the ones necessary for the test/ Additional PCI setting, others can be set as N/A.



Sub-topic 1-3: Others
Issue 1-3-1: The rate of correct events for unified TCI state switching test case
· Proposals
· Option 1 (MTK (CR-2215766))
· Specify “The rate of correct events observed during repeated tests shall be at least [90]%” in the unified TCI state switching test case. 
· Option 2 (vivo)
· No need to specify “90%” threshold for the rate of correct events in the unified TCI state switching test case. 
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We are fine with option 1 as we are defining this for most of the test cases.

	vivo
	We prefer option 2. 
We prefer to keep consistence with legacy TCI state switching related test cases. 

	Apple
	Support option 1. We see that in Rel-15/16 requirements there is an inconsistency – the UL spatial relation info switch test cases have “ The rate of correct events observed during repeated tests shall be at least 90%.”, where as the Active DL TCI state switching cases done. In our understanding both should have this and we can bring CRs in next meeting to make it consistent for Rel-15/16/17 test requirements. 


	Huawei
	Option 1.
“90% rate of correct events during repeated tests” shall be specified for all the RRM test cases.

	Samsung
	We think the reason why 90% in introduced in some of RRM test cases is because in A.2
“The statistical nature depends on the type of requirement. Some have large statistical variations, while others are not statistical in nature at all. When testing a parameter with a statistical nature, a confidence level is set. This establishes the probability that a DUT passing the test actually meets the requirements and determines how many times a test has to be repeated and what the pass and fail criteria are. Those aspects are not covered by TS 38.133. The details of the tests on how many times to run it and how to establish confidence in the tests are described in TS 38.533 [5]. This Annex establishes the variable to be used in the test and whether it can be viewed as statistical in nature or not.
All have in common that the UE is required to perform an action observable in higher layers (e.g. camp on the correct cell) within a certain time after a specific event (e.g. when a new strong pilot or reference signal appears). The delay time is statistical in nature for several reasons, among others that several of the measurements are performed by the UE in a fading radio environment.
The variations make a strict limit unsuitable for a test. Instead there is a condition set for a correct action by the UE, e.g. that the UE shall camp on the correct cell within X seconds. Then the rate of correct events is observed during repeated tests and a limit is set on the rate of correct events, usually 90% correct events are required. How the limit is applied in the test depends on the confidence required, further detailed are in TS 38.533 [5].”

For most RRM tests, some evaluation such as RSRP or fading environment, it needs the rate of correct events. But for TCI state switching, there is few variation. We think it is fine to not add the rate. 
But if all companies agree to add it and also R15/16 cases, we can accept adding it to make consistent with all cases. 


	MediaTek
	Support option 1 since it has been defined in R16 spatial relation TC.



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Please add comments in tables in 1.2
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2216365
vivo
	Moderator: DraftCR, correction to A.7.5.13.3 (NR SA + FR2 + Cell with different PCI;	DL TCI )

	
	Company AEricsson: OK

	
	Company BHuawei: the changes for TCI and TRS configuration are not correct.

	R4-2215766
MediaTek Inc.
	Moderator: DraftCR, correction to A.7.5.13.1 (NR SA + FR2 + Serving Cell;	Joint TCI)

	
	Company AEricsson: OK

	
	Company Bvivo: Pending on above issues.

	R4-2216822
Ericsson
	Moderator: CR, correction to A.7.5.13.2 (NR SA + FR2 + Serving Cell; UL TCI)

	
	Company Avivo: OK

	
	Company B



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Issue 1-1-1: Pathloss RS configuration in joint TCI test case
	7 Companies provides comments in 1st email discussion and GTW discussion. 
Tentative agreements: N/A
Candidate options:
In the email discussion and GTW discussion, the candidate options can be reorganized as:
Option 1: RAN4 assumes that source RS of UL TCI can be used as pathloss RS if pathlossReferenceRS-Id-r17 is not configured. Therefore, do not explicitly configure pathloss RS in joint TCI case and UL TCI test case. (vivo)
Option 2: Configure the PLRS explicitly for joint TCI state swiching and UL TCI state test cases (Huawei, Apple, MTK)
Option 3: Wait for RAN1 feedback for LS (vivo, Nokia, Ericsson)

For the issues 1-1-1-b whether PL-RS is maintained or not maintained:
Option 1: Pathloss RS is maintained in joint TCI test case (MTK)
Option 2: Pathloss RS is not maintained in joint TCI test case (Samsung, Apple)

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion

	Issue 1-1-2: How to define PL-RS of target TCI?
	7 Companies provides comments in 1st email discussion and GTW discussion. 
· Option 1 (vivo)
· RAN4 design test cases for unified TCI by configuring that PL RS of target TCI is not QCL-D with the any PL RS of the TCI in the currently activated TCI list. 
Tentative agreements: N/A
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion. Companies still have unclear and concern on option 1 and vivo provides the potential spec impact if option 1 is agreeable. Please keep further discussion.

	Issue 1-1-3: How to configure maintained PL-RS / NOT maintained PL-RS in the test case
	5 companies provides comments in 1st discussion.
Tentative agreements: N/A
Candidate options:
Option 1: In the test cases, only define the test cases for PL-RS is not maintained. For the test setup, configure a new RS as PL-RS, it is a “not maintained PL-RS”. (Samsung, vivo)
Option 2:  Whether to maintain PL-RS is up to UE implementation, which cannot be configured (Huawei)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion.

	Issue 1-2-1: TRS configuration for cell with different PCI in the test case
	Only two companies provide comments in 1st round. 
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (vivo)
· RAN4 may clarify in Note 4 of A.3.16.A.2-1 by adding the following sentence. ‘The TCI state of the TRS is the same as TCI.state.1 except that the additionalPCI field is also configured with PCI 0.’ In this case, no need to introduce a new TRS configuration or new TCI configuration.
· Option 2 (Huawei)
·  New TRS configuration is needed for indicating that the TRS in DL TCI state associated with additional PCI is QCL-typeD to a SSB with the same additional PCI.
Tentative agreements: N/A
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Companies are encouraged to provide more comments.

	Issue 1-2-2: Whether to provide RRC configuration of the cell of additional PCI?
	4 companies provide comments in 1st round. 
· Option 1 (vivo)
· Prefer not to provide RRC configuration of the cell of additional PCI in the test cases since they are not actually used by UE.
vivo proposed option 1 and explained example of spec impact. Apple/Samsung/MTK have concern on it. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
From moderator’s perspective, could we stop discussion in 2nd round and vivo bring such CR in next meeting to discussion? 

	Issue 1-3-1: The rate of correct events for unified TCI state switching test case

	6 companies provide comments in 1st round. 
· Option 1 (MTK, Ericsson, Apple, Huawei, Samsung)
· Specify “The rate of correct events observed during repeated tests shall be at least [90]%” in the unified TCI state switching test case. 
· Option 2 (vivo, Samsung)
· No need to specify “90%” threshold for the rate of correct events in the unified TCI state switching test case. 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If no strong objection of option 1, could we agree option 1 based on majority views?




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)


Topic #2: Test cases for L1-RSRP measurement on cells with different PCI
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2215974
	Samsung
	Draft CR on TC of L1-RSRP measurement on cells with different PCI

	R4-2216366
	vivo
	Draft CR on test case for L1-RSRP measurement procedure in FR1 NR-SA



Open issues summary
No.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
No.
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2215974
Samsung
	Moderator: DraftCR, correction to A.6.6.4.6 (NR SA + FR1)

	
	Company AEricsson: OK

	
	Company Bvivo: Need more discussion.
The understanding of 600ms+40ms+80slot can be the following for 15kHz SCS case:
600ms: SSB identification time
80 slot: L1-RSRP measurement time
40ms: margin for L1 reporting. 
The understanding of 600ms+40ms+80slot can be the following for 30kHz SCS case:
600ms: SSB identification time
80 slot + 20ms: L1-RSRP measurement time (totally 60ms)
20ms: margin for L1 reporting. 
Samsung: To vivo:
we think 660ms=600ms+60ms. For L1, how 40ms is calculated. When DRX on, there is 1.5x scaling. 
In legacy tests, we think there is also mistake. In A.6.6.4.1(no DRX) and A.6.6.4.2(DRX), the requirements are both 640ms. It is not aligned with the formula in core part. 
Vivo2: To Samsung:
As we explain above, for the 15kHz SCS case, 60ms is shorter than L1 reporting period, which is 80 slots, i.e 80ms.
If revision is needed, we prefer to use ‘40 slots’ instead of ‘20ms’, so as to keep consistent with the 15kHz SCS case. Keeping consistent with R15/R16 is also important.

	R4-2216366
vivo
	Moderator: DraftCR, correction to A.6.6.4.6 (NR SA + FR1)

	
	Company AEricsson: OK

	
	Company B Huawei: some changes are overlapped with R4-2215974
Samsung: some changes are overlapped with R4-2215974



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.



Topic #3: Test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2216821
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1:  RAN4 to agree following table as test configuration for T1 to T5
	FR
	RS type
	DRX Config
	T1
	T2 

	T3 

	T4
	T5
 
	D1 

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1s
	
2.61s

	1.64s

	0
	1.01s

	0.97s


	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1s
	
5.43s

	
10.26

	0s
	0.31s

	0.27s 



Proposal 2:  RAN4 to agree to test following 
· For BFR on SpCells, CFRA and CBRA based BFR is configured for different test cases
· For BFR on SCells, dedicated BFR resource is configured and not configured for different test cases
Proposal 3:  If SSBs is configured as BFD-RS, they are not overlapped and the duration time will not be extended for SSB based BFD.

	R4-2216823
	Ericsson
	CR on maintenance of test cases for TRP specific BFR

	R4-2215358
	Intel
	Proposal 1: Design intra-cell TRP specific BFR test case.
Proposal 2: For intra-cell TRP specific BFR test case, if SSBs is configured as BFD-RS, they are not overlapped and the duration time will not be extended.
Proposal 3: For intra-cell TRP specific BFR test case, if CSI-RS is configured as BFD-RS, they are overlapped in the same symbol while in different frequency domain, the duration time will be extended. The duration time will be:
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1
	10.81
	10.28
	0
	0.57
	0.53




	R4-2215746
	Samsung
	Proposal 1: In FR2 TRP specific BFR test case, SSB/CSI-RS should be overlapped for TRP1 and TRP 2 to test PTRP = 2.
Proposal 2 : 
For FR2 TRP specific BFR test case based on SSB, BFD/CBD evaluation periods are 2 times scaled.
The time periods should be update as:
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1
	5.17
	3.24
	0
	1.97
	1.93


For FR2 TRP specific BFR test case based on CSI-RS, follow the same rule.

	R4-2216284
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	DraftCR on maintaining TRP specific BFR test cases



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1 Test Config
Issue 3-1-1: Whether intra-cell TRP or inter-cell TRP specific BFR test cases are designed?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Intel)
· Design intra-cell TRP specific BFR test case.
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We are only testing or assuming one TRP may fail at any time. From that perspective we do not see much difference if we define intra-cell or inter-cell. We are fine with option 1 too.

	Apple
	We support the proposal. The current test cases already are based on this assumption in our understanding. 

	Huawei
	Option 1 is fine for us.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below. It is suggested to continue the discussion. 

	Samsung
	As mentioned, now we have 6 TRP-specific BFR tests. 4 are CSI-RS based BFD TCs and two are SSB based TCs. 
In Big CR agreed in last meeting, for 4 CSI-RS based BFD, 
A.4.5.5.8
A.5.5.5.8 (CSI-RS-based beam failure in the set (q0,0), (q0,1) configured for a serving PSCell and a cell with PCID different from the serving cell)
A.6.5.5.7 CSI-RS q0,0 q0,1 are for the same cell
A.7.5.5.9 CSI-RS q0,0 q0,1 are for the same cell
From our side, for CSI-RS based BFR, we support intra cell.

For two test cases based on SSB BFD,
A.4.5.5.7&A.7.5.5.10, now q0,0 and q0,1 are from the same cell.
But by our understanding of section 6 in TS38.213
It is clear mentioned 
“A UE can be provided, for each BWP of a serving cell, a set  of periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes by failureDetectionResourcesToAddModList and a set  of periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes and/or SS/PBCH block indexes by candidateBeamRSList or candidateBeamRSListExt or candidateBeamRSSCellList for radio link quality measurements on the BWP of the serving cell. Instead of the sets  and , for each BWP of a serving cell, the UE can be provided respective two sets  and  of periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes by failureDetectionSet1 and failureDetectionSet2 that can be activated by a MAC CE [11 TS 38.321]”

And for inter-cell
“If a UE
-	is not provided coresetPoolIndex or is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 0 for first CORESETs on an active DL BWP of a serving cell,
-	is provided coresetPoolIndex with a value of 1 for second CORESETs on the active DL BWP of the serving cells, and
-	is provided SSB-MTCAdditionalPCI
SS/PBCH block indexes associated with a physical cell identity other than the one provided by physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon can be provided in either  or  set and the corresponding  or  set is associated with the physical cell identity.”
From the description above, we think it is not clearly indicate UE provided in q0,0 and q0,1 of SSB for the same cell. From RAN2 spec 38.331, it is not restriction, q0,0 and q0,1 can be SSB or CSI-RS. 

For simplify, we prefer to SSB of q0,0 and q0,1 are from serving cell and additionalPCI because it is clearly defined in 38.213. For issue 3-1-3, we can compromise to SSB are not overlapped. 

	Intel
	we support option 1. There is no much difference between intra-cell TRP and inter-cell TRP.
for legacy BFD, there is similar question. No SSB based BFD is clearly defined in RAN1 while there is no limitation from RAN2. SSB based BFD requirement is still defined in RAN4. 


	MediaTek
	Support option 1.Becuase we think they are not much different, we think it is sufficient to only test intra-cell case.
Besides, in TS 38.213, there is no explicit wording to point out the SSB can be BFD-RS. To our understanding, it would be safe if we can send LS to RAN1 and RAN2 to clarify it.



GTW on Oct 11:
Discussion:
Intel: all the TC are designed for intra-cell currently. We need to make sure SSB index are different in the test cases. So the measurement times are not scaled due to overlap. But for the CSI-RS based tests, overlap is observed and measurement time is scaled.
Huawei: we are ok to option 1.
Samsung: we have 6 test cases for BFR among which 4 are CSI-RS and 2 are SSB based ones. We prefer to use SSB from different PCI for SSB based test cases. For CSI-RS BFR we agree with using intra-cell as the assumption.
Apple: we support option 1. It is efficient to define intra-cell cases. There is no necessary to define test cases under SSB from different PCI.
MediaTek: we also support option 1. We share the same view with Apple.
Samsung: from RAN1 spec 38213, the UE can be provided with two sets of RS-s with different PCI. There is no clear definition for SSB from the same cell. Is it the case?
Apple: our understanding on the RAN1 spec SSB based BFD RS for Q00 and Q01 is not configurable but RAN2 spec they have the signalling ready. The BFD RS can be signalled as either CSI-RS or SSB.
Samsung: for safety we can define inter-cell SSB based test cases.
Nokia: for SSB based TC we go with intra-cell but for CSI-RS TC we could go with inter-cell assumption.
Ericsson: we support Nokia opinion. The only issue here is whether the SSB is overlapped from the two TRP. So the configuration is clear for SSB-based test cases.

Chairman suggest to continue the discussion and come back later. 


Issue 3-1-2: Beam recovery method configured in the test case
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson)
· RAN4 to agree to test following
· For BFR on SpCells, CFRA and CBRA based BFR is configured for different test cases
· For BFR on SCells, dedicated BFR resource is configured and not configured for different test cases
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We support Option 1

	Apple
	We need not test all combinations in Rel-17 test cases, since it is already tested in R16 test cases. Okay to use option of configuring dedicated BFR resource for all tests. 

	Ericsson2
	We checked internally and we are fine with CFRA configuration for SPCell.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below. It is suggested to check whether the tentative agreement can be agreeable 

	Samsung
	For BFR on SpCells, we are fine with CFRA based BFR is configured for all test cases. 

	Intel
	Fine with that for BFR on SpCells, CFRA based BFR is configured.


	Apple2
	We propose to have CFRA based BFR for tests with SpCells




GTW on Oct 11:
Discussion:
Ericsson: here whether RA or dedicated BFR resource is configured for the test cases. We propose to have some TC to use RA and some to use dedicated BFR.
Apple: we are wondering if we need to test all combinations. We have full test list for RA test cases. We need to further check on the configuration of CFRA and CBRA for SpCells. We are fine for the SCells using dedicated BFR.
Vivo: CBRA based BFR is optional UE feature.
Agreement: 
· For BFR on SCells, dedicated BFR resource is configured and not configured for different test cases
For BFR on SpCells, FFS in the 1st round in this meeting whether CFRA based BFR is configured

Issue 3-1-3: If SSB is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, whether SSBs are overlapped or not?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson, Intel)
· If SSBs is configured as BFD-RS, they are not overlapped and the duration time will not be extended.
· Option 2 （Samsung）
· In FR2 TRP specific BFR test case, SSB/CSI-RS should be overlapped for TRP1 and TRP 2 to test PTRP = 2.
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	For intra-cell TRP specific tests they are not overlapped. We need to first agree on the scenario  (intra-cell vs inter-cell) and in the test setup also we need to make this assumption clear.

	Apple
	Based on assumption of intra-cell scenario, the SSBs cannot be overlapped. Support option 1. 

	Huawei
	For intra-cell TRP specific BFR, option 1 is supported.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below

	Samsung
	In issue 1-1-1, intra-cell with two SSB sets is a valid scenario, ssb resources must be non-overlapped. If it is inter-cell, it can be overlapped or not. We can compromise to SSB are not overlapped in inter-cell. So for the two test cases for SSB based BFR, the only issue is about the test parameter whether they are configured for the same cell or not. Other requirements including T1~T5 can be finalized. 


	Intel
	Support option 1 with intra-cell TRP.

	MediaTek
	Support option 1 since we prefer to only test intra-cell scenario.



GTW on Oct 11:
Session chair: let’s further check this together with 3-1-1 and comeback in the 2nd round.

Issue 3-1-4: If SSB is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, how long are the time periods of T1~T5?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson, Intel, Huawei)
	FR
	RS type
	DRX Config
	T1
	T2 
	T3
	T4
	T5
	D1 

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1s
	2.61s
	1.64s
	0
	1.01s
	0.97s



· Option 2 (Samsung)
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1
	5.17
	3.24
	0
	1.97
	1.93



	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option 1

	Apple
	Supporrt Option 1. 

	Samsung
	I think for how to define T1~T5. Companies have the same understanding. The only different in option 1 and option 2 is about the scaling factor = 1 or = 2. If we can have consensus on Issue 3-1-3, this issue can be resolved accordingly.

	Intel
	Support option 1.



Issue 3-1-5: If CSI-RS is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, whether CSI-RSs are overlapped or not?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson, Intel, Samsung)
· Yes
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option 1 is fine.

	Apple
	Okay with Option 1.

	Moderator
	GTW discussion on Oct 11 is captured as below

	Intel
	Follow the GTW agreement.



GTW on Oct 11:
Agreement: 
· If CSI-RS is configured as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test cases, CSI-RSs are considered as overlapped.

Issue 3-1-6: If CSI-RS is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, how long are the time periods of T1~T5?
· Proposals
· Option 1 (Ericsson)
	FR
	RS type
	DRX Config
	T1
	T2
	T3 
	T4
	T5
	D1 

	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1s
	5.43s
	10.26
	0s
	0.31s
	0.27s 


· Option 2 (Intel, [Huawei (CR R4-2216284)])
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1
	10.81
	10.28
	0
	0.57
	0.53


· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are collected in 1st round discussion.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We are only testing one TRP BFD and CBD. We think UE will start CBD for only one TRP whose BFD is detected. From that perspective CBD-RS is not assumed to be overlapped. Hence we support option 1.

	Apple
	We support option 2. Since the BFD-RS are overlapping, the evaluation period is longer due to scaling factor. If CBD RS is configured and overlapped, then longer evaluation period also applies for D1/T5 as we don’t define UE behavior on when to measure CBD RS. 

	Huawei
	If BFD/CBD RSs from two TRPs are configured as non-overlapped for this test, then option 1 is fine for us.

	Samsung
	According to the GTW agreement of Issue 3-1-5, option 2 should be used by 2 times scaled. 

	Intel
	Support option 2. When BFD-RS and CBD-RS are overlapping, they will be scaled. 

	Ericsson3
	Since the UE behaviour is not specified when to measure the CBD-RS, we do not think having overlapping RS makes any sense. We prefer non overlapping RS for CBD.



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Please add comments in tables in 3.2
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2216823
Ericsson
	Moderator: CR, correction to A.4.5.5.8 & A.7.5.5.9 & A.7.5.5.10

	
	Company AApple: Depending on some of the proposal/ issues discussed above.

	
	Company B

	R4-2216284
Huawei, HiSilicon
	Moderator: CR, correction to A.4.5.5.7 & A.5.5.5.8 & A.6.5.5.7 & A.7.5.5.9 & A.7.5.5.10

	
	Company AEricsson: We can come back to this CR in second round after values and scenarios are more clear.

	
	Company B



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Issue 3-1-1: Whether intra-cell TRP or inter-cell TRP specific BFR test cases are designed?
	Tentative agreements:
N/A.
In the email discussion and GTW discussion, the candidate options are reorganized as:
Option 1: Design all TRP specific BFR test cases as intra cell. (Intel, Apple, Huawei, MediaTek)
Option 2: For TRP specific BFR test cases, for 4 CSI-RS based TCs, design intra cell, for 2 SSB based TCs, design the test case as one serving cell and additionalPCI (Samsung)
Option 3: For 2 SSB based TCs, design intra-cell, but for CSI-RS TCs, design inter-cell. (Nokia, Ericsson)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion.

	Issue 3-1-2: Beam recovery method configured in the test case
	GTW on Oct 11:
Agreement: 
· For BFR on SCells, dedicated BFR resource is configured and not configured for different test cases
· For BFR on SpCells, FFS in the 1st round in this meeting whether CFRA based BFR is configured
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Confirm whether the above tentative agreement can be agreeable. 

	Issue 3-1-3: If SSB is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, whether SSBs are overlapped or not?
	6 companies provided comments on two options
· Option 1 (Ericsson, Apple, Huawei, Intel, MTK)
· If SSBs is configured as BFD-RS, they are not overlapped and the duration time will not be extended.
· Option 2 （Samsung）
· In FR2 TRP specific BFR test case, SSB/CSI-RS should be overlapped for TRP1 and TRP 2 to test PTRP = 2.
Tentative agreements: N/A
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion. Samsung can compromise to SSB are not overlapped and T1~T5 as option 1, if SSB of q0,0 and q0,1 are from serving cell and additionalPCI in parameter table. Based on majority views, can we go with tentative agreements as:
SSB are not overlapped [no matter intra-cell or inter-cell], T1~T5 is defined as:
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1
	2.61
	1.64
	0
	1.01
	0.97




	Issue 3-1-4: If SSB is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, how long are the time periods of T1~T5?
	4 companies provided comments on two options
· Option 1 (Ericsson, Apple, Intel)
	FR
	RS type
	DRX Config
	T1
	T2 
	T3
	T4
	T5
	D1 

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1s
	2.61s
	1.64s
	0
	1.01s
	0.97s



· Option 2 (Samsung)
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1
	5.17
	3.24
	0
	1.97
	1.93



Tentative agreements: N/A
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion. Samsung can compromise to SSB are not overlapped and T1~T5 as option 1, if SSB of q0,0 and q0,1 are from serving cell and additionalPCI in parameter table. Based on majority views, can we go with tentative agreements as:
SSB are not overlapped [no matter intra-cell or inter-cell], T1~T5 is defined as:
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	SSB
	Non-DRX
	1
	2.61
	1.64
	0
	1.01
	0.97




	Issue 3-1-5: If CSI-RS is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, whether CSI-RSs are overlapped or not?
	GTW on Oct 11:
Agreement: 
If CSI-RS is configured as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test cases, CSI-RSs are considered as overlapped.
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion.

	Issue 3-1-6: If CSI-RS is configurated as BFD-RS for TRP specific BFR test case, how long are the time periods of T1~T5?
	5 companies provided comments on two options
· Option 1 (Ericsson)
	FR
	RS type
	DRX Config
	T1
	T2
	T3 
	T4
	T5
	D1 

	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1s
	5.43s
	10.26
	0s
	0.31s
	0.27s 


· Option 2 (Apple, Huawei, Samsung, Intel)
	FR
	RS
	DRX
	T1(s)
	T2(s)
	T3(s)
	T4(s)
	T5(s)
	D1(s)

	FR2
	CSI-RS
	DRX
	1
	10.81
	10.28
	0
	0.57
	0.53


Ericsson supports option 1 which only extends BFD to 2 times but CBD as legacy time. 
Majority view is to keep both BFD and CDM as overlapped wither 2times extension.  

Tentative agreements: N/A
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue discussion. Based on the majority views, can we go with option 2?




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator can provide summary of 2nd round here. Note that recommended decisions on tdocs should be provided in the section titled ”Recommendations for Tdocs”.



Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	
	WF on …
WF on FeMIMO RRM Performance Requirement and Test Case
	YYY
Samsung
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	R4-2216365
	
	Draft CR on test case for DL TCI state switching for Cell with different PCI in FR2 NR-SA
	vivo
	Revised
	

	R4-2215766
	
	Draft CR on TC for joint unified TCI state switching in FR2 NR SA
	MediaTek Inc
	Revised
	Depends on open issues. 

	R4-2216822
	
	CR on maintenance of UL TCI state switching of FR2 PCell
	Ericsson
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2215974
	
	Draft CR on TC of L1-RSRP measurement on cells with different PCI
	Samsung
	Revised
	Vivo has concern on change 1. Need further clarification;
Change 2 overlapped can be merged to R4-2216366

	R4-2216366
	
	Draft CR on test case for L1-RSRP measurement procedure in FR1 NR-SA
	vivo
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2216823
	
	CR on maintenance of test cases for TRP specific BFR
	Ericsson
	Revised
	Depends on open issues.

	R4-2216284
	
	DraftCR on maintaining TRP specific BFR test cases
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Revised
	

	
For other discussion paper
	
	
	
	
	

	R4-2216364
	
	Discussion on R17 feMIMO test case configurations
	vivo
	Noted
	

	R4-2215745
	
	Discussion on remaining issues of test cases for unified TCI state
	Samsung
	Noted
	

	R4-2216821
	
	Discussion on test configuration for TRP specific BFR
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2215358
	
	Discussion on test case configuration for TRP specific Beam Failure Detection and Link Recovery
	Intel
	Noted
	

	R4-2215746
	
	Discussion on remaining issues of test cases for TRP specific BFD and LR
	Samsung
	Noted
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents
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. Table A.5.5.11.3.1.1-3: NR Cell specific test parameters for TCI state switch.
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The test consists of two time periods, T1 and T2. During T1 only SSB#0 with which PUCCH uplink TCI state 0 is
associated is transmitted. At the beginning of T2, the SSB#1 corresponding to uplink TCI state 1 starts transmitting.
After the beginning of T2, in slot » which is within 1280ms of UE providing L1-RSRP report with results for both
SSB#0 and SSB#1, UE receives a MAC-CE command indicating a switch to transmit PUCCH with uplink TCI state
1. The test has higher layer parameter timeRestrictionForChannel Measurements configured. -





