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1. Introduction

In the last meeting, there is discussion on general RRM requirements for FR2 HST, including network assistance flag, UE capability, SMTC configuration, etc. And the agreements were captured in the approved WF [1]. This contribution provides further discussion on this topic.

2. Discussion 
According to the discussion in last meeting, it was agreed to add a network flag to enable the UE to identify different/enhanced RRM requirements in HST FR2 deployment. But the details of the network flag, e.g. whether it is a cell specific signaling or it is a UE specific signaling, is not discussed. 

In Rel-16 NR HST WI, a network assistance signaling, highSpeedMeasFlag-r16, is introduced, which is a cell specific signaling. If the field is present, the UE shall apply the enhanced RRM requirements to support high speed up to 500 km/h. The flag introduced for FR2 HST has the similar usage to indicate UE that it is in the FR2 HST scenario and shall apply the enhanced RRM requirements specified for FR2 HST. In the last meeting, it was agreed to perform enhancement for cell re-selection requirements in IDLE/INACTIVE mode. Since both connected mode enhancement and IDLE/INACTIVE mode enhancement are considered, the flag is suggsted to be cell specific.

Observation 1: both connected mode enhancement and IDLE/INACTIVE mode enhancement are considered for FR2 HST
Proposal 1: the network flag to enable the UE to identify different/enhanced RRM requirements in HST FR2 deployment is proposed to be a cell specific signaling, similar as the network assistance signaling (highSpeedMeasFlag-r16) introduced in Rel-16 NR HST WI. 
The other issue is whether to introduce network signaling of uni-/bi-directional operation. In our understanding, this issue is related with the detailed RRM enhanced requirements. If different enhanced requirements are introduced for different operation, it is necessary to indicate UE which high-speed scenario it is, so that the UE can apply the corresponding enhanced RRM requirements. However, if same enhanced requirements are specified for both operations, it is not necessary to introduce indication of uni-/bi-directional operation.
Proposal 2: whether to introduce network signaling of uni-/bi-directional operation depends on whether same or different RRM enhanced requirements are specified for these two deployment operations, and can be discussed after there is conclusion on the detailed RRM enhanced requirements.
For UE capability, one open issue is whether to introduce UE capability to indicate the support of FR2 HST. According to the agreements in deployment discussion [2], only high-speed CPEs installed on the roof of the train can be present in the network, and no need to differentiate roof-mounted CPE from other FR2 UEs in HST FR2 scenario. It is not necessary to introduce UE capability to indicate the support of FR2 HST.
Proposal 3: it is not necessary to introduce UE capability to indicate the support of FR2 HST.

As for whether to introduce CPE indication of support of uni-/bi-directional operation, we do not see the necessity to have such indication or UE capability. Our understanding is that both uni-directional and bi-directional deployments (if both found to be feasible) are mandatorily supported by the high-speed CPEs.
Proposal 4: it is not necessary to introduce CPE indication of support of uni-/bi-directional operation.
There is discussion on the restriction on SMTC periodicity in measurement requirements. Some companies propose to set upper bound of SMTC periodicity with [40] ms for FR2 HST. In our understanding, the deployment, i.e. ISD, is up to operator deployment. And the velocity of high speed train, is up to practical situation. It is hard to say that larger SMTC cannot be applied for HST scenario. On the other hand, the SMTC configuration is up to network configuration. It is not preferred to have restriction on network configuration.

Proposal 5: it is not preferred to have restriction on SMTC periodicity for FR2 HST.
3. Conclusion
This contribution provides discussion on general RRM requirements, and the proposals are:
Observation 1: both connected mode enhancement and IDLE/INACTIVE mode enhancement are considered for FR2 HST
Proposal 1: the network flag to enable the UE to identify different/enhanced RRM requirements in HST FR2 deployment is proposed to be a cell specific signaling, similar as the network assistance signaling (highSpeedMeasFlag-r16) introduced in Rel-16 NR HST WI. 

Proposal 2: whether to introduce network signaling of uni-/bi-directional operation depends on whether same or different RRM enhanced requirements are specified for these two deployment operations, and can be discussed after there is conclusion on the detailed RRM enhanced requirements.
Proposal 3: it is not necessary to introduce UE capability to indicate the support of FR2 HST.

Proposal 4: it is not necessary to introduce CPE indication of support of uni-/bi-directional operation.
Proposal 5: it is not preferred to have restriction on SMTC periodicity for FR2 HST.
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