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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 the open issues.

2. Discussion 
As for the number of RX cycles, the agreements in last meeting are duplicated as following:

	GTW agreements:
· RX beam number for RRM requirements definition

· Define two set of requirements for Scenario A and Scenario B in terms of number of RX beams per UE

· Scenario A: [2] RX beams for all scenarios

· Scenario B: [6] RX beams for all scenarios

· FFS on feasibility and methods to differentiate scenarios from UE perspective

· FFS if different UE capabilities shall be used for Scenario A and B support

· Note: if there is insignificant difference between Scenario A and B requirements, then further discussion on unified requirements can take place


According to the discussion in last meeting, companies have different views on whether to have unified requirements to cover all the scenarios. The difference between scenario A and scenario B is Dmin: Dmin = 10 meters for scenario A and Dmin = 150 meters for scenario B. In our understanding, no matter 10m or 150m, both are selected to reflect the typical deployment. However, we cannot say that Dmin is always 10 meters for scenario A, and neither that Dmin is always 150m for scenario B, since the practical deployment is also impacted by geography. From this point of view, it is preferred to have unified requirements to cover scenario A and scenario B.

Proposal 1: it is preferred to have unified requirements to cover scenario A and scenario B.   

If same requirements are applied to scenario A and scenario B, UE does not need to differentiate these two scenarios, and network signaling to indicate the deployment scenario are not necessary.

Proposal 2: if unified requirements are specified for scenario A and scenario B, it is not necessary to introduce network signaling to help UE differentiate the deployment scenario. 
According to the agreements in last meeting, it was agreed to define two set of requirements for Scenario A and Scenario B in terms of number of RX beams per UE: [2] RX beams for all scenarios of scenario A and [6] RX beams for all scenarios of scenario B. From the wording “for all scenarios”, it can be seen that same requirements will be applied for both uni-directional deployment and bi-directional deployment. And in our view, we do not see that uni- or bi-directional deployment will result in different measurement requirements. From this point of view, we do not see the necessity to have the network signaling to indicate type of deployment (uni- or bi-direction) to UE. However, we are also open to have different requirements for these two operations if benefits or necessity are identified, and in this case, network signaling to differentiate the deployment can be considered.

Proposal 3: if same requirements are applied for both uni-directional deployment and bi-directional deployment, it is not necessary have the network signaling to indicate type of deployment (uni- or bi-direction) to UE.
For UE capability, one open issue is whether to introduce UE capability to indicate the support of FR2 HST. On one hand, 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. On the other hand, power class dedicated for high-speed CPEs are under discussion in RF session, which can be used to differentiate from other UEs. It will be confusing to introduce both power class and UE capability. 
Proposal 4: considering that the power class for highs-peed CPEs will be specified, it is not necessary to introduce UE capability additionally to indicate the support of FR2 HST.

As for whether to introduce different UE capabilities for Scenario A and B support, we do not see the necessity. Whether scenario A or scenario B is deployed is up to operator deployment, our preference is that both Scenario A and B are mandatorily supported by the high-speed CPEs.  
Proposal 5: it is not necessary to introduce different UE capabilities to indicate the support of Scenario A and B.
3. Conclusion
This contribution provides discussion on general RRM requirements, and the proposals are:
Proposal 1: it is preferred to have unified requirements to cover scenario A and scenario B.   

Proposal 2: if unified requirements are specified for scenario A and scenario B, it is not necessary to introduce network signaling to help UE differentiate the deployment scenario. 

Proposal 3: if same requirements are applied for both uni-directional deployment and bi-directional deployment, it is not necessary have the network signaling to indicate type of deployment (uni- or bi-direction) to UE.
Proposal 4: considering that the power class for highs-peed CPEs will be specified, it is not necessary to introduce UE capability additionally to indicate the support of FR2 HST.

Proposal 5: it is not necessary to introduce different UE capabilities to indicate the support of Scenario A and B.
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