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According to work plan [1] on enhancement for NR high speed train scenario in FR1, work continued during the RAN4#100e meeting, with outcome in terms of agreements and open issues captured in WF [2]. 
In this contribution, we provide our views on those.
Discussion
The issues related to 5secs may impact specification on Scell link recovery and CSSF is identified as below:
	Issue 3-3: Scell link recovery
· Agreements:
· For Scell link recovery for HST:
· There is no limitation on the number of band(s)in the spec, it depends on network
· UE capability of maxNumberSCellBFR-r16 introduced in Rel-16 can be reused
· The requirements of Scell link recovery for non-HST can be applied for HST
· the requirements of Scell link recovery for non-HST include BFD, CBD, beam failure recovery in SCell
· FFS: Performance degradation may occur when total evaluation period is longer than 5 secs in HST

Sub-topic 3-3: CSSF
Issue 3-4: CSSF
· Agreements
· For CSSF, it depends on network. There is no need to have the limitation on the number of Scell (s) in the spec
· FFS: Performance degradation may occur when total evaluation period is longer than 5 secs in HST



The main issue concerns that performance degradation may occur when total evaluation period is longer than 5 secs in HST, given that train may pass by the distance between consecutive RRHs with 500km/h.
Observation 1: Vaguely noting the measuring period's border is ambiguous unless the boundary can be specified clearly. In practice performance degradation may occur in any network arrangement, which may be managed with kind of flexibility, but the specification does not and cannot cover all possible corner cases.
Proposal 1: We don’t see the need to add note ‘Performance degradation may occur when total evaluation period is longer than 5 secs in HST’.

An issue on HST flag is agreed as follows:
	Issue 3-5-1: for HST CA, whether highSpeedMeasFlag-r16 can be reused for the indication of application of enhanced CA requirements
	Background for information:
According to current RAN2 spec TS38.331, highSpeedMeasFlag-r16 is configured in IE ServingCellConfigCommon and IE ServingCellConfigCommonSIB. And the IE ServingCellConfigCommon is used to configure cell specific parameters when configuring a UE with a SCells.



· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No



Generally, given highSpeedMeasFlag-r16, which is part of the ServingCellConfigCommon IE provided at the addition of the SCell, can be used for Scell enhancement, we can continue reuse this IE unless necessary enhancement need be deal with separately.
Proposal 2: Support Option1. the IE ServingCellConfigCommon is used to configure cell specific parameters when configuring a UE with a SCells.

	Issue 3-5-2: for inter-frequency measurement, whether highSpeedMeasFlag-r16 can be reused for the indication of application of enhanced requirements
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No



The main issue concerns if inter-frequency measurement needs extra signaling instead of highSpeedMeasFlag-r16. Extra signaling for split enhancement on intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurement does not appear to be beneficial to our understanding.
Proposal 3: Support Option1, but we’re open to discuss the benefit of extra signaling for inter-frequency measurement.

	Issue 3-6-1: for idle state, whether NW shall indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often, for which enhanced inter-frequency measurement requirements shall apply
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No




We believe neighbor frequency layers can be indicated following existing protocols, e.g. SIB, priority cell based. Meanwhile UE shall be wise to use the indication to optimize measurement on wanted inter-frequency layers measurements.
Proposal 4: If no extra new signaling is requested and reusing existing RRC signaling, we’re fine with option 1: NW shall indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often.

	
Issue 3-6-2: for connected state, whether NW shall indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often, for which enhanced inter-frequency measurement requirements shall apply
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No




Serving cell shall configure SMTC and MG for neighbor inter-frequency layers, it is rational that NW shall know which inter-frequency layers need to be measured. The exact inter-frequency layers depend on NW configuration and indicated to UE through RRC measurement control messages, but UE has not benefit from power saving compared with idle mode. 
Proposal 5: Support Option 2, no need to indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often.
Conclusion
Observation 1: Vaguely noting the measuring period's border is ambiguous unless the boundary can be specified clearly. In practice performance degradation may occur in any network arrangement, which may be managed with kind of flexibility, but the specification does not and cannot cover all possible corner cases.
Proposal 1: We don’t see the need to add note ‘Performance degradation may occur when total evaluation period is longer than 5 secs in HST’.
Proposal 2: Support Option1. the IE ServingCellConfigCommon is used to configure cell specific parameters when configuring a UE with a SCells.
Proposal 3: Support Option1, but we’re open to discuss the benefit of extra signaling for inter-frequency measurement.
Proposal 4: If no extra new signaling is requested and reusing existing RRC signaling, we’re fine with option 1: NW shall indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often.. 

Proposal 5: Support Option 2, no need to indicate which inter-frequency layers need to be measured more often.
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