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1. Introduction
In the last meeting, a way forward on RRM for NR FR2 HST was approved in [1]: 
	Network signaling:
Signaling of uni-/bi-directional operation
· Introduce network assistance to inform UE on the FR2 HST deployment type (uni-directional or bi-directional)
Signaling to indicate set 1 or set 2 RRM requirement
· Include cell-specific signaling of Set 1 or Set 2 enhanced RRM requirement into the LS to RAN2.
Deployment-related issues
[bookmark: _Hlk93524939]Train travelling opposite to the serving beam and upper DRX bound
· The DRX upper bound = 80 ms applies both to Sets 1 (Scenario-A) and 2 (Scenario-B).
[bookmark: _Hlk93525117]Two-side RRM deployment in Scenario-B
· No special consideration for two-side RRH deployment for RRM requirements definition
Change of RRH panel orientation in uni-directional deployments
· Do not define defined additional network signalling to identify to the UE a change of RRH panel orientation in uni-directional deployment, which is merged with Issue 1-1-4.
UE capabilities
Capability to support different RX beam sweeping number
· FR2 HST UE (power class 6 UE) shall mandatorily support both Set 1 and Set 2 enhanced RRM requirements, in terms of different RX beams (i.e., RX beam sweeping scaling factor) per UE.


For NW signaling, some issues are still open, further discussion are needed. In this document, we give our analysis for the following issues.
· Network signaling:
· [bookmark: _Hlk93524564]Applicability of enhanced RRM requirements in TP
· [bookmark: _Hlk93524637]Lightweight network assistance signaling
2. Discussion
2.1 Applicability of enhanced RRM requirements in TP
Considering the practical deployment of RRH beside the railway, the Dmin maybe within a distance scope, can not always keep 10 m or 150 m in practice deployment. We believe 10 m and 150 m are only typical characteristics to convenient discussion. So we need to determine the practical distance scope within which the Scenario A requirement is valid, and if beyond such distance scope, only Scenario B requirement should apply. If without such specific distance scope, only depend on NW configuration implementation, maybe the RRM performance would be deteriorated. For example, for a deployment with the Dmin as 80 m, if without any applicability limitation, NW may configure the UE with Set 1 requirements, i.e. 2 RX beam assumption or Set 2 requirements, i.e. 6 RX beam assumption, just depend on NW implementation, which may lead to unstable and uncertain RRM performance.
When Dmin > 10m, the angle range(including azimuth angle and elevation angle) really becomes larger with the same switching point, but which does not mean 2RX is not enough. Since in our previous link budge analysis, even for Scenario B, 2Rx would not lead to obvious performance degradation compared with 8 Rx. So we do not believe the performance degradation should be expected once Dmin > 10m. But considering the Dmin would not always keep in 10m in practice deployment, so we suggest a range of Dmin should be determined, when the actual Dmin is within this range, then the performance degradation would not happen, for example the range can be not larger then 50 m.
Proposal 1: The applicability restriction of 2 Rx beam requirements is necessary. For the detailed range of Dmin, a typical value such as no larger than 50 m can guarantee no significant performance degradation.
2.2 Lightweight network assistance signaling
Regarding to this issue, the following options were discussed during 101bis meeting:
	Discuss further which NWA signaling is needed:
· Option 1: Enable network assisted signaling of SSB index and order per RRH.
· Option 2: The network assistance signaling of SSB configuration shall not be introduced in Rel-17.
· Option 3: Introduce inter-RRH indication
· Option 4: Other options are not precluded


[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]This issue was decided to be considered with the combination of RRM-1 and RRM-2. If only starting from RRM-1, we can not see strong request to introduce network assisted signalling. However in order to address the large propagation delay difference issue, we prefer Option 3 since the Uni-directional and bi-directional deployment flag has been approved in last meeting. When the Uni-directional deployment was indicated to UE, additional inter-RRH indication can be added on top of active TCI state switching indication, i.e. inter-RRH TCI state switching indication can be realized.
Proposal 2: If only starting from RRM-1, we can not see strong request to introduce network assisted signalling. However in order to address the large propagation delay difference issue in RRM-2, we prefer Option 3 since the Uni-directional and bi-directional deployment flag has been approved.
Considering the tight timeline of Rel-17 WI, so if RAN4 wants to introduce the inter-RRH TCI state switching indication, it is better to decide whether it is RRC signaling based, MAC CE based or DCI based. We believe the simplest method is keeping consistent with active TCI state switching indication and adding 1 bit to differentiate whether inter-RRH happening. If NW indicates active TCI state switching through RRC signaling, then the additional 1 bit should be added into this RRC signaling. If NW indicates active TCI state  switching through MAC CE, then the additional 1 bit should be added into this MAC CE. If NW indicates active TCI state switching through DCI, then the additional 1 bit should be added into this DCI.
Proposal 3: The inter-RRH indication should keep consistent with active TCI state switching indication. Adding 1 bit to differentiate whether inter-RRH happening on top of the RRC signaling/MAC CE/DCI based active TCI state switching.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposals for general RRM discussion for FR2 HST:
Proposal 1: The applicability restriction of 2 Rx beam requirements is necessary. For the detailed range of Dmin, a typical value such as no larger than 50 m can guarantee no significant performance degradation.
Proposal 2: If only starting from RRM-1, we can not see strong request to introduce network assisted signalling. However in order to address the large propagation delay difference issue in RRM-2, we prefer Option 3 since the Uni-directional and bi-directional deployment flag has been approved.
Proposal 3: The inter-RRH indication should keep consistent with active TCI state switching indication. Adding 1 bit to differentiate whether inter-RRH happening on top of the RRC signaling/MAC CE/DCI based active TCI state switching.
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