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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.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA
Background and scope
This T-doc will be used to guide and summarize the email discussion for the topic of Rel-17 NR HST FR2 enhancements RRM core requirements maintenance, with the email thread identifier “[103‑e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1”.
In this email thread, the following agenda items are discussed: 
· 9.8.2	RRM core requirement maintenance
· 9.8.2.1	General
· 9.8.2.2	RRC Idle/Inactive and connected state mobility requirements
· 9.8.2.3	Timing requirements
· 9.8.2.4	Signalling characteristics requirements	
· 9.8.2.5	Measurement procedure requirements

The following WFs were approved previously:
· R4-2103679, WF on Rel-17 NR HST FR2 enhancements, RRM requirements, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#98-e.
· R4-2105794, WF on FR2 HST RRM requirements, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#98-bis-e.
· R4-2115334, WF on FR2 HST RRM requirements (part 1), Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#100-e.
· R4-2115335, WF on FR2 HST RRM requirements (part 2), Samsung, RAN4#100-e.
· R4-2120292, WF on FR2 HST RRM requirements (part 1), Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#101-e.
· R4-2120416, WF on FR2 HST RRM requirements (part 2), Samsung, RAN4#101-e.
· R4-2202594, WF on FR2 HST RRM (part 1), Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#101-bis-e.
· R4-2202767, WF on FR2 HST RRM (part 2), Samsung, RAN4#101-bis-e.
· R4-2206848, WF on FR2 HST RRM (part 1), Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, RAN4#102-e.

As a moderator for FR2 HST enhancements RRM discussion, we would like to suggest the following candidate target of 1st and 2nd round email discussion:
· 1st round:
· In Topic#1, some of the issues still require further discussion hence the main focus should be on those, i.e., not on the CRs.
· In Topic#2, several new Issues were introduced, but the relation to the CRs is clearer. Therefore, both comments on the Issues and the CR are encouraged.
· 2nd round:
· Achieve agreements on the open issues as much as possible and reflect those in the maintenance CRs.

Email discussion guidelines
The moderator would like to ask companies to adhere to the following guidelines, when taking part in [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1.
Please also check the “RAN4#103-e meeting arrangements and guidelines”, available on the reflector, for fundamental guidelines and deadlines.
The preferred method of commenting is to add/update your company’s view directly in this email summary document (use change marks whenever appropriate) and upload it to [103 -e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 draft folder corresponding to the stage of the meeting, e.g., pre-meeting, first round, second round.
· Draft folder:
[103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
· It is expected that delegates will download the latest version (including other companies’ versions) of the summary document, insert comments and upload it again.
· To ensure the comments are captured timely and correctly, delegates are encouraged to:
· Rename the file by adding your company name and changing the file version.
Example:
“Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_v0_1st_round_v05_CATT_Nokia.docx” -> “Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_v0_1st_round_v06_Nokia_QC.docx”
· There is no need to send e-mails in the reflector when comments in the summary are added.
· Please, check for updated base document versions, right before uploading your updates.
· Please, do not hesitate to mark your company as supporting a certain option directly in this document.
Please refrain from rewriting existing options and proposed WFs; ask the moderator (in your company’s comment) to modify/add.
· It is encouraged to give a short reasoning for each view expressed (1-2 sentences are recommended).
Please avoid statements like “Option X”, without further explication or reasoning.
· Please, update your company contact information in the Annex.
It is also recommended to explicitly mention delegate’s name next to company name in the comments if multiple delegates from the same company are commenting.
An alternative way is to identify different delegates in the Track changes username.


Topic #1: UL timing
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2207818
	Apple
	Discussion on general aspect of FR2 HST
Proposal 1: Define UE autonomous one-shot large UL timing adjustment feature as optional with capability signaling.

	R4-2207891
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	On HST FR2 UL Timing Adjustment
On package solution for UL timing adjustment: 
Observation 1: Since it was agreed not to introduce explicit inter-RRH indication signaling for NR FR2 HST in Rel-17, the UE should be able to evaluate whether a large jump in propagation delay is expected at the TCI state switch or not. There is no need in RA preamble transmission after TCI state switch if DL propagation time difference is not significant and gradual timing adjustment can be used. 
Proposal 1: If RAN4 agrees to introduce DL propagation delay time difference threshold as a condition for UL timing adjustment at TCI state switch, it shall apply both to NW/RA-based and UE-based large one-step mechanisms. 
On DL propagation delay time difference evaluation accuracy and threshold value: 
Observation 2: The sources of error in the DL propagation delay time difference include inaccuracy in evaluation and obsoletion of DL timing, and inter-RRH synchronization errors. UE capable of tracking only one TCI state is subject to a higher error in DL timing difference evaluation. 
Observation 3: When the TCI state switch is associated with a small non-zero jump in propagation delay it is possible that the actual DL propagation delay time difference between source and target TCI states is above the threshold but due to DL time tracking errors it is evaluated to be below it. In this case, an error in UL transmit timing can significantly exceed Te. For example, such a situation may happen in bi-directional deployments when the TCI state is switched around the middle in between the RRHs. Such an error will impact gNB performance, i.e., result in UL signal quality degradation. 
Observation 4: The high error in UL transmit timing can be mitigated either by selecting the threshold considerably below 4.5*64*Tc = CP/4, or by using DL propagation delay time difference threshold as a condition for large timing adjustment only in uni-directional deployments.
Proposal 2: The threshold on DL propagation delay time difference used as a condition for large UL timing adjustment (either NW- or UE-based) shall not exceed 2*64*Tc = CP/9 = 65 ns for 120kHz SCS. 
Proposal 3: If RAN4 cannot agree on the value of DL propagation delay timing difference threshold below CP/9 then the threshold shall be used only in uni-directional deployments, i.e., when the flag highSpeedDeploymentTypeFR2-r17 is unidirectional. 
On large one-step UL timing adjustment and its accuracy: 
Observation 5: The current UL timing adjustment requirement defined in TS 38.133 Clause 8.10.3A contain some inconsistencies, such as different formulations for TCI state switch and wrong reference to DL timing that shall be corrected. 
[bookmark: _Hlk101956350]Observation 6: All existing FR2 RRM UL timing requirements and test are define in the assumption that UL transmit timing error should stay within ± Te = 3.5*64*Tc = 115 ns ≈ CP/5 respective to the reference DL timing. If the error is considerably larger than Te (i.e. ±[9]*64*Tc = 293 ns ≈ CP/2) then the UL transmission will get out of expected gNB synchronization window, and degradation of the signal quality cannot be avoided. 
Proposal 4: RAN4 should keep UE UL transmit timing error requirement within ± Te ≈ CP/5 in order to avoid UL signal quality degradation. 
Observation 7: Based on existing UL timing requirements and tests, UE shall be capable of changing the transmission timing according to the received downlink frame of the reference cell. After re-defined TCI state switching delay, the UE shall be accurately synchronized with the new target TCI state in DL. Thus, exiting gradual timing adjustment requirement (TS 38.133, 7.1.2.1) shall be followed again. 
Proposal 5: If ± Te UL transmit timing error cannot be followed immediately after the TCI state switch, then additional delay shall be defined after which the UE is able to follow again gradual timing adjustment requirement from TS 38.133, Clause 7.1.2.1. 
On requirement when large one-shot UL timing adjustment is Off: 
Observation 8: RA-based UL timing adjust mechanism is a straightforward approach that is based on existing procedures and requirements and can be used already in Rel-17. For example, timing advance requirements from TS 38.133, Clause 7.3 are applicable. 
Observation 9: The UE might transmit in UL even without explicit NW scheduling (e.g., periodic SRS or buffered HARQs) after TCI state switch casing interference. 
Proposal 6: The UE shall not transmit in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.

	R4-2208153
	CATT
	Discussion on remaining issues for FR2 HST
Proposal 1: For capability for one shot large UL timing adjustment, define feature as optional with capability signaling. 
Proposal 2: Add clear clarification for the applicability of all requirements for FR2 power class 6 UE configured with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 should be applied only for PCell such as RLM/BFD (not for PScell for RLM/BFD, and Scell for BFD), and cell identification requirements (not applied for SCell) and so on.
[Moderator]: Treated in Topic#2.

	R4-2208346
	OPPO
	Discussion on timing requirements for HST FR2
Observation 1: The transmission timing error exceeds Te could be seen as the condition to apply gradual timing adjustment. 
Observation 2: Applying one-shot large timing adjustment for intra-RRH TCI state switch will lead to a relaxed accuracy requirement for UE transmission timing.  
Proposal 1: For the trigger conditions to apply one-shot large timing adjustment, DL timing difference larger than a threshold should be considered. 
Proposal 2: UE capability on “support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment” should be defined as optional.  
Proposal 3: UE capability on “support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment” should be considered as the condition to apply one-shot large timing adjustment.  

	R4-2208770
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on remaining issues of Timing for HST FR2
Proposal 1: To realize one shot TA adjustment of active TCI list based approach, one UE capability of supporting coarse time tracking for all TCI states within one RRH coverage is necessary. 
Proposal 2: For the aperiodic L1-RSRP based approach, not any additional signalling introduced, so without any specification impact. 
[Moderator]: Not treated in the issues since the proposal is related to one of the options that was not agreed at RAN4#102-e.
Proposal 3: The threshold of DL timing offset should be CP/2, i.e. 9*64*Tc. 
Proposal 4: The UE feature and corresponding UE capability for one-shot TA adjustment should be mandatory, at least for uni-directional deployment.

	R4-2208843
	Samsung
	Further Discussion on capability and feature list for FR2 HST UE
Proposal 1: For the feature group “Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment”, it is proposed that the feature is mandatorily supported with capability signaling.
Proposal 2: The feature list for FR2 HST UE is updated by adding the feature group “Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment”

	R4-2208845
	Samsung
	Discussion on Remaining Issues on Timing Requirements for FR2 HST
Observation 1: It is agreed that ”UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold”, while it is not implemented in the agreed CR yet. 
Observation 2: If the round-trip delay difference 2*(Tp2 -Tp1) is smaller enough than a fraction of CP length, the system performance will still hardly be impacted and one shot large timing adjustement is not necessarily applied. 
[bookmark: _Hlk101955171]Proposal 1: FR2 HST UE is allowed to perform one shot large UL timing adjustment only if UE identified the DL timing is changed with the magnitude larger than one fourth of OFDM symbol CP length, i.e., 4.5*64*Tc.
Observation 3: Additional TCI switching delay is introduced for UE to perform fine DL timing tracking for unknown target TCI state.  
Observation 4: UE’s fine DL timing tracking on the target TCI state should be as accurate as the accruacy when UE is associated with the source TCI state before TCI swtiching. 
Observation 5: Based on existing RAN4 agreement, DL timing error is 18ns and 9ns for SSB SCS of 120kHz and 240kHz, respectively 
Proposal 2: Adopt Te as the accuracy of UE UL transmission timing after the TCI state switching procedure with one shot large UL timing adjustment performed.  
Proposal 3: The text proposal is provided accordingly for the requirement of one shot large UL timing adjustment.

	R4-2208964
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Discussion on capability for HST in FR2
Proposal: Define one shot large UL timing adjustment capability as optional with capability signaling.

	R4-2207733
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	On NR FR2 HST RRM Requirements
[Moderator]: Taken from AI 9.8.3 in RRM_2 email thread due to the relevance of the discussion.
Observation 1: The larger adjustment step leads to a larger timing error from calibration. Calibration error can’t be directly estimated by UE. 
Observation 2: FR2 HST channel has strong and dominant LOS path, and with CP/2 (9Ts) UL timing error, the network can still capture all transmitted energy from the dominant LOS when reception window selection is based on zero UL timing error assumption. In contrast, TDL-C 60ns with 3.5Ts UL transmission error leads to 4% energy loss, which is worse than FR2 HST channel with 9Ts UL transmission error. If network can handle TDL-C 60ns channel with 3.5Ts UL timing error, FR2 HST channel with 9Ts UL timing error is feasible.
Proposal 1: Remove square bracket on UL timing error of 9Ts.
[bookmark: _Hlk101954000]Observation 3: Since the two TCI states in intra-RRH TCI state switch are with QCL type C, we have 

When we assume no timing estimation error. Therefore, the timing adjustment in intra-RRH TCI state switch without inter-RRH detection is

Which follows legacy autonomous UE timing adjustment procedure with estimation error counted in . Therefore, applying  in intra-RRH TCI state switch is the same as legacy TCI state switch timing.
Proposal 2: Inter-RRH TCI state switch detection via DL timing jump detection is not needed when TCI state switch delay is extended, since identical results are derived.
Observation 4: Network has full control of TCI state switch, RACH procedure initiation, and UL grant for UE. Network does not expect and can ignore any transmission from UE between inter-RRH TCI state switch and the RACH procedure when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
Proposal 3: No additional requirement is needed when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
Proposal 4: Scheduling restrictions on DL and UL apply after inter-RRH TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
Proposal 5: Consider the following tests to verify FR2 HST RRM requirements: 
· Introduce two tests to cell identification requirement in non-DRx mode, one for set 1 and the other for set 2 requirements.
· Introduce one test to verify the TCI state switch delay compliance.
[Moderator]: Should be treated in RRM_2 [222] email summary.

Observation 5: RAN4#100e meeting WF agreement limits the FR2 HST enhancement applicability range to SMTC <= 40ms. Note that the applicability range restriction doesn’t imply that the requirement works for SMTC > 40ms with speed 350km/h. Instead, it implies that when speed is 350km/h, SMTC > 40ms is not expected. This is the same methodology as limiting applicability range to DRx <= 80ms.
[Moderator]: Will be treated in Topic#2.
Proposal 6: Follow the previous agreement and apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases.
[Moderator]: Will be treated in Topic#2.
Proposal 7: Network doesn’t allocate two SSBs from adjacent RRHs on adjacent symbols to avoid ISI.
[Moderator]: Will be treated in Topic#2.
Proposal 8: Due to similarity of channel models, FR2 HST can follow measurement accuracy from FR1 HST requirements.
[Moderator]: Should be treated in RRM_2 [222] email summary.

Observation 6: Network has a fallback RACH option when one shot large UL timing adjustment is not supported by UE. Therefore, the system can still work without one shot large UL timing adjustment.
Proposal 9: Introduce an optional UE capability for one shot large UL timing adjustment.

	R4-2207890
	Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment

	R4-2208846
	Samsung
	CR to TS38.133 for the corrections on one shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE

	R4-2208963
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on singaling name for FR2 HST



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
At RAN RAN4#102-e, the active discussion of the UL timing requirements took place that can be found in the summary [R4-2207054].
The following version of the of UL timing requirement in HST FR2 scenarios was introduced in the TS 38.133:
	7.1.2.3	One shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE
When [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is enabled for UE supporting FR2 power class 6,
The requirement in clause 7.1.2.1 doesn’t apply to the first UL transmission after a TCI state switch
The UE transmit timing immediately after TCI state switch shall be , where
-	 (in  units) is the DL timing defined as the time when UE receives downlink frame with new target TCI state.
-	 (in  units) is the DL timing defined as the time when UE receives downlink frame with old source TCI state.
The UE UL transmission timing error after the TCI state switching procedure shall be less than or equal to ±[9]*64*Tc, and the reference point shall be the downlink timing of the new cell minus .



Sub-topic 1-1: Conditions when one-shot large UL timing adjustment apply
Sub-topic description:
This sub-topic is devoted to the discussion of conditions that shall be fulfilled for triggering one-shot large UL timing adjustment at TCI state switch in HST FR2 deployments.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
At the GtW the following open issues were agreed FFS and included in the Chairman notes:
	Agreement:
· The conditions when one shot large UL timing adjustment requirements apply are FFS
· Requirements for the case when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled need to be defined and are FFS. It is not precluded to reuse legacy requirements.



Additionally, at RAN4#101-bis-e, the following FFSs and agreements were made [WF, R4-2202767]:
	· Agreement achieved in GTW on 25th Jan: 
· With network signaling to enable one shot large timing adjustment UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold.
· Option 1: 9*64*Tc = CP/2
· Option 2: Tq = 4.5*64*TC = CP/4
· Option 3: Select a threshold from above options or new options, and the performance degradation due to timing error on both DL and UL to UE and network after TCI state switch is expected if network assistant signaling to inform UE on cross RRH TCI state switch is not introduced
· Other options are not precluded
· FFS, RRM requirement, and acceptable value of residual error in UE large one-shot UL timing adjustment.



Issue 1-1-1: A need for DL timing difference threshold
· Proposals and/or Observations:
· Observation 1 (OPPO): The transmission timing error exceeds Te could be seen as the condition to apply gradual timing adjustment. 
· Observation 2 (OPPO): Applying one-shot large timing adjustment for intra-RRH TCI state switch will lead to a relaxed accuracy requirement for UE transmission timing.
· Proposal 1 (OPPO): For the trigger conditions to apply one-shot large timing adjustment, DL timing difference larger than a threshold should be considered.
· Observation 3 (Samsung): It is agreed that ”UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold”, while it is not implemented in the agreed CR yet.
· Observation 4 (Samsung): If the round-trip delay difference 2*(Tp2 -Tp1) is smaller enough than a fraction of CP length, the system performance will still hardly be impacted and one shot large timing adjustement is not necessarily applied.
· Observation 5 (Qualcomm): Since the two TCI states in intra-RRH TCI state switch are with QCL type C, we have 

When we assume no timing estimation error. Therefore, the timing adjustment in intra-RRH TCI state switch without inter-RRH detection is

Which follows legacy autonomous UE timing adjustment procedure with estimation error counted in . Therefore, applying  in intra-RRH TCI state switch is the same as legacy TCI state switch timing.
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): Inter-RRH TCI state switch detection via DL timing jump detection is not needed when TCI state switch delay is extended, since identical results are derived.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (OPPO, Samsung): UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold
· Option 2 (Qualcomm): DL timing jump detection is not needed
· Recommended WF
· Companies are encouraged to share the views in the 1st round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We understand Option2 is to the case of intra-RRH TCI state, for the reason, looks like option 1 and Option 2 both are applicable. 

	Nokia
	We understood Proposal 2 and Option 2 so that there is not need to define DL timing difference threshold in the requirements, i.e., neither for inter- not for intra-RRH TCI state switch. However, could Qualcomm, please, clarify?

We support Option 1 slightly more. 
We observe some benefits in introducing the DL scheduling threshold as a condition for the large timing adjustment. Since different UE implementations may exist, introducing the threshold can help the UE to distinguish when a large timing adjustment is needed and when not. How, otherwise, can the UE distinguish inter- and intra-RRH TCI state switches? 
When TCI state switch is intra-RRH (regarding Observation 5, shall it be QCL type D instead of QCL type C?), legacy timing adjustment procedure and requirement can be followed. 

However, as we also discuss in in our paper and the following issues, too high value of the threshold can cause large UL transmit timing errors in some deployments. Therefore, the applicability of the threshold can be limited in Rel-17 to the uni-directional deployments.

	QC
	The observation 5 listed here is to mathematically prove when the two TCI state is QCL type C (not D, because DL beams are different), i.e., , UE doesn’t perform any TA change and transmit UL at , and UE can always satisfy Tq requirement since no TA change is applied.
If for whatever reason we want to consider non QCL type C case, , then when UE apply the inter-RRH timing adjustment formula, the UL transmit timing is:

The old timing is:

And the difference is

Therefore, unless we have , the Tq requirement is satisfied by applying the inter-RRH adjustment procedure. In fact, none of the threshold proposal is larger than Tq except ZTE. Therefore, unless we go for ZTE’s proposal on threshold, we don’t see a need to distinguish inter and intra RRH cases.
Can proponent of option 1 explain how the Tq requirement can be violated by using ? We are actually open to discuss that we can distinguish the two cases, but first we want to understand how UE can violate the Tq requirement by the agreed formula.

	ZTE
	We understand Option 1 and QC’s analysis. So choose a suitable threshold is very important to effect one-shot TA solution.

	Samsung
	If the round-trip delay difference 2*(Tp2 -Tp1) is smaller enough than a fraction of CP length, the system performance will still hardly be impacted and one shot large timing adjustment is not necessarily applied.
Our concern is if a relaxed timing accuracy is applied after the one shot timing adjustment, then we prefer to define the condition here. If the condition is not satisfied, UE should apply the existing requirement without any relaxation. 

	Apple
	OK with option 1

	OPPO
	Option 1. Prefer a condition to distinguish one-shot UL timing adjustment and legacy timing adjustment due to the different accuracy requirements.




Issue 1-1-2: The value of DL timing difference threshold
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Observation 1 (Nokia): The sources of error in the DL propagation delay time difference include inaccuracy in evaluation and obsoletion of DL timing, and inter-RRH synchronization errors. UE capable of tracking only one TCI state is subject to a higher error in DL timing difference evaluation. 
· Observation 2 (Nokia): When the TCI state switch is associated with a small non-zero jump in propagation delay it is possible that the actual DL propagation delay time difference between source and target TCI states is above the threshold but due to DL time tracking errors it is evaluated to be below it. In this case, an error in UL transmit timing can significantly exceed Te. For example, such a situation may happen in bi-directional deployments when the TCI state is switched around the middle in between the RRHs. Such an error will impact gNB performance, i.e., result in UL signal quality degradation. 
· Observation 3 (Nokia): The high error in UL transmit timing can be mitigated either by selecting the threshold considerably below 4.5*64*Tc = CP/4, or by using DL propagation delay time difference threshold as a condition for large timing adjustment only in uni-directional deployments.
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): The threshold on DL propagation delay time difference used as a condition for large UL timing adjustment (either NW- or UE-based) shall not exceed 2*64*Tc = CP/9 = 65 ns for 120kHz SCS.
· Proposal 2 (ZTE): The threshold of DL timing offset should be CP/2, i.e. 9*64*Tc.
· Proposal 3 (Samsung): FR2 HST UE is allowed to perform one shot large UL timing adjustment only if UE identified the DL timing is changed with the magnitude larger than one fourth of OFDM symbol CP length, i.e., 4.5*64*Tc.
· Proposal 4 (Nokia): If RAN4 cannot agree on the value of DL propagation delay timing difference threshold below CP/9 then the threshold shall be used only in uni-directional deployments, i.e., when the flag highSpeedDeploymentTypeFR2-r17 is unidirectional.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (ZTE): 9*64*Tc = CP/2
· Option 2 (Samsung): 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4
· Option 2a (Nokia): 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4 only in uni-directional deployments
· Option 3 (Nokia): 2*64*Tc = CP/9
· Recommended WF
· Discuss candidate options in the 1st round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We prefer Option 2. We understand concerns by Nokia, we suggest to accept the error lower than CP/4 as acceptable performance degradation. The main purpose of one-shot timing adjustment is to guarantee that whole procedure works correctly but not to optimize timing issue. Anyhow, we have to balance between tolerance and accuracy on DL timing difference threshold.

	Nokia
	As we demonstrate in our contribution R4-2207891, in the most general case, too high value of the DL timing difference threshold can result in a large UL Tx timing error that cannot be compensated by Tq adjustment. 
TCI state switch is based on radio conditions (e.g., RSRP) and cannot be based on propagation delay or UE. Hence, in bi-directional deployments, it is not possible to guaranteed that the TCI state switch corresponds to equal propagation delays to the source and target RRHs. 
In this case, the error in DL timing difference evaluation shall be taken into account (scheme below). It includes several factors, such as inter-RRH synchronization error, DL timing evaluation error, and DL timing measurement obsoletion for some UE types. 

[image: ]

On the other hand, selecting a smaller threshold may result in more frequent triggering of the newly introduced large one-step timing adjustment. It should be less harmful than a large error in UL Tx timing.

Therefore, we propose two options: 
· Either to select a small value of the threshold (Option 3) 
· Or to apply threshold only in uni-directional deployments (Options 2a). In this case, inter-RRH TCI state switch always corresponds to the significant jump in propagation delay, and the value of the threshold can be larger.

	QC
	Wait for conclusion from the previous issue.

	ZTE
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Actually we are open for all options. For Option 1, just to guarantee 2*(T_new-T_old) not beyond CP, then T_new-T_old should not beyond CP/2, i.e. 9*64*Tc.

	Samsung
	We can understand Nokia’s concern, but Option 2a as proposed is the same as Option 2, if NW just disable the one shot large UL timing adjustment by the NW flagging signaling for bi-directional scenario. 

	Apple
	Prefer with option 2. 



Issue 1-1-3: UE capability on support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment as a condition
· Background:
· The Issue is pending on the agreement in the Issue 1-3-1
· Proposals and/or Observations:
· Proposal 1 (OPPO): UE capability on “support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment” should be considered as the condition to apply one-shot large timing adjustment.  
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (OPPO): Introduce support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment as the condition to apply one-shot large timing adjustment.
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Companies are invited to share their opinions but outcomes on Issue1-3-1 shall be considered.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We prefer that the UE capability is mandatory. We understand that RA-solution shall be a backup solution if network decides to configure. 

	Nokia
	If in the Issue 1-3-1 it is agreed to define UE capability to perform large one-shot timing adjustment as optional, then the condition from Option 1 shall be added as well. 
Since we support the optionality of the large one-step UL timing adjustment capability, we also support Option 1. 
Additionally, we also propose to add “highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured” as a condition for large one-shot timing adjustment. Even for PC6 Ues, a large one-step timing adjustment will be used only when high speed flag is configured. This is reflected in our CR R4-2207890.

	QC
	We support to have the one shot large UL timing adjustment capability as optional, then when UE doesn’t support it, network performs RACH instead of applying UE autonomous adjustment procedure.

	ZTE
	We prefer that the one-shot TA capability is mandatory. In Issue 1-4-1, we have detailed analysis.

	Samsung
	Prefer mandatory for this UE capability. 

	Apple
	Support the UE capability as optional.

	OPPO
	Share the same view as QC, we prefer that the one-shot TA capability is optional feature.



Sub-topic 1-2: UL transmit timing accuracy
Sub-topic description 
This sub-topic is devoted to the discussion of UE UL transmit timing after the TCI state switch with large one-step UL timing adjustment.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
The latest version of the requirement:
“The UE UL transmission timing error after the TCI state switching procedure shall be less than or equal to ±[9]*64*Tc, and the reference point shall be the downlink timing of the new cell minus .”
Issue 1-2-1: UL transmit timing accuracy
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Observation 1 (Nokia): All existing FR2 RRM UL timing requirements and test are define in the assumption that UL transmit timing error should stay within ± Te = 3.5*64*Tc = 115 ns ≈ CP/5 respective to the reference DL timing. If the error is considerably larger than Te (i.e. ±[9]*64*Tc = 293 ns ≈ CP/2) then the UL transmission will get out of expected gNB synchronization window, and degradation of the signal quality cannot be avoided. 
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): RAN4 should keep UE UL transmit timing error requirement within ± Te ≈ CP/5 in order to avoid UL signal quality degradation.
· Observation 2 (Samsung): Additional TCI switching delay is introduced for UE to perform fine DL timing tracking for unknown target TCI state.  
· Observation 3 (Samsung): UE’s fine DL timing tracking on the target TCI state should be as accurate as the witchin when UE is associated with the source TCI state before TCI witching. 
· Observation 4 (Samsung): Based on existing RAN4 agreement, DL timing error is 18ns and 9ns for SSB SCS of 120kHz and 240kHz, respectively 
· Proposal 2 (Samsung): Adopt Te as the accuracy of UE UL transmission timing after the TCI state switching procedure with one shot large UL timing adjustment performed.  
· Observation 5 (Qualcomm): The larger adjustment step leads to a larger timing error from calibration. Calibration error can’t be directly estimated by UE. 
· Observation 6 (Qualcomm): FR2 HST channel has strong and dominant LOS path, and with CP/2 (9Ts) UL timing error, the network can still capture all transmitted energy from the dominant LOS when reception window selection is based on zero UL timing error assumption. In contrast, TDL-C 60ns with 3.5Ts UL transmission error leads to 4% energy loss, which is worse than FR2 HST channel with 9Ts UL transmission error. If network can handle TDL-C 60ns channel with 3.5Ts UL timing error, FR2 HST channel with 9Ts UL timing error is feasible.
· Proposal 3 (Qualcomm): Remove square bracket on UL timing error of 9Ts.
· Observation 7 (Nokia): Based on existing UL timing requirements and tests, UE shall be capable of changing the transmission timing according to the received downlink frame of the reference cell. After re-defined TCI state switching delay, the UE shall be accurately synchronized with the new target TCI state in DL. Thus, exiting gradual timing adjustment requirement (TS 38.133, 7.1.2.1) shall be followed again.
· Proposal 4 (Nokia): If ± Te UL transmit timing error cannot be followed immediately after the TCI state switch, then additional delay shall be defined after which the UE is able to follow again gradual timing adjustment requirement from TS 38.133, Clause 7.1.2.1.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1(Nokia, Samsung): Adopt ±Te as the accuracy of UE UL transmit timing immediately after TCI state switch
· Option 1a (Nokia): Adopt ±Te accuracy with a delay after TCI state switch
· Option 2(Qualcomm): Remove square bracket on UL timing error of 9Ts
· Recommended WF
· Discuss candidate options in the 1st round

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We slightly agree on Option 1a, the delay can correspond to TRS periodicity, but we’re open to discussions.

	Nokia
	In our view, after the TCI state switch, the UE connected to the new target beam shall follow again the gradual UL timing requirement defined in Clause 7.1.2.1. Therefore, if some UE types cannot achieve ±Te UL Tx timing accuracy immediately after the TCI state switch, it is necessary to define when this accuracy can be followed again.

	QC
	We explained in our contribution why option 1 and 1a is not feasible for UE. We want to understand why network can have issue with option 2. Based on the previous agreements, in HST we consider
1. RMaLOS propagation model
2. Single path demod channel
Could proponent of option 2 explains that given the condition above, which leads to almost 0 delay spread effectively, network has issues for decoding when the signal entirely resides within guard period (CP)? Why UE has to achieve Te instead of 9Ts (CP/2) in order for network to decode?
Note that general Te is smaller because we need to consider large delay spread channels, which is not applicable to FR2 HST based on the previous agreements.
Note that the additional delay in 1a doesn’t help, because the error is from calibration issue after very large timing adjustment, not the DL timing estimation accuracy. UE doesn’t know how much error and how long it takes to converge.

	ZTE
	Prefer Option 1 and 1a. When the UE perform gradual UL timing adjustment before or after one inter-RRH switching, ±Te UL Tx timing accuracy should be guaranteed. We can not find any reason to relax the timing accuracy immediately after one-shot TA adjustment. 

	QC
	We plot the UL timing error and sampling window below, with the two assumptions in our comment:
1. RMaLOS propagation model
2. Single path demod channel
From the figure below, we can observe that with UL timing error +/- CP/2, network can still capture the entire symbol 1 signal without interference from symbol 2 and after removing CP after FFT, the three cases below are identical. Therefore, timing error smaller than CP/2 doesn’t degrade UL performance.




	Samsung
	As analyzed in our paper, DL timing error is 18ns and 9ns for SSB SCS of 120kHz and 240kHz, respectively, based on existing agreement from the other work item. 
The one shot large UL timing adjustment could contains 4 times of DL estimation error, which is ±72ns for 120kHz SSB, which is around ±2.21*64*Tc, which is much smaller than the currently defined accuracy, i.e., ±[9]*64*Tc. Furthermore, considering the FR2 HST inter-RRH beam switching case can be comparable to the UE initial transmission defined in clause 7.1.2, we propose to still adopt Te as the accuracy requirement.

	Apple
	Agree with QC’s analysis. 

	OPPO
	Option 2. Since the timing adjustment step is larger than legacy gradual timing adjustment, we prefer a relaxed accuracy requirement. On the other hand, we agree with Ericsson that the TCI switch delay is relevant to RS periodicity. SSB periodicity could be 160ms in the worst case, then additional error will be observed in DL timing difference since Told and Tnew are measured at different locations.

	Nokia 4
	The typical fading channel used for FR2 in TS 38.104 and TS 38.133 is TDLA-30, i.e., with 30 ns delay spread. Therefore, even if we consider only LoS propagation conditions for HST, the difference in channel delay spreads is not comparable to the relaxation in UL transmit accuracy of CP/2 – Te = 293 ns – 115 ns = 178 ns.
As it is illustrated in the figure below, reducing UL Tx timing accuracy will result in the degradation in the UL:


For LoS channel, the impact can be even more harmful when the signal is received too early because the energy of the strongest tap will have the largest timing error.
Therefore, UL transmit timing accuracy requirement other than Te will result in the NW impact.
Moreover, lower UL transmit accuracy will, in practice, result in the need for timing adjustment command (MAC CE) from the gNB to compensate for UL signal degradation. This will imply additional latency of UL timing adjustment. Otherwise, what would be the way to com back to the requirements defined in 7.1.2.1?

	QC
	To Nokia, can you plot the LOS, single path scenario since it is what we consider here? We don’t quite understand why you keep using fading channel as an example to discuss the LOS, single path scenario we consider for FR2. 
Moreover, the delay spread for TDL-A 30ns is not 30ns, 30ns, is the RMS value, the delay spread is 290ns. 
Table B.2.1.1-2: TDLA30 (DS = 30 ns)
	Tap #
	Delay [ns]
	Power [dB]
	Fading distribution

	1
	0
	-15.5
	Rayleigh

	2
	10
	0
	Rayleigh

	3
	15
	-5.1
	Rayleigh

	4
	20
	-5.1
	Rayleigh

	5
	25
	-9.6
	Rayleigh

	6
	50
	-8.2
	Rayleigh

	7
	65
	-13.1
	Rayleigh

	 8
	75
	-11.5
	Rayleigh

	9
	105
	-11.0
	Rayleigh

	10
	135
	-16.2
	Rayleigh

	11
	150
	-16.6
	Rayleigh

	12
	290
	-26.2
	Rayleigh







Sub-topic 1-3: highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is not enabled
Sub-topic description 
This sub-topic is devoted to the discussion of UE UL transmit timing requirements after the TCI state switch when highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is not enabled.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
	Agreement:
· The conditions when one shot large UL timing adjustment requirements apply are FFS
· Requirements for the case when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled need to be defined and are FFS. It is not precluded to reuse legacy requirements.



Issue 1-3-1: Requirements for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Observation 1 (Nokia): RA-based UL timing adjust mechanism is a straightforward approach that is based on existing procedures and requirements and can be used already in Rel-17. For example, timing advance requirements from TS 38.133, Clause 7.3 are applicable.
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): The UE shall not transmit in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): No additional requirement is needed when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Nokia): Reuse legacy requirement, i.e., TS 38.133, Clause 7.3.
· Option 2 (Qualcomm): No additional requirement is needed
· Recommended WF
· Discuss candidate options in the 1st round

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Seems Option1 and Option2 aren’t controversial. Can ‘reuse’ in Option1 be interpreted that no update on spec?

	Nokia
	Yes, we can agree that no new requirement is needed as such. In this respect, Options 1 and 2 are similar.
However, as it was agreed in the previous meeting, the requirement for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is not enabled shall be defined even if the legacy requirement is re-used. 
When the RA-based mechanism is used at the TCI state switch, the timing advance is initiated from the gNB to UE with MAC message (TAC). Therefore, requirements from Clause 7.3 should be applied.

	QC
	Is there any spec change needed for option 1? In HST we never say 7.3 is not applicable under any circumstances, and we consider option 1 is the existing case and no further agreement is necessary.

	ZTE
	When highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, if the RACH eighbor was triggered to update UL TA, reusing legacy requirements is enough. So it seems both Option 1 and Option 2 are fine. 
Further more, it should be noted that the UL transmission can be transmitted only after the TCI state switching and RACH procedure, which means larger latency needed than one-shot TA procedure based on TCI state switching even plus additional fine time tracking latency.

	Samsung
	As we indicate in the applicability of PC6 requirement: If not explicit requirement is defined for PC6, of course the legacy requirement will apply. No additional requirement is needed. 

	Apple
	Agree with comment. Option 1 and 2 are the same. Reuse legacy requirement. 

	OPPO
	Agree with both options. 

	Nokia 4
	Currently, the requirements are defined only for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is enabled. Our opinion is that the requirements are not complete if the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled are not clarified.



Issue 1-3-2: Scheduling/Transmit restriction after TCI state switch
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Observation 1 (Nokia): The UE might transmit in UL even without explicit NW scheduling (e.g., periodic SRS or buffered HARQs) after TCI state switch casing interference. 
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): The UE shall not transmit in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.
· Observation 2 (Qualcomm): Network has full control of TCI state switch, RACH procedure initiation, and UL grant for UE. Network does not expect and can ignore any transmission from UE between inter-RRH TCI state switch and the RACH procedure when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): Scheduling restrictions on DL and UL apply after inter-RRH TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled.
· Proposal 3 (ZTE): When to apply the DL/UL transmission scheduling restriction, depend on NW implementation, without any impact on UE eighbor.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Nokia,): Define transmit restriction on DL and UL after the TCI state switch when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
· Option 2 (ZTE): No impact on UE behavior
· Option 3 (QC): Define scheduling restriction on DL and UL after inter-RRH TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the candidate options in the 1st round.
· Seems that there are differences in the formulation of Proposal 1 and Proposal 2. The proponents of Option 1 are encouraged to agree on the text.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We lean towards Option1 but open to discuss Option2. Question to Option2 is: network may have enough knowledge to distinguish inter- and intra-RRH, in this regard, UE can not distinguish them, how UE prepares PRBs in terms of scheduling restriction?

	Nokia
	In our view, the main issue after the TCI state switch is that the UE may transmit in UL with wrong timing. 
Such transmissions as periodic SRS and buffered HARQs are not explicitly scheduled by the NW. Thus, we cannot support Observation 2 that the NW has full control. Even if UL transmissions are ignored, they can cause interference that can be avoided if transmit restriction is defined. We propose the following improved text for our CR R4-2207890: 
The UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.

	QC
	Scheduling and transmission restrictions are different, and therefore we remove QC from option 1 and add option 3. 
The interruption concern Nokia raised is rare, given that we don’t see high speed trains passing each other or traveling side by side together too much, don’t even mention the scenario happens only when the trains passed each other at the inter-RRH TCI state switch occasion, which is very short.
In addition, network using RACH to adjust UL timing is a legacy procedure, and we don’t see such a transmit restriction requirement in legacy RACH procedure, in which we could have dense Ues presents. Therefore, we don’t see why we need such a procedure in HST, in which Ues are sparse.
We actually prefer option 2, and option 3 is the compromised proposal if majority of companies can’t accept option 2. However, the problem for option 3 is how UE knows there is a scheduling restriction? UE doesn’t know whether a TCI state change is inter or intra RRH.

	ZTE











	Let us interpret our motivation for Option 2. 
In our mind, we have agreed the following WF during 101bis meeting:
	· Scheduling restriction related to large propagation delay difference caused by inter-RRH beam switching in FR2 HST: 
· FFS the necessity of UL scheduling restriction (i.e., the UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS) after cross-RRH TCI state switch until the first TRS is received after the TCI state switch.
· RAN4 introduce scheduling restriction for the symbol before and after reference symbols used for L1-RSRP measurement. 
Such scheduling restriction shall be specified in clauses of L1 measurement (i.e., L1-SINR and L1-RSRP)


But later on, RAN4 decide not to introduce inter-RRH indication, so when to apply such scheduling restriction, UE does not known, it can only depend on NW implementation. For all dynamic DL/UL transmission, which is up to NW scheduling, so NW can predict the inter-RRH switch happening and perform scheduling restriction. Once NW does not schedule any DL/UL transmission, of course UE would not receive or transmit. 
However for the periodic DL/UL transmission, such as periodic SRS or CG-PUSCH, we recognize the transmission restriction is necessary. In this point, we also agree with Option 3.
Further more, only provide the scheduling restriction for the case of highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-disabled is not enough. For the case of highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-enabled, UE can not transmit periodic SRS or CG-PUSCH until the first slot after slot n+ THARQ +  + TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc + Trs + Trs-proc) / NR slot length.

	Samsung
	After the revision, Nokia’s Option 1 should be define restriction on “UL”, rather than “UL and DL”. 
If so, we are okay with Option 1. 
For O3, our understanding is the additional occasion introduced in TCI switching delay requirement is already the restriction for DL and UL. No need further restriction for DL.  

	Apple
	For DG, network should not schedule UL transmission before RACH. UE behavior is the same.
For CG and other periodic or semi-persistent transmission, UE should not transmit before RACH. So Nokia’s revised text seems OK. 

	OPPO
	We can support both option 2 and 3. Network has the acknowledge of inter-RRH TCI switch, and will send PDCCH order to trigger RACH procedure. Ideally, network should not schedule DL or UL transmission before receiving PRACH and therefore no impacts on UE behavior. 

	Nokia 4
	We would like to thank Samsung for the clarification in Option 1. Our proposal on transmission restriction is needed for UL only. DL should be, indeed, under NW control.
Thus, Option 1 shall be reformulated as follows:
Option 1: Define transmit restriction on UL after the TCI state switch when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled.



Issue 1-3-3: DL propagation delay difference threshold
· Background
Introduction of DL timing difference threshold and its value are discussed in the Issues 1-1-1 and 1-1-2.
· Proposals and/or Observations:
· Observation 1 (Nokia): Since it was agreed not to introduce explicit inter-RRH indication signaling for NR FR2 HST in Rel-17, the UE should be able to evaluate whether a large jump in propagation delay is expected at the TCI state switch or not. There is no need in RA preamble transmission after TCI state switch if DL propagation time difference is not significant and gradual timing adjustment can be used. 
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): If RAN4 agrees to introduce DL propagation delay time difference threshold as a condition for UL timing adjustment at TCI state switch, it shall apply both to NW/RA-based and UE-based large one-step mechanisms.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Nokia): Apply DL propagation delay time difference threshold both when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is enabled and disabled.
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Discuss Option 1 in the first round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We agree on option1. We understand that delay due to TA command by RACH shall be allowed when DL propagation delay difference is longer than threshold.

	Nokia
	If DL propagation delay difference threshold is introduced for large-one shot UL timing adjustment, then it also makes sense for RACH-based procedure. Otherwise, RA procedure will be needed at any TCI state switch. However, for intra-RRH TCI state switches, this procedure is not needed and can be avoided.

	QC
	When highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, UE derives a different DL timing than highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 enabled. It doesn’t make sense to apply the same threshold. When the flag is disabled, the DL timing can be off by a lot according to the previous discussion.
But we also don’t understand option 1: apply the threshold to do what? There is no UE autonomous one shot large timing adjustment when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled

	ZTE
	In our mind, based on RAN4 previous discussion about applying RACH procedure to overcome the large propagation delay difference caused by inter-RRH switching,  the RACH procedure is triggered by PDCCH order, not need any UE detection, so we wonder how to apply the threshold by UE?

	Samsung
	We are also not clear the spec impact of Option 1. 
Furthermore, we agree with QC that the same threshold should not be applied to the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is enabled. 

	Apple
	Do not see the motivation of the proposal. 

	OPPO
	Agree with ZTE. When highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, whether to apply RACH procedure is up to network, by sending PDCCH order. UE can just follow network configuration and do not need to perform DL difference detection. 

	Nokia 4
	In our view, the UE cannot distinguish in between inter-RRH and intra-RRH. Thus, even for intra-RRH TCI state, when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, the PDCCH Order will be needed before the UE can start to transmit in UL again.
In our proposal, if UE can distinguish intra- and inter-RRH TCI state switch based on DL timing difference. Then, PDCCH order can be avoided for intra-RRH TCI state switch. 
Otherwise, how the UE can know whether it can start to transmit immediately after the TCI state switch or shall wait for PDCCH order?




Sub-topic 1-4: UE capabilities
Sub-topic description 
The sub-topic is devoted to the discussion of UE capabilities related to the Support of FR2 HST operation.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
At the previous RAN4#102-e meeting the feature group Support of FR2 HST operation was agreed.
It is contained in the LS to RAN2 [R4-2206572],
	Index
	Feature group
	Components

	Prerequisite feature groups
	Need for the gNB to know if the feature is supported
	Applicable to the capability signalling exchange between Ues (V2X WI only)”.
	Consequence if the feature is not ignalin by the UE
	Type

	Need of FDD/TDD differentiation
	Need of FR1/FR2 differentiation
	Capability interpretation for mixture of FDD/TDD and/or FR1/FR2
	Note
	Mandatory/Optional

	x-1
	Support of FR2 HST operation
	1) Support of FR2 UE PC6
2) Support of enhanced RRM requirements for FR2 HST (except the requirement for one shot large UL timing adjustment)
3) Support of demodulation processing for FR2 HST 
	
	Yes
	No
	UE does not meet FR2 high speed train scenario
	Per Band
	No
	Applicable to FR2 only
	N/A
	FR2 UE power class PC6 signalling is used to ndicate support of feature group
	Optional with capability signaling



An additional feature that was discussed that RAN#102-e was the  support of one shot large UL timing adjustment:
	Agreement:
· Introduce feature group x-2 “Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment” with prerequisite feature group (x-1, “Support of FR2 HST operation”)
Way forward:
Companies are encouraged to discuss further the following two options:
· Option 1: Define feature as mandatory with capability signaling.
· Option 2: Define feature as optional with capability signaling.



Following the email discussion at RAN4#102-e, chairman’s guidance was to postpone it to next meeting (i.e. to RAN#103-e). The intent is to send an LS to RAN4 after “mandatory or optional” is clarified.

The Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment feature group can be introduced as follows:
	Features
	Index
	Feature group
	Components

	Prerequisite feature groups
	Need for the gNB to know if the feature is supported
	Applicable to the capability signalling exchange between Ues (V2X WI only)”.
	Consequence if the feature is not supported by the UE
	Type
(the ‘type’ definition from UE features should be based on the granularity of 1) Per UE or 2) Per Band or 3) Per BC or 4) Per FS or 5) Per FSPC)
	Need of FDD/TDD differentiation
	Need of FR1/FR2 differentiation
	Capability interpretation for mixture of FDD/TDD and/or FR1/FR2
	Note
	Mandatory/Optional

	22. NR_HST_FR2
	22-2
	Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment
	1) Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment
	22-1 Support of FR2 HST operation
	Yes
	No
	UE does not support one shot large UL timing adjustment
	Per Band
	NO
	FR2 only
	N/A
	
	[Mandatory or Optional with capability signaling]



Issue 1-4-1: One shot large UL timing adjustment feature group
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Proposal 1 (Apple): Define UE autonomous one-shot large UL timing adjustment feature as optional with capability signaling.
· Proposal 2 (CATT): For capability for one shot large UL timing adjustment, define feature as optional with capability signaling.
· Proposal 3 (OPPO): UE capability on “support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment” should be defined as optional.
· Proposal 4 (ZTE): The UE feature and corresponding UE capability for one-shot TA adjustment should be mandatory, at least for uni-directional deployment.
· Proposal 5 (Samsung): For the feature group “Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment”, it is proposed that the feature is mandatorily supported with capability signaling.
· Proposal 6 (Samsung): The feature list for FR2 HST UE is updated by adding the feature group “Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment”
· Observation 1 (Qualcomm): Network has a fallback RACH option when one shot large UL timing adjustment is not supported by UE. Therefore, the system can still work without one shot large UL timing adjustment.
· Proposal 7 (Qualcomm): Introduce an optional UE capability for one shot large UL timing adjustment.
· Proposal 8 (Huawei): Define one shot large UL timing adjustment capability as optional with capability signaling.
· Proposal 9 (Nokia): For one-shot large UL timing adjustment, RAN4 should define the feature as optional.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Samsung, ZTE): Define feature as mandatory with capability signaling.
· Option 2 (Apple, CATT, OPPO, Qualcomm, Huawei, Nokia): Define feature as optional with capability signaling.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss candidate options in the 1st round.
· Since most of the companies prefer Option 1, please, proponents of Option 2, indicate your possibility to compromise.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We support Option1. Our concern is if the capability is optional, RA-based solution becomes mandatory requirement instead. We think it’s away from previous discussions and intentions. 

	Nokia
	We support Option 2 because RA-based mechanism reuses the procedures that are already defined and supported both by the NW and the UE. This mechanism is mandatory, in practice.
Therefore, there is no need to make a new large one-step timing adjustment mechanism as mandatory.

	QC
	Support option 2. The majority is on option 2 instead of option 1.

	ZTE
	Prefer Option 1. As Nokia pointed out in Issue 1-3-1, the UE shall not transmit in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133. So which means RACH based solution will lead to larger UL throughput loss compared with one-shot TA solution. For a CPE in high speed moving, the inter-RRH switching would happen frequently, so the UL throughput degradation caused by RACH can not be ignored. Based on the analysis, we prefer to specify the one-shot TA solution as mandatory. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]We noticed that in Issue 1-3-3, UE detection based on the threshold was also considered for RACH solution. In that case, we believe the UE implementation complexity is quite similar between RACH solution and one-shot TA solution. So we are wondering why to count on a slow solution not a fast solution? 

	Huawei
	Support option 2. On the one hand, one short large UL timing is applied for some scenarios, e.g., uni-directional RRH deployment, or if a RRH beam is “borrowed” from neighboring RRH to serve the coverage hole region near RRH site in bi-directional RRH deployment. For some scenarios, one shot UL timing adjust is not always required. As PC6 UE may be only served for one kind of high speed scenario, it is not mandatory for PC6 UE to support the capability. On the other hand, we hope leave UE some implementation freedom even if it can not support one shot UL transmission.

	Samsung
	Option 1. 
UE’s mandatory support of this mechanism gives the network the way to optimize. Especially considering the performance loss by the RACH-based method, as mentioned by ZTE, we see the necessity. 

	Apple
	Option 2. 

	OPPO
	Support option 2.

	CATT
	Option 2. 

	Nokia 3
	If UE is not able to keep Te timing accuracy (Issue 1-2-1) immediately after the TCI states switch then the actual latency of large one-shot mechanism will include timing adjustment command signaled from the network. Therefore, PRACH mechanism is more straightforward.



Issue 1-4-2: Supporting coarse time tracking for all TCI states
· Background
At RAN4#102-e it was agreed to introduce an additional TCI state switching delay if the target TCI state is not in the active TCI state list.
One reason for that was to give some UE types more time to acquire fine DL synchronization for the new target beam.
· Proposals and/or Observations
· [bookmark: _Hlk102050000]Proposal 1 (ZTE): To realize one shot TA adjustment of active TCI list based approach, one UE capability of supporting coarse time tracking for all TCI states within one RRH coverage is necessary.
· Candidate options:
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Option 1 (ZTE): Define UE capability of supporting coarse time tracking for all TCI states within one RRH coverage
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Discuss Proposal 1/Candidate Option 1 in the 1st round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We don’t fully follow, we understand if a TCI state is in RRH coverage but UE has not measure before, UE needs timing/frequency sync. Always, regardless of capability. We’re open to discussion.

	Nokia
	In our understanding, if TCI state is in active TCI state list then the UE is already tracking its timing. Then, it might depend on the UE capability to support multiple TCI states in the active TCI state list, i.e., of the size of active TCI state list. We are open to discuss, for example, if this capability is needed for the TCI states not from active TCI state list?

	QC
	If coarse timing refers to timing from PSS/SSS detection, UE already supports that for SSB detection purpose. Anything more from the proposed capability?

	ZTE
	Last meeting, we have approved the TCI state switching based one-shot TA solution, and it was agreed to introduce additional TCI switching delay for UE to perform fine downlink timing tracking into the legacy TCI state switching delay. So whether the target TCI state is in the active TCI state list or not, will decide the UE to perform legacy TCI state switching procedure(n+ THARQ + + TOk*(Trs + Trs-proc) / NR slot length) or to enter the new TCI state switching procedure(n+ THARQ + + TOct*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc) / NR slot length + TOk*(Trs + Trs-proc) / NR slot length). For the latter case, UE needs to perform fine timing tracking for the target TCI state.
For intra-RRH TCI state switching, applying legacy TCI state switching procedure is fine. For inter-RRH TCI state switching, additional fine timing tracking for the target TCI state is necessary. But UE can not know whether the target TCI state is intra-RRH TCI state or inter-RRH TCI state, UE only known whether the target TCI state is in the active TCI state list or not. So the active TCI state list should include all intra-RRH TCI states so as to implicitly tell UE whether inter-RRH switching happens, then the UE can decide to perform legacy TCI state switching procedure or perform new TCI state switching procedure.
To realize the active TCI state list including all intra-RRH TCI states,  the UE should have the capability of coarse time tracking for all TCI states within one RRH coverage.

	Huawei
	The component Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc in the approved equation has taken coarse timing into account. May be we misunderstood something. 

	Samsung
	Similar observation as most companies, ie., if the target TCI state is in the active TCI subset, the timing tracking should be provided and the current equation should be enough. 

	Apple
	Similar to most companies, active TCI state capability should be enough

	ZTE
	Thanks, we agree with the view pointed out by most companies. If allowed, we want to further check the following understanding:
The original formula proposed in 2nd round discussion in 102 meeting is:  n+ THARQ + + TOct*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc) / NR slot length + TOk*(Trs + Trs-proc) / NR slot length,
and the finally approved formula in CR R4-2206856 is: n+ THARQ +  + TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc + Trs + Trs-proc) / NR slot length.
So it can be shown that the case “Type-2: Ues that can track course timing to the target TCI states.” Is not considered any more even for intra-RRH TCI state switching case. Only the following two cases exist: 
1) UE can track the coarse and fine timing to the target TCI state, i.e. the target TCI state is in the active TCI state list; 
2) UE can not track coarse timing to the target TCI state, i.e. the target TCI state is not in the active TCI state list.


	Nokia 4
	Our understanding of time tracking for TCI states in active TCI state list is based on the definition of tci-StatePDSCH from TS: 38.306, specifically:
“Note the UE is required to track only the active TCI states.”




CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize Wis and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing Wis, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.

	R4-2207890	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	QC
	Pending open issue discussion.

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2208846	CR to TS38.133 for the corrections on one shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE, Samsung

	Company A
	Ericsson:
Suggest to delete ‘is required to’.

	nokia
	In general, we do not object to the proposed changes. However, they are pending on the agreements in the related issues above. Additionally, as it was agreed at the previous meeting, in our CR we also propose to define the requirement for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled.  

	QC
	Pending open issue discussion.

	Samsung
	We are okay to Ericsson’s suggestion change. 
To Nokia: our understanding is if the condition is not satisfied, then the legacy requirement 7.1.2.1 should apply, which is not necessary to be stated explicitly. 



	R4-2208963	Correction on singaling name for FR2 HST, Huawei, Hisilicon

	nokia
	We think that the flag was already agreed in RAN2. Thus, square brackets can be removed.

	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.
	Sub-topic
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1: Conditions when one-shot large UL timing adjustment apply
	Issue 1-1-1: A need for DL timing difference threshold
Background:
[bookmark: _Hlk103548547]Candidate Option 1 is supported by more companies, but there are still companies that have not expressed their preference and are referring to the value of the threshold that is discussed in the following issue.
The discussion is also related to the Issue 1-2-1 on the accuracy of UL transmit timing.
Proponents of Option 1 note that if DL timing difference is below the threshold, then the legacy gradual timing adjustment without any accuracy relaxation will be applied.
However, the proponent of Option 2 argues that legacy requirements will not be violated for the agreed UL transmit timing  after intra-RRH TCI state switch.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1[OPPO, Samsung, Nokia, Apple]: UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold
· Option 2[QC]: DL timing jump detection is not needed
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round. A candidate for the GtW discussion.
If needed, the agreement shall be reflected in the CR on UL timing requirement to TS 38.133.

Issue 1-1-2: The value of DL timing difference threshold
Background:
The agreement is pending on the agreement in the previous issue.
Option 2 got the largest support. 
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [ZTE]: 9*64*Tc = CP/2
· Option 2 [Samsung, Apple, ZTE, Ericsson]: 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4
· Option 2a [Nokia, ZTE]: 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4 only in uni-directional deployments
· Option 3 [Nokia, ZTE]: 2*64*Tc = CP/9
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Consider Option 2 as tentative agreement if Option 1 is agreed in the previous issue.
If needed, the agreement shall be reflected in the CR on UL timing requirement to TS 38.133.

Issue 1-1-3: UE capability on support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment as a condition
Background:
The agreement is pending on the agreement in Issue 1-4-1 on optional/mandatory support for Large one-step UL timing adjustment feature.
The opinions of the companies are split, and currently no agreement seems to be achievable.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [OPPO, QC, Apple, Nokia]: Introduce support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment as the condition to apply one-shot large timing adjustment.
· Option 2 [ZTE, Samsung, Ericsson]: Condition is not needed, the capability is mandatory.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The issue can be merged with Issue 1-4-1. In the second round the discussion can continue only there. Then, if feature is defined as optional, then the corresponding condition shall be added to the UL timing requirements.
Regarding the “highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured” as a condition for large one-shot timing adjustment”, the Issues can be discussed directly in the CR.


	Sub-topic #1-2: UL transmit timing accuracy
	Issue 1-2-1: UL transmit timing accuracy
Background:
For now, companies demonstrate different views on the Issue.
The proponents of Option 1 see a possibility and need to follow legacy  ±Te UL transmit timing accuracy requirements after the TCI state switch. It is mentioned that with relaxed accuracy UL signal degradation after the TCI state switch will be present.
Whereases, the proponents of Option 2 prefer relaxed accuracy requirements referring that
· Only LoS conditions are considered
· UE calibration issue after the large timing adjustment
· with UL timing error +/- CP/2, network can still capture an entire symbol signal without interference from the following symbol.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Samsung, ZTE]: Adopt ±Te as the accuracy of UE UL transmit timing immediately after TCI state switch
· Option 1a [Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE]: Adopt ±Te accuracy with a delay after TCI state switch
· Option 2 [Qualcomm, Apple, OPPO]: Remove square bracket on UL timing error of ±9Ts
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round, and also, if possible bring to the GtW session.
If needed the agreement shall be reflected in the new CR.


	Sub-topic #1-3: highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is not enabled
	Issue 1-3-1: Requirements for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
Background:
It seems that companies agree that no now UL timings requirements need to be introduced when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled. However, the question whether it should be reflected in the requirements is still open, also in relation to the following Issues 2-1-2.
Tentative agreements:
[bookmark: _Hlk103549475]No need to introduce new UL timing requirements for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled.
Candidate options:
· None
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree on tentative agreement.
Continue the discussion in the Following Issues 1-3-2 in the 2nd round.

Issue 1-3-2: Scheduling/Transmit restriction after TCI state switch 
Background:
The views of the companies are still split in between the Options. However, the leading options is the clarified Option 1.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Ericsson, Samsung, Apple]: Define transmit restriction on DL and UL after the TCI state switch when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled:
The UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.
· Option 2 [ZTE, QC, OPPO]: No impact on UE behavior
· Option 3 [QC, OPPO]: Define scheduling restriction on DL and UL after inter-RRH TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Companies are encouraged to comment whether they can compromise to Option2. Proponents of Option 3 are recommended to provide a possible text that can be included in the TS.

Issue 1-3-3: DL propagation delay difference threshold
Background:
The companies have several questions and concerns to the proposal from the 1st round. Companies were questioning the purpose of the threshold when transmission of PDCCH order is under the NW control.
One company had commented that DL timing difference threshold when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled to let UE be aware whether PDCCH order after the TCI state switch will follow or not.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Ericsson]: Apply DL propagation delay time difference threshold both when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is enabled and disabled.
· Option 2[Moderator]: Apply different DL propagation delay time difference threshold when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
· Option 3[Moderator]: DL propagation delay time difference threshold
· Option 3: Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The Moderator’s recommendation is to leave the issues open in the 2nd round to give the companies the possibility to clarify further their positions.


	Sub-topic #1-4: UE capabilities
	Issue 1-4-1: One shot large UL timing adjustment feature group
Background:
The companies still have opposite opinions whether “Support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment” feature group shall be mandatory or Optional.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Samsung, ZTE, Ericsson]: Define feature as mandatory with capability signaling.
· Option 2 [Apple, CATT, OPPO, Qualcomm, Huawei, Nokia]: Define feature as optional with capability signaling.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The target is to achieve the agreement at this meeting.
In Moderator’s view it is hard to insist on the mandatory feature if not all UE vendors are ready to support it in a mandatory way.
In the 2nd round companies are encouraged to indicate a possibility to compromise.

1-4-2: Supporting coarse time tracking for all TCI states
Background:
It seems that the companies do not observe enough reasons to introduce new UE capability.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· None
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Discontinue the discussion in the maintenance part of Release 17.




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”

	R4-2207890
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Moderator’s recommendation is to revise the CR.

	R4-2208846
	CR to TS38.133 for the corrections on one shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE, Samsung
Moderator’s recommendation is to merge the CR within the revision of R4-2207890.

	R4-2208963
	Correction on singaling name for FR2 HST, Huawei, Hisilicon
Moderator’s recommendation is to merge the CR within the revision of R4-2207890.



Discussion on 2nd round
At the GtW of RAN4#102-e, the following open issues were agreed FFS and included in the Chairman notes:
	Agreement:
· The conditions when one shot large UL timing adjustment requirements apply are FFS
· Requirements for the case when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled need to be defined and are FFS. It is not precluded to reuse legacy requirements.



The following version of the of UL timing requirement in HST FR2 scenarios was introduced in the TS 38.133:
	7.1.2.3	One shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE
When [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is enabled for UE supporting FR2 power class 6,
The requirement in clause 7.1.2.1 doesn’t apply to the first UL transmission after a TCI state switch
The UE transmit timing immediately after TCI state switch shall be , where
-	 (in  units) is the DL timing defined as the time when UE receives downlink frame with new target TCI state.
-	 (in  units) is the DL timing defined as the time when UE receives downlink frame with old source TCI state.
The UE UL transmission timing error after the TCI state switching procedure shall be less than or equal to ±[9]*64*Tc, and the reference point shall be the downlink timing of the new cell minus .



Sub-topic 1-1: Conditions when one-shot large UL timing adjustment apply 
Issue 1-1-1: A need for DL timing difference threshold
Background
Candidate Option 1 is supported by more companies, but there are still companies that have not expressed their preference and are referring to the value of the threshold that is discussed in the following issue.
The discussion is also related to the Issue 1-2-1 on the accuracy of UL transmit timing.
Proponents of Option 1 note that if DL timing difference is below the threshold, then the legacy gradual timing adjustment without any accuracy relaxation will be applied.
The proponent of Option 2 argues that legacy requirements will not be violated for the agreed UL transmit timing  after intra-RRH TCI state switch. The UL timing difference is equal to DL timing difference in magnitude:

Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [OPPO, Samsung, Nokia, Apple]: UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold
· Option 2 [QC]: DL timing jump detection is not needed
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round and try to achieve the agreement at this meeting.
If needed, the agreement shall be reflected in the CR on UL timing requirement to TS 38.133.
GTW discussion:
QC: UL timing difference same as DL timing difference. DL threshold is equal or smaller than Tq. We are open to discuss why UE such detection.
Samsung: QC prefer to have relaxed UL timing accuracy after one-shot timing adjustment. We think from requirements perspective, we should have aligned requirements/approach for accuracy and threshold. 
QC: We can accept option 1 for issue 1-1 with option 1-2-2 option 2. 
Nokia: We slightly prefer option 1 as Samsung explained. In practice, UE didn’t aware intra-node or inter-node even with intra-node TCI state switch with 0 timing difference. We would like to separate discuss issue 1-1 and issue 1-2-2.
QC:  Tq always be satisfied. 
Samsung: We would like to specify the condition UE need to enable the one shot Timing adjustment. 

Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	[Moderator]
	At the GtW, Option 1 was agreed. It is recommended to continue the discussion in this issue.

	YYY
	

	ZZZ
	



Issue 1-1-2: The value of DL timing difference threshold
Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [ZTE]: 9*64*Tc = CP/2
· Option 2 [Samsung, Apple, ZTE, Ericsson]: 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4
· Option 2a [Nokia, ZTE]: 4.5*64*Tc = Tq= CP/4 only in uni-directional deployments
· Option 3 [Nokia, ZTE]: 2*64*Tc = CP/9
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Consider Option 2 for tentative agreement if Option 1 is agreed in the previous issue.
If needed, the agreement shall be reflected in the CR on UL timing requirement to TS 38.133.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	We do not think that our concern regarding the bi-directional deployments was addressed. As a reminder, we have observed that with large DL threshold it is possible that the UE is not allowed to perform large one-step timing adjustment (due to errors in DL timing difference evaluation) when the actual jump is above Tq. This mode of use is not prevented.
We also observed frequent inter-RRH TCI state switches in bi-directional deployment. Errors in UL timing will result in non-negligible performance degradation.
We can compromise to Option 2 in Release 17 to move forward, if it can be noted that the value of the threshold in bi-directional deployments shall be considered again in Release 18.

	QC
	We can support option 2.

	Apple
	Option 2. 
We do not see why the DL timing difference estimation error is more severe in bi-directional comparing to uni-directional deployment. 

	OPPO
	We can support option 2.

	ZTE
	We can support option 2.

	Nokia3
	We have provided the detailed analysis of bi-directional scenario in our paper R4-2207891.
The issues with UL Tx accuracy is demonstrate there due to the DL timing difference evaluation errors.
We also would like to point out, that previous discussions didn’t take into account that different RRHs are not ideally synchronized.
In some cases, the resulting error in UL timing can be above Te+Tq, i.e., it is not possible to compensate it with gradual adjustment.
We, agree that this issue might requires more discussion. Therefore we are proposing the NOTE.



Sub-topic 1-2: UL transmit timing accuracy
Issue 1-2-2: UL transmit timing accuracy
Background
The companies demonstrate different views on the Issue.
The proponents of Option 1 see a possibility and need to follow legacy  ±Te UL transmit timing accuracy requirements after the TCI state switch. It is mentioned that with relaxed accuracy UL signal degradation after the TCI state switch will be present.
Whereases, the proponents of Option 2 prefer relaxed accuracy requirements referring that
· Only LoS conditions are considered
· UE calibration issue after the large timing adjustment
· with UL timing error +/- CP/2, network can still capture an entire symbol signal without interference from the following symbol.
Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Samsung, ZTE]: Adopt ±Te as the accuracy of UE UL transmit timing immediately after TCI state switch
· Option 1a [Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE]: Adopt ±Te (3.5 Ts) accuracy with a delay after TCI state switch
· Option 1b: If new TCI state within active TCI state list: Adopt ±Te immediately after TCI state switch as the accuracy otherwise ±9Ts adopted
· Option 2 [Qualcomm, Apple, OPPO]: Remove square bracket on UL timing error of ±9Ts
GTW discussion:
Samsung: We are also with option 1a. In TCI switch delay part, we already have the requirement. 
Nokia: If the requirements not followed and relaxed legacy requirement applied and then NW may suffer UL performance degradation. We proposed option 1a and another option can be pending on whether new TCI with in active TCI state list. 
QC: What’s the proposed from Nokia we can support. For UL performance degradation, channel model is different compared traditional channel model for delay spread with LOS for FR2 HST. For LOS channel, time error within CP length, then we can expect no performance degradation.
OPPO: Our preferred option is option 2 with flexibility for UE. Ok with option 1b.
Nokia: For channel model, in practice we may observe difference compared the agreed HST channel model and pending on NW implementation. 
Samsung: We still have concern on the relaxing on requirements. We can’t purely rely on the channel model for demodulation introduction which only considered from demodulation performance perspective. We need to consider realistic scenario. I think for most of UE only support 1 active TCI state which means such UE will follow the relaxed requirements. 
Apple: We would like to clarify for option 1b. 
Ericsson: Same question as Apple. 
ZTE: We prefer option 1 and option 1a. We can discuss the value for the accuracy. 
Agreement:
· If new TCI state within active TCI state list: Adopt ±Te immediately after TCI state switch as the accuracy otherwise ±[7Ts] adopted
· Option 1 agreed for issue 1-1-1


Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round and try to achieve the agreement at this meeting.
If needed the agreement shall be reflected in the new CR.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	[Moderator]
	It is recommended to follow GtW agreement above and discontinue the discussion in this issue.

	YYY
	

	ZZZ
	



Sub-topic 1-3: highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is not enabled
Issue 1-3-2: Scheduling/Transmit restriction after TCI state switch
Agreements from round 1:
No need to introduce new UL timing requirements for the case when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled.
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Ericsson, Samsung, Apple]: Define transmit restriction on DL and UL after the TCI state switch when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled:
The UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 for TS 38.133.
· Option 2 [ZTE, QC, OPPO]: No impact on UE behavior
· Option 3 [QC, OPPO]: Define scheduling restriction on DL and UL after inter-RRH TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Companies are encouraged to comment whether they can compromise to Option2. Proponents of Option 3 are recommended to provide a possible text that can be included in the TS.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	We see that the companies acknowledge that UE might transmit in UL after the TCI state switch before the correct timing is acquired.
This violates the fundamental assumption that UL signals with wrong timing shall not be transmitted. Such transmissions will cause interference, and there is now guarantee that there is only one UE is the whole network. For example, it could be two CPEs per train or even one CPE per carriage.
We would like to propose the compromise solution that combine both Option 1 and Option 3:
The UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before
· the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3
· or
the UL transmission is scheduled by the gNB and the requirements in clause 7.1.2.1 apply.

	Apple
	We support option 2. 
Further checking on option 1, we realized that for CG, UE does not know whether this is intra-RRH or inter-RRH switch, therefore UE does not know whether gNB will send a DCI to order RACH transmission or not. So option 1 does not really work since we do not have intra/inter-RRH indication. 
For DG, no change to UE behavior, therefore option 2 is OK. 

	QC
	We can support option 2. 
Another issue besides what we commented in the first round already:
As we commented in the first round, the DL timing estimation in large one-step off is not reliable and not applicable to delay difference detection. In this case, for intra-RRH TCI state switch case, how long UE should wait until the PDCCH order to determine that it is an intra-RRH TCI state switch and UE can resume UL transmission? UE may stop transmitting UL until the next TCI state switch, then w/o periodic SRS and all the other dynamic grant-free transmissions, network may lost track of channel conditions.
The spec text for option 3 proposal:
The following restrictions on the scheduling availability applies when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled: 
The UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS or receive PDCCH/PDSCH/TRS/CSI-RS after TCI state switch and before PRACH transmission. 


	OPPO
	Support option 2. NW should be aware of TCI switch and not schedule the UE.

	ZTE
	We share the concern proposed by Apple, seems QC shared the similar concern.
So we still believe the precodure for RACH based solution is uncertain and need further discussion. The combined version given by Nokia is fine in general, but the issue is how to realize if UE can not decide intra-RRH or inter-RRH happening. Only when the PDCCH order received by UE, UE can known perhaps inter-RRH switching happens.

	Nokia3
	Let us clarify the idea of the compromise proposed in our previous comment (it should be considered as Option 4).
1) NW is aware of TCI state switch, but as we explained, the UE can still transmit with wrong timing even without NW explicit scheduling.
2) This Option 4 proposal resolves the Issue that the UE does not know whether the TCI state is intra-RRH or inter-RRH:
a. If the TCI state is inter-RRH, then the NW will send PDCCH order
b. If the TCI state is intra-RRH, then then PRACH procedure is not needed, and the NW will just schedule UL transmission.
3) Option 4 combines Option 1 and Option 3:
a. there is transmit restriction in the case of inter-RRH TCI state switch, i.e., UE does not transmit with wrong timing
b. if it is intra-RRH TCI state switch, then it is just a scheduling restriction like, i.e., just waits for the scheduling from the NW, because no timing adjustment is needed

Finally, regarding the comment from QC:
The NW knows, whether TCI state switch is intra- or inter-RRH.
For the inter-RRH TCI state switch that assumes PDCCH order, any UL transition from the UE (including SRS) cannot help because their TO is too far away from the gNB tracking window. Those transmission will only cause interference.
In the case of intra-RRH TCI sate switch, no PDCCH order is needed, and UE will get scheduling from the gNB. gNB can schedule aperiodic SRS if needed as well, it there is a risk of loosing the track of channel conditions. I believe that this part of Option 4 is addresses your proposal with scheduling restriction.



Issue 1-3-3: DL propagation delay difference threshold 
Agreements from round 1:
The companies have several questions and concerns to the proposal from the 1st round. Companies were questioning the purpose of the threshold when transmission of PDCCH order is under the NW control.
One company had commented that DL timing difference threshold when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled to let UE be aware whether PDCCH order after the TCI state switch will follow or not.
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Nokia, Ericsson]: Apply DL propagation delay time difference threshold both when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is enabled and disabled.
· Option 2[Moderator]: Apply different DL propagation delay time difference threshold when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled
· Option 3[Moderator]: DL propagation delay time difference threshold is not needed
· Option 3: Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The companies are encouraged to clarify further their positions.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Please, check our compromise proposal in the previous Issue.

	QC
	Note that UE can’t estimate correct DL timing after inter-RRH TCI state switch when the flag is disabled. In this case, how can UE perform DL timing detection with a threshold?
We don’t think UE needs to perform detection in this case, and no threshold is needed. Therefore, we support option 3.

	Apple
	Option 3. When highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, threshold is not needed. 


	OPPO
	Support option 3.

	ZTE
	Combined with previous issue, if we want to avoid the interference caused by wrong UL timing, we can only depend on the threshold for RACH procedure. UE can decide whether inter-RRH happening with the help of threshold. So we prefer Option 1.



Sub-topic 1-4: UE capabilities
Issue 1-4-1: One shot large UL timing adjustment feature group
Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Samsung, ZTE, Ericsson]: Define feature as mandatory with capability signaling.
· Option 2 [Apple, CATT, OPPO, Qualcomm, Huawei, Nokia]: Define feature as optional with capability signaling.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
In Moderator’s view it is hard to insist on the mandatory feature if not all UE vendors are ready to support it in a mandatory way.
In the 2nd round, companies are encouraged to indicate a possibility to compromise.
If Option 2 is agreed, then introduce the support of one-shot large UL timing adjustment as the condition to apply one-shot large timing adjustment.
GTW discussion:
Ericsson: If the capability is optional, we don’t see the possibility to use this feature. For comprise we can accept with option 2 but from technical aspect, we still prefer option 1.
ZTE: We have concern for option 2 as Nokia pointed in issue 1-3-1. RA based on solution, performance loss will be observed. In issue 1-3-3, UE complexity between RA based on solution and one shot UL timing adjustment solution is similar. 
Samsung: This feature only applicable for PC6. We share same view as ZTE.
Nokia: To Ericsson, we didn’t see the issue to use this feature based on UE reporting capability. To ZTE, we agree RA based on solution belongs to existing mechanism which is baseline and this feature can be considered as optimized solution. 
QC: We share similar view as Nokia. For mandatory means without this feature the system not works or unacceptable performance loss showed. 
Agreement: Option 2 
ZTE: We think we need more discussion on RA procedure. 

Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	[Moderator]
	No need to continue the discussion after the GtW agreement.

	YYY
	

	ZZZ
	




Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2210608 -> Revised to R4-2211217
	WF on HST FR2 RRM Core Requirement Maintenance, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Moderator’s recommendation is that the version of the WF is agreeable.
Dear All,

The clean version of the WF is now available:
(FinalDraft)R4-2210608_WF_RAN4_103-e_HST_FR2_RRM-1_v12_CATT_Nokia6_Clean.docx
and will be uploaded shorty to the inbox.

In this version, Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements also includes the GtW agreement and existing options from the 2nd round summary that were missing before.

Please, All, remember to upload the latest version of Return to CRs to the Inbox, because they shall be available for the Chair at the GtW session tomorrow.

 Kind regards,
Dimitri

From: Huaning Niu <huaning_niu@apple.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 7:04 PM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>
Cc: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@list.etsi.org <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Way Forward 
 
Hi Chenchen,  

This CR discussion here is on  
· Agreement in the Issue 2-1-1: Scheduling restriction on SSB was updated since no more comments were received.

Best regards
Huaning


On May 19, 2022, at 8:57 AM, Dmitry Petrov <dmitry.a.petrov@NOKIA-BELL-LABS.COM> wrote:

Thank you for the clarification, Huaning! 
 
In this case I will change my recommendation for the draftCR  as postponed. 

	R4-2211086 
	 
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction 
	Apple 
	Postponed 
	[Moderator]: Draft CR must be updated and brough to the next meeting. 




Kind regards,
Dimitri


From: Huaning Niu <huaning_niu@apple.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 6:36 PM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>
Cc: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@list.etsi.org <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Way Forward 
 
Hi Dimitri,  

For scheduling restriction on SSB, since the WF is agreed to written from the application restriction point of view to reflect the spec impact,  the original CR does not apply anymore. It will have to be a new CR in next meeting. 

Best regards
Huaning

 


On May 19, 2022, at 6:42 AM, Dmitry Petrov <dmitry.a.petrov@NOKIA-BELL-LABS.COM> wrote:

Dear All,

The WF has been updated based on the Moderator's understanding of the current status of the Issues.
(FinalDraft)R4-2210608_WF_RAN4_103-e_HST_FR2_RRM-1_v11_CATT_Nokia5.docx
· Option 4 in Issue 1-3-2 Scheduling/Transmit restriction after TCI state switch was updated based on the latest text in the CR
· Agreement in the Issue 2-1-1: Scheduling restriction on SSB was updated since no more comments were received.
· Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements was added back to the WF since not agreement in the CR was achieved so far.

Kind regards,
Dimitri


Dear All,

Thank you for the further discussion of the Issue 2-2-1 on Scheduling restriction on SSB!

Let me still check, whether my current understanding is correct:
1. the wording for the WF from QC is acceptable by the companies, i.e.,
FR2 HST requirement is applicable only when the two SSBs from adjacent RRHs are not on the adjacent symbols. 
1. will be used instead of:
FR2 HST requirement is applicable only when the SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs are not used for RRH with longer propagation delay.
1. Regarding the CR,
Is it so that the changes proposed by QC are acceptable as well? Then, will Apple update the version of the CR R4-2211086?
Kind regards,
Dimtiri

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Huaning Niu <000002e40fc2fd56-dmarc-request@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 9:15 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Way Forward 
 
Hi Sean, Dmitry, Jinyu,  

Thanks for the comment! We agree with QC’s wording in the WF.

Best regards
Huaning




On May 18, 2022, at 8:16 PM, 张晋瑜(Jinyu ZHANG) <0000038112983b97-dmarc-request@LIST.ETSI.ORG> wrote:

Hi Sean, Dmitry and Huaning,
 
Thanks Dmitry for leading this discussion.
For issue 2-2-1, we have no strong preference between the two options (from OPPO and QC). If QC has concern to capture wording like “propagation delay” into spec, we can compromise.
 
Best Regards,
Jinyu
 
发件人: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> 代表 Chu-Hsiang Huang
发送时间: 2022年5月19日 6:10
收件人: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
主题: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Way Forward
 
Hi Dmitry/Huaning,
For issue 2-2-1, we commented, the agreement is not well-defined from spec language perspective: propagation delay of an RRH is not a well defined quantity. Propagation delay is for channel tap/path, not for a physical object. 
In addition, the latest CR wording proposed by Apple is
 
In HST scenario, the UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS or receive PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS for tracking/CSI-RS for CQI /SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP on
-     symbols corresponding to the SSB indexes configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each consecutive SSB symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each consecutive SSB symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the periodic CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each periodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each periodic CSI-RS for L1-RSRP measurement symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the semi-persistent CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each semi-persistent CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each semi-persistent CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP when the resource is activated, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the aperiodic CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each aperiodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol after each aperiodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP measurement when the reporting is triggered.
 
The agreement that aligns with the CR wording is:
· SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP follows the scheduling restrictions on PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS for tracking/CSI-RS for CQI as captured in 9.5.6.3.
Based on the email discussion, there is no difference between SSB for L1 and L3 measurement, then to align with the discussion, we should add
· SSB for L3 measurement follows the scheduling restrictions on SSBs for L1 measurement.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 1:48 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Way Forward
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear all,
 
The final draft of the way forward has been unloaded:
	(FinalDraft)R4-2210608_WF_RAN4_103-e_HST_FR2_RRM-1_v10_CATT_Nokia4.docx


 
· Regarding the Issue 2-2-1 on Scheduling restriction on SSB,
we used the latest text prosed in the last comment. It seems that there are some delays with the revision of 
R4-2207821 -> R4-2211086 Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction by Apple.
If the CR will not be agreed then, the agreement in the WF will be needed.
· For the Issue 1-1-4, the corresponding CR R4-2208844 seems to be agreeable. Therefore, the agreement is not needed as such.
The comments from the WF has been copy-pasted to the updated version of the Second round summary
Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_round_2_v04_QC_Moderator.docx
 
Please use this email thread to provide your further comments on the WF if needed.
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri
Hi Sean, All, 
 
FYI, I have now merged QC comments from the second round summary into the WF: 
Draft)R4-2210608_WF_RAN4_103-e_HST_FR2_RRM-1_v05_Nokia2_QC(Moerator).docx 
 
Kind regards, 
Dimitri

From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 12:33 AM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
 
Hi Dmitri,
We added our comment to the summary before we received this email. Could you help to move our comments to the WF? Thank you.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: dmitry.a.petrov@nokia-bell-labs.com <dmitry.a.petrov@nokia-bell-labs.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 12:40 PM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All, 
 
The draft of the WF 
(Draft)R4-2210608_WF_RAN4_103-e_HST_FR2_RRM-1_v01.docx 
is now shared in the folder 
Directory Listing /ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/[103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/WF (3gpp.org) 
 
The agreements are highlighted with green. 
Tentative agreements and the issues that are still under discussion are highlighted with yellow. 
 
Since no comments were made in the second round summary so far, it is recommended to make the comments directly in the WF. The tables are added under the issues. Then, the comments will be moved back to the summary. 
 
Kind regards, 
Dimitri 


	R4-2211084
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
After the GtW discussion, the Moderator’s recommendation on this CR is Agreeable.

Dear All,

Following the GtW agreement, the CR  R4-2211084 was revised to the new version R4-2211217:
R4-2211217_CR_to_38133_on_UL_timing.docx

The only change is that the part in square brackets describing the requirement when Large One-step UL timing adjustment was left out since more discussion is needed.

Assuming that the modification is already agreed at the GtW, I will upload the new CR to the Inbox shortly.

Kind regards,
Dimitri



From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Dmitry Petrov <dmitry.a.petrov@NOKIA-BELL-LABS.COM>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 9:40 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing) 
 
Dear Sean, All,

[Nokia]: Since no more revisions to our text was proposed before the deadline, we uploaded the latest version of the CR to the Inbox: R4-2211084.zip

[Moderator]: Sean, your understanding is correct. The intention is to check the text when Large one-step adjustment is off , and to decide if it is acceptable to keep it in the CR in [] because it was not clear based on the comments if there any strong objections/alternative formulations.

Kind regards,
Dmitry


From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 8:57 PM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; He Wang (Jackson) <h0809.wang@samsung.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing) 
 
Hi Dmitry,
Thank you for sharing your plan. But could you share it in more details? Chair will only review tdocs in inbox, not in the draft folder. Are you planning to upload your version (with option 4 in WF) to inbox, review it in GTW to see if we can achieve the agreement? And if we can’t achieve the agreement, are you planning to ask for a revision online, and revise the CR by removing the disable one-shot large timing adjustment part?
 
If we follow above procedures, we need two rounds of GTW CR review. Given that the GTW is now divided into to sections chaired by Xizeng and Haijie, we’re not sure if it is a good plan, but we respect moderator’s decision as long as the agreement can be captured in an agreed CR.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: dmitry.a.petrov@nokia-bell-labs.com <dmitry.a.petrov@nokia-bell-labs.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 10:23 AM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; He Wang (Jackson) <h0809.wang@samsung.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Sean, All,
 
The only part of the CR on UL timing, that requires checking is related to the case when Large one-shot timing adjustment is disabled and is currently included in square brackets following the agreement at GtW session at RAN4#102-e.
 
If this part is decide not be included in the CR, the rest of the CR shall stay without changes.
Nokia will revise the CR and upload a new version without it.
 
We do not see a need to reserve any new CR before that.
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri


Dear Sean, Dear Jackson, 



thank you for the further comments!

 

Regarding the replies from QC:
1. We see this part of the requirement as essential for the WI because it defines the requirements when Large one-step timing adjustment is disabled or not supported. The requirements on the NW side shall be taken into account. 
0. There are also other cases than crossing with the opposite direction train when interference can be harmful, e.g., two CPEs on the same train. Needless to say, that transmission with completely wrong UL timing is just poor system design.
0. We are not proposing any new complicated functionality neither for the UE nor for the NW. It is just transmission restriction on UL after the TCI states switch.
0. Aperiodic SRS after the TCI state is not needed as such. Moreover, SRS is optional for TO evaluation.
In any case, in HST FR2 scenario data traffic is almost always present. Thus, UL will be scheduled with scheduling grant, and UE will start transmitting.
0. Moreover, the UE will still continue tracking DL timing from the new target TCI state and adjust its UL timing accordingly with 7.1.2.1 procedure. It should be very well doable after the intra-RRH TCI state switch.

We thank Samsung for the constructive comments!

With the above highlighted text, what is the UE behavior:
       - If UE is performing an intra-RRH beam switching, the highlighted text means UE can be scheduled after TCI state switch (just like normal UE behavior).
[Nokia]: Yes, this is our understanding as well.
       - For inter-RRH beam switching, after TCI switch, it is dependent on gNB not have the scheduling before UE applying new TA command
[Nokia]: Yes, gNB can avoid scheduling data immediately after inter-RRH TCI state switch.
       - For inter-RRH beam switching, if UL periodic scheduling happens before UE applying new TA command:
                     è UE should be allowed to have the UL TX according to the periodic scheduling, right?
[Nokia]: Why UL periodic scheduling can happen before the timing adjustment? Network knows that TCI state switch in inter-RRH, and will not send any UL scheduling.
However, If no transit restriction is applied then UE can transmit either periodic signals or buffered HSRQs before it gets PDCCH order. 
                     è If so, how UE can guarantee the requirement in clause 7.1.2.1?
[Nokia]: In our understanding, clause 7.1.2.1 will not be applied for inter-RRH beam switch. The only command that the UE sends is PDCCH order, and no scheduling.

Regarding the text, we can take your comment into account in the following way:
[When highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured, if highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled or [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] capability not supported for UE supporting FR2 power class 6,  after the TCI state switch, the UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state before one of the following conditions is fulfilled:
-	 the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3 
-	 the UL transmission is scheduled by the gNB.
In this case, the requirements in clause 7.1.2.1 apply.]

In general, our preference is to include the text above in the most elaborate way in the square brackets in the CR. Then, we can work further on it, if needed.

The updated version or the CR is
	(Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA_v07_Samsung_Nokia3.docx




[bookmark: _MailAutoSig]Kind regards,
Dimitri
 
[bookmark: _MailOriginal]From: He Wang (Jackson) <h0809.wang@samsung.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 5:54
To: 'Chu-Hsiang Huang' <chuhsian@QTI.QUALCOMM.COM>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG; Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
Dear Dmitri,
 
Thanks for the revision. 
After having your further comments, can I have a clarification question about the last paragraph?
 
	[When highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured, if [highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17] is disabled or [highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17] capability not supported for UE supporting FR2 power class 6 that performs TCI state switch,
-   The UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state after the TCI state switch before
-   the new timing advance is acquired and applied in the target TCI state according to the requirements in clause 7.3
or
-   the UL transmission is scheduled by the gNB and the requirements in clause 7.1.2.1 apply.]


 
With the above highlighted text, what is the UE behavior: 
       - If UE is performing an intra-RRH beam switching, the highlighted text means UE can be scheduled after TCI state switch (just like normal UE behavior). 
       - For inter-RRH beam switching, after TCI switch, it is dependent on gNB not have the scheduling before UE applying new TA command
       - For inter-RRH beam switching, if UL periodic scheduling happens before UE applying new TA command: 
                     è UE should be allowed to have the UL TX according to the periodic scheduling, right?
                     è If so, how UE can guarantee the requirement in clause 7.1.2.1?  
 
If the above question can be clarified, I think we can further polishing the wording here: 
        - The highlighted part, is “UE shall not transmit .... before the UL transmission is scheduled by the gNB”, but the latter part “and the requirements in clause 7.1.2.1 apply” should be applied to “UL transmission”. 
           But with current sentence structure, it is more like a condition after “or”. 
        - The highlighted sentence has “..... after.... before”, which may be confusing to reader. 
           We can changed to: “after the TCI state switch, the UE shall not transmit except for RACH preamble in the new target TCI state before ...”
 
Regards,
Jackson (He Wang)
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 5:49 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
Hi Dmitri,
We understand your concern, but as we explained in the first round comment, the train crossing each other and around the RRH is a rare event in practice, and the periodic transmission or CG that may cause interruption you worry about is bursty short transmissions. The system impact is minor in practice in the first place, and definitely not the critical issue that fails the system and not essential for completing the WI.
 
Therefore, we should only include this restriction only when the agreement is reached. Your last proposal came towards the end of the commenting period, and we can’t assume companies that don’t comment imply support. At least we have the following concern:
1. As Nokia argued in the previous meeting, scheduling aperiodic L1-RSRP before TCI state switch is too complicated to implement, and we don’t know how complicated this aperiodic SRS after TCI state switch is and how long the delay is for network vendors. Therefore, we expect performance loss due to missing CG and periodic transmission. It’s a performance loss and offsets the performance benefit you can achieve by limiting UE transmissions.
1. Given that the net gain of doing this is negligible, we don’t think it is reasonable to as UE to implement such a complicated function: reframe from transmission after TCI state switch, wait until a RACH or an aperiodic SRS. Similar to the complexity not affordable by network to schedule an aperiodic L1-RSRP before TCI state switch, the complexity for UE doing such a transmission restriction is not affordable.
 
In summary, this CR is agreeable to us only when it captures the agreement but not pending items.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 2:26 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG; Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All,
 
Thank you for further comments!
 
Regarding the square brackets for the highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17,
the corresponding  CR R2-2203812  with the definitions of HST FR2 signalling was already agreed in RAN2.
Thus, we think that  it is better to use highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 . However, we are OK to keep it in square brackets.
 
Regarding the last part for highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled, we shared for several times already our view why it is important to have this text:
· It was an agreement at the RAN4#102-e GtW:
Requirements for the case when [largeOneStepUL-timingFR2-r17] is not enabled need to be defined and are FFS. It is not precluded to reuse legacy requirements.
· Without this text, the fundamental assumption that UL signals with wrong timing shall not be transmitted is violated.
· With our last proposal, we believe that we resolve the concerns of the companies that UE cannot distinguish inter- and intra-RRH TCI states switch.
The updated version of the CR has been uploaded:
(Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA_v05_Samsung_Nokia.docx
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@QTI.QUALCOMM.COM>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 8:57 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing) 
 
Hi Dmitry,
We want to clarify that adding square bracket in the last paragraph is to respect the ongoing discussion. However, we checked the WF and most of the companies are supporting option 2, no additional UE requirement. Therefore, if we still see the same opinion distribution until the final draft deadline, we want to agree the CR without the last paragraph on one shot timing disable case, given that most companies are not supporting it. Thank you.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of He Wang (Jackson)
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 10:12 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Dmitry,
 
Thanks for the drafting. 
We still have concerns on the final draft, pls. find the revision here:  

(Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA_v04_Nokia_Samsung.docx
 
In short: 
- We should not mix the NW flag and UE capability signaling. 
   Since IE should be defined in RAN2, it should be okay to use different naming in the revision, with both in brackets. 
- Similar revision for the last paragraph. As you know, we find the last part is not necessary at all.
   But considering it is in bracket, for the sake of progress, we can compromise to have it if Nokia insist so. 
   Anyway, without or with this paragraph, nothing changes for UE behavior and requirement. 
 
Regards,
Jackson (He Wang)
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 10:42 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
Hi Sean, All,
 
Thank you for the comments!
We have created a new clean version based on your comments.
(Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA_v03_QC_Nokia.docx
 
Just a couple minor additional changes were made:
· we removed square brackets around highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 capability
In our view, it is obvious that if large one-step capability is not supported by the UE, then the requirements below cannot be applied.
· we changed where to above for Tnew and Told definitions.
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri

From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 4:02 AM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing) 
 
Hi Dmitry,
Thank you for the draft. We made some changes (with explanations in comments) and uploaded as: (Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA_v2_QC.docx
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 12:57 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2207890 (UL timing)
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All,
 
The revision of CR on UL timing is now uploaded:
(Draft_R4-2211084)Rev-R4-2207890_Nokia_HST_FR2_CR_38133_UL_TA.docx
 
This draft takes into account the latest GtW agreements:
· UE shall apply one shot large timing adjustment on TCI switching occasion if UE measurement on DL timing difference is larger than a timing difference threshold
· If new TCI state within active TCI state list: Adopt ±Te immediately after TCI state switch as the accuracy otherwise ±[7Ts] adopted.
· Support of one shot large UL timing adjustment feature group: Define feature as optional with capability signaling
The text and commend from the merges CRs was also considered.
 
Additionally, the part clarifying the requirement when highSpeedLargeOneStepUL-TimingFR2-r17 is disabled is added based on our compromise proposal.
 
Companies are welcomed to check!
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri





Topic #2: Remaining issues in RRM requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2207819
	Apple
	Discussion on signalling characteristics requirements
Proposal 1: Network should not use adjacent SSBs in FR2 HST. UE is not expected to perform L1-RSRP of two adjacent SSBs.  

	R4-2207820
	Apple
	Discussion on measurement procedure requirement for FR2 HST
Proposal 1: Define Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2, and Mmeas_preriod_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2.  

	R4-2207879
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	On Throughput and Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance
[Moderator]: Observations were not listed in the Issues. CRs to the TRs can be discussed directly.
Observation 1: Clause 6.3.3 of the TR 38.854 “Link Performance and Throughput Perfo rmance” is missing throughput performance results. 
Observation 2:
Windowed CPE throughput is close to maximum achievable rate considering the used bandwidth and other physical layer settings in uni-directional scenarios if one CPE is simulated in the network. 
Scenarios with DPS have higher throughput compared to non-DPS ones due to lower outage time and less frequent handovers between the RRHs. 
Windowed CPE throughput is lower in bi-directional scenarios than in uni-directional scenarios, e.g., due to more frequent handovers/beam switches and longer distance to the serving RRHs. 
Observation 3:
Bi-directional Scenario-A was not considered as priority one in HST FR2 Rel-17 WI because of more challenging mobility especially if RRM measurements can be done by one CPE panel at a time.
Enhanced RRM requirements significantly improve mobility robustness compared to legacy RRM requirements.
Mobility robustness improves in DPS deployment compared to non-DPS due to shorter mobility delays, i.e., beam switch compared to handover.
Similar precautions on longer than 40 ms DRX cycle apply to bi-directional Scenario-A as to uni-directional where the train is traveling in the opposite direction to the serving RRH panel orientation.
Multi-panel assumption has large impact on mobility performance particularly in non-DPS deployment, where the robustness is significantly better if CPE can perform RRM measurement on both directions at the same time.

	R4-2208154
	CATT
	Discussion on scheduling restriction on SSB for FR2 HST
Proposal 1: The scheduling restriction on adjacent SSB from different RRHs is needed. Otherwise, the performance of SS-RSRP/RSRQ/SINR will be degraded due to ISI. To capture in the spec, it can be described as: if SSB from different RRHs are adjacent, the performance of RSRP/SINR will be degraded.

	R4-2208347
	OPPO
	Scheduling restriction on SSB
[bookmark: _Hlk102061816]Proposal 1: Consider the following scheduling restriction on SSB:  
- The SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs should not be used for RRH with longer propagation delay. 
Proposal 2: The scheduling restriction could be used as one condition for whether to apply FR2 HST requirements.

	R4-2208769
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on remaining issue of Signaling characteristics for HST FR2
Proposal 1: When to apply the DL/UL transmission scheduling restriction, depend on NW implementation, without any impact on UE eighbor.
[Moderator]: Treated in Topic#1.
Proposal 2: In order to avoid ISI, adjacent SSBs between two eighbor RRHs should be not allowed for HST FR2.

	R4-2208771
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on Measurement Procedure Requirements for HST FR2
[bookmark: _Hlk102063966]Proposal 1: Scaling factors (Mpss/sss_synch_w/o_gaps and Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps) equal to 18 for Set 2, so same logic applies for both Set 1 and Set 2. 

	R4-2209520
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Discussions on remaining issues in RRM enhancements for FR2 HST 
Proposal 1: For the enhancement of SA intra-frequency measurements with gaps in connected mode for FR2 HST, the same enhancement as for intra-frequency measurements without gaps should be applied.   
Proposal 2: For L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR configured for FR2 HST, the same enhancements as SSB-based L1-RSRP measurements should be applied.   
Proposal 3: For one-shot large UL timing adjustment, RAN4 should define the feature as optional.
[Moderator]: Treated in Topic #1.

	R4-2207734
	Qualcomm, Inc.
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction

	R4-2207821
	Apple
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction

	R4-2207880
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TR 38.854 on Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance

	R4-2207881
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TR 38.854 on Throughput Performance in HST FR2 Scenarios

	R4-2207882
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment

	R4-2208156
	CATT
	CR on FR2 HST core requirements

	R4-2208844
	Samsung
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST

	R4-2209332
	ZTE Corporation
	CR for TR 38.854 to remove the squar brackets for identified requirements

	R4-2209521
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TS 38.133: intra-frequency measurements with gaps for for FR2 NR HST

	R4-2209524
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST

	R4-2210180
	Ericsson
	Introduction of FR2 HST bands for power class 6 in TS 38.133




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 2-1: Remaining issues in RRM requirements
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: Scheduling restriction on SSB
· Background
At RAN4#102-e a new issue was introduced [R4-2206848_]:
	Way forward (maintenance):
FFS whether the network should not use adjacent SSBs in FR2 HST.



· Proposals and/or Observations
· Proposal 1 (Apple): Network should not use adjacent SSBs in FR2 HST. UE is not expected to perform L1-RSRP of two adjacent SSBs.
· Proposal 2 (CATT): The scheduling restriction on adjacent SSB from different RRHs is needed. Otherwise, the performance of SS-RSRP/RSRQ/SINR will be degraded due to ISI. To capture in the spec, it can be described as: if SSB from different RRHs are adjacent, the performance of RSRP/SINR will be degraded
· Proposal 3(OPPO): Consider the following scheduling restriction on SSB:
· The SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs should not be used for RRH with longer propagation delay. 
· Proposal 4(OPPO): The scheduling restriction could be used as one condition for whether to apply FR2 HST requirements.
· Proposal 5 (ZTE): In order to avoid ISI, adjacent SSBs between two eighbor RRHs should be not allowed for HST FR2.
· Proposal 6 (Qualcomm): Network doesn’t allocate two SSBs from adjacent RRHs on adjacent symbols to avoid ISI.
· Candidate options:
· Option 1: Two SSBs from adjacent RRHs shall not be allocated on adjacent symbols
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
· Recommended WF
· Check if Option 1 is agreeable
· Discuss in the 1st round how to take possible agreement into account, e.g., in the TS or TR.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree on Option1.

	QC
	We don’t see too much difference between the options, and the issue is how to capture in spec. We suggest to clarify that the FR2 HST requirement is applicable only when the two SSBs from adjacent RRHs are not on the adjacent symbols.

	ZTE
	Agree on Option1.

	Huawei
	Does option 1 mean scheduling restriction is applied? If yes, option 1 is fine.

	Nokia
	Share the same view as Proposal 3. This means, the restriction should only apply under specific circumstances. We are open to further discuss this issue.

	Samsung
	We are okay to Option 1. Agree with moderator, how to capture the agreement should be discussed. 

	Apple
	Support option 1.     

	OPPO
	We think Proposal 3 is more accurate to avoid over restrictions on SSB. If the majority view is option 1, we can also accept it. 

	CATT
	Support option 1. For how to capture it, we suggest to add clarification, if SSB from different RRHs are adjacent, the performance of RSRP/SINR will be degraded



Issue 2-1-2: Time period for PSS/SSS detection and Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements
· Background
At RAN4#102-e [WF, R4-2206848], it was agreed
Issue 2-2-1: Time period for PSS/SSS detection and Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements
	GtW Agreement:
· Agreements
· Scaling factors (Mpss/sss_synch_w/o_gaps and Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps) equal to 6 for Set 1 and [18] for Set 2



· Proposals and/or Observations:
· Proposal 1 (Apple): Define Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2, and Mmeas_preriod_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2.
· Proposal 2 (ZTE): Scaling factors (Mpss/sss_synch_w/o_gaps and Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps) equal to 18 for Set 2, so same logic applies for both Set 1 and Set 2. 
· Candidate options:
· Option 1:  Define Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps = 18, and Mmeas_preriod_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2.
· Recommended WF
· Check whether Option 1 is agreeable.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree on Option1

	ZTE
	Agree on Option1

	Nokia
	Option 1.

	Apple
	Agree with option 1

	OPPO
	Agree with option 1.

	CATT
	Agree with Option 1. 



Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements
· Background
RAN4#100-e agreement on SMTC periodicity:
	Agreement:
HST FR2 enhanced requirement is applied to SMTC <=40ms. SMTC periodicity is not restricted.



RAN4#101-e WF on M2 scaling factor for short DRX: 
	Way forward from GtW:
· Baseline: M2 = 1.5 if SMTC periodicity > [40] ms, otherwise M2=1
· FFS if a different scaling factor is needed for scenario-B with two-side RRH



The form of requirements was agreed at RAN4#101-bis-e, for example,

	Agreement:
PSS/SSS detection 
Set 1:  
Table 1: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when [flag1] is configured, (Frequency range FR2) 
	DRX cycle 
	TPSS/SSS_sync_intra 

	No DRX 
	max(600ms, ceil([6] x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle≤ 80 ms
	max(600ms, ceil([6] x M2Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra 

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms 
	max(600ms, ceil(M2 x Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms 
	ceil(Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x DRX cycle x CSSFintra 

	NOTE 1: If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified 
NOTE 2: M2 = 1.5 if SMTC periodicity > 40 ms; otherwise M2 = 1
 






· Proposals and/or Observations
· Observation 1 (Qualcomm): RAN4#100e meeting WF agreement limits the FR2 HST enhancement applicability range to SMTC <= 40ms. Note that the applicability range restriction doesn’t imply that the requirement works for SMTC > 40ms with speed 350km/h. Instead, it implies that when speed is 350km/h, SMTC > 40ms is not expected. This is the same methodology as limiting applicability range to DRx <= 80ms.
· Proposal 1 (Qualcomm): Follow the previous agreement and apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposal in the 1st round.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree on the proposal generally. 
The problem is: shall requirements for HST preclude SMTC>40ms explicitly or not, like the  R4-2207734 or Clause 6.2.1 in BigCR R4-220616?  As reference, For DRX>320ms, we still keep requirements on HST table in big CR.  We shall define aligned limitation on SMTC.

	QC
	Note that the applicability rule is agreed not because legacy requirement in SMTC >40ms is feasible in 350km/h. We have the applicability rule introduced because we don’t expect network to configure such a long SMTC in 350km/h, but also don’t want limit network from configuring such SMTC if the train speed is lower. The DRx applicability range is with the same consideration. 
Therefore, whether the legacy requirements are feasible to SMTC > 40ms in 350km/h speed is not considered in the previous agreement, and not related to this issue.
To Ericsson: we still have requirement for SMTC > 40ms for HST, but without enhancement, like you mentioned, the same as DRX > 320ms for idle mode.

	ZTE
	Agree with Proposal 1.

	Huawei
	Agree on proposal 1.

	Nokia
	Could the proponent clarify what requirements are applied when SMTC > 40 ms and highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured? 
Also, please explain Note 3 in the tables, which is shown below:
NOTE 3:	When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply

	QC
	As NOTE 3 in our CR stated, the legacy requirement (non-HST) in Table 9.2.5.1-2 and 9.2.5.2-2 applies when SMTC period > 40ms.

	Apple
	Agree with proposal 1

	OPPO
	Agree with proposal 1.

	CATT
	We understand QC’s intention. But we think the NOTE 3 in table 9.2.5.1-11 in not proper. It’s better to delete current NOTE 3 and move QC’s change to the text above the table to indicate the correct table in R4-2207734

	Nokia2
	Thanks for the clarification from QC. According to the clarification, we cannot agree with the proposed CR due to performance issues which are identified in our simulation studies. Our simulation results show that complete mobility failure would occur when SMTC > 40 ms and highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured. The simulation results are shown below (more details can be found in TR 38.854, 6.3.4.1.1).
[image: ]
As suggested by CATT, we are Ok to delete NOTE 3 and also delete the suggested changes in the table heading. 
In the table, we can set M2 = 1.5.





Issue 1-1-4: Applicability of requirements for FR2 PC 6 UEs
· Background
· Proposals and/or Observations:
· Proposal 1 (CATT): Add clear clarification for the applicability of all requirements for FR2 power class 6 UE configured with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 should be applied only for Pcell such as RLM/BFD (not for Pscell for RLM/BFD, and Scell for BFD), and cell identification requirements (not applied for Scell) and so on.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss Proposal 1 in the first round.
· Companies are encouraged to indicate whether the proposal is agreeable.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Support Proposal 1. 

	QC
	Which part of the current spec can apply to the cases outside the range mentioned in the proposal? We need this clarification only when there are indeed some cases that is not desired in the applicable range.

	ZTE
	Support Proposal 1. 

	Samsung
	We may need to consider the future proof of introducing the explicit applicability here. 
In Rel-18, the approved scope for FR2 HST enh. Include CA operation, and for Rel-18 this applicability should be changed explicitly? Or we actually don’t need to consider that, because RF requirement already gives the limitation and no such case (PSCell for RLM/BFD and Scell for BFD in Rel-17) at all. 

	CATT
	Support Proposal 1. When CA enhancement in Rel-18, the enhancement in PScell and SCell should be enhanced in R18. Similar as R17 enhancement indication in HST FR1. 



Issue 2-1-5: Intra-frequency measurements with gaps
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): For the enhancement of SA intra-frequency measurements with gaps in connected mode for FR2 HST, the same enhancement as for intra-frequency measurements without gaps should be applied.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss in the 1st round whether the proposal is agreeable.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree on proposal1.

	ZTE
	Agree on proposal1.

	Huawei
	Agree on proposal 1

	Apple
	Agree on proposal 1

	OPPO
	Agree on proposal 1

	CATT
	Agree with Proposal 1. 



Issue 2-1-6: L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR
· Proposals and/or Observations
· Proposal 1 (Nokia): For L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR configured for FR2 HST, the same enhancements as SSB-based L1-RSRP measurements should be applied.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss in the 1st round whether the proposal is agreeable.

Companies views’ collection for 1st round:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree on proposal1 generally. 

	QC
	We don’t have L1-SINR measurement delay enhancement for FR1 HST with 500km/h, why do we need it for FR2 HST with lower speed?

	ZTE
	Agree on proposal 1. We are open to QC’s concern.

	Huawei
	Agree on proposal1.

	Nokia
	Support Proposal 1.
In response to QC’s question, could you clarify if the L1-SINR measurement delay requirement was discussed in Rel-16 FR1 HST in which RAN4 based on the discussion decided not to enhance the L1-SINR measurement requirement? 

	QC
	To Nokia, the L1-SINR enhancement was not discussed and nothing is agreed. Therefore, to consider the enhancement in lower speed scenario, justification is needed on why we need to consider it in lower speed but not higher speed.
We explain our argument on how L1-SINR is not relevant in all high speed train scenario: the major different between L1-RSRP and L1-SINR is taking interference into consideration. Given that high speed train crossing each other is rare and therefore two RRH transmitting simultaneously is rare, interference is low and L1-SINR measurement is not relevant.
Moreover, for FR2 HST, SSBs from adjacent RRHs are at least not overlapping, and is 2-1-1 even asking for non-overlapping, which further reduce the interference on SSBs. 

	Samsung
	To QC’s question: The logic of R16 HST for FR1 don’t consider SINR measurement is only because L1-SINR is introduced in R16 eMIMO work item which is discussed simultaneously in the same release. 

	Apple
	Agree on proposal 1

	OPPO
	L1-SINR measurements can be deprioritized. The overlapping coverage is not expected, especially for uni-directional deployment. Therefore L1-RSRP is sufficient. If companies believe L1-SINR is necessary, we agree that the same enhancements for L1-RSRP can be used. 

	CATT
	Generally we agree on P1. In R17 HST FR1, the latest agreement is existing L1-SINR measurement requirements are reused for HST. 




CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize WIs and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.

	R4-2207734	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction	Qualcomm, Inc.

	Company A
	Ericsson:
Depends on conclusion of Issue 2-1-3.

	Nokia
	Could the proponent clarify what does Note 3 in the tables (also provide below) mean?
NOTE 3:	When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.1-2 apply.

	
	CATT: as comments in Issue 2-1-3



	R4-2207821	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction	Apple

	Company A
	Ericsson:
Check the wordings ‘UE is not expected to transmit …. SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP on  symbols corresponding to the SSB indexes configured for L1-RSRP measurement and …’
It can be interpreted wrongly that UE transmits SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP,

	QC
	1. Neighboring cell detection has the same problem, not only L1 measurement
2. We propose to address this issue by requirement applicability: measurement requirements apply when adjacent SSBs are only from the same or non-adjacent RRHs when FR2 HST flag is configured

	Nokia
	Pending the outcome of discussions in Issue 2-1-1.



	R4-2207880	CR to TR 38.854 on Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Company A
	

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2207881	CR to TR 38.854 on Throughput Performance in HST FR2 Scenarios	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Company A
	

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2207882	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	QC
	"The signaling diagram of the procedure is shown in Figure 7.2.2.1-1. " => this is not the only possible implementation. Suggest to revise as "An example of signaling diagram…....

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2208156	CR on FR2 HST core requirements	CATT

	Company A
	

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2208844	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST	Samsung

	Nokia
	We are not sure why only power class 3 is stated in the following statement:
“Unless explicitly stated, requirements for power class 3 for NR SA operation is applicable to Rel-17 FR2 power class 6 UE.”


	Samsung
	The intention is: For the requirements which is not PC specific, the general FR2 requirement should be applied. 

	Nokia2
	Thanks for the clarification. The wording needs refinements to reflect your feedback. 



	R4-2209332	CR for TR 38.854 to remove the squar brackets for identified requirements	ZTE Corporation

	Company A
	

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2209521	CR to TS 38.133: intra-frequency measurements with gaps for for FR2 NR HST	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Company A
	

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2209524	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	QC
	Pending open issue discussion

	Company B
	

	
	



	R4-2210180	Introduction of FR2 HST bands for power class 6 in TS 38.133	Ericsson

	QC
	Overlapped with R4-2208844

	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.
	Sub-topic
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #2-1: Remaining issues in RRM requirements
	Issue 2-1-1: Scheduling restriction on SSB
Background:
In general, all of the companies acknowledge the issues with adjusted SSBs. Several companies have commented that Proposal 3 is more accurate. It is proposed as the tentative agreement.
Tentative agreements:
The SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs should not be used for RRH with longer propagation delay 
Candidate options:
· None
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree on tentative agreement.
The companies are encouraged to discuss further the concert formulation of the requirement for the CR.

Issue 2-1-2: Time period for PSS/SSS detection and Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements
Background:
Companies agree to remove square brackets.
Tentative agreements:
Define Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps = 18, and Mmeas_preriod_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2.
Candidate options:
· None
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Remove square brackets in the corresponding CR.

Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements
Background:
It is proposed to modify table headings to limit the applicability to SMTC period <= 40ms:
· Table 9.2.5.1-11: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured, (Frequency range FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
· Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
And to modify NOTE3:
· NOTE 3:	M2 = 1 if SMTC periodicity ≤ 40 ms; otherwise M2 = 1.5 -> When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
Tentative agreements:
TBA
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases: NOTE 3 + Table titles
· Option 2 [CATT]: Delete NOTE 3 and move the change to the text above the table
· Option 3 [Nokia]: Delete NOTE 3 and keep table titles without changes.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Companies are encouraged to continue discussion in the 2nd round.

Issue 1-1-4: Applicability of requirements for FR2 PC 6 UEs
Background:
There is support for the proposals but some companies also have concerns about how to apply the requirements.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1 [Ericsson, ZTE, CATT]: Add clear clarification for the applicability of all requirements for FR2 power class 6 UE configured with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 should be applied only for Pcell.
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss in the 2nd round.
The proponents of Option 1 are encouraged the list of impacted requirements.

Issue 2-1-5: Intra-frequency measurements with gaps
Background:
The proposal is supported by all the companies.
Tentative agreements:
For the enhancement of SA intra-frequency measurements with gaps in connected mode for FR2 HST, the same enhancement as for intra-frequency measurements without gaps should be applied.
Candidate options:
· None
Recommendations for 2nd round:
None. The corresponding CR is recommended to be agreed.

Issue 2-1-6: L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR
Background:
The companies generally agree on the proposal from the 1st round, but some concerns are shared as well.
Tentative agreements:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1[Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE, Huawei, Appel, CATT]: For L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR configured for FR2 HST, the same enhancements as SSB-based L1-RSRP measurements should be applied.
· Option 2[QC]: Do not define enhancement for L1-SINR
· Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round.




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”

	R4-2207734
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction	Qualcomm, Inc.
To be revised

	R4-2207821
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction	Apple
To be revised

	R4-2207880
	CR to TR 38.854 on Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Agreeable

	R4-2207881
	CR to TR 38.854 on Throughput Performance in HST FR2 Scenarios	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Agreeable

	R4-2207882
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
To be revised

	R4-2208156
	CR on FR2 HST core requirements	CATT
Agreeable

	R4-2208844
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST	Samsung
To be revised

	R4-2209332
	CR for TR 38.854 to remove the squar brackets for identified requirements	ZTE Corporation
Agreeable

	R4-2209521
	CR to TS 38.133: intra-frequency measurements with gaps for for FR2 NR HST	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Agreeable

	R4-2209524
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
To be revised

	R4-2210180
	Introduction of FR2 HST bands for power class 6 in TS 38.133	Ericsson
To be merged with R4-2208844.




Discussion on 2nd round 
Sub-topic 2-1: Remaining issues in RRM requirements
Issue 2-1-1: Scheduling restriction on SSB
Agreements from round 1:
The SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs should not be used for RRH with longer propagation delay 
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree on tentative agreement, and finalize the CR.

Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	QC
	The tentative agreement is a correct description but may not be a correct spec wording since theoretically speaking, propagation delay is not defined for an RRH, it is defined for a specific path and can be LOS and NLOS. Moreover, 38.133 doesn’t define base station implementation. We suggest the following wording as agreement, which is implementable on spec:
FR2 HST requirement is applicable only when the two SSBs from adjacent RRHs are not on the adjacent symbols.


	OPPO
	We agree that 133 spec does not define gNB implementation, this restriction on SSB is for applicability rules for FR2 HST requirement. Can QC agree on the wording below:
FR2 HST requirement is applicable only when the SSB arriving earlier (i.e. with smaller SSB index) among the adjacent SSBs are not used for RRH with longer propagation delay.


	ZZZ
	



Issue 2-1-2: Time period for PSS/SSS detection and Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements
Agreements from round 1:
Define Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps = 18, and Mmeas_preriod_w/o_gaps = 18 for set 2.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The agreement will be moved directly to the WF, no discussion is needed.

Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements
Background:
RAN4#100-e agreement on SMTC periodicity:
	Agreement:
HST FR2 enhanced requirement is applied to SMTC <=40ms. SMTC periodicity is not restricted.



RAN4#101-e WF on M2 scaling factor for short DRX: 
	Way forward from GtW:
· Baseline: M2 = 1.5 if SMTC periodicity > [40] ms, otherwise M2=1
· FFS if a different scaling factor is needed for scenario-B with two-side RRH



The form of requirements was agreed at RAN4#101-bis-e, for example,
	Agreement:
PSS/SSS detection 
Set 1:  
Table 1: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when [flag1] is configured, (Frequency range FR2) 
	DRX cycle 
	TPSS/SSS_sync_intra 

	No DRX 
	max(600ms, ceil([6] x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle≤ 80 ms
	max(600ms, ceil([6] x M2Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra 

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms 
	max(600ms, ceil(M2 x Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms 
	ceil(Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x DRX cycle x CSSFintra 

	NOTE 1: If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified 
NOTE 2: M2 = 1.5 if SMTC periodicity > 40 ms; otherwise M2 = 1
 






It is proposed to modify table headings to limit the applicability to SMTC period <= 40ms:
· Table 9.2.5.1-11: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured, (Frequency range FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
· Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
And to modify NOTE3:
· NOTE 3:	M2 = 1 if SMTC periodicity ≤ 40 ms; otherwise M2 = 1.5 -> When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
I.e. regular FR2 requirements are followed.

Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate Options:
· Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
· Option 2 [Nokia]: Delete NOTE 3, keep table titles without changes and set M2 = 1.5
GTW discussion:
Nokia: with option 1, the performance will be broken for SMTC period >40ms. Option 2 is compromised solution from Nokia. 
QC: For SMTC period >40ms it’s not expected to be configured for high-speed train. It just allows flexibility for NW configuration for low-speed train.  The concern from Nokia already reflected in the spec.
Ericsson: We already agreements previously, we prefer to keep the title unchanged. We can further work on the text.
Nokia: We share the concern on the proposed changes on the CR.
Agreement:
Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3. 

Recommendations for 2nd round:
Companies are encouraged to continue discussion in the 2nd round.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	[Moderator]
	It is recommended to continue the discussion on the CR.

	YYY
	

	ZZZ
	



Issue 2-1-4: Applicability of requirements for FR2 PC 6 UEs
Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate Options:
· Option 1 [Ericsson, ZTE, CATT]: Add clear clarification for the applicability of all requirements for FR2 power class 6 UE configured with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 should be applied only for Pcell.
· Option 2: Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
There is support for the Option 1 but some companies also have concerns about how to apply the requirements
Further discuss in the 2nd round.
The proponents of Option 1 are encouraged the list of impacted requirements.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Support

	Nokia
	How is this clarified in the specification? 

	QC
	Our first round comment hasn’t been addressed:
Which part of the current spec can apply to the cases outside the range mentioned in the proposal? We need this clarification only when there are indeed some cases that is not desired in the applicable range.

	OPPO
	Support option 1 to move forward. 

	ZTE
	Support Option 1.

	CATT
	Option 1. And fine with revised CR R4-2208844

	[Moderator]
	The agreement seems to be not needed because the CR was agreed.



Issue 2-1-5: Intra-frequency measurements with gaps
Agreements from round 1:
For the enhancement of SA intra-frequency measurements with gaps in connected mode for FR2 HST, the same enhancement as for intra-frequency measurements without gaps should be applied.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Add the agreement to the WF, no further discussion is needed.

Issue 2-1-6: L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR
Agreements from round 1:
None
Candidate options:
· Option 1[Nokia, Ericsson, ZTE, Huawei, Appel, CATT]: For L1-SINR measurements with SSB-based CMR and dedicated IMR configured for FR2 HST, the same enhancements as SSB-based L1-RSRP measurements should be applied.
· Option 2[QC]: Do not define enhancement for L1-SINR
· Other options are not precluded
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Continue the discussion in the 2nd round.
Contributor Comments:
	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Option 1

	nokia
	Support Option 1.

	QC
	We are open to discuss option 1, but can the proponents address our comment arguing that L1-SINR enhancement is not relevant when we have L1-RSRP enhancement already for FR2 HST? 
The major different between L1-RSRP and L1-SINR is taking interference into consideration. Given that high speed train crossing each other is rare and therefore two RRH transmitting simultaneously is rare, interference is low and L1-SINR measurement is not relevant.
Moreover, for FR2 HST, SSBs from adjacent RRHs are at least not overlapping, and is 2-1-1 even asking for non-overlapping, which further reduce the interference on SSBs.
To Samsung’s first round comment, R17 FR1 HST doesn’t define L1-SINR measurement delay enhancement, and the discussion started after R16 eMIMO WI closed.

	OPPO
	Prefer option 2.

	ZTE
	Support Option 1.

	CATT
	Support option 1. For Samsung’s first round comment, we think R17 HST FR1 use current L1-SINR measurement in HST. 



Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”

	R4-2211085 -> Revised to R4-22111218           
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction, Qualcomm, Inc.
The CR was revised after the GtW discussion, and moderator recommendation is that the revised CR is agreeable.


Dear Sean,
 
Thank you for the constructive offline discussion as we understand it is very late at where you are.
 
We are fine with the updated version. Also, we are pleased to help you upload the updated version shared on the draft folder once the chairman requested us to do.
 
Best Regards,
Anthony
Nokia
 
 
From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2022 9:35 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG; Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol) <anthony.lo@nokia.com>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
Hi all,
After an offline discussion with Nokia, we updated the CR according to the comment we received, summarized below:
1. Square bracket around [otherwise, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.1-2.]
1. Square bracket around [otherwise, T SSB_measurement_period_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.2-2.]
We additionally found an original spec note deleted without deletion mark after v3, and we add the deletion mark back. 
 
The new version is uploaded to:
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/CRs/R4-2207734%20neighboring%20cell%20identification/R4-221xxxx%20CR%20FR2%20HST%20neighboring%20cell%20identification%20103_v6.docx
 
Given that there is no actual content change except square brackets, hope this is acceptable.
Since it passed 1am in US west coast time, we asked Nokia to upload this version to inbox if it is agreeable for everyone and after the revision tdoc number is assigned. Nokia kindly agrees to help on this, and we really appreciate it.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 12:20 PM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
Hi Anthony, 
We again address your two comments from previous email:
1. “why PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured uses enhanced requirements while non-PC 6 UE with high-speed flag configured don’t”
[QC reply] PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured uses enhanced requirements is an agreement. This CR doesn’t change anything for non-PC 6 UE with high-speed flag configured, if you have concern on that, you can bring a CR in the next meeting 
 
1. “Another problem is when SMTC > 40ms, the requirement in the CR is ambiguous and our engineers interpretation is that legacy requirements are possible for any DRx for PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured.”
[QC reply] When SMTC > 40ms, legacy requirements apply to PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured. This is clearly captured in our CR without ambiguity since it is an agreement from GTW.
 
And here are collections of your previous comments:
1. “To move forward, we propose to revise the following statement as follows:
                When SMTC period > 40 ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 may apply.  ”
[QC reply] This is revising agreement, which requires consensus.
 
1. Revision on CR: “For UE supporting power class 6 with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 configured, if SMTC <=40ms, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.1-11; otherwise, is given in Table 9.2.5.1-2”
[QC reply] We didn’t accept this change because it removes the key GTW agreements captured in the CR. 
 
For your reference, we paste the GTW agreement again below:
 
·         Agreement: Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3.
o    Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 12:02 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Hi Anthony,
Thank you for the feedback.
Based on GTW record, the requirement is an agreement already, if you want to revise requirement, you can bring the contribution in the next meeting, but the purpose of this CR is to capture the agreed requirements. 
If there is any ambiguity, please point it out which in which configuration “covered by this CR” is ambiguous and allows multiple interpretation, and we can revise the description then get a new tdoc number for revision. In the table below, only the first row marked in blue with bold font is captured in this CR. The rest is not related to or changed by the CR, and if you find any ambiguity, you can propose a CR to revise them in the next meeting.
 
	 
	DRx <= 80ms
	DRx > 80ms

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	New requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-7)
	Legacy requirement (apply table 9.2.5.2-7 but the same as 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)


 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol) <anthony.lo@nokia.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 11:40 AM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Sean,
 
Sorry for the late in replying due to today’s deadline. 
 
As mentioned, we deeply concern with the CR which is ambiguous and the requirement very hard to interpret due to multiple interpretations. Further the CR raises many questions. We need more time to analyze and improve the requirement. 
 
We suggest keeping the discussion ongoing. 
 
Best Regards,
Anthony  
 
From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 4:39 PM
To: Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol) <anthony.lo@nokia.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
Hi Anthony,
This CR doesn’t change anything for “Non PC6 UE, high speed flag configured, DRx <= 80ms”. If there is any difference introduced in this CR, please list the current spec and this CR requirements, and point out the different to let us know.
 
For “PC6 UE, high speed flag configured, SMTC <= 40ms, DRx <= 80ms”, this CR doesn’t change any requirement from the current spec, if there is any change, please list the current spec and this CR requirements, and point out the different to let us know.
 
For “PC6 UE, high speed flag configured, SMTC > 40ms, DRx <= 80ms”, we want to re-iterate that the CR is drafted according to the following agreement from GTW:
 
·         Agreement: Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3.
o    Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
If you have any wording change suggestions that are aligned with the GTW agreement, please let us know and we’ll address it. But we are not in the stage of technical discussions on how we design the requirements, that should happen before the agreement is reached. Given that we have an agreement on GTW, the CR discussion is on how to capture the agreement correctly.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol) <anthony.lo@nokia.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 6:09 AM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Sean,
 
Thank you for the reply.
 
As we try to understand your CR, we face with more questions than answers. Basically, the CR fixes one problem, but creates multiple new problems and raises questions. The table in your e-mail clearly shows some of the problems.
 
	 
	DRx <= 80ms
	DRx > 80ms

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	New requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-7)
	Legacy requirement (apply table 9.2.5.2-7 but the same as 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)


 
For DRx<= 80ms and consider the first two rows, the first question asked by our engineers is why PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured uses enhanced requirements while non-PC 6 UE with high-speed flag configured don’t but in reality complete mobility failures occur when they read the system-level simulation results in 38.854 (shown below for information). This doesn’t make sense at all. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc98503635][bookmark: _Toc99087635]6.3.4.1.1.1                 Uni-directional Scenario-A without DPS
This section shows system level simulation mobility performance results for uni-directional Scenario-A without DPS for both the case when train is traveling into same direction (Dir:Same in legends) as RRH beam are pointing to and into opposite direction (Dir:Opposite in legends). Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-1 shows successful handover rate per CPE per second and ping-pong rate as percentage of ping-pong handovers per all handovers. Ping-pong handover is observed when two handovers happen back and forth between two same cells in one second. It is observed that handover and ping-pong rates are the highest without DRX and gradually decrease when DRX cycle is increased. Significant drop in successful handovers is observed when train travels to opposite direction than RRH beams are pointed to and DRX is used. Ping-pongs are not observed in the cases with DRX configured.
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Description automatically generated][image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-1 Handover and ping-pong handover rates
Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-2 shows average time-of-stay in cell (RRH). It is observed that without DRX the time-of-stay in RRH is slightly lower than the time train with 350 km/h speed takes to travel the distance of one Ds of 700 meters (about 7.2 seconds). This result is due to ping-pongs observed in Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-1. With DRX cycles 80-160 ms the time-of-stay increases to over 7 seconds.
[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-2 Time-of-stay in cell
Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-3 shows time-of-outage percentage per call (existence of CPE in the simulation) and average time-of-outage duration due to low SINR (below -8 dB) conditions. Time-of-outage percentage per call includes all the sources of outage combined. This consists of handover execution time, the time it takes to perform radio link failure related procedures from observing radio link problem until re-establishment of connection and the time below -8 dB SINR conditions are observed in the simulation even prior to radio link problem can be detected based on filtering. It is observed from the results that significant outage is detected only in case train travels to opposite direction than RRHs are pointing to and DRX is used.
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Description automatically generated]
Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-3 Time-of-outage per call and time-of-outage duration due to low SINR
Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-4 shows inter-cell mobility failure rate (RLF + HOF percentage of all handover and failure events). The results show that failure rate is very high in case train is traveling to opposite direction than RRH beams are pointing to and DRX is used in case of legacy RRM requirements. DRX 40 ms causes about 70% failure rate and DRX 80-160 ms causes even higher number of problems with over 80% failure rate in this scenario. No failures are observed when train is traveling into same direct as RRH beams are pointing to.
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Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-4 Mobility failure rate
Figure 6.3.4.1.2.1-5 shows distribution of raw SINR values taken from the CQI measurements and it is observed that SINR level is high and clearly sufficient to support high mobility performance except in the cases with DRX 40-160 ms and train traveling to opposite direction.
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Figure 6.3.4.1.1.1-5 SINR distributions
Another problem is when SMTC > 40ms, the requirement in the CR is ambiguous and our engineers interpretation is that legacy requirements are possible for any DRx for PC6 UE with high-speed flag configured. Thus, we need more time to analyze the CR to understand the interpretation. We don’t support a quick fix and later new problems are uncovered. We prefer a total clean up solution ensuring high quality and unbroken requirements. We are not ready to agree with the latest version. If needed, we can have offline discussions.
 
Best Regards,
Anthony
 


Hi all,
The latest version is the final version:

https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/CRs/R4-2207734%20neighboring%20cell%20identification/R4-220xxxx%20%28orig%207734%29%20CR%20FR2%20HST%20neighboring%20cell%20identification%20103_v5.docx

Any further comments are welcome. We want to emphasize again that we’ll try our best to address comments aligned with the GTW agreements:

·         Agreement: Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3.
o    Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.
For the proposal that doesn’t align with requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 for SMTC period > 40ms cases, we can’t take them in order to respect GTW agreement.

Best regards,
Sean

From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 10:51 AM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Hi all,
We had an offline discussion with CATT, and the “follows power class 3” wording after “Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps =24” is confusing. Therefore, we remove it and upload a new version:

https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/CRs/R4-2207734%20neighboring%20cell%20identification/R4-220xxxx%20%28orig%207734%29%20CR%20FR2%20HST%20neighboring%20cell%20identification%20103_v5.docx

We agree with CATT’s comment on PC6 without high speed flag configured, but it is a separate issue and we can address it in the next meeting.

Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 9:26 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Hi Yanze, Anthony and all,
Thank you for the comments. For CATT’s “red” highlighted comments, we took all of them in the new version: R4-220xxxx (orig 7734) CR FR2 HST neighboring cell identification 103_v4.docx, and thank you for correcting these errors.

For CATT’s “purple” highlighted comments, we have the clarification below:
	
	DRx <= 80ms
	DRx > 80ms

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	New requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-7)
	Legacy requirement (apply table 9.2.5.2-7 but the same as 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)

	Non PC 6 UE, high speed flag not configured
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
	Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)



The yellow highlighted part is included for operator flexibility: even if DRx > 80ms is not a likely configuration for peak speed we considered in FR2 HST, operator still wants to have the flexibility of configuring it for train running in a slightly lower speed.

For Nokia’s comment, when we consider SMTC > 40ms, we have
· Legacy requirement (Table 9.2.5.2-2)
For example, DRx cycle <= 80, T SSB_measurement_period_intra  = max(400ms, ceil(1.5x 24 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra
· FR2 HST (Table 9.2.5.2-7) requirement 
For example, DRx cycle <= 80 with set 2, T SSB_measurement_period_intra  = max(400ms, ceil(1.5x 18 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra
These requirements are obviously different, and therefore, removing the “otherwise” part is against the GTW agreement to use option 1 as an starting point. To follow the agreement, we can’t make change following your comment.

Finally, “Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps =24 follows power class 3. ” is not related to GTW. It is a clarification to address CATT’s comment that “Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps” wasn’t defined for power class 6. If you have different view on the value of Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps for PC6, please comment and we’ll address it.

Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol)
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 5:33 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Yanze, Sean, 

As Sean explained by Sean that the GTW agreement deals with modifying the draft CR including table heading and note 3:
Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3

Nokia have compromised, but none of our comments have been taken into account in the latest CR shared by Sean, which is not acceptable. As such, we have  made comments on top of CATT version. If we continue in the same way, we don’t see how we can reach a consensus during this meeting. 

Best Regards,  
Anthony


From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Yanze Fu
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 10:23 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Dear Sean,
  Thank you for addressing our comments. We add our comments  on top of your latest version. It can be found in : R4-220xxxx (orig 7734) CR FR2 HST neighboring cell identification 103_v3_CATTcomments.docx. 

Best Regards,
Yanze

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 [mailto:3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG] On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 2:43 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Hi all, 
Thank you for the comments. CATT’s comment is pasted in the bottom of this email. We uploaded a new version to address all the comments on option 1,2,3.
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/CRs/R4-2207734%20neighboring%20cell%20identification/R4-220xxxx%20%28orig%207734%29%20CR%20FR2%20HST%20neighboring%20cell%20identification%20103_v3.docx
We hope this version can address concerns raised by proponents for option 1,2,3. 

Changes are summarized below:
·         Fix DRx >= 80ms requirement: according to the previous agreement, when DRx > 80ms, the legacy requirement applies. Therefore, for the entries with DRx>80ms,  we copied the legacy requirement and adding note specifying that power class 3 parameter applies. @CATT does it align with your understanding?
Table 9.2.5.1-11: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured, (Frequency range FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
	DRX cycle
	TPSS/SSS_sync_intra

	No DRX
	max(600ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(600ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(1.5 x Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps Note 3  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]
NOTE 3:   Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps =24 follows power class 3.




·         Add requirement applicability rule in the text description in 9.2.5 (highlighted text is new): it’s based on CATT’s suggestion, and also address Ericsson’s concern and capture Samsung’s suggestion. Now the description aligns with the table caption, this should avoid the confusion. Note that DRx > 80ms, SMTC <= 40ms cases are still captured in HST table, but the requirement is identical to legacy requirement (9.2.5.1-11 and 9.2.5.2-7)
TPSS/SSS_sync_intra: it is the time period used in PSS/SSS detection given in table 9.2.5.1-1, 9.2.5.1-2, 9.2.5.1-4 (deactivated SCell) or 9.2.5.1-5 (deactivated SCell) or 9.2.5.1-9 or 9.2.5.1-11or 9.2.5.1-12 (deactivated PSCell) or 9.2.5.1-13 (deactivated PSCell).
-          For UE supporting power class 6 with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 configured, if SMTC <= 40ms, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.1-11; otherwise, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.1-2.
      TSSB_time_index_intra: it is the time period used to acquire the index of the SSB being measured given in table 9.2.5.1-3, 9.2.5.1-6 (deactivated SCell) or 9.2.5.1-14 (deactivated PSCell).
      T SSB_measurement_period_intra: equal to a measurement period of SSB based measurement given in table 9.2.5.2-1, table 9.2.5.2-2 table 9.2.5.2-3 (deactivated SCell), 9.2.5.2-4(deactivated SCell), 9.2.5.2-8(deactivated PSCell) or 9.2.5.2-9(deactivated PSCell).
-          For UE supporting power class 6 with highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 configured, if SMTC <= 40ms, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.2-7; otherwise, TPSS/SSS_sync_intra is given in Table 9.2.5.2-2.

For Nokia’s comment, it doesn’t align to the agreement in GTW: 
·         Agreement: Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3.
o    Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.

The suggested requirement is not aligned with Table 9.2.5.2-2 when SMTC > 40ms. Therefore, to follow the GTW agreement, we would like to ask Nokia to update the suggestion so that it aligns with the GTW agreement, and then we can address it.


CATT’s response is pasted below.

Best regards,
Sean

--

Thank you for providing the CR. Our preference is to add text in Chapter 9.2.5 as below:
   
For UE supporting power class 6, when highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured:
-          If SMTC <= 40ms, Table 9.2.5.1-11 shall apply
-          Otherwise, Table 9.2.5.1-2 shall apply
·                     
Table 9.2.5.1-11: Time period for PSS/SSS detection when highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 is configured, (Frequency range FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
	DRX cycle
	TPSS/SSS_sync_intra

	No DRX
	max(600ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(600ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra
max(600ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(M2Note 3 x Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps  x Kp x Klayer1_measurement)  x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]
NOTE 3:   M2 = 1 if SMTC periodicity ≤ 40 ms; otherwise M2 = 1.5



In addition, for table 9.2.5.1-11, if it is only for SMTC <=40ms, M2 is useless in the table. There is no description of M2 in table if NOTE 3 is removed. Another issue is the blue part, there is no definition of Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gap for power class 6 because 
“Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps : For a UE supporting FR2 power class 1 or 5, Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps =40. For a UE supporting power class 2, Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps =24.  For a UE supporting FR2 power class 3, Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps =24. For a UE supporting FR2 power class 4, Mpss/sss_sync_w/o_gaps =24”

In our previous agreements:

·         Agreements (102-e)
o    Scaling factors (Mpss/sss_synch_w/o_gaps and Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps) equal to 6 for Set 1 and [18] for Set 2
But in 101-bis-e, the DRX upper bound is 80ms for Sets 1 and Set 2. 
·         Agreement (101-bis-e):
o    The DRX upper bound = 80 ms applies both to Sets 1 (Scenario-A) and 2 (Scenario-B).
So it is confused for the requirements when 80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms and DRX cycle>320ms in Table 9.2.5.1-11. What’s your understanding?

Best Regards,
Yanze


From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 12:04 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: +Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Hi Jackson, Ming and all,
Thank you for the comments. Option 3 is updated according to Jackson’s comment.

Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of He Wang (Jackson)
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 10:46 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: +Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
HI all,

Thanks for the discussion. 
Pls. find Samsung’s view attached in the table. 

Regards,
Jackson (He Wang)

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Ming Li L
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 12:51 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: +Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Hello,
Ericsson’s comments are added in table.

Best Regards
Ming Li

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: den 17 maj 2022 18:24
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: +Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Hi all,
Here is the agreement from GTW

·         Agreement: Option 1 agreed as starting point and further work on the drafting CR revision including table heading and note 3.
o    Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.

We list a few options below, companies please comment on which options you can support (and acceptable), and with what modification, and then we can draft the CR accordingly. According to chairman note from the previous meeting, we believe this is an open issue and has to be resolved to complete the WI. The options are listed for measurement period, and I’ll apply the same principle to PSS/SSS detection table once it is agreed.

	QC
	We can support option 1, 2 and 3. But option 4 is against the agreement since when SMTC > 40ms, the requirement is different than Table 9.2.5.2-2, which is against “When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply”.

	Ericsson
	We prefer Option3. It follows current definition method: without and with HST. 
Interpretation of Option1 may be a bit complex, the table need to be checked  with other tables together, with 4 conditions.
· when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
· when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] isn’t configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
· when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period > 40ms
· when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] isn’t configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
Regarding Option2, reference is missing  if  [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period > 40ms.

	Samsung
	Option 3 seems better. 
Based on Option 3, we suggest a revision of the Note to have a better description of the intention/applicablity of this table: 
“The requirement in this table is applicable when SMTC period <= 40ms. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.”

	
	

	
	

	
	



Option 1
Table 9.2.5.2-7: Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
	DRX cycle
	T SSB_measurement_period_intra  

	No DRX
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(M2Note 3 x Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps xKp x Klayer1_measurement ) x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]
NOTE 3:   When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.



Option 2
Table 9.2.5.2-7: Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) when SMTC period <= 40ms
	DRX cycle
	T SSB_measurement_period_intra  

	No DRX
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(M2Note 3 x Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps xKp x Klayer1_measurement ) x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]



Option 3
Table 9.2.5.2-7: Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) 
	DRX cycle
	T SSB_measurement_period_intra  

	No DRX
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(M2Note 3 x Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps xKp x Klayer1_measurement ) x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]
NOTE 3:   The requirement in this table is applicable when SMTC period <= 40ms. When SMTC period > 40ms, requirements in Table 9.2.5.2-2 apply.



Option 4
Table 9.2.5.2-7: Measurement period for intra-frequency measurements without gaps when [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17] is configured (FR2) 
	DRX cycle
	T SSB_measurement_period_intra  

	No DRX
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x SMTC period)Note 1 x CSSFintra

	DRX cycle≤ 80ms
	max(400ms, ceil(M1Note 2 x M2Note 3 x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle)) x CSSFintra

	80ms< DRX cycle≤ 320ms
	ceil(M2Note 3 x Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps x Kp x Klayer1_measurement) x max(SMTC period,DRX cycle) x CSSFintra 

	DRX cycle>320ms
	ceil(Mmeas_period_w/o_gaps xKp x Klayer1_measurement ) x DRX cycle x CSSFintra

	NOTE 1:   If different SMTC periodicities are configured for different cells, the SMTC period in the requirement is the one used by the cell being identified
NOTE 2:   For UE supporting power class 6, M1 = 6 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set1] or M1 = 18 if [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17 = set2]
NOTE 3:   M2 = 1.5



Best regards,
Sean

From: Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol) <anthony.lo@nokia.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 12:36 AM
To: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Sean,

Thank you for the draft CR. 

Based on today’s GTW and your comments, we have revised the draft CR and uploaded to 

R4-220xxxx (orig 7734) CR FR2 HST neighboring cell identification 103_v02_Nok.docx

The revised CR is a compromised from Nokia. We do hope QC can also compromise. Nokia wants to ensure the specified requirement is not broken. 

Best Regards,
Anthony
Nokia

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2022 7:45 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1-revision of R4-2207734

Hi all,
The revision based on CATT’s first round comment is shared in the draft folder: R4-2207734 neighboring cell identification/R4-220xxxx (orig 7734) CR FR2 HST neighboring cell identification 103_v1.docx

Although it is pending issue 2-1-3 discussion, please let us know if there is any comment besides the pending issue. Thank you.

Best regards,
Sean


	R4-2211086
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction, Apple
Following the email discussion, the CR is recommended to be Postponed.

Hi Dimitri, 

For scheduling restriction on SSB, since the WF is agreed to written from the application restriction point of view to reflect the spec impact,  the original CR does not apply anymore. It will have to be a new CR in next meeting. 

Best regards
Huaning


Hi Huaning,
Thank you for the draft. We made a comment on WF and explained that this CR wording doesn’t align with the WF listed option and our proposal. However, when we read this CR again, the proposed scheduling restriction may miss some cases of SSBs from adjacent RRH is next to each other. Consider the figure below:
If symbols 4,5,6,7 in orange and 8,9,10,11 in green are from adjacent RRHs, as long as network configures both SSBs for L1-RSRP measurement, the SSB allocation doesn’t violate the scheduling restriction. In fact, scheduling restriction is mainly for dynamic grants instead of semi-fixed configuration like RRH. Therefore, the scheduling restriction proposed in the CR may not be appropriate. We suggest to revise and use wording options on the WF when we reached a consensus there.

[image: ]


In HST scenario, the UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS or receive PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS for tracking/CSI-RS for CQI /SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP on 
-     symbols corresponding to the SSB indexes configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each consecutive SSB symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each consecutive SSB symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the periodic CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each periodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each periodic CSI-RS for L1-RSRP measurement symbols to be measured for L1-RSRP, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the semi-persistent CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each semi-persistent CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP and 1 data symbol after each semi-persistent CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP when the resource is activated, and/or
-     symbols corresponding to the aperiodic CSI-RS resource configured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol before each aperiodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP measurement and 1 data symbol after each aperiodic CSI-RS resource to be measured for L1-RSRP measurement when the reporting is triggered.


Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Huaning Niu
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 12:53 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev-R4-2211086 (SSB restriction)

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear all,  

The CR for SSB restriction is uploaded.       draft_R4-2211086_CR_3GPP_CR_133-FR2 HST SSB restriction.docx

On comment by Ericsson, it is receiving not transmitting. 
"The UE is not expected to transmit PUCCH/PUSCH/SRS or receive PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS for tracking/CSI-RS for CQI/SSB for L1-SINR or L1-RSRP on the symbols to be measured for L1-SINR, and on 1 data symbol before symbols to be measured for L1-SINR and 1 data symbol after symbols to be measured for L1-SINR for FR2 power class 6 UE configured with [highSpeedMeasFlagFR2-r17].    "

On comment by QC to address the issue with requirement applicability, the current CR is actually trying to do scheduling restriction similar to other PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS etc. 

Best regards
Huaning


	R4-2211087
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
No comment were received. The CR is agreeable.

	R4-2211088
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST, Samsung
The CR is agreeable.
Dear Anthony,

I know your point to have an explicit description for PC6 UE’s applicability for non-PC-specific RRM requirements. 
By following other PCs’ practice, it is okay for us for removing this sentence, and you revision is okay to me.

I will use that for final Tdoc uploading if there is no other comments received.  
Thanks. 

Regards,
Jackson (He Wang)

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol)
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 7:31 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Revision of R4-2208844 (requirement applicability)

Dear Jackson,

Thank you for the draft CR.

We have made further comments in relation to our earlier question, which is uploaded to
              
Revision_R4-2208844_CR_FR2 HST Applicability_v00_Nok.docx

Best Regards,
Anthony

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of He Wang (Jackson)
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 6:40 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Revision of R4-2208844 (requirement applicability)

Dear all,

Per recommended by moderator, CR R4-2208844 (for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST) is revised to: 
Revision_R4-2208844_CR_FR2 HST Applicability_v00.docx

I am trying to address the 1st round comment from Nokia. 
Thanks for further checking. 

Regards,
Jackson (He Wang)


	R4-2211089
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Following the author’s comment at the GtW session, the CR is Postponed.
Dear Sean,

Thank you for the e-mail. 

We are not aware of technical concerns since there is no technical issues raised in the WF in the second round. As this is based on consensus, Nokia will take into account technical concerns/comments from other companies ensuring progress and specifying quality requirements.

Please let us know what your technical concerns are. Are there other companies or just QC with technical concerns? We are open to further discuss. 

Best Regards,
Anthony
Nokia  


From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 7:35 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev of R4-2209524

Hi Anthony and all,
Given that issue 2-1-6 is still pending, should we postpone this CR? Thank you.

Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 6:07 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev of R4-2209524

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Hi Anthony,
Thank you for sharing the draft. We haven’t provided any comment yet because this CR is still pending issue discussion. We will comment on this CR once the related agreement is achieved.

Best regards,
Sean

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Lo, Anthony (Nokia - GB/Bristol)
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 3:38 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - Rev of R4-2209524

WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All,

From the discussion summary after the first round, the status of the following CR is as follows: 

	R4-2209524
	
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Revised
	



Based on the moderator’s recommendation, a revised version is uploaded to 
              draft R4-2211089 REV OF (R4-2209524) CR to 38.133 - FR2 sinr v1.docx

As there were no suggested changes in the first round, minor editorial changes (deletions of “[]”) have been made to the uploaded version.

Comments are welcome. 

Best Regards,
Anthony
Nokia


From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2022 10:05 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1

Dear All HST FR2 professionals,

With this email I would like to kick off the second round of discussions in [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1.

The 2nd round email discussion summary is now uploaded:
	Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_round_2_v01.docx



Please, use the 2ndround folder for your comments:
Directory Listing /ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/[103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/Round 2 (3gpp.org)

Since we have a GtW session for HST_FR2 RRM in the morning session on Tuesday, the companies are encouraged to provide the comments that could simplify the progress of the issues (e.g. possibility to compromise to certain options) before that.

Regarding the revised CRs, the moderator's recommendations is
1.  The authors of the CRs, please, create separate email sub-threads for the discussion of each CR, with titles, e.g.,
[103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 - revision of R4-22xxxx
1.   The authors of the CRs, please, create separate sub-folder in the CRs folder of 221 (Directory Listing /ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/[103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/CRs (3gpp.org)), e.g.,
revision of R4-22xxxx

Regarding the previous comments from Qualcomm. 
With all our respect and regret due to the technical issues, we cannot address those completely:
1. For issue 2-1-3, we cannot write that Option 1 follows the previous agreement, due to the agreement in WF R4-2202594 at RAN4#101-bis-e that clearly defined the requirement almost completely. The clarification of the earlier agreement on SMTC is needed.
Then, recommendation sub-bullet is clearly not the part of the option but a recommendation, which rather obvious as such.
However, I reduced the number of options to two to simplify the discussion.
1. For issue -1-1-1, the options do not need to include all the motivations for those. Otherwise, Option 1 shall be modified as well. I believe all arguments are well visible from the 1 round discussions and summary.
The proposed motivation was added to the background section.
1. In general, the options are not formal agreements and do not need to be as details as proposals/observations. I believe that all the companies can clearly see the difference in the proposed Options when there are just few of those.

Finally, regarding the GtW session, I am going to recommend the following issues for the discussion:
· On UL timing 
· Issue 1-1-1: A need for DL timing difference threshold and Issue 1-1-2: The value of DL timing difference threshold
· Issue 1-2-2: UL transmit timing accuracy
· Issue 1-3-2: Scheduling/Transmit restriction after TCI state switch
· Other issues to be discussed, i.e., with dedicated time
· Issue 1-4-1: One shot large UL timing adjustment feature group
· Issue 2-1-3: SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements

Your comments are welcomed!

Kind regards,
Dimitri


From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@QTI.QUALCOMM.COM>
Sent: Saturday, May 14, 2022 2:35 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
 
Hi Dmitri,
For unknown reason, I wasn’t able to modify your summary file. Therefore, could you please help to add the following change to our option? Some of the changes are for clarification since you commented that GTW discussion is recommended.
 
1. For issue 2-1-3 SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements, change option 1 as
Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO]: Follow the previous agreement and apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. For SMTC > 40ms cases, legacy requirements apply.
0. How to capture the change, e.g. add a note or change the table title, can discuss in CR revision.
1. For issue -1-1-1, clarify option as
Option 2[QC]: DL timing jump detection is not needed since the UL timing difference is equal to DL timing difference in magnitude:
[image: ]
This comment came in late because I spent much time trying to modify the file but failed. Even saving a new file can’t help, not sure it’s my laptop’s issue or the file. Thank you for incorporating our comments. 
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Chu-Hsiang Huang
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2022 1:14 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Hi Dimitry,
Thank you for addressing our comment. We respect the moderator’s view on summary, but we should be able to revise the option based on our proposal. Therefore, whether to keep option 2 is moderator’s choice, but we want to revise option 1 to include option 2 but exclude option 3 as:
 
1. Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO]: Follow the previous agreement and apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases. For SMTC > 40ms cases, legacy requirements apply.
0. How to capture the change, e.g. add a note or change the table title, can discuss in CR revision.
Based on the first round comment, this should be aligned to view from the companies list after option 1. If any of supporting companies have a different opinion, please let us know and moderator can remove their name from the option.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2022 10:32 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear Sean,
 
Thank you for your comments!
I have the following replies to those:
1. In my view, all of the options reflect the former agreement that: “HST FR2 enhanced requirement is applied to SMTC <=40ms. SMTC periodicity is not restricted.”
The issue provide the options how to interpret that agreement.
Regarding CATT proposal, I would let CATT to comment on the issue, and the Options can be updated if needed in the second round.
Therefore, I reverted the list of options to my original version.
1. Your addition in Issue 2-1-6 is OK. Your comments were rather in the form of questions, but are, indeed, very detailed.
1. Thank you for the comment! I indicated several complicated issues as candidates for the discussion at the GtW. I will provide the full recommended list on Monday over reflector before the GtW. Everyone will have a possibility to comment on those.
 
The first round summary is not uploaded to the inbox:
R4-2210293_Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_round_1_v19_QC4_Moderator.docx
 
 I wish a relaxing weekend to refill the energy reserves for the second week of meetings!
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri
 
From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com> 
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2022 19:55
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Cc: songyuexia@catt.cn
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
Hi Dmitry,
Thank you for preparing the draft. We have a few comments, the first two are captured in our latest version:
1. For issue 2-1-3 SMTC limit in HST FR2 enhanced requirements
CATT has the following comment:
	CATT
	We understand QC’s intention. But we think the NOTE 3 in table 9.2.5.1-11 in not proper. It’s better to delete current NOTE 3 and move QC’s change to the text above the table to indicate the correct table in R4-2207734


 
However, that change is more on the CR side, and for the proposal itself, CATT commented as “understand”. We should separate CR and proposal discussion, and therefore we suggest to revise the candidate option as:
 
1. Option 1 [QC, ZTE, Huawei, Apple, OPPO, CATT]: Follow the previous agreement and apply the FR2 HST enhanced requirement only when SMTC <=40ms cases
0. How to capture the change, e.g. add a note or change the table title, can discuss in CR revision.
1. Option 2 [Nokia]: Delete NOTE 3 and keep table titles without changes.
Since we add CATT to our option based on their comment, we’re fine with any change CATT want to make on the sub-bullet.
 
1. Add our option to 2-1-6
1. There are issues with the majority view in topic 2-1, but we haven’t seen any of them recommended for GTW discussion. Is there any reason for such selection?
 
 
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Friday, May 13, 2022 8:25 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All,
 
The moderator's version of the first round summary is now shared:
R4-2210293_Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_round_1_v17_QC3_Moderator.docx
 
Your quick comments are welcomed before the official upload deadline.
 
The following TDoc recommendations were provided:
 
1st round:
	New Tdoc number 
	Title 
	Source 
	Comments 

	 
	WF on HST FR2 RRM Core Requirement Maintenance 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	 

	 
	
	
	


 
 
2nd round:
	Tdoc number 
	Revised to 
	Title 
	Source 
	Recommendation   
	Comments 

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

	R4-2207890 
	 
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2208846 
	 
	CR to TS38.133 for the corrections on one shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE 
	Samsung 
	Merged 
	[Moderator]: Merge with the revision of R4-2207890 

	R4-2208963 
	 
	Correction on singaling name for FR2 HST 
	Huawei, Hisilicon 
	Merged 
	[Moderator]: Merge with the revision of R4-2207890 

	R4-2207734 
	 
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction 
	Qualcomm, Inc. 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2207821 
	 
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction 
	Apple 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2207880 
	 
	CR to TR 38.854 on Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Agreeable 
	 

	R4-2207881 
	 
	CR to TR 38.854 on Throughput Performance in HST FR2 Scenarios 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Agreeable 
	 

	R4-2207882 
	 
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2208156 
	 
	CR on FR2 HST core requirements 
	CATT 
	Agreeable 
	 

	R4-2208844 
	 
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST 
	Samsung 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2209332 
	 
	CR for TR 38.854 to remove the squar brackets for identified requirements 
	ZTE Corporation 
 
	Agreeable 
	 

	R4-2209521 
	 
	CR to TS 38.133: intra-frequency measurements with gaps for for FR2 NR HST 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
 
	Agreeable 
	 

	R4-2209524 
	 
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST 
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
 
	Revised 
	 

	R4-2210180 
	 
	Introduction of FR2 HST bands for power class 6 in TS 38.133              
	Ericsson 
	Merged 
	[Moderator]: Recommended to be merged with the revision of R4-2208844. 


 
 
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri
 

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Dmitry Petrov <dmitry.a.petrov@NOKIA-BELL-LABS.COM>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2022 11:32 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
 
Dear Sean, All 
 
I agree with the change by Qualcomm and apologize for the late modification of the candidate option in Issue 1-3-2. 
Please, use in the further discussions the list of candidate options in Issues 1-3-2 proposed by Qualcomm in v04. 
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri
 

From: Chu-Hsiang Huang <chuhsian@qti.qualcomm.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2022 2:13 AM
To: Gold, Dimitri (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dimitri.gold@nokia-bell-labs.com>; 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: RE: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
 
Hi Dmitry and all,
We suggest that the candidate option in the summary can be modified only when all the supporting companies listed for that option are agreed with the change. Otherwise, please add new options. 
 
We don’t support the modified option 1 in 1-3-2, since scheduling restriction and transmit restriction are different. Therefore, we created a new option, modified option 1, and remove QC from option 1 in the uploaded new version. In addition, we suggest the companies that have commented (Ericsson in particular) to check whether you support option 1 or 3.
 
Best regards,
Sean
 
From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> On Behalf Of Dmitry Petrov
Sent: Monday, May 9, 2022 1:09 AM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1
 
WARNING: This email originated from outside of Qualcomm. Please be wary of any links or attachments, and do not enable macros.
Dear All, 
 
With this email, we would like to kick off the first round of email discussion for [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 at RAN4#103-e. 
 
Please, find the initial version of the 1st round summary 
Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_round_1_v01.docx 
in the 1st round folder 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_103-e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B103-e%5D%5B221%5D%20NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1/Round%201 
 
The draft version shared a week ago was slightly improved (track changes can be checked from the pre-meeting version 01): 
· The CRs were added in the company contribution summaries (they were present in the CRs/TPs comments collection only before) 
· Missing candidate options and recommendations were added in the issues 2-1-1, and 2-1-2 
· Candidate option 1 in 1-3-2 was a bit modified 
· Some typos were fixed 
 
Please, do not forget to add your contact information in the last section when you provide your comments for easier communication. 
 
We wish you a productive meeting! 
 
Kind regards, 
Dimitri, 
Moderator (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell) 
 
 

From: 3gpp_tsg_ran_wg4: tsg ran working group 4 <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG> on behalf of Petrov, Dmitry (Nokia - FI/Espoo) <dmitry.a.petrov@NOKIA-BELL-LABS.COM>
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 8:25 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG <3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG4@LIST.ETSI.ORG>
Subject: [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1 
 
Dear All,
 
Let me welcome you to the pre-meeting part of [103-e][221]NR_HST_FR2.
 
In the Pre-meeting sub-folder of [103-e][221] NR_HST_FR2_RRM_1, you can find a Draft of the email discussion summary:
(Draft)Summary_RAN4_103-e_221_HST_FR2_RRM_1_v0.docx
 
The following color-coding is used in the Draft:
· In Open Issue Summaries (will be cleaned in the 1st round version):
· Green –moderator believes  that the proposal/observation was taken into account in the Issues
· Yellow – moderator’s comments and places that might need your attention
 
As usual, we did our best to consider all the proposals as accurately as possible.
However, we encourage you to check the issues, and your corrections, if needed, are warmly welcomed!
 
Kind regards,
Dimitri,
Moderator (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)






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

	
	WF on HST FR2 RRM Core Requirement Maintenance
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2207890
	R4-2211084
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised
	

	R4-2208846
	
	CR to TS38.133 for the corrections on one shot large UL timing adjustment for FR2 Power Class 6 UE
	Samsung
	Merged
	[Moderator]: Merge with the revision of R4-2207890

	R4-2208963
	
	Correction on singaling name for FR2 HST
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Merged
	[Moderator]: Merge with the revision of R4-2207890

	R4-2207734
	R4-2211085
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction
	Qualcomm, Inc.
	Revised
	

	R4-2207821
	R4-2211086
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction
	Apple
	Revised
	

	R4-2207880
	
	CR to TR 38.854 on Bi-directional Scenario-A Mobility Performance
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207881
	
	CR to TR 38.854 on Throughput Performance in HST FR2 Scenarios
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2207882
	R4-2211087
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Revised
	

	R4-2208156
	
	CR on FR2 HST core requirements
	CATT
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2208844
	R4-2211088
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST
	Samsung
	Revised
	

	R4-2209332
	
	CR for TR 38.854 to remove the squar brackets for identified requirements
	ZTE Corporation

	Agreeable
	

	R4-2209521
	
	CR to TS 38.133: intra-frequency measurements with gaps for for FR2 NR HST
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Agreeable
	

	R4-2209524
	R4-2211089
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Revised
	

	R4-2210180
	
	Introduction of FR2 HST bands for power class 6 in TS 38.133	
	Ericsson
	Merged
	[Moderator]: Recommended to be merged with the revision of R4-2208844.



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

Notes:
5) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
6) 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
7) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
8) 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
	

	R4-2210608
	
	WF on HST FR2 RRM Core Requirement Maintenance
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2211084
	R4-2211217
	CR to TS 38.133 on UL Timing Adjustment
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	[Moderator]: Following the GtW agreement, the part describing the requirement when large one-step timing adjustment is disabled was removed since further discussion is needed.

	R4-2211085
	R4-2211218
	FR2 HST neighboring cell measurement requirement correction
	Qualcomm, Inc.
	Agreeable
	[Moderator]: After the additional discussion, the revised version is recommended as agreeable.

	R4-2211086
	
	Draft CR for SSB scheduling restriction
	Apple
	Postponed
	[Moderator]: Draft CR must be updated and brough to the next meeting.

	R4-2211087
	
	CR to TR 38.854 on HST FR2 RA-Based Timing Adjustment
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2211088
	
	CR to TS38.133 for the applicability of requirement for FR2 HST
	Samsung
	Agreeable
	

	R4-2211089
	
	CR to TS 38.133: SSB-based L1-SINR measurements for FR2 NR HST
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Postponed
	[Moderator]: The comment by the author at the GtW session is followed.



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

Annex
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Moderator (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	Dimitri Petrov
	Dmitry.a.petrov@nokia-bell-labs.com 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Anthony Lo
	Anthony.Lo@nokia.com



Note:
1. Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
1. If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when making comments, i.e., Company A (XX, XX)
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