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Introduction
The outcome of RAN4#94bis was a way forward [1]and an LS on signalling [2]. Main remaining open issues are
· FFS whether additional note such as Note x: Operation with scaling factor M=1.5, M=2 may not be sufficient in all high speed deployments considered in this release of the specifications should be added in NR high speed specifications for both idle and RRC connected state
· FFS whether additional note is added to the spec, such as “Requirements with 0.64s and 1.28s DRX cycle may not be sufficient in all high speed deployments considered in this release of the specifications” should be added in NR high speed specifications
· [bookmark: _Hlk39566155]Cell re-selection requirements on NR- EUTRA inter-RAT measurement in idle mode
· NR- EUTRA Inter-RAT measurement, Cell identification with DRX in connected mode 
· Cell re-selection requirements on EUTRA-NR inter-RAT in idle mode
· EUTRA - NR Inter-RAT measurement, Cell identification without DRX and cell identification with DRX in connected mode 
· Whether to specify SS-SINR accuracy requirement.
Discussion
Need for additional notes
Basically, we expect that with M2=1.5 and M3=M4=2, the resulting performance will be insufficient at least for 500km/h operation with 700m ISD. The situation is somewhat similar to requirements for 2.56s DRX cycle in LTE which were deemed to be insufficient even for 350km/h operation and were therefore not enhanced. In our view, there is a significant potential for misunderstanding in the NR specification that since the requirements appear within a table of enhanced requirements for high speed train, that it would be expected that the requirements are sufficient for all deployments. This is not quite the same situation as for the aforementioned LTE 2.56s DRX cycle, because in that case the requirement can be compared with the non-enhanced requirement and it can be seen that the requirement is not enhanced. In the case of NR, the requirement may be enhanced but still contain the 1.5x or 2x scaling factors which do not make it fully suitable in all cases. Hence, we think the note is important. Exact wording of the note may be discussed further.
Proposal 1 A note such as Note x : Operation with scaling factor M=1.5, M=2 may not be sufficient in all high speed deployments considered in this release of the specifications should be added in NR high speed specifications.

Since there was discussion on the meaning of this sentence, an alternative could be more explicit such as 
Operation with scaling factor M=1.5, M=2 was not seen to be sufficient for 500km/h operation with 700m ISD.
Other wording for the note could also be discussed.


Conclusions
Based on the discussion, we propose:

Proposal 1 A note such as Note x : Operation with scaling factor M=1.5, M=2 may not be sufficient in all high speed deployments considered in this release of the specifications should be added in NR high speed specifications.

Since there was discussion on the meaning of this sentence, an alternative could be more explicit such as 
Operation with scaling factor M=1.5, M=2 was not seen to be sufficient for 500km/h operation with 700m ISD.
Other wording for the note could also be discussed.
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