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1. Introduction
In this contribution, the issues about transmission and test applicability for HST_FR2 are discussed.
2. Discussion
In RAN4# 100-e meeting, the following agreement about transmission and test applicability were reached[1]:
	· DPS transmission schemes for Uni-directional scenario
· Introduce DPS scheme 1a and scheme 1b for PDSCH requirement in Uni-directional scenario if the feasibility of Uni-directional deployment is confirmed 
· FFS on whether both schemes are defined in Uni-directional scenario for both Scenario A and B or not
· FFS on define different DPS schemes for scenario A and scenario B 
· FFS on the test applicable if needed 
· DPS transmission schemes for Bi-directional scenario
· Introduce DPS scheme 1a for PDSCH requirement in Bi-directional scenario of scenario B 
· FFS on applicability of DPS scheme 1b
· Encourage companied to further discuss the following aspect in the next meeting
· Test procedure or test feasibility between DPS scheme 1a and DPS scheme 1b in Bi-directional deployment scenario for Scenario B
· Pros and Cons between DPS scheme 1a and DPS scheme 1b in Bi-directional deployment scenario for Scenario B


For uni-directional deployment, the number of beam for scenario-A and scenario-B are still under discussion in RRM session. The initial agreement about the number of beam per CPE panel in RRM session is shown below. 
	Agreement from RAN4#100-e meeting RRM session[2]
GtW agreements:
· RX beam number for RRM requirements definition
· Define two set of requirements for Scenario A and Scenario B in terms of number of RX beams per UE
· Scenario A: [2] RX beams for all scenarios
· Scenario B: [6] RX beams for all scenarios
· FFS on feasibility and methods to differentiate scenarios from UE perspective
· FFS if different UE capabilities shall be used for Scenario A and B support
· Note: if there is insignificant difference between Scenario A and B requirements, then further discussion on unified requirements can take place


The transmission scheme is highly related to the number of beam per CPE panel. If more than one Rx beam is determined, DPS scheme 1b should be supported. From the agreement reached in RRM session, we think scheme 1b for uni-directional deployment can be supported. Even scheme 1a is adopted in some situation, we think scheme 1a test can be skipped if scheme 1b is tested.
Observation 1: The transmission scheme is highly related to the number of beam which is still under discussion in RRM session.
Scenario-B is expected to use more beams than scenario-A, if the number of beam for scenario-A uni-directional deployment is more than one, scheme 1b need to be defined for scenario-A and scenario-B for uni-directional deployment. If the number of beam for scenario-A uni-directional deployment is one and the number of beam for scenario-B uni-directional deployment is more than one, scheme 1a can be defined for scenario-A and scheme 1b can be defined for scenario-B. If both scenario-A uni-directional deployment and scenario-B uni-directional deployment require more than one beam, the scheme 1b can be defined for both.
For bi-directional deployment we reached an agreement in RAN4# 100-e meeting scenario session that bi-directional deployment requirement will not be defined.
	Agreement (GTW Aug 19th):
No dedicated performance RAN4 requirements will be specified for Bi-directional deployment for Scenario A by assuming the requirements will be specified under uni-directional deployment which pending on further confirmation in RRM session for the feasibility of uni-directional deployment.
Capture relevant information for the analysis of all possible deployment and schemes into TR, and some comparison analysis can be also included. 


So bi-directional deployment is mainly used for scenario-B. As scenario-B is expected to use more beams than scenario-A scheme 1b needs to be defined for scenario-B. Based on the agreements in scenario session and RRM session, we provide the following proposals.
Proposal 1: To define scheme 1b for scenario-B uni-directional deployment and scenario-B bi-directional deployment.
Proposal 2: Scheme 1a can be defined for scenario-A uni-directional deployment if the number of beam for scenario-A uni-directional deployment is one, otherwise scheme 1b is to be defined.


3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide the following observations and proposals for HST_FR2 scenario-A:
Observation 1: The transmission scheme is highly related to the number of beam which is still under discussion in RRM session.
Proposal 1: To define scheme 1b for scenario-B uni-directional deployment and scenario-B bi-directional deployment.
Proposal 2: Scheme 1a can be defined for scenario-A uni-directional deployment if the number of beam for scenario-A uni-directional deployment is one, otherwise scheme 1b is to be defined.
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