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1
Introduction
At RAN2#105b meeting, RAN2 agreed on solutions of latency measurement and the TP [1]. As analyzed in [2], the latency measurements were triggered from SA2 and SA5 via LSs, so we think RAN2 should respond to the two WGs via response LSs. Also in that meeting, we provided two draft reply LSs but they were not treated.
At RAN2#106, there is an incoming LS from SA2 and it is about QoS monitoring [3], and we think RAN2 also needs to discuss feedbacks if any.
In general, this paper is to discuss reply LS for the latency measurement.
2
Discussion
In the SA2 LS [3], SA2 has the following action to both RAN2 and RAN3.
To RAN WG2, RAN WG3

ACTION: 
RAN2, RAN3 are kindly requested to take into account the two methods concluded in the TR 23.725 during the “RAN-centric Data Collection and Utilization for LTE and NR” study, and provide any feedback on the two methods and the progress of RAN study.
After checking the LS, we have the following observations based on RAN2 agreements on the latency measurement.
Observation 1: For method 1 and 2 as mentioned in the LS [3], it counts UE-RAN delay and RAN-CN delay separately.
Observation 2: At RAN2#105b meeting, RAN2 had agreed on solutions for the latency measurement.
In addition, SA2 also mentioned the granularities in the LS, i.e. highlighted in the following text. In the agreed RAN2 TP on the latency measurement [4], the delay may be provided to QoS flow level by gNB so the granularity “per QoS Flow per UE level” is supported. For the granularity “per node level”, we think it has nothing to do with RAN2 as it is only related to the delay between RAN and CN.
Solutions in the TR 23.725 for QoS Monitoring are further studied and updated, and SA2 concluded to support two methods, as described in the attached CR S2-1904684, to perform QoS Monitoring on different levels of granularities, i.e. per QoS Flow per UE level, or per node level. Selection between these two methods is subject to the operators’ configuration, 3rd party application request, and/or PCF policy control for the URLLC services.

Based on the above analysis, we suggest to put the following feedbacks regarding the LS [3]:
- RAN2 had agreed on solutions of the latency measurement
- both methods are fesaible
As analyzed in [2], in the past, there were 2 LSs from SA2 and 1 LS from SA5 and all were about the latency measurement. We suggest to also respond to the related WGs and here is a summary on the reply LSs.

Table 1: Reply LSs for the latency measurement
	To which WG
	Original LS
	Request in the original LS
	What to reply

	To SA2 (one single reply LS)
	R2-1816237
	Check subclause 6.8 in the TR 23.725
	RAN2 agree that SA2’s solutions are feasible from RAN2 point of view.

	
	R2-1900065
	1. handover related

2. ask RAN2 to clarify whether RDCU will study the latency measurement
	For 1, it is about mobility enhancements and it may be handled in related topics.

For 2, RAN2 had decided on solutions of the latency measurement at RAN2#105b meeting in the RDCU topic.

	
	R2-1905535
	Provide any feedback on the two methods and the progress of RAN study.
	RAN2 had decided on solutions of the latency measurement at RAN2#105b meeting in the RDCU topic, and both methods are feasible from RAN2 point of view.

	To SA5 (one single reply LS)
	R2-1801755
	SA5 identified two options which could provide the latency measurement information, and SA5 would like to ask RAN2 option on the feasibility of the two identified options and RAN2 preferences.
	Based on R2-1904372, one proposal is related to responses to SA5:
Proposal 2: Send LS to SA5 to inform them RAN2 prefers option 1 (i.e. separate measurements of UL and DL user plane latency) with below identified reasons:

· Option 1 is more flexible and straightforward. 

· Option 2 may have additional requirements on the UE, while option 1 can also meet the SA2 requirement on QoS monitoring.

So we suggest to follow proposal 2, and we also suggest to put a short description on RAN2 progress on the latency measurement. In general, we suggest the following text:

At RAN2#105b meeting, RAN2 discussed both options and RAN2 preferred option 1. In addition, RAN2 had decided on solutions of the latency measurement in the RDCU topic.


3
Conclusions
In this paper, we discuss how to reply LSs to SA2 and SA5 on the latency measurement. Basically we suggest to have two separate outgoing LSs and the details are shown in table 1. It is proposed:
Proposal 1: It is proposed RAN2 to agree on table 1 to progress on the reply LSs for the latency measurement.

We also prepare 2 draft reply LSs [5][6] in relation to proposal 1.
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