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1 Introduction

	CB: # 1904_Pos_LatencyImprovement
- Any other enhancements for latency improvements?

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215879


It is propose to the response time IE where [1] and  [2] have different view and check other proposal
Please provide your feedback by 4th Friday afternoon 14h00 UTC, pending to responses, the moderator will propose a resolution by online session of 8th Monday.

2 For the Chairman’s Notes 
· The Response time IE is encoded ala LPP with FFS for further check, tuning, …
· The Text procedure related to  The Response Time IE, “use shall,  if supported” or “should”, (to be confirmed online) 
· The Text procedure clarify that the Response Time IE apply only for onDemand request
· Include a Measurement Amount IE in the NRPPa (not in F1AP) Measurement Request message with encoding aligned on LPP.
Agreed following TP for BL CR:

R3-216029 TP for Pos BL CR 38.455 (Huawei)

R3-216030 TP for Pos BL CR38.473 (Huawei)
Time T delivery discussion is close for this meeting, pending to RAN2 and SA2 progress could be re-open.
3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 Time T delivery 
In [2] it is propose that, Time T does not need to be delivered to RAN or UE. It can be sent during LCS procedures. This is up to SA2.
Q3-1-1: The companies are invited to express view on proposal, and clarify RAN3 impact if any.
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We are fine with the proposal

	Qualcomm
	What does the proposal mean (see the highlight)? That the proponents propose to send T using LPP or NRPPa? We can discuss further.
A measurement time T can be used to allow measurements close to the time T. The whole purpose is to have all measurements performed near to T. 

	Ericsson
	Fine with the proposal. LCS signalling is outside of RAN3 scope.

	Nokia
	Signaling of Time T requires a coordinated decision in both RAN2 and RAN3. Our understanding is that this is being carefully evaluated in RAN2, so we can first check the RAN2 status.

	CATT
	Fine with the proposal

	ZTE
	Fine with the proposal

	Moderator’s summary: 

There is a common understanding that no action is need now on Time T delivery.

Pending to progress in RAN2, SA2, RAN3 may re-open the discussion (LS in preferred).

	Moderator’s conclusion:

Time T delivery discussion is close for this meeting, pending to RAN2 and SA2 progress could be re-open. 

(T time remains 4pm GMT)


3.2 Response time encoding
They are several proposal on encoding the Response time IE. 

In [1], it is propose to set the value of the Time IE to be integer from 1 to 128 and the Time Unit IE can have multiple choice including ten-seconds, seconds and ten-milli-seconds
In [2] it is propose to include in the Response time some simple positioning latency and accuracy metrics to gNB. The periodicity existing in NRPPa can be re-used.
Q3-2-1: The companies are invited to express view on proposal, whether on encoding is preferred or merged of the 2 proposals, etc...
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We have preference for LPP like encoding.

The gNB may not be able to well interpret what does the “no delay” or “delay tolerant” (coded in [2]) mean, i.e., how long the gNB could take for measurements before responding to the LMF. 

Similarly, the gNB may not well interpret the accuracy coding in [2]. The other way may be to include the value of the accuracy. In this case, however, The accuracy metrics seems to restrict the gNB, i.e., the gNB should be able to try the best and would not fail if the accuracy is not satisfied.

	Qualcomm
	The proposals in [2] do not seem to help with the purpose, which is to ensure that measurements are performed within a certain time window. The LMF will have no idea when to expect the response. 
We can start with [1] even if exact values can be fine-tuned [FFS etc]

	Ericsson
	We can follow majority to leave the exact values FFS in [1]. But in our view, NRPPa should have a finer reporting than LPP to meet the QoS guarantee.
(Btw, good to have a time unit IE, so that there won’t be a late correction clarifying what the time unit is 😉)

	Nokia
	The RAN2 encoding is somehow intended to be “air interface friendly”.  I think in NRPPa, we could simply use INTEGER(1..1280) with unit in seconds.
Regarding the millisecond option, it is unclear the context of the RAN2 agreement (e.g. is this possible for the UE only because certain measurements are anyway being made for RRM purposes and are always available?) and whether the same rationale is applicable for gNB. So, we should leave out millisecond option for now, or mark it as FFS.

	CATT
	We agree to start with [1], but leave the exact values FFS.



	ZTE
	Follow views of majority. Prefer to start with [1].

	Moderator’s summary: 

There is no objection to proceed with LPP encoding for the Response time IE under FFS for further check, tuning, … 

Response attempt to Nokia, we cannot preclude dedicated deployment and [2] shows some ms requirement over the air …  
Note the by safer principle the safer time should be encoded extendable.

	Moderator’s conclusion:

The Response time IE is encoded ala LPP with FFS for further check, tuning, …


3.3 Correction in procedural text clause 8.5.1.2
In [1] it is propose to use “shall, if supported” in the procedural text in clause 8.5.1.2.

Q3-3-1: The companies are invited to express view on proposal, should it be agreed?
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Ericsson
	We don’t think that a “shall, if supported” can really reflect the gNB ability to meet the response time requested by LMF. As per our paper [2] analysis, it depends on factors outside 3GPP, like the transport network capacity/latency, collocation of RAN/CN, etc., that procedural text cannot describe. 

	Nokia
	Questions for clarification:

· Regarding the intention of the “shall”, is it a correct understanding that it is to mandate sending of the MEASUREMENT RESPONSE rather than mandate gNB making the measurement (although obviously they are linked, i.e. gNB implementation “should” perform the measurement before it “shall” respond)?  In other words, the meaning is something like “if gNB cannot make the measurement within 5 seconds then don’t bother” and gNB sends an empty MEASUREMENT RESPONSE if measurement cannot be performed in time.
· The Response Time IE is only applicable to OnDemand, should this be somehow reflected in NRPPa?

	CATT
	Agree with Nokia’s view

	ZTE
	Yes

	Huawei – late
	· In order to progress, “shall, if supported” is clear on fact the gNB proceed with the measurement anyway, then there is open question from Nokia, in case it is over time does the measurements is empty or not?

· About the question on this is applicable to OnDemand only could be cover in the procedural Text or semantic description.

	Moderator’s summary: 

Nokia is correct on sense The Response Time IE is only applicable to OnDemand, the TP are updated accordingly.
We have to remove the Editor’s Note by selecting between “should” or “shall if, if supported”

The companies view are totally shared. If there is a common underrating that if the gNB is not able to meet the recommendation from the LMF, the gNB won’t failed or return empty value for that reason. Then there is not big difference between shall if supported and should.  The should will then rely on criticality, where shall if supported is clear “If the receiving node supports procedure X, but does not support functionality Y, the receiving node shall proceed with the execution of the EP”
The moderator propose to draft the TP with the “shall if supported”, but he decision could be done online.

	Moderator’s conclusion:

The Text procedure related to  The Response Time IE, “use shall,  if supported” or “should”, (to be confirmed online)
 The Text procedure clarify that the Response Time IE apply only for onDemand request


3.4 Measurement Amount

In [1] it is propose to include a Measurement Amount IE along with the Measurement Periodicity IE in the NRPPa Measurement Request message for the case of periodic reporting is required.
Q3-4-1: The companies are invited to express view on proposal, should it be agreed?
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Sorry, but this seems out of scope of this WI / AI ??

	Ericsson
	Yes, this addresses our comment from last time.

	Nokia
	Seems OK in principle, but:

· Proposed text is not backwards compatible, since “conditional” means that it is mandatory for periodic reporting. 
· For encoding, why not align with RRC reportingAmount?

· This seems like a TEI (nothing to do with the work item scope?).

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Huawei – late 
	In order to help the discussion:
· Conditional IE are optional then BC from ASN.1

· Encoding: In LPP, the IE has discrete values between 1 and 64, plus an infinity value. Here, in NRPPa, the IE is proposed to be integer value between 1 and 64, plus a 0 representing the infinity value. It is expected to be more flexible and compatible. We are ok to have the exactly the same coding to LPP, if Nokia think it is necessary.
· Reducing the signal, align the system, align the protocols (with LPP), make it more efficient then reduce overall latency, isn’it? ( 

	Moderator’s summary: 

· The conditional IEs are per definition, optional then BC.

· The LPP alignment is preferred
· About the veracity to treat this topic in the WI, would could have hours of debate… it is propose to proceed here and not waste time by re-opening in other agenda, next meeting, considering there is support for the proposal.  

	Moderator’s conclusion: 

· Include a Measurement Amount IE in the NRPPa (not in F1AP) Measurement Request message with encoding aligned on LPP. 


4 Conclusion, Recommendations 
It is propose to have an attempt to close the CB online with following agreements:
· The Response time IE is encoded ala LPP with FFS for further check, tuning, …
· The Text procedure related to  The Response Time IE, “use shall, if supported”, (to be confirmed online)
· The Text procedure clarify that the Response Time IE apply only for onDemand request
· Include a Measurement Amount IE in the NRPPa (not in F1AP) Measurement Request message with encoding aligned on LPP.
The TP fro NRPPa and F1 BL CR could be updated from [1]
Note: Time T delivery discussion is close for this meeting, pending to RAN2 and SA2 progress could be re-open.
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