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Summary of offline disc R3-231924
For the first round, the deadline is Friday, April 21th, 18:00pm UTC. 
For the Second round, the deadline is the end of Second Monday, April 24th, 18:00pm UTC
For the Chairman’s Notes

Based on the first round discussion and email discussion, the Moderator see consensus could be achieved based on Option 2. In addition, for NGAP and XnAP CRs, the WI code should be NR_NTN_Solutions. The E1AP and F1AP CRs should use TEI17 as WI code with additional description of intention to in line with value range of Extended Packet delay budget  IE in NGAP and XnAP.
Based on above, RAN3 to agree the following CRs:

For NGAP: agree R3-232010 Correction of Extended Packet Delay Budget
For XnAP: agree R3-232024 Correction of Extended Packet Delay Budget
For F1AP: agree R3-232018 Correction of Extended Packet Delay Budget revised from R3-231706
For E1AP: agree R3-232019 Correction of Extended Packet Delay Budget revised from R3-231707
R3-231704 and R3-231705 should be noted.
Discussion  (1st round )

Select the solution 
During the on-line discussion, two options are discussed and listed below.  

Option 2 is to correct it in BC way with updating definition of Extended Packet Delay Budget IE, the drawback of this option is that the 0.01ms granularity is not appropriate for 5QI 10. One company prefer this option and provide an example as below:

 

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Extended Packet Delay Budget
	M
	 
	INTEGER (0..65535, …, 65536..109999)
	Upper bound value for the delay that a packet may experience expressed in unit of 0.01ms.


Option 3 is to add a new IE. An example of this option is as below:
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Packet Delay Budget Large
	M
	 
	INTEGER (1024..2200, …)
	Upper bound value for the delay that a packet may experience expressed in unit of 0.5ms.


The most controversial part between options is the granularity of the IE.
So the Moderator revisit the history of extended packet budget IE. The IE was introduced during the discussion for NR_IIOT in Rel-16. The change could be found in  CR[R3-204468]. In [R3-197712] and [R3-193580], it is further clarified why the more finer granularity is used for some services with PDB required lower than 5ms. For example some applications in the relevant SA1 study (TS 22.104),  require transfer times (overall latency) below 5ms, and as low as 0.5ms. Examples include motion control and mobile robots. In this case, a new granularity of unit of 0.01ms was selected to better used together with CN Packet Delay Budget IE. Therefore Extended Packet Delay Budget IE is more useful in case of PDB requirement lower than 5ms. But this IE does not prevent services with PDB requirement more than 5ms to use it. The Extended Packet Delay Budget IE can cover more PDB user cases than Packet Delay Budget IE.

Q1: Please Companies provide their views on the above options?

	Companies
	Option 2, 3?
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 2
	Both options are feasible, since the Extended Packet Delay Budget IE is common for all service and easy to be updated in BC way for 5QI 10, we slight prefer option 2.

For option3, same performance as option 2 with more standard work than option 2.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	As the moderator summarized, the Extended Packet Delay Budget IE accommodates values used by all different sorts of services. There is no reason whatsoever to artificially restrict its usage. Because of this, once extended, that IE is both flexible and future-proof. Option 3, on the other hand, would force a node to choose between being able to signal high maximum PDB values and being able to signal high PDB granularity. Option 3, therefore, seems neither flexible nor future-proof, and does not seem to have any benefits.

	Thales
	Option 2
	Update of Extended Packet Delay Budget is preferable because it seems more flexible and future-proof signalling, especially for NTN, than Option 3.

	Nokia
	Option 3
	As explained by the moderator, the granularity of 0.01ms was introduced for services with low latency and the current value already allows to go up to 650 ms (far more than 5 ms). Also new IE is cleaner: how will a node of previous version understand when new node implanting the CR will send a value in the extended range?

	CATT
	No strong opinion.Slight preference on reusing exist IE
	 In fact, we still could not understand why option 1 is non backward compatible.Of course,a node of previous version could not understand when new node sends a value in the extended range.It is the same case if we introduce a new IE,i.e.the previous version can not understand the new IE.

	Huawei
	Both are acceptable to us. Slightly prefer option 3
	The main reason for option 3 from us is that this new larger PDB is used only for NTN case. If it requires, then the new larger PDB can be delivered; if not, then legacy IE is used. So, option 3 is clean approach to us. 

	Lockheed Martin
	Option 2
	For NTN, Option #2 is offers a flexible and better choice (compared to other options) 

	Nokia (2)
	
	To be fair, we should also consider the following option which combines the advantage of new IE (backwards compatible) and fine (future-proof) granularity:

Option 4 is to add a new IE. An example of this option is as below:
IE/Group Name
Presence
Range
IE type and reference
Semantics description
Extended Packet Delay Budget Large
M
 
INTEGER (65535..109999, …)
Upper bound value for the delay that a packet may experience expressed in unit of 0.01ms.


	Intelsat
	Option 2
	More flexibility with Option 2


Moderator’s summary:
For chairman notes:

WI code and E1/F1 impact. 
During the discussion, one company raised the concern that the WI code should be NR_NTN_solutions of Rel-17. 

In addition, due to NTN service is not apply to split architecture, one company think CRs for E1/F1 are not needed.

Q1: Please Companies provide their views on the above questions?

	Companies
	WI code, E1/F1 CR
	Comments

	ZTE
	1: NR_NTN_solutions as WI code for NGAP/XNAP CRs
TEI17 for E1AP/F1AP

2: CRs for E1AP/F1AP are needed
	Either PDB or Extend PDB IE is common and has same value range in NGAP/XNAP/E1AP/F1AP. To only introduce CRs for NGAP/XNAP will introduce unnecessary misunderstanding for implementation. 

So if the concern is NTN is not apply to E1AP/F1AP, then the alternative way is as following :

For NGAP/XNAP CRs, replaces TEI17 to NR_NTN_solutions for better CR tracking.

For E1AP/F1AP CRs, keeps the TEI17 and with extra description to say E1AP/F1AP are updated to in line with NGAP/XNAP.



	Ericsson
	F1AP and E1AP CRs are needed;

WI code should be NR_NTN_solutions for NGAP/XnAP CRs and TEI17 for F1AP/E1AP CRs
	Fore sure F1AP and E1AP are not impacted by NTN, but leaving this IE misaligned does not seem desirable.

For this reason, the NR_NTN_Solutions WI code should only apply to the NGAP and XnAP  CRs; TEI17 WI code should be used for the F1AP and E1AP CRs.

	Huawei
	See comments
	We are fine with this way forward, to align with all specifications. Also the NTN WI code for NGAP/XnAP is beneficial for tracking. 

	Intelsat
	
	No strong views !

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3 Other issues

Q3: Please Companies provide other issue if any.
	Companies
	Issue
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