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[bookmark: _Ref129681832]The revised IIoT / URLLC work item description for Rel-17 [1] has enhancements for time synchronization as one of its main objectives:
	4. Enhancements for support of time synchronization:
a. RAN impacts of SA2 work on uplink time synchronization for TSN, if any. [RAN2]
b. Propagation delay compensation enhancements (including mobility issues, if any). [RAN2, RAN1, RAN3, RAN4]


This document summarizes the key issues discussed under agenda item 8.3.4 based on the views in [2][3][4][5][6][7][8][9][10][11][12][13][14][15], and aims to discuss a set of issues in RAN1#104-e.
Remaining issues on error components
There are several aspects which have impact on the timing accuracy between UE and gNB. In the previous meetings, we discussed the potential error components that would have impact on the time accuracy one by one, and achieved agreements on most of the error components as shown in the Appendix. The following sections summarize the discussion for the remaining error components.
Downlink frame timing error ()
In the RAN1#104-e meeting, we have agreed to use ±100 ns for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately. It is FFS whether to apply the same value to RTT-based propagation delay compensation.Agreements: Take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately.
· Send a LS to RAN4 to ask for clarification on whether downlink frame timing detection error is included in Te or not
· In the LS, to include more details about option 1 (included) & option 2 (not included); also including the necessary background
· FFS whether to apply the same value to RTT-based propagation delay compensation, and the corresponding condition (if any) if the same value will be applied

Final LS is approved in R1-2102245


In this meeting, Nokia (R1-2102821) proposes to use the same value for RTT-based propagation delay compensation.
	Nokia R1-2102821
Related to the FFS point on value for RTT-based PDC techniques, we would like to note the following: 
The absolute SFN timestamp found in referenceTimeInfo-r16 IE can be generated by the gNB-DU. The timestamp is therefore subject to an error between the gNB-DU and the air interface timing. Apart from this, the UE is tracking the DL frame timing to determine the SFN boundaries. Therefore, all evaluations of Uu interface accuracy must include both errors, a DL frame timing error and the gNB-DU SFN to air interface error.
The DL frame detection error is therefore present in all PD estimation options when it comes to determining a reference point at the UE for either TA (UL Tx = DL Rx – TA) as well as an Rx-Tx measurement at the UE. During RAN1#104-e, there had been discussions that a smaller value may be applicable considering other RS usage such as CSI-RS and PRS. We would like to re-iterate our related comment here, that improvements using more wide-band reference signals can improve the detection accuracy of the first detected path. But this would equally apply to TA and RTT based PDC methods as the first detected path is equally used for the TA operation as well as RTT based measurements and feedback. Therefore, the same values should be applied for RTT and TA based methods unconditionally.
Observation 2: The downlink frame detection error at the UE is present at all PD estimation options due to the reference point detection related to SFN boundary referred from referenceTimeInfo-r16. Improved accuracy of the DL frame detection error by using other DL RS such as PRS equally improves the performance of TA-based and RTT-based PDC methods. 

Therefore, the same value should apply to TA and RTT-based methods by agreeing the following: 

Proposal 3: Take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for RTT based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately.



Ericsson (R1- 2102748) uses ±116ns in evaluation for RTT-based propagation delay compensation.
	(b) : 	±116 ns. This is obtained using the method shown in Table 1, but with minimum PRS bandwidth of 24 PRB. It is noted that the PRS bandwidth can be as large as 272 PRBs. In general, the larger the bandwidth of the DL reference signal used for timing detection, the smaller the DL timing detection error.



Feature lead: It makes sense that same value for downlink frame timing error should be applied for both TA-based PDC method and RTT-based PDC method for fair comparison. Since we agreed to use 100 ns for TA-based PDC method, the same value should be used for RTT-based PDC method also. In addition, if we want to take another value, it seems evaluations are needed to check what over value to be used. Therefore, the following tentative proposal is made for further discussion and it would be good to hear the views from other companies also.    

First round discussion

Proposal 2.1-1: Take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for RTT based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately.

Please provide your views on the above proposal 2.1-1. If you don’t agree with it, please provide the value with justification here also.   
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Ok with Proposal 2.1-1.       

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	ZTE
	We are fine with this proposal.

	Vivo
	Agree with FL’s proposal. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with Proposal 2.1-1

	Intel
	Agree, that would align the assumptions for TA-based and RTT-based

	Qualcomm
	We cannot agree with this proposal. In fact, we prefer a simple solution. i. e., we evaluate the propagation delay of existing TA scheme first. If it meets the requirement, then we are done. However, if it does not work, we need a new scheme without touching the existing TA mechanism. Therefore, it is not good to combine the two schemes. 

	HW/HiSi
	Agree with the proposal.

	LG	
	Fine with the proposal.

	Samsung
	OK with the proposal




Summary of the status for first round  

Proposal 2.1-1: Take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for RTT based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately.
	Support
	9 - OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia/NSB, Intel, Huawei/HiSilicon, LG, Samsung

	Not support
	1 – Qualcomm
· Qualcomm: A new scheme without touching the existing TA mechanism can be used if TA-based scheme cannot meet the budget.   
· Feature lead: The reason from companies is that if a new scheme to estimate the downlink frame timing detection error is used for RTT-based method, then the new scheme can be used for enhanced TA-based method also. Therefore, it is not fair to use the worse value for TA-based but use enhanced one for RTT-based.  




Based on the GTW on Wednesday, the following agreement was achieved for the above proposal:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK17]
Agreements: If downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately from propagation delay estimation error, take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for RTT based propagation delay compensation

How to interpret the agreed value for BS transmit timing error 
In RAN1#103-e, we have agreed to use 65ns to represent the BS transmit timing error for the control-to-control scenario. 
Agreements:
· Take 65 ns as the assumption of transmit timing error for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for control-to-control. 

In RAN1#104-e meeting, Nokia (R1-2100730) propose to clarify if this should be interpreted as a maximum (<) or a relative (±) value. 
	Nokia R1-2100730

The agreed number of 65ns originates from the TAE requirement from TS 38.104, where the TAE represents the relative maximum timing error between any two antenna ports (i.e. <65ns). So, our interpretation of the agreed value is to use <65ns which translates to ±32.5ns per gNB antenna port.
Proposal 1: The agreed 65ns value used to represent the BS frame transmission error should be interpreted as ±32.5ns to represent a single gNB antenna port frame transmission error for the control-to-control scenario. 



In RAN1#104-e meeting, the following was proposed based on inputs from companies with the corresponding status as below:  
· errorBS,DL,TX (i.e. ±32.5 ns) is included in the equation for calculating the overall time synchronization for the control-to-control scenario.  

· Support: CATT, Nokia/NSB, Vivo, ZTE, Intel, LG, Samsung, ETRI, Huawei/HiSilicon, MTK, ZTE 

· Support ±65ns: OPPO (fine to follow the majority view for using 32.25ns if only one or two companies have concern)


· Strong concern: Ericsson, Qualcomm 

· 65ns defined for TAE is used to represent BS transmit timing error due to lack of better standardized values, since it is expected that transmit timing error is approximated as ±65ns.
· ±65ns is a safer assumption because there is no guarantee for the correct DL Tx timing to stay at the middle of 65ns interval
· The assumption for the previous agreements is ±65ns. 

Feature lead: Based on the discussion in RAN1#104-e meeting, it seems further discussion is not helpful. This is an important issue and we need to make decision. Therefore, I would like to encourage people check if you can accept it.   


First round discussion

Proposal 2.1-2: errorBS,DL,TX (i.e. ±32.5 ns) is included in the equation for calculating the overall time synchronization for the control-to-control scenario.  

Please comment if you have strong concern on the above proposal.  
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	The value of 65ns comes from RAN4-defined TAE range of 65ns, where TAE is defined as the largest timing difference between any two signals belonging to different antenna connectors or TAB connectors. The claim of 32.5ns assumes the “intended DL Tx timing” always aligns with the center of TAE range, which is however not guaranteed. For example, the two antenna connectors have DL-Tx timing apart from each other by 65ns, and gNB mistakenly takes the later-Tx connector from the two as the “intended DL Tx timing” while the signal carried by the earlier-Tx connector becomes the “first path”. 
Therefore, we do not see a good reason to change existing RAN1 agreement on errorBS,DL,TX.
Anyhow, if we are the only company concerning the proposal, we do not insist. 

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	ZTE
	We are fine with this proposal.

	Vivo
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Intel
	Any value is acceptable. We don’t think this is the main limiting factor in the analysis.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer 65ns and share the same view with OPPO and Ericsson. 

	HW/HiSi
	We agree with the proposal.

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Samsung
	We can live with either 65ns and count half of it in the equation, or take 32.5ns in the equation. But we think the first one make more sense. 



[bookmark: OLE_LINK38][bookmark: OLE_LINK39]Summary of the status for first round
· Support: CATT, Nokia/NSB, Vivo, ZTE, Intel, LG, Samsung, ETRI, Huawei/HiSilicon, MTK, ZTE 

· Support ±65ns: OPPO (fine to follow the majority view for using 32.25ns if only one or two companies have concern)

· Strong concern: Ericsson, Qualcomm 

· 65ns defined for TAE is used to represent BS transmit timing error due to lack of better standardized values, since it is expected that transmit timing error is approximated as ±65ns.
· ±65ns is a safer assumption because there is no guarantee for the correct DL Tx timing to stay at the middle of 65ns interval
· The assumption for the previous agreements is ±65ns. 

Evaluation on the achievable time synchronization accuracy over Uu interface in Rel-16 
In order to evaluate whether any enhancements needed in Rel-17 to meet the requirement, we need the check the performance that can be achieved by Rel-16 mechanisms first. 
The potential error components that will have impact on the time synchronization accuracy over Uu interface are as below: 
· BS transmit timing error (:
· For control-to-control, FFS whether to use ±32.5 ns or 64 ns for the valuation.
· For smart grid, it was agreed to use 65ns or 200ns for the evaluation.

· Downlink frame timing error (): 
· Depending on the reply from RAN4

· UE Initial transmit timing error (Te) :
· The value defined in Table 7.1.2-1 for initial transmit timing error (Te) in TS 38.133

[image: ]

· BS detecting error () : 
· 100 ns 

· Asymmetry between downlink and uplink channel (): 
· Not considered

· TA indicating error (): Details as shown in section 3.2.3.3 in R1-2007068 
· 8*64*Tc/2  

· TA adjustment accuracy (): 
· Not considered

· Indication error
· 5ns, it is already included in the network part budget Error! Reference source not found.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Equation to calculate the overall time synchronization error over Uu interface 
Based on the contributions, the views are still very diverse. Instead of looking at the equations from different companies, I think we need to achieve common understanding on how to achieve the final equation step by step, otherwise it would be very difficult for us to achieve consensus. 

First round discussion

I made some draft steps as below as the starting point for further checking:

Step 1: gNB sends the reference time clock  (i.e. referenceTimeInfo-r16) to UE, and the actual time clock at the UE side should be

· BS transmit timing error for transmitting the RRC signaling containing the reference time clock     
· Downlink frame timing detection error for receiving the RRC signaling contacting the reference time clock  

[image: C:\Users\L00367611\Desktop\NR TA.bmp]

Question 3.1-1: Do you agree with the equation for actual time clock at the UE side in step 1 above, i.e.  and  also need to be considered for the procedure of signaling the RRC containing the reference time clock from gNB to UE, regardless whether it is needed for propagation delay estimation error or not? If your answer is NO, please explain which part is wrong and why it is wrong. 
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Agree. 

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes. We think we can use the equation in the step 1 above to determine the actual time clock at the UE side by taking BS transmitting timing error and downlink frame timing detection error into account.

	Vivo
	Agree. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree.  and  need to be accounted for reflecting the error related to the SFN boundary, which can be offset by  compared to the timestamp in referenceTimeInfo and  which affects the UE detection accuracy of the first path.

	Intel
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	LG
	Agree

	Samsung
	 Agree



Summary of the status for question 3.1-1 in first round  

	Support
	10 – OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia/NSB, Intel, QC, Huawei/HiSilicon, LG, Samsumg

	Not support
	0


FL recommendation: All companies agree with the equation to represent the actual time clock at the UE side. Let’s take it as agreed assumption for the analysis for the following steps. 

Step 2: When the UE receives referenceTimeInfo-r16, UE obtains  indicated by referenceTimeInfo-r16. After UE does the propagation delay compensation, the estimated time clock at the UE side is

·  DL propagation delay estimation error, e.g.  for TA-based PDC. Note that details for  is defined in step 4 below.

Question 3.1-2: Do you agree with the equation for estimated time clock at the UE side in step 2 above? If your answer is NO, please explain which part is wrong and why it is wrong. 
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Agree. 

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes. We agree with the equation above for estimated time clock at the UE side.

	Vivo
	Agree with the equation.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree.

	Intel
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	LG
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree



Summary of the status for question 3.1-2 in first round  
	Support
	10– OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia/NSB, Intel, QC, Huawei/HiSilicon, LG, Samsung

	Not support
	0



FL recommendation: All companies agree with the equation to represent the estimated time clock at the UE side. Let’s take it as agreed assumption for the analysis for the following steps. 


Step 3: The overall time synchronization error (i.e. the difference between the actual time clock in step 1 and the estimated time clock in step 2) is 
 

Question 3.1-3: Do you agree with high level error components above for overall time synchronization error? If your answer is NO, please explain which part is wrong and why it is wrong. 
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Companies may say that since we are calculating difference of actual time clock and estimated time clock, then the difference should be . However, in my understanding, since the value for each error component can be positive or negative, i.e. ± X, thus the maximum error should be the sum of all positive values.   

	OPPO
	Agree.

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	We agree with the view that each error component can be positive or negative. However, if these three components are totally independent, we think the maximum error should be the sum of all positive values for the components. But we can see that  is also affected by the BS transmitting timing error and downlink frame timing detection error as shown in step 4. It makes the issue a bit complex. We should use the same assumption for the BS transmitting timing error and downlink frame timing detection error in step 1 and step 2, respectively. For step 3, it would be better to use  for further analysis. 

	Vivo
	Yes.

	Nokia, NSB
	We partly agree with the FL. 
We agree with the expression for the upper bound , but we disagree regarding capturing  in both  and . The UE decides which DL RS(s) it uses to determine the refSFN boundary indicated in referenceTimeInfo. It is very likely that the UE will use the same (or alternative another DL RS affected by similar channel conditions) as the one used for TA / RTT based PD estimation. Therefore, the assumption of uncorrelated error source is true for different sources, but for the same source, it is not. We disagree with the assumption of completely uncorrelated error sources, which would result in  being captured 1.5 times in .

	Intel
	Yes in principle, but when error_UE_DL_RX is going to be considered as part of TA/RTT, the sign needs to be carefully accounted.

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	OPPO-2
	@ZTE,@Nokia: 
Here is what 38.331 says for the reference SFN associated with ReferenceTimeInfo-r16: “The UE considers this frame (indicated by referenceSFN) to be the frame which is nearest to the frame where the message is received (which can be either in the past or in the future).” In other words, the DL-Rx timing in step-1 is more related to the DL frame detection timing of the frame carrying this ReferenceTimeInfo IE (that is where the wording of “nearest” comes from). This timing may or may not be the same as the one used in step-2 for PD estimation, depending on channel variation and the coordination between step-1 (which is likely in RRC layer) and step-2 (which is in likely in MAC layer). Given we are dealing with “error budget”, which needs to cover the “worst case”, to assume uncorrelated  between step1 and step2 seems safer than assuming the constant error across two steps. In addition, it is usually not a valid assumption that the time tracking circuit in UE would keep the output timing constant over a time and that period of time can be coordinated with PHY/MAC layer procedures.

	LG
	Yes in principle. The above assumption is a safe assumption so it could be used. However, As Nokia mentioned, we cannot sure  and  are totally independent random variable. (i.e., whether transit timing error is a kind of constant error or can be different in each trial within a boundary). 

	Samsung
	We are fine in principle. 

	CATT2
	Based on the discussion about Proposal 3.1-1, we want to clarify why  and  need be considered separately. In my understanding,  already considered and .



.
Summary of the status for question 3.1-3 in first round  
	Support
	OPPO, CATT, vivo, QC, Huawei/HiSilicon, Samsung

	Agree in principle 
	ZTE, Nokia/NSB, Intel, LG 

	Not support
	



FL recommendation: Companies are encouraged to check the reply from OPPO above and provide your further views.  

Question 3.1-4: Do you agree that the above step 1 to step 3 are applied to both TA based PDC and RTT based PDC? If your answer is NO, please explain why.  
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	In my understanding, the above three steps are the same for both TA-based PDC and RTT-based PDC. The only difference between TA-based PDC and RTT-based PDC is the equation for . 

For TA-based PDC, the equation of is as defined in step 4 below. For RTT-based PDC, the equation will be discussed in section 4.2.  

	OPPO
	Agree most of parts, except the formula of  is indeed for TA-based PDC only, but not for RTT-based PDC. 

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes, the step 1 to step 3 above can be used for both TA-based and RTT-based solution. 

	vivo
	Yes. We agree with the same steps for both TA-based PDC and RTT-based PDC.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with the FL. 
One concern raised is whether the detection errors are captured in the Rx-Tx based procedure, and our understanding is clearly that they are, also if we just call it an Rx-Tx inaccuracy (as the detection error will contribute to this).

	Intel
	Yes, with the note in 3.1-3

	Qualcomm
	Yes.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	LG
	Yes. We have similar view to OPPO

	Samsung
	Yes.  



Summary of the status for question 3.1-4 in first round  
	Support
	10 – OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia/NSB, Intel, QC, HW/HiSi, LG, Samsung
Note:  is only for TA-based PDC, not applied to RTT-based PDC for sure. 

	Not support
	0



FL recommendation: All companies agree that step 1 to step 3 are applied to both TA based PDC and RTT based PDC. Let’s take it as agreed assumption for the analysis for RTT-based PDC as shown in section 4.3.  

Step 4: Discuss and determine error component(s) for DL propagation delay estimation (i.e. )
for TA-based compensation.



Assuming , the downlink propagation delay  is calculated as:

[image: ]

Then the error of the downlink propagation delay  is:

[image: ]

·  study the following two options (which option to choose depend on the reply from RAN4): 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  considered separately 

·  study whether  in the above equation should be included or not for . 
· Note 1: Not including  implies that gNB needs to take it out for TA estimation, which may depend on the gNB implementation and may be different from the existing TA estimation procedure at the gNB side. Companies are encouraged to check.  
· Note 2: Option 1c for TA-based PDC enhancement as in section 4.1 may be able to get rid of  since it will introduce a separate procedure for synchronization compensation here instead of reusing the normal TA procedure.    

Question 3.1-5: Do you agree with the above step 4 for  for TA-based PDC? If your answer is NO, please explain why. Please also provide your views on the second FFS (i.e. whether to include ) if your answer is ready now, or you can just indicate need more time to check instead of simply saying NO.   
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	 Agree the above  for TA-based PDC. 
Regarding to FFS, we suppose all companies agree the starting-point equation , which says the TA length on UE side equals to round-trip delay. This equation requires a prerequisite that DL-Tx and UL-Rx have certain alignment on gNB side. Then  impacts the accuracy/reliability of gNB-side “alignment” between DL-Tx and UL-Rx, or equivalently, the accuracy/reliability of equation  itself. Therefore,  should show up somewhere in the mathematical analysis . We do not quite catch up how Option 1c can escape from this general logic. 

Feature lead>> Option 1c would adopt a separate procedure instead of reusing the normal TA procedure. My point is that for the existing TA procedure, depending on implementation probably gNB may not take  out when estimate the TA. Therefore if we still estimate propagation delay using the existing TA procedure, then  would need to be considered.      


	CATT
	 Yes, we prefer to option 1 and it is better to wait or RAN4’s response.

	ZTE
	Yes, we support the equation in step 4 for  for TA-based PDC. We think  should be included since this error exists anyway and the gNB cannot take it out when estimating the TA for the UE.

	Vivo
	Yes. For option 1 and option 2, we can wait the RAN4’s response.

	Nokia, NSB
	 should not be in included in .
 reflects the error between the air interface time and the timestamp provided in referenceTimeInfo. The error can be bounded by TAE which is the current assumption in this analysis. The error should be accounted for in the RRC related error sources (i.e. step 1), and not as a part of the PD estimation.

Regarding Te (i.e. Option 1 vs. Option 2), we think we should wait for the related RAN4 reply.


	Intel
	This part is agreeable. Note that based on review of RAN4 inputs to April meeting, it seems the majority is for Option 1.

	Qualcomm
	Agree the above  for TA-based PDC.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

For the second FFS, whether to include  in the above equation, based on legacy TA it is included, since the legacy TA does not need to consider PDC. For PDC, it is also ok not to include it for the evaluation here.

	LG
	Agree. For FFS, we think it is better to wait RAN4 input. 

	Samsung
	Agree. And wait for RAN 4 feedback on FFS part. 



[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Summary of the status for question 3.1-5 in first round  
	Support
	10 – OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia/NSB, Intel, QC, HW/HiSi, LG, Samsung

	Not support
	0



FL recommendation: It seems all companies agree the equation in principle, though there are different views on FFS. We can agree the high level equation first.    

Though the overall equation would depend on the understanding for the above two questions, the following proposal is made as the starting point. 
Proposal 3.1-1: Take the following equation for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation:

 

·  study which option to use depending on RAN4 LS reply: 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  is considered separately 
·  study whether to include  highlight in Red above 

	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Agree

	CATT
	In our understanding, evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation should be



	ZTE
	We think the equation should be further discussed. As we explained above, we should use the same assumption for each of the BS transmitting timing error and downlink frame timing detection error in the different steps. 
In the Figures above, the BS transmitting timing error and downlink frame timing detection error are both positive. In this case, the final results should be 

according to our suggestion in step 3 above. 
However, this is not the maximum value for the 
In our paper, we give an example, where we can get the maximum value for . It is also captured below for convenience. In this case, the BS transmitting timing error is negative while the other components are positive. And the final result would be




	vivo
	We agree with the equation. 

	Nokia, NSB
	Do not support Proposal 3.1-1 (i.e. the equation)
 should not be captured twice. The UE is likely to use the DL RS(s) that it used for TA to determined its refSFN and hence the error should only be captured once or the two times it is mentioned should be considered to be correlated ( is subtracted). 
 should only be considered in relation to refSFN acquisition, and not for PD estimation. According to our view, the following should be used instead: 


	Intel
	Need time to check how this stacks with Option 1 vs Option 2 asked to RAN4.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the main equation.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree.

	LG
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree with Nokia



Summary of the status for proposal 3.1-1 in first round  
	Support
	9 – OPPO, vivo, Qualcomm, HW/HiSi, LG

	Not support
	9 –CATT, ZTE, Nokia/NSB, Samsung



FL recommendation: This is related to the discussion under question 3.1-3. We need to further discuss there first.     

Second round discussion
Based on the discussion in section 3.1.1, the outcome of the 4 steps given in section 3.1.1 are as below, where the ones highlight in blue is agreeable which we can take as the agreed assumption for the following analysis, and the ones highlight in yellow still some concern which we will focus in the second round discussion. For detailed discussion and summary of the status, please go section 3.1.1 to check. 
====================
Step 1: gNB sends the reference time clock  (i.e. referenceTimeInfo-r16) to UE, and the actual time clock at the UE side should be

· BS transmit timing error for transmitting the RRC signaling containing the reference time clock     
· Downlink frame timing detection error for receiving the RRC signaling contacting the reference time clock  

Step 2: When the UE receives referenceTimeInfo-r16, UE obtains  indicated by referenceTimeInfo-r16. After UE does the propagation delay compensation, the estimated time clock at the UE side is

·  DL propagation delay estimation error, e.g.  for TA-based PDC. Note that details for  is defined in step 4 below.

Step 3: The overall time synchronization error (i.e. the difference between the actual time clock in step 1 and the estimated time clock in step 2) is 
 

Conclusion from question 3.1-4 in section 3.1.1: All companies agree that step 1 to step 3 are applied to both TA based PDC and RTT based PDC. 

Step 4: Discuss and determine error component(s) for DL propagation delay estimation (i.e. )
for TA-based compensation.

=============

The points to be discussed in this second round is as below:

Step 3: The overall time synchronization error (i.e. the difference between the actual time clock in step 1 and the estimated time clock in step 2) is 
 

Summary of the status for question 3.1-3 in section 3.1.1 in first round  

	Agree
	OPPO, vivo, QC, Huawei/HiSilicon, Samsung, Ericsson

	Agree partly
	ZTE, Nokia/NSB, Intel, LG, CATT 

	Don’t agree
	0



FL recommendation: Let’s further discuss and see if possible to address the comments from companies who only partly agree. To me, it seems the views further provided by OPPO explain well the intention of the equation in step 3. Companies who only agree partly are encourage to check the reply by OPPO2 and see if it address your concern.  

Question 3.1-3: Do you agree with high level error components in step 3 above for overall time synchronization error? If your answer is NO, please explain which part is wrong and why it is wrong.
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	
@ ZTE @ Nokia @ CATT @ Intel @ LG

Can you check the views from OPPO below and see if it address your concern raised in the first round discussion? In addition, please don't only look at one single step, please look the overall 4 steps since the four steps are striving to bring us to the final equation step by step.   

=================
OPPO-2

Here is what 38.331 says for the reference SFN associated with ReferenceTimeInfo-r16: “The UE considers this frame (indicated by referenceSFN) to be the frame which is nearest to the frame where the message is received (which can be either in the past or in the future).” In other words, the DL-Rx timing in step-1 is more related to the DL frame detection timing of the frame carrying this ReferenceTimeInfo IE (that is where the wording of “nearest” comes from). This timing may or may not be the same as the one used in step-2 for PD estimation, depending on channel variation and the coordination between step-1 (which is likely in RRC layer) and step-2 (which is in likely in MAC layer). Given we are dealing with “error budget”, which needs to cover the “worst case”, to assume uncorrelated  between step1 and step2 seems safer than assuming the constant error across two steps. In addition, it is usually not a valid assumption that the time tracking circuit in UE would keep the output timing constant over a time and that period of time can be coordinated with PHY/MAC layer procedures.
===============


	CATT
	In our understanding,  should be included in, calculation formula of overall time synchronization error for one Uu interface based on TA-based estimation can be written as below:

[image: ]


[image: ]

the equation that the total error of the time synchronization for one Uu interface is:



	Ericsson
	Agree with high level error components in step 3

	ZTE
	For the comments from OPPO, if our understanding is correct, the UE gets the reference time indicated by the network at a time but use the DL frame detection timing and the TA obtained at another time to estimate the time clock. So the key point is the operations in the step 1 and step 2 are performed at the different time, which leads to the assumption for the two components is not aligned. 
But in our understanding, when the UE gets the reference time from the network, then it can use the current TA to determine the time clock. In this case, the timing are the same in the step 1 and step 2. There is no reason to let UE use the reference time at a time and TA obtained at the different time.
The downlink frame detection timing changes due to the channel variation or the UE movement. But even thought it changes, the UE and the network should maintain the TA such that the timing error for the TA satisfies the requirement (i.e., smaller than Te) all the time as specified by RAN4 below. 
	TS38.133   7.1.2
When the transmission timing error between the UE and the reference timing exceeds Te, the UE is required to adjust its timing to within Te. The reference timing shall be [image: ] before the downlink timing of the reference cell. All adjustments made to the UE uplink timing shall follow these rules:


We agree that we should consider the worst case in the analysis. In our understanding, the worst case should be based on the best choice/implementation. It means we cannot assume or get a finer result by any means. That is the reason why we use the maximum value for each component even though we can make sure the errors must be less than assumption in practice. Here the UE can get the reference time and estimate the time clock by using the TA at the same time. It is a good choice to obtain the time clock. Why does the UE select a bad implementation to determine the time clock? We cannot accept this assumption since the UE has better choice.

	LG
	In our view, once UE detects DL frame timing, UE would maintain that timing until UE lose the timing for some reason. Since we define  as DL frame timing error instead of general RX error, we thought it too much. 
At the same time, we also agree that it address the worst case. If majority view want, we are fine with it. 

	Nokia
	We still have a strong concern on the assumption of uncorrelated DL Rx errors. If somebody could explain to me why two signals transmitted over the same channel within a rather short time period would see uncorrelated channels here?
In our understanding, in the worst case, if the DL frame is detected after DRX the UE would have only one RS set (i.e. the same RS set) as well for both PD estimation and refSFN boundary detection, so the errors should be correlated. 
In an alternative case, e.g. where the refSFN is occurring at a later time instance, the UE would have multiple DL Rs to average out the error, so accounting for the error multiple times is not fair.
We have strong concern if uncorrelated error is assumed and such assumption will lead to overestimated error for both TA and RTT based mechanisms.

	Intel
	To us it is still more logical to assume correlated errors, and we agree with the comments about that.
Potentially, to resolve this step, there could be two branches for evaluation: with correlated and with uncorrelated errors. Then we can look at the results and decide the way forward.

	OPPO-2
	For this particular PDC discussion, there are two issues people should not forget:
· The TA maintenance is in MAC/PHY layer and PD compensation is triggered in RRC layer. There would be processing delay for RRC message, and that delay may not small enough to hold DL time tracking circuit constant (this is even UE implementation dependent). At the time when UE realizes there is a RRC request for clock synchronization coming in and goes to retrieve what TA is observed/maintained in MAC layer, the DL Rx timing could be changed from the one at moment the PDSCH containing the referenceTimeInfo RRC IE was received. ZTE’s comment of “when the UE gets the reference time from the network, then it can use the current TA [i.e., the same DL-Rx reception sample is used for both PD estimation and PD compensation]” seems to assume either zero PHY/RRC processing delay for a PDSCH/RRC message or contiguous recording and time-stamping of TA intervals inside UE, both of which are very unlikely in UE implementation. 
· Besides DL Rx time instance, the TA measurement also relies on UL-Tx timing, with an assumption that a real UL transmission, if following the current UL-Tx timing assumed by UE, would reach at gNB with its UL-Rx timing falling inside a small time window of [TDL-Tx-TTA_gran/2, TDL-Tx+TTA_gran/2], where TDL-Tx is DL-Tx timing perceived by gNB, and TTA_gran is TA command granularity. This UL timing relationship needs to be maintained by gNB to occasionally request UL transmissions and then to issue TA commands for adjustment. It is generally recognized that it is better for UE to take one-way delay estimation after applying the TA command in order to avoid the TA/2 no longer precisely reflecting the propagation delay. (Note the similar logic is used in RTT-based one-way delay estimation in Rel-16 IAB: the one-way delay estimation is done after IAB-MT receives the RTT measurement on parent node side). So for this PDC application, people does have a dilemma: whether to estimate one-way delay after applying TA command (to minimize estimation diverging but allow a bit more impact of DL-Rx hardware timing error) or to estimate one-way delay at a moment that is close enough to reception of a specific RRC message (to minimize hardware timing error impact but risk a chance the TA/2 is no longer a good copy of one-way delay). Both choices may not differ much eventually for the sync error, but if people argued to be able to take the both fruits but without paying cost, people needs to coordinate TA procedure (which is in MAC) together with the real UL transmission (which is in PHY) and PDC procedure (which is in RRC). This kind of three-way coordination is difficult to be guaranteed. What we assumed here (for uncorrelated DL-Rx timing error) is based on the choice that TA is measured after TA command is applied (which is an UE implementation issue but generally assumed) so that the TA measurement moment is uncorrelated to referenceTimeInfo reception moment.
Long in short, the error budget considers the “worst-case situation” in the “existing implementation”. What we see here include: 
· There is no coordination between TA procedure and PDC procedure.
· One-way propagation delay estimation could be a general procedure in MAC, not just for PDC purpose (e.g., also for positioning). It is unreasonable to force UE to have a PDC-specific one-way delay estimation.  
· There would be some processing delay from PHY to RRC before UE recognizes the PDC procedure. 
· Comparing to uncorrelated DL-Rx timing error, the constant DL-Rx timing error is too optimistic (underestimation) and could be much more questionable in an “error budget analysis”.               

	Samsung
	We can assume UE just wakes up from DRX and apply 0 TA, to simplify the case. We are kind of support Nokia comment on the DL Rx error. In total, it should be half other than 1.5 times. So, there , we should not count DL Tx error. 




Summary of the status for question 3.1-3 in second round  
· Agree: OPPO, vivo, QC, Huawei/HiSilicon, Samsung, Ericsson   
· Partly agree: ZTE, Nokia/NSB, Intel, LG, CATT
· Feature lead: The situation seems still keep the same as that in the first round. It looks to me no chance for people to convince each other on uncorrelated errors or correlated errors. The suggestion from Intel to have two branches for further evaluation seems workable to me, at least narrow down the candidate options.  

Step 4: Discuss and determine error component(s) for DL propagation delay estimation (i.e. )
for TA-based compensation.



Assuming , the downlink propagation delay  is calculated as:

[image: ]

Then the error of the downlink propagation delay  is:

[image: ]

·  study the following two options (which option to choose depend on the reply from RAN4): 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  considered separately 

·  study whether  in the above equation should be included or not for . 
· Note 1: Not including  implies that gNB needs to take it out for TA estimation, which may depend on the gNB implementation and may be different from the existing TA estimation procedure at the gNB side. Companies are encouraged to check.  
· Note 2: Option 1c for TA-based PDC enhancement as in section 4.1 may be able to get rid of  since it will introduce a separate procedure for synchronization compensation here instead of reusing the normal TA procedure.  

Summary of the status for question 3.1-5 in first round  
· Agree the equation with FFS
· OPPO, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Intel, QC, HW/HiSi, LG, Samsung
· Whether to include?
· No: Nokia, , Ericsson  
·  reflects the error between the air interface time and the timestamp provided in referenceTimeInfo. The error should be accounted for in the RRC related error sources (i.e. step 1), and not as a part of the PD estimation. 
· Yes: OPPO, ZTE

· Huawei/HiSilicon: If the enhancements of the PDC will rely on the existing TA procedure, then  need to be included. However, if a separate procedure can be considered, then   doesn't need to be included assuming that gNB will take it out when estimate the propagation delay for PDC. 

FL recommendation: For the high-level equation, it seems agreeable to all. The controversial point is whether to include . For progress I would suggest to agree with the high level equation with FFS and we can further discuss the FFS.      

[bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK30][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]Proposal 3.1-1-1: Take the following equation for evaluation of the DL propagation delay estimation error for TA based propagation delay compensation:

· Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245.    
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  considered separately 

· FFS whether  in the above equation should be included or not. 

Please provide your views on the above proposal 3.1-1-1.  
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Agree.   

	CATT
	 shouldn’t be included in the above equation
The following equation for evaluation of the DL propagation delay estimation error for TA based propagation delay compensation is as follows:



	Ericsson
	Agree with Proposal 3.1-1 except for inclusion of .
We agree with Nokia view that  is included as an error component as shown in Step 3, and it should not be part of PD estimation error.

	ZTE
	We are fine with the proposal

	HW/HiSI
	Agree

	Nokia
	We agree with Proposal 3.1-1-1 with the FFS.

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Intel
	Agree with keeping the FFS

	Samsung
	Agree 



Summary of the status for Proposal 3.1-1-1 in second round  
· Support or fine with the proposal 
· OPPO, CATT, Ericsson, ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Qualcomm, Intel, Ericsson, Samsung   
· Feature lead: Companies agree with the proposal though have different views on whether to include , which we will further discussed with the FFS 


Question 3.1-5-1: Which option do you prefer for the assumption of TA estimation at gNB side if we reuse the existing TA procedure to estimate the DL propagation delay?
· Option 1:  is not taken out by gNB when estimate the TA. 
· For this option,  needs to be included in the DL propagation delay estimation error for TA-based PDC reusing the existing TA procedure.  

· Option 2:  is taken out by gNB when estimate the TA. 
· For this option,  doesn’t need to be included in the DL propagation delay estimation error for TA-based PDC reusing the existing TA procedure.  

	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Companies are encouraged to check your implementation/understanding on Rel-15/16 TA estimation. 

	OPPO
	Option 1. (BTW, the wording is confusing: “an error term is taken out” means it is NOT included in estimation. The bullet and its sub-bullet are not quite consistent). 
========
Feature lead>> Thanks. It is a typo. I updated it. 
=======
We choose Option-1 based on the sub-bullet interpretation, i.e.,  needs to be included in the DL propagation delay estimation error. Reasoning is given below. 
Here is what 38.215 says for gNB Rx-Tx time difference:
--------
TgNB-TX is the TRP transmit timing of downlink subframe #j that is closest in time to the subframe #i received from the UE.
…..
The reference point for TgNB-TX shall be:
-	for type 1-C base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx antenna connector,
-	for type 1-O or 2-O base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx antenna (i.e. the centre location of the radiating region of the Tx antenna),
-	for type 1-H base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx Transceiver Array Boundary connector.
--------
The above text only says the reference point for DL Tx timing is at gNB Tx antenna connector or similar place depending on gNB types, it does not say gNB would know exactly when the “true DL Tx timing” happens at the Tx antenna connector. In addition, our understanding is that the “reference point”  only corresponds to the time instance at which gNB “thinks” its DL Tx signal leaves its antenna connector and goes into air. The timing counting maybe still in baseband or somewhere, but not in antenna connector which is an RF unit. To be more specific, let’s take an example:
gNB plans to transmit a DL signal at time t1 from baseband point of view. Due to hardware imperfectness, this transmission is allowed to be sent within a range of [t1-d1, t1+d1], still from baseband point of view. This signal needs then to travel from baseband to RF, and the time of such travel is within a range of [t2-d2, t2+d2], where t2 is the hardware parameter known to gNB which corresponds to the difference between where the timing is counted and where is taken as the “reference point”, while d2 is the BB-to-RF hardware error tolerance. Now the “reference point” time at antenna connector becomes t1+t2, which is deterministic, with an overall tolerance d1+d2, which is considered as an error term for DL-Tx timing (i.e., something like ). Now gNB needs to assume that, for the TA based PDC, the time instance of t1+t2, which is the “gNB-believed” DL Tx reference point, being aligned to the “gNB-believed” reference point for UL-Rx (for which the reference point is at Rx antenna connector). Such alignment is still subject to the error component of d1+d2 (or equivalently ).        

	CATT
	We prefer Option 2 because  need be considered independently for overall time synchronization error as follows:


[image: ]



	Ericsson
	Option 2.
The reference point for TgNB-TX is the Tx antenna connector. Hence gNB can account for the actual Tx time at antenna when deriving TA. 

	ZTE
	We prefer option 1

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 2
Agree with the comments by Ericsson on the reference point being the antenna connector. 

	Qualcomm
	We prefer option 2.

	Intel
	Option 1, this will be consistent with the assumption of TA estimation. However, the signs need to be carefully considered when combining all components.

	OPPO
	Both DL-Tx timing and UL-Rx timing are measured at antenna connectors, and they both contribute to “gNB-side alignment” as the basis of TA-based one-way delay estimation. Could proponents of Option 2 clarify why the error term of “” should be excluded from one-way-delay estimation error while “” can sit there?  

	Samsung
	Option 2



Summary of the status for Question 3.1-5-1 in second round  
· Option 1
· OPPO, ZTE, Intel   
· Option 2
· CATT, Ericsson, ZTE, Nokia, NSB, Qualcomm, Samsung 

· Feature lead: Situation still controversial. It seems to me no chance to convince each other. Similar as the recommendation to question 3.1-3, probably we can narrow down to two options for further study for now.   


Third round discussion

[bookmark: OLE_LINK41][bookmark: OLE_LINK42]Revised Proposal 3.1.3-1: Take the following equation for evaluation of the DL propagation delay estimation error for TA based propagation delay compensation:

· Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245.    
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  is equal to a value separate from Te 
· FFS whether  in the above equation should be included or not. 


Please comment if you have strong concern on the above proposal. No need to fill the table again if you agree with the proposal.   
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Based on the discussion in the second round, the above proposal should be agreeable though people have different views on whether to include , which we will further discussed with the FFS.  

@all
If you agree with the proposal, no need to provide your inputs here again. Only if you have strong concern you can share it. 

	OPPO
	Editorial issue: Given  is already in the equation, it is better to outline the FFS as: 
FFS whether in the above equation should be included or not taken out. 

	Ericsson
	· The equation should show that  is FFS by adding brackets to it. That is,

· Option 2 “considered separately” is confusing. Suggest changing to: “Option 2:  = Te and  is assigned a value separate from Te considered separately”

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Feature lead #2
	I updated the wording of the proposal a little bit according to the comments from OPPO and Ericsson, which are editorial changes to me. Hopefully all can accept it.  

	CATT
	We are fine with the revised proposal.

	OPPO
	The revised proposal is ok to us.

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal including editorial changes.

	Samsung 
	Fine with the proposal.

	ZTE
	We are fine with the proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	Support the proposal

	LG
	Fine with the proposal 

	Intel
	Agree




Feature lead: Revised proposal 3.1.3-1 above is agreeable and also endorsed by Chairman via email.    



Revised Proposal 3.1.3-2: Take the following two alternatives as the equation for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation:
· Alt. 1: 

 

· Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245: 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK64][bookmark: OLE_LINK63]Option 2:  = Te and  is equal to a value separate from Te 

· Alt. 2: 

 

· [bookmark: OLE_LINK65][bookmark: OLE_LINK66]Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245: 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  is equal to a value separate from Te 

· [bookmark: OLE_LINK57][bookmark: OLE_LINK59]Note: Alt.2 assumes that the time of PD estimation is close to the time of PD compensation 

Please provide your views on the above proposal.   
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Based on the discussion in the previous two rounds as shown in section 3.1.1 & 3.1.2, it looks to me that no chance for people to convince each other on uncorrelated errors or correlated errors, i.e. whether to take Alt.1 or Alt.2. In addition, it is true that probably different alternatives may be suitable for different cases. Therefore, I would recommend to take both as the equation for further evaluation TA-based PDC to move forward, e.g. like two branches for further evaluation as Intel suggested. 

	OPPO
	The equation in Alt-2 assumes the  term in PD estimation step (with coefficient 1/2) is numerically the same as the  term in PD compensation step (with coefficient 1 but in opposite sign), but this is only possible when the time of PD estimation is made close enough to the time of PD compensation. However, in UE implementation, one-way estimation is performed in either PHY or MAC, not in RRC from which PD compensation step is triggered; and PD estimation is a general UE procedure not dedicatedly designed/implemented for PDC purpose. In general, UE calculates PD estimation upon receiving and applying a TA command (in TA-based PD estimation), rather than postponing the derivation to a later time when the alignment between DL-Tx and UL-Rx on gNB side gets less guaranteed. In other words, UE has a single criteria to determine when to estimate the PD based on TA/2. Then it is gNB’s responsibility to make the TA procedure (which is a MAC process) close enough to PDC step (which is a RRC layer step). So we would like to add a sub-bullet to Alt-2, saying: 
· It is assumed that, for every TA-based PDC operation and every URLLC UE in system, it is gNB’s responsibility to coordinate the transmission of PDSCH carrying RRC IE of referenceTimeInfo and the nearest earlier TA adjustment procedure so as to necessarily maintain the constant run-time error of DL frame detection timing at the UE from the moment of TA adjustment to the moment for the UE to successfully receive the PDSCH carrying referenceTimeInfo IE.    

I personally believe the above bullet is quite hard for gNB implementation, and it maybe even just a necessary condition (instead of sufficient condition) for Alt-2 equation. But unfortunately what Alt-2 equation assumes on errorUE,DL,RX is much more difficult for UE to accomplish alone and therefore at least requires this condition. It is unfair to rely on UE implementation to ensure the constant error on DL frame detection timing and meanwhile a reliable/responsive one-way propagation delay estimation. More fundamentally, UE behaviors in TA control and PDC step are all simply follow separate signaling directions from gNB - so it is gNB that controls everything.
Without the above sub-bullet being added to Alt-2, OPPO objects the proposal.

>>Feature lead
When/how to indicate the TA and/or reference timing would be implementation issue, thus I would like to avoid adding a specific implementation way in the proposal. Maybe we can add the simpler assumption like “assume the time of PD estimation is made close to the time of PD compensation”.        

	CATT 
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Feature lead #2
	Updated the proposal according to the comment from OPPO 

	CATT
	We don’t agree to add the note “Note: Alt.2 assumes that the time of PD estimation is close to the time of PD compensation” because the motivation of the note isn’t clear to us and Without this assumption, Alt.2 is also used for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation.
If the note need be added to Alt.2, the same note should be added to Alt.1.

	OPPO
	Unfortunately the update is not acceptable to us. The reading of “the time of PD estimation is close to the time of PD compensation” sounds like an UE behavior which is normally taken by people as UE responsibility for a UE-based PDC. This is even far away from our position comparing to the earlier version. With the reason I mentioned in previous rounds, RAN1 needs to make it clear this target is eventually under gNB’s responsibility. This is not about whether it is implementation issue or not. For example, the RAN1-agreed “UL-Rx timing error being no larger than 100ns” is also an implementation reflection, and there is no ambiguity for its gNB responsibility. Same story here. 
BTW, how “close” can ensure the “same random timing error on DL-Rx end”? The note terminates at “time A is close to time B”, which is still far away from logic of “same random timing error”. 

>>Feature lead
1. To me it won’t implies UE behavior, since it depends on whether it is gNB or UE to do the operation, e.g. if it is PD estimation, it should be gNB behavior. For the PD compensation it is UE behavior but the main point is the transmission of the RRC signaling thus you can consider it is controlled by gNB also. 
2. As to the wording “close”, it will not be captured in the spec, it just roughly give people some idea the difference between alternative 1 and alternative 2. 
I can try to update the note again, but if in the end it is controversial, probably better for us to remove this note.  
@CATT: Alt-1 does not need this same note, because Alt-1 does not assume any “time A is close to time B” given it assumes uncorrelated errors for worst case.            

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal – our preference is Alt. 2. 

	Samsung
	Fine with the proposal and we support Alt 2. 

	ZTE
	We agree the FL that it is a bit difficult to convince each other at this stage. So we are fine to move forward with two branches for further evaluation.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK60][bookmark: OLE_LINK69]For the Alt. 2, if we assume the BS transmitting timing error is correlated, the coefficient is 1/2 for  in the equation instead of 1 as we argued above. So what is the assumption for Alt.2, i.e. is the BS transmitting timing error correlated or uncorrelated?

>> Feature lead
If I understand your comment correctly, for correlated error case, in step 3 we should use . I can further check the views from companies. 

	HW/HiSi
	Fine with the proposal.




The fourth round discussion

Revised Proposal 3.1.3-2: Take the following two alternatives as the equation for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation:
· Alt. 1: 

 

· Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245: 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  is equal to a value separate from Te 

· Alt. 2: 

 

· Either option 1 or option 2 below will be applied based on the RAN4 reply to RAN1 LS R1-2102245: 
· Option 1:  <= Te
· Option 2:  = Te and  is equal to a value separate from Te 

· [Note: Alt.2 assumes that the time of PD estimation is close to the time of PD compensation, in which case the DL frame timing error and BS transmit timing error for propagation delay estimation is correlated to that for the transmission of RRC signaling carrying the reference time clock] 

	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Two changes compared to the proposal in the third round email discussion:
1. Add [1/2*] to Alt.2
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK45]ZTE commented that since Alt.2 is for correlated error case, 1/2* should be used instead of .

· Feature lead: It seems to me that ZTE has a point. Correlated error basically means that the error for propagation delay estimation and transmission of RRC signalling is similar, e.g. all are positive or all are negative. In this case, step 3 as shown in section 3.1.1 should be    
 , since step 3 is to calculate the different between the actual time clock in step 1 and the estimated time clock in step 2. Then using the equation for , we will get 


Considering that and  are not correlated to other error components like  and , the final equation can be equal to 



However, I would like to hear the views from companies first, thus only add [1/2*] with bracket to alternative 2.

2. Updated the note for Alt.2 
· CATT and OPPO are still unhappy with the note. I tried to add more to see if it can address their concern. Please check my reply above to their comments also. If there is any good suggestion on the note, it will be welcome also.  


	CATT
	For Alt.2, from our perspective, we think  can be independently considered because the reference point of TgNB-TX shall be Tx antenna connector.
So  is unnecessary.
We are fine with updated note for Alt.2 because compared with Alt.1, Alt.2 is real-time/timeliness estimation method of evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based PDC and estimation result of Alt.2 can be used for subsequent PDC.

>> feature lead
Let’s hear more views first.  

	Ericsson
	Since Revised Proposal 3.1.3-1 is considered agreed, the proposal can be updated to the following?
Alt 1: ;
Alt 2: ;
No need to mention Option 1 and Option 2 since they are included in Revised Proposal 3.1.3-1 for .

>> feature lead
Yes there is some overlap with the endorsed proposal 3.1.3-1. However, it seems there is no harm to provide the complete equation for each alternative, right? Which can be more convenient to use in the later phase also.    

E/// view is Alt 1 should be used.

Regarding the assumption that the time of PD estimation is close to the time of PD compensation: in our view Alt 1 carries this assumption as well. Otherwise, another error component should be added to Alt 1. 

>> feature lead
Can you clarify what the other component needed if Alt.1 without this assumption?

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal.
Our preference is Alt 2 , and we can live with and without . We note that the half depends on the outcome of Proposal 2.1-2.

	Vivo
	Firstly, we support Alt.2. 
For BS transmit timing error, we slightly prefer taking  as an independent factor, i.e., Alternative 2 without coefficient  part. 

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal




Overall time synchronization error over Uu interface
According to the LS [16] from RAN2, the single Uu interface budget for control-to-control scenario and smart grid scenario are as shown below: 

	Scenario
	Single Uu interface Budget

	Control-to-Control
	±145ns to ±275ns

	Smart Grid
	±795ns to ±845ns



Although the discussion on the equation to calculate the total error is still ongoing, some companies also provide some evaluation in the contribution based on their equation, which is summarized as shown in the following table. 

Table 1 Summary of overall synchronization error over Uu interface
	Source 
	Control-to-control
	Smart grid

	
	15kHz
	30kHz
	15kHz
	30kHz

	Nokia
	458ns
	328ns
	525ns
	395ns

	ZTE
	340.5ns
	210ns
	475.5ns
	345ns

	Vivo
	457.5
	327.5
	457.5
	327.5

	Intel
	441
	310
	576
	445

	Ericsson 
	579.5
	
	579.5
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	490
	360
	625
	360

	Qualcomm
	546
	
	546
	

	Samsung 
	408
	277.5
	408
	277.5

	MediaTek
	440.5
	
	575.5
	

	CATT
	440
	310
	440
	310

	OPPO
	458
	360
	458
	360




First round discussion

Based on the above table, the following observations can be seen:  
Observation 1: Rel-16 TA-based propagation delay compensation is sufficiently to be used as propagation delay estimation for the smart grid scenario with no enhancements needed.

Observation 2: Enhancement for propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control scenario. 
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	The status of this observation from RAN1#104-e is as below:
· Support observation 2: CATT, Samsung, Vivo, ZTE, Intel, Huawei/HiSilcion, LG, Ericsson, ETRI 
· Not support: MTK
· Given the small ISD for a typical control-to-control use-case deployment, the estimated timing error is within the Uu timing budget provided by RAN2.

If I got the point from MTK correctly, they assume that for control-to-control propagation delay compensation is not needed for control-to-control, i.e. UE can just the received timing directly, therefore no any enhancement needed also. Not sure if all companies have a chance to look that analysis from MTK, therefore one question is set below for companies to check. 

	OPPO
	Observation-2 is indeed not an “observation”, but a proposal. A fair observation can be “TA-based propagation delay compensation cannot meet error budget for control-to-control scenario”. Our view is RAN1 should firstly test the enhancement effectiveness and feasibility before committing the need of enhancement.    
For Observation-1, we have two comments. 
1) What is “Rel-16 TA-based propagation delay compensation”? Is there such PDC feature in Rel-16?
2) When we calculate the total error for smart grid scenario, we assume that  is no larger than half of TA command granularity, which is true when the TA loop is quite stable and there is no need for gNB to send non-zero TA command to UE. However, if this condition is no longer true and the TA command can be larger than one single TA granularity, it means  could be larger than half TA command granularity depending on “when” the UE measures/retrieves its TA interval for PD calculation. So the claim saying “TA-based PDC is sufficient ….” Sounds too strong. A fair statement seems to be “TA-based PDC can meet error budget for smart grid scenario”.

	CATT
	Support observation 2. 

	ZTE
	We support observation 2.

	Vivo
	Support observation 2.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with Observation 1 and Observation 2.
Legacy TA (Release-15 and Release-16) is perfectly accurate for the smart grid scenarios and hence we should be sure to support it as a method for PDC in Release-17. No additional solution is needed.
Concerning PDC for the control-to-control scenario, we agree that PDC is not needed for control-to-control scenarios with only small ISD. However, there can be cases where the ISD is sufficiently large to require PDC to achieve sufficiently accuracy absolute time synchronization. 
We expect that not many deployments indoor for control-to-control will actually need PDC. Therefore it is our recommendation that RAN1 first ensures that TA is specified as one option for PDC, and then spends the remaining time, to identify an supplementary procedure which can be used e.g. in the cases where PDC is needed for the control-to-control scenario.

	Intel
	Support. At this point it is hard to envision all possible deployment options. Furthermore, we already observed the deployments of a few TRP in a larger area, which is highly dependent on the facility structure, etc. In these cases, ISD of > 60-100 m are easily possible, based on planning choices, which leads to UE-BS distances larger than 33 m.

	Qualcomm
	We support observation 2.

	LG
	We Support the observations.

	Samsung
	We support observation 2.



	MTK R1-2102698
To justify the necessity of using propagation delay compensation, first, we need to find/calculate the maximum distance between the gNB and UE that achieves the Uu timing synchronization budget. Second, we compare the calculated maximum distance, for each use case, to the provided inter-BS distance from SLS assumptions in TR 38.824 Error! Reference source not found.. The Uu timing budget consists of: 
Uu timing budget = gNB tx timing error () + Max propagation delay + UE rx timing error ()
Where gNB transmission error is the timing error between the actual transmission and the assumed transmission at the transmitter side of gNB, propagation delay is the time needed for a signal to travel from a gNB to a UE, and the UE timing detection error is the uncertainty associated with the UE downlink frame timing detection. The maximum propagation delay and the maximum distance that achieves the Uu timing budget requirements can be found for each use case as:
· Control-to-control use case: we substitute the timing synchronization budget and errors in the above formula:
Uu timing budget (±275ns) = 65ns + Max propagation delay + ~100ns
Resolving this results in the maximum propagation delay, which is equal to 110 ns. This can be translated into the maximum distance between UE and gNB, which equals to 33 m. This means that if the propagation distance between the gNB and UE for control-to-control use case is ≤ 33 m, then there is no need for propagation delay compensation. Now, given that the typical inter-BS distance for the factory automation at 4 GHz is equal to 20 m, thus, we can conclude that there is no need for using propagation delay compensation in control-to-control use case.
Observation 1: For control-to-control use case, the maximum distance between the UE and gNB that achieves the Uu timing budget is larger than the typical inter-BS distance in factory automation scenario.
Proposal 1: Do not support introducing propagation time delay compensation for control-to-control use case.



Question 3.2-1: Do you agree with the analysis in R1-2102698 for control-to-control scenario, i.e. no propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control and thus no any enhancement needed, at least for deployment with smaller ISD e.g. 33 m?
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Even though the analysis in R1-2100578 is for “4GHz case + typical ISD of 20m” rather than the more general situations, it raised good point that it can be a better choice NOT to run PDC in some situations, such as: 
· The total error in propagation delay estimation can exceed the one-way propagation delay itself. 
· The estimated one-way propagation delay turns to be negative. (In Rel-16 IAB, the estimated one-way propagation delay is thrown away if being negative). 
The proposal 1 in R1-2100578 can be one of the choices provided to RAN2.

	CATT
	First of all, we need check the assumption on the typical inter-BS distance for the factory automation at 4 GHz equal to 20 m is valid or not.
If yes, we can consider no any PDC on deployment with smaller ISD which depends on budget value per Uu interface.

	ZTE
	If the distance between UE and gNB for control to control is less than 33m in practice, we also believe the enhancement is not needed for control to control. But we need to check if we can use this assumption in our analysis first. 
The reference in MTK’s paper is from the SLS assumption for factory automation in our understanding. We think it is not sufficient and more information is needed to justify the assumption.

	Vivo
	For smaller ISD, we also think PDC may not be required. But the evaluation assumption should be further clarified.     

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree that PDC is not needed for control-to control scenarios with small ISDs. 
However, there can be cases where the ISD is sufficiently large to require PDC to achieve sufficiently accuracy absolute time synchronization. We expect that not many deployments indoor for control-to-control will actually need PDC.

	Intel
	Do not really agree since there is no “typical case” for factory automation / control-to-control. Please see our reply above.

	Qualcomm
	No. More study is needed.

	HW/HiSI
	We agree with the analysis in R1-2102698 that no propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control if the propagation distance between the gNB and the UE (i.e. cell radius) ≤ 33 m. 
However for the control-to-control scenario, a service area of 1000m×100m is assumed and we are not sure whether it is always feasible to deploy so many gNBs that a maximum cell radius ≤ 33 m can be ensured in this area.

	LG
	We also think PDC is not necessary if service area is small so propagation delay is less than threshold. However, we cannot sure it is correct assumption if we follow existing evaluation scenario assumption.

	Samsung
	Prefer more study



[bookmark: OLE_LINK22][bookmark: OLE_LINK21]Summary of the status for question 3.2-1 in first round  
· No compensation is needed for small ISD. 
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]7 companies: Oppo, CATT, ZTE, vivo, Nokia, Hw/HiSi, LG
· Do not agree with this analysis from MTK since there is no typical deployment scenario for control-to-control or feel that more study is needed
· 2 companies: Qualcomm, Intel 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK20]FL recommendation: Although some companies comment that more study needed to align the assumption, I think we may not need to spend much effort time on this, since it is true there is no typical case defined yet for control-to-control, which means we would need to introduce some enhancements to ensure all scenario can work well. Therefore, I would like make some observation below to see if we can conclude this discussion here.  

Second round discussion

Observation 1: Rel-16 TA-based propagation delay compensation is sufficiently to be used as propagation delay estimation for the smart grid scenario with no enhancements needed.

Revised observation 2: Enhancement for propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control scenario at least for some deployment scenario. 

Revised observation 2: RAN1 needs to further study the enhancement for propagation delay compensation for control-to-control scenario, at least under some deployment conditions. 
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Although some companies coxment that more study needed to align the assumption in order to evaluate the potential ISD that may not need PDC, however I expect this kind of study would need much effort or time. On the other hand, I feel seems this work is not that critical, the key thing for us is to decide whether PDC needed at least for some cases, if it is needed for some cases and will be specified, then there is no need to restrict its application scenario and when to configure PDC would be implementation issue. 

	OPPO
	Again, we have a bit concern to claim a need of an enhancement, which sounds like a necessity of commitment, before ensuring the feasibility of the enhancement (note that the error modeling is not fully stable yet at this time). It would be more acceptable to us if the observation is changed to:
Observation 2: RAN1 needs to further study the enhancement for propagation delay compensation for control-to-control scenario, at least under some deployment conditions.

Feature lead>> I am fine with your proposal. And it seems fair. Update accordingly. 

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Ericsson
	We support the original Observation 2, which moves RAN1 work forward. We think it is unnecessarily confusing to drag in deployment. RAN1 was given the service area of ≤ 1000 m x 100 m. If enhancements are needed for service area anywhere in this range, then enhancements need to be introduced. 
For actual operation, if some deployments (e.g., very small indoor cell) do not need enhancements, the gNB do not need to activate the enhancements.

Observation 2: Enhancement for propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control scenario.

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal

	vivo
	We are fine with the revised observation 2

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with FL proposal

	Intel
	Carefully reading Observation 1, we think it is not quite accurate, since there is no “Rel-16 TA-based propagation delay compensation”. May be the confusion could be resolved saying “Propagation delay compensation using Rel-16 TA procedure”.
As for Observation 2, we don’t think further study is needed. It is given, that there could be deployments with small, medium, and large ISD. RAN1 is better to move forward with design consdirations.

	Samsung
	fine



Feature lead: 
· Observation 1: 
· Intel: There is no “Rel-16 TA-based propagation delay compensation”. May be the confusion could be resolved saying “Propagation delay compensation using Rel-16 TA procedure”.
· Feature lead: Both are fine to me. I am ok to modify since it is editorial, it should be fine to people I think. 

· Revised Observation 2
· Support: OPPO, CATT, ZTE, Vivo, Huawei, LG, Qualcomm
· No: Ericsson, Intel
· Ericsson: Support original observation (i.e. enhancement for propagation delay compensation is needed for control-to-control scenario), which moves RAN1 work forward. Unnecessarily dragging in deployment.  
· Intel: RAN1 is better to move forward instead of study here.   

· Feature lead: The comment on the original observation 2 is not trying to say enhancements not needed, they are just not sure if we can get feasible enhancements at this stage. Maybe we can try “further study and specify (if feasible)”. Based on the comments above, the two observations are modified as below:   

Third round discussion
Based on the discussion in section 3.2.2 for the second round email discussion, the two observations are revised as below:  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK44][bookmark: OLE_LINK43]Revised Observation 1: Propagation delay compensation based on Rel-16 TA procedure is sufficiently to be used as propagation delay estimation for the smart grid scenario with no enhancements needed.  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK68][bookmark: OLE_LINK67]Revised Observation 1: Propagation delay compensation based on existing Rel-15/Rel-16 TA procedure and associated granularity, with no enhancements in RAN1, is sufficient for meeting the Uu interface synchronicity error budget in LS R2-2010837 for the smart grid scenario.  
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Please comment if you have strong concern on the above observation. No need to fill the table again if you agree with the observation.   

Detailed reason the make the change can be found in the summary of the status in section 3.2.2. 

	OPPO
	The reading of “compensation is to be used as estimation” is misleading and needs correction. In addition, “no enhancements needed” seems in wrong place and causes contradiction,since PDC itself is a Rel-17 enhancement. Our suggestion is: 
“Propagation delay compensation based on Rel-16 TA procedure, with no enhancements in RAN, is sufficiently to be used as propagation delay estimation to meet RAN2 synchronicity error budget for the smart grid scenario with no enhancements needed.” 
We do have a comment in 1st round discussion, concerning the wording of “sufficiently” being too strong since the claim is based on some assumptions RAN1 made outside of specification, which may or may not be met by each equipment in real world. But OPPO can live with this wording to make some quick progress. 

	Ericsson
	We suggest editing to the version below:
“Propagation delay compensation based on existing Rel-15/Rel-16 TA procedure and associated granularity, with no enhancements in RAN1, is sufficiently to be used as propagation delay estimation to for meeting the Uu interface RAN2 synchronicity error budget in LS R2-2010837 for the smart grid scenario with no enhancements needed.” 
· It’s not specific to Rel-16 TA procedure. 
· We can only speak for RAN1. Not clear iff other RAN groups (e.g., RAN2, RAN3, RAN4) need to change anything.
· The overall error budget was by SA2. RAN2 LS gives the Uu interface budget.

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal with Ericsson’s modification

	Feature lead #2
	Revised the proposal according to the comments from OPPO and Ericsson. 

	CATT
	We are fine with the revised proposal.

	OPPO
	The revised observation is ok to us. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Samsung
	Fine with the proposal

	HW/HiSi
	Fine with the proposal

	LG
	Fine with the proposal. 

	Intel
	We agree with this observation




Feature lead: Revised observation 1 is agreeable and also endorsed by Chairman via email.  


Revised observation 2: RAN1 needs to further study and specify the feasible enhancement (if any with RAN1 spec impact) for propagation delay compensation for control-to-control scenario. 

Revised observation 2: RAN1 needs to further study and specify the feasible enhancement (if any with RAN1 spec impact) for propagation delay compensation for control-to-control scenario, in order to meet the synchronicity budget of Uu interface in LS R2-2010837. 
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Please comment if you have strong concern on the above observation. No need to fill the table again if you agree with the observation.   

Detailed reason the make the change can be found in the summary of the status in section 3.2.2. 

	OPPO
	Based on earlier discussion, some of potential enhancements could be just in RAN4 or RAN2 scopes, without a need of new behavior defined in RAN1. Given the picture is still unclear at this stage, we would like to make a small touch as: 
RAN1 needs to further study and specify the feasible and necessary enhancement (if any with RAN1 spec impact) for propagation delay compensation for control-to-control scenario.
>>Feature lead
I think there should be no misunderstanding that RAN1 will specific non RAN1 related enhancements, but I am fine to add it to make it clear. “And necessary” seems no need to add, the point of this observation is that we agree enhancements needed, which means we already agree it is necessary. The following question is whether we can figure out any feasible enhancements or not.   

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Feature lead#2
	Updated the observation a little bit based on OPPO comment. 

	CATT
	We are fine with the revised proposal

	OPPO
	No. 
Without a checking of need or necessity, would RAN1 intend now to specify a best-effort solution that may not meet RAN2 Uu budget but is anyway better than nothing? The proposal sounds like a commitment of blank check for a solution as long as it is feasible. 
>>Feature lead
I think “feasible” here already means that only the ones that can meet the budget will be specified. Anyway, I tried to update the observation to address your concern.  

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with the revised FL proposal. Although the reference to the RAN2 may not be strictly needed. 

	Samsung
	Fine with the proposal

	HW/HiSi
	Fine with the proposal

	LG
	Fine with the proposal. 



Feature lead: Revised observation 2 is agreeable and also endorsed by Chairman via email.  

Potential enhancements for propagation delay compensation
In RAN1#102-e meeting, the following option 1 and option 2 are agreed for further study in RAN1.
· Option 1: TA-based propagation delay
· Option 1a: Propagation delay estimation based on legacy Timing advance (potentially with enhanced TA indication granularity).

· Option 1b: Propagation delay estimation based on timing advanced enhanced for time synchronization (as 1a but with updated RAN4 requirements to TA adjustment error and Te)



· Option 1c: Propagation delay estimation based on a new dedicated signaling with finer delay compensation granularity (Separated signaling from TA so that TA procedure is not affected)


· Option 2: RTT based delay compensation:
· Propagation delay estimation based on an RAN managed Rx-Tx procedure intended for time synchronization (FFS to expand or separate procedure/signaling to positioning). 

Common issues for enhancements for propagation delay compensation 
There are some issues that are common for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC.


Issue 4.1-1: When a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both TA-based PDC and RTT-based PDC?
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Nokia R1-210821
Considerations when comparing PD estimation Option 1 (incl variants) and Option 2.
When it comes to the evaluation assumptions applicable for Option 1 (and variants) and Option 2, we need to remember that in the process of evaluating time synchronization accuracies of PD estimation options a fair evaluation is essential to ensure the right options for the desired accuracies are chosen. For this matter, it is important that we do not make option specific assumptions that other options would also be impacted of, e.g. what reference signals are applied and what bandwidths and channel conditions are present/available. 
Proposal 5: Assume equivalent downlink and uplink frame detection error assumptions at all considered PD options to ensure unbiased evaluation.  
Caution is needed regarding the assumption on when DL PD estimation is assumed to be acquired after a DRX period.  Figure 1 provides an example timeline related to PD estimation after a DRX period. 
[image: Timeline

Description automatically generated]
[bookmark: _Ref60665149]Figure 1. Timeline example for PD compensation times after DRX, either at time a or time b.
If a PD estimation is to be acquired immediately after the UE wakes up from a DRX period (the UE has not yet transmitted anything), the best PD estimation will be the latest one acquired (from an earlier wake-up period, e.g. using either RTT1/2 or NTA1/2 as per Figure 1). This applies to all PD estimation options considered and is illustrated with PD option a in Figure 1. If PD option a is to be further considered in RAN1, it would need to be discussed what the accuracy of using a PD estimation from a previous DRX cycle. 
If the PD estimation is to be acquired after the gNB issues an additional signal based on the uplink transmission detected arrival time, the gNB may issue an updated timing advance value, a PD estimation signal, or even a reference signal to complete an Rx-Tx measurement procedure. In this case, the UE may use an updated PD estimate (from either NTA2/2 or RTT2/2), which is illustrated as PD option b in Figure 1. Here, the PD accuracy evaluation assumptions should be quite different; 
· For timing advance the UE will have an up to date NTA value and hence Te does not apply anymore. Instead, the TA adjustment error would be applicable.
· For an Rx-Tx procedure, as both an UL and DL reference signal has been available, e.g. CSI-RS in DL and some UL transmission (e.g. SRS), the Rx-Tx measurement can be conducted, but if the initial UL transmission is used, Te would still apply. 
· The UE potentially has acquired multiple DL reference signals to enhance its DL frame timing accuracy. 

Two options could be considered to align the assumptions between Rx-Tx and timing advance moving forward:
· Option a. The UE utilize a PD estimation from its previous DRX awake period, as the UE needs an PD estimation immediately after waking up from DRX. A similar error related to using an old PD for PDC applies to all PD estimation options.
· Option b. The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that the gNB may signal an updated timing advance value (if needed) or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure to acquire an updated RTT estimation.
Opt. a is aligned with the current discussion in RAN1 and if the assumption of using Te in the evaluations is maintained, then an implementation error similar to Te should be applied to both options 1 and 2 based on TA and Rx-Tx measurements. Alternatively, it should be agreed to not capture Te for both PD estimation procedures with the argument that the initial UL transmission is not involved. Opt. b is a somewhat leaner approach as it assumes that the UE acquire a PD update after waking up from DRX (even simpler if it is assumed that the initial UL transmission is not involved), and would be applied for both PD estimation options based on TA and by the use of Rx-Tx measurements.
This issue had been discussed during RAN1#104-e, without any conclusion. It has been discussed that it may be better to request feedback from RAN2 on this issue. As noted in the discussions, clearly the same assumption when combing back from DRX would need to be applied to both methods – as otherwise, the comparison of the methods (and the evaluated related t-sync performance) may present different assumptions when re-turning from DRX. 
Proposal 6: For a fair comparison between PD estimation Option 1 (TA) and Option 2 (RTT), alignment on when a PD estimation is acquired after DRX is required. RAN1 should ask RAN2 when a PD estimation can be assumed to be acquired after DRX, either:
· Option a. The UE utilize a PD estimation from its previous DRX awake period, as the UE needs a PD estimation immediately after waking up from DRX. A similar error related to using an old PD for PDC applies to all PD estimation options.
· Option b. The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that the gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.

Proposal 7: After having RAN2 feedback on the PD estimation assumptions after DRX, align the assumption across PD estimation Options 1 (TA) and 2 (RTT). 





First round discussion

Proposal 4.1-1: Send a LS to RAN2 to ask which option RAN1 should take as the assumptions on when a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC:   
· Option 1: The UE utilize a PD estimation from its previous DRX awake period, as the UE needs an PD estimation immediately after waking up from DRX. A similar error related to using an old PD for PDC applies to all PD estimation options.

· Option 2: The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that the gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.


	Company
	View

	OPPO
	We understand the issue, but do not get why RAN2 can be more knowledgeable than RAN1 in answering this question. Whether PDC should use an up-to-date PD or likely-to-expire PD seems PDC error performance related, and therefore a part of RAN1 work. From RAN1 perspective, we think this can be UE implementation issue: if UE receives referenceTimeInfo-r16 after DRX wake-up, the UE can either update its local clock timing using the earlier PD estimation (obtained prior to DRX) or discard the received referenceTimeInfo-r16 (meaning no clock time update). This means the error performance analysis in RAN1 should assume Option 2 but UE is not prevented from using Option 1 occasionally. 
Note that the UE behavior between TA-based PDC and RTT-based PDC could be different. UE can derive PD based on TA at any time, but has to wait for RTT from gNB side (e.g., T_delta MAC-CE) for RTT-based PDC.
One issue in RTT-based PDC that is similar to this DRX-related issue is the potential inconsistent RTT pairing in PD derivation, which is caused by the fact that the RTT measurements in gNB and UE are not coordinated – the RTT measurement (say in gNB) happens before a TA command being applied on UE side and the RTT measurement (in UE) happens after the TA command being applied. Then the error of PD contains half of TA command value (not TA command granularity).    

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	ZTE
	When a UE gets the time clock based on the estimated PD and the time reference information from the network, the UE does not need to update the time clock until it believes the time clock is not correct any more, for example, due to the uncertainty of a long running of the local time system. So the UE does not need to update the time clock frequently. 
For the TA-based solution, the UE can estimate the PD at any time as long as it has a valid TA. 
In option 1, as shown in the Figure 1 above, why does not the UE estimate the PD before entering the DRX, i.e., when the UE receives TA1 or RTT1 from the network?
It seems the difference between the option 1 and option 2 for the analysis in RAN1 is the whether Te is considered if our understanding is correct. It leads to different analysis results. The objective is to improve the time accuracy of the Uu interface. So it is straightforward to use the best option to get a lower achievable time synchronization accuracy and RAN1 can make this decision in our opinion.

	Vivo
	In our view, both options can be workable. We think the related procedure and parameters for option 1 and option 2 should be further clarified to reach common understanding. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We support Proposal 4.1-1 to get RAN2 clarification on Option 1 versus Option 2 above.

	Intel
	Tend to agree with OPPO thinking. It is uncertain whether RAN2 has better understanding of this aspect. May be a more proper approach is to make an assumption, e.g. Option 2, and proceed. 

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	Fine to send LS to ask help from RAN2.

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal

	Samsung
	We think this can be discussed with RAN 1. 



Summary of the status for proposal 4.1-1 in first round  
	Yes
	CATT, Nokia/NSB, QC, HW/HiSi

	No
	OPPO, ZTE, Intel, Samsung



Feature lead: Some companies comment that instead of asking RAN2, RAN1 can discuss and make decision also. I think both RAN1 and RAN2 should be involved. From RAN1 perspective, ok for us to discuss and if we can achieve consensus in RAN1, then we also inform RAN2 our preference. In addition, it seems most companies think that both options are possible in practice, then the question is when we evaluate whether TA-based method or RTT-based method can meet the budget, which option to take. Since for RTT-based method more companies tend to take option 2, then maybe we can try to see if we can take option 2 as the assumption for both TA-based PDC and RTT based method.  

Second round discussion
 
Revised Proposal 4.1-1: Take the following (i.e. option 2) as the assumptions on when a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC.   
· The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.
·  can be based on other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) instead of SSB.
·  can be based on other uplink signals instead of contention based PRACH, e.g. SRS.  

	Company
	View

	OPPO
	For the 1st bullet, we are ok with the principle. Just want to get a clarification: is such PD estimation acquiring inside UE triggered by gNB or UE? The whole bullet seems to suggest it is triggered by gNB, but it could be safer to get it clarified. We may re-consider our position if it turns out to be UE-triggering. 
==
>>Feature lead
I think the main point of this bullet is that an up-to-date PD estimation can be available after waking up from DRX. For any method, gNB would be involved and you can interpretate it as gNB triggering.   
==
For the 2nd bullet, we want to know whether the intention to have this bullet is to “avoid new RS behavior” or to “promote new RS behavior”? 
· For “avoid new RS behavior”, the bullet is interpreted as: “the DL frame detection after DRX can be based on whatever available and qualified DL RS so the RAN1 spec does not need to insert any specific DL-RS (other than SSB) for UE to establish DL-Rx timing”. This interpretation postpones “PD estimation acquiring” until whatever available and qualified DL RS is available.
· For “promote new RS behavior”: the bullet is interpreted as: “in order to get a quick DL synchronization before the time instance of next SSB, RAN1 can consider adding certain DL RS that can help UE to re-establish DL Rx timing, and this certain DL RS is not SSB but provides functions like AGC and time/freq synchronization”. This interpretation assumes that there is a delay restriction for “PD estimation acquiring” so that certain qualified RS other than SSB has to show up in a timely manner. 
==
>>Feature lead
The intention is not to discuss whether new RS will be introduced or not, we will reuse the existing RS. The point of second bullet is whether other existing RS can be used or not other than SSB.   
==

[bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK23]For the 3rd bullet, to our knowledge, errorUE,UL,TX should be common for all UL signals/channels. 
In fact, it is not clear to us how the last two bullets, which talk about Tx/Rx timing errors, are related to “when a PD estimation is acquired after DRX”. It is better to remove these two bullets.   

==
>>Feature lead
I intended to say  sorry for the typo. In addition, errorUE,UL,TX in the current RAN4 spec is common for all UL signals/channels. There is some proposal mentioning if uplink transmit timing error based on other signals instead of PRACH can be smaller, I think the key question is whether DL frame timing error can be based on other signaling instead of SSB, since DL frame timing error is one of the main contribute to Te. However, let’s wait for the reply from RAN4 on this first. 

When a PD estimation is acquired after DRX, which means all related error doesn’t need to reply on the channel/signal during the initial access, e.g. SSB or PRACH. That’s why I think the last two bullets related.   
==
[OPPO] Based on FL’s further comments, it seems the intention of 2nd bullet is to say:  can be based on other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) instead of besides SSB. We do not see a reason why SSB cannot be used in this case. 
We are also not quite sure whether the 3rd bullet is meaningful or not, given whether  can be based on what kind of RS would be eventually a gNB implementation consequence. UE transmits whatever RS gNB asks it to transmit, and it is up to gNB to use all of them or part of.  

>>Feature lead
Ok to update the second bullet as you suggested. For the third bullet, I think it still meaningful to clarify that what kind of assumption on the uplink signal we can take for evaluate some error component, e.g. if we use other uplink signal instead of SSB then possible smaller  can be achieved.  

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Ericsson
	We are OK with the intention of the proposal, i.e., the UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. However, ignaling should be provided to achieve this goal. Otherwise, it’s not possible to make any statements about what reference signal (UL, DL) is available for   and .
Thus, we suggest to make this a design goal.
Define procedure and signaling to ensure that the PD estimation can be acquired after DRX for the adopted PDC method.
>>Feature lead
I agree procedure and signaling are needed. However, what kind of new procedure or signaling needed is not clear yet. I can make a proposal to see the view from other companies.  

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal

	vivo
	Thanks for the clarification. We can agree in principle. As mentioned in the first round discussion, the related procedure and parameters should be clarified. 

	Hw/HiSi
	Agree with the proposal

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal. If there are some concern, we would like to remove details except for first sub-bullet. UE behavior after awakening from DRX could be different due to multiple reasons (e.g., UL sync, type of DRX, reason to awake, valid SR resource) so the UE may or may not use existing RS other than SSB. 

>>Feature lead
The last two bullets are important to clarify also, since it will have impact on what kind of assumption we would apply for some error components. 

	Nokia
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK61][bookmark: OLE_LINK62]We support the revised proposal. 
For RTT based PD estimation, with this proposal (i.e. Option 2) will mean that there is time to execute an DL Rs, UL Rs and an Rx-Tx measurement, which is all needed to acquire an PD estimation with the procedure.
For TA based PD estimation, this proposal (i.e. Option 2) means that there is time for the gNB to signal an updated NTA value based on the UL Rs. This means that Te is not present in the TA based PD estimation as it only applies to the previous TA (acquired before entering DRX). 
If this proposal (i.e. Option 2) is adopted, which we believe gives the leanest procedures, then we need to revert our RAN1 agreement on whether initial transmit timing error (Te) is assumed, as now TA adjustment error should be assumed instead.
>>Feature lead 
The problem is that in the current RAN4 specification, no matter whether it is initial access phase or connected phase, Te is used for the uplink transmit timing error. If we want some new value, would need RAN4 to help us figure out the value, and we need to provide them what uplink signal to be assumed. This is question 2 we wanted to ask RAN4 last meeting in my understanding. 
· Question 2: Is it feasible to assume a smaller uplink transmission timing error than Te in RRC connected mode, e.g. assuming non-contention based PRACH or SRS with pre-defined TA? If the answer is yes, please also provide the potential smaller value we can assume for propagation delay compensation.   
===

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with the proposal

	Intel
	Agree to assume Option 2 and move forward.

	Samsung
	Fine with the proposal




Summary of the status for proposal 4.1-1 in the second round discussion 
· Support: CATT, ZTE, vivo, Huawei, LG, Nokia, NSB, Qualcomm, Intel, Samsung

· Ericsson: Ok with the intention of the proposal. Suggest to make it as a design goal as below
===
Define procedure and signaling to ensure that the PD estimation can be acquired after DRX for the adopted PDC method.
===
· Feature lead: Seems the sprit is agreeable. Some update is made according to the comment from Ericsson.

Third round discussion
 
Revised Proposal 4.1-1: Take the following as the assumptions on when a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC.   
· The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.
·  can be based on other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) besides SSB.
·  can be based on other uplink signals instead of contention based PRACH, e.g. SRS.  
· Further study and specify new procedure/signaling (if necessary) to ensure that the PD estimation can be acquired after DRX for the adopted PDC method.

	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	The proposal is updated according to the comments from OPPO and Ericsson. Details can be seen in section 4.1.2. 
@all
I replied some of your comments in section 4.1.2 in the table.  

	OPPO
	We concern about the last bullet because it is unclear what it actually means. The sentence reads as: specify something to ensure event A can happen after event B, while both event A and event B are controlled by gNB to happen or not, with procedure/signaling already separately defined in spec. Then what is to be studied and specified as new from UE perspective to ensure A happens after B? 
Maybe the proponents of the last bullet can explain why the existing techniques could be broken. 
BTW, we agree with FL’s comment that “no matter whether it is initial access phase or connected phase, Te is used for the uplink transmit timing error”, which seems based on following RAN4 text in 38.133, section 7.1.2.1: “When the transmission timing error between the UE and the reference timing exceeds Te then the UE is required to adjust its timing to within Te. ” So the agreement of this proposal does NOT revert earlier RAN1 agreement.  

>> Feature lead
My original thinking is that at least some new measurements is needed since we may use some new uplink signal/channel to estimate the error accuracy, e.g. ,  , or even the measurement accuracy of Rx-Tx difference for RTT based method. However, let me update the proposal to say only if necessary. 

	Ericsson
	We are still confused what is been accomplished by this proposal. What’s the message?
· It basically says “the UE should be able to acquire PD estimation after DRX.” Is this given? Is the goal to prevent somebody to ask that the UE should acquire PD estimation during IDLE or DRX? 
· Regarding UL and DL RS: in general it is understood that gNB and UE can use any reference signal in implementation. The only thing to be specified is the UL and DL RS as a minimum requirement. Is the goal to say measurement requirements will be made on the UL and DL RS in order to achieve a certain level of accuracy targets for  and ?

>> Feature lead
The main goal of this proposal is to agree that UE can acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX, which will have impact on the accuracy of some error components, e.g.  and given in the proposal, which is also related to your comment before on whether to take 100ns for . Nokia also mentioned in this case, we don’t need sticking to Te which is defined based on PRACH, which would need RAN4 inputs whether any new value can be feasible though.    
Without this proposal, we will have to argue what uplink channel or signal to be used for the evaluation of error components. 

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Feature lead #2
	Update according to comments from OPPO and Ericsson.

	CATT
	We are fine with updated proposal.

	OPPO
	Thanks FL for explanation. But it is still not clear to us why RAN1 sees a need of study for new procedure/signal. RAN2 only tasks RAN1 for an Uu error budget; there is no such requirement like prompt response after DRX or cell activation or RRC_IDLE. Why couldn’t gNB trigger legacy TA after UE’s DRX so the UE can get PD=TA/2 and then trigger UE to perform PDC? What new values does the new signal/procedure add here? 
If it is about timing reliability, why does it relate to DRX? The non-DRX case also needs the timing reliability.   

>> Feature lead
For sure RAN1 will only discuss and specify the part related to RAN1, if there is any RAN2 impact identified RAN1 can inform RAN2 for their consideration. To better understand a solution, I think it is ok for RAN1 to look at the overall solution and identify the part related to RAN1. I already added (if necessary) in the proposal, so if depending on RAN1 discussion it is not necessary from RAN1 perspective, then RAN1 won’t touch anything about it. 

If new procedure/signal identified can improve the accuracy, it should be allowed instead of sticking to the legacy TA. Without the proposal, which means that gNB can always rely on the existing TA procedure for PDC, no matter during the initial access or after DRX, since many parameters like downlink frame timing error is defined based on SSB considering initial access phase. 

	Vivo
	We have the same question with OPPO, whether the propagation delay accuracy must be always maintained, even for after DRX or RRC_IDLE, etc.   

	Nokia, NSB
	We partly agree with FL proposal.
The RAN4 text in 38.133, section 7.1.2.1 mentioned by OPPO refers to the UE Autonomous Time Adjustment when it is transmission does not meet Te. That is before getting a response from gNB with an updated TA value, which is not inline with this proposal.
So in summary, it is true that the initial UL transmission is subject to Te. But with this proposal, UE should receive a TA adjustment from gNB, therefore the updated TA is not subject to Te anymore, but to Timing Advance adjustment accuracy. 

	Samsung 
	We are fine with the proposal. 
If the comments from companies are correct, we may trigger a PRACH or other UL transmission to acquire TA/propagation delay. 

	ZTE
	Fine with the proposal.
We don’t see the need of the last sub-bullet. But we can accept it for the sake of progress if it is majority companies’ view 

	HW/HiSi
	Fine with the proposal.

	Intel
	We are fine with the proposal



Feature lead: Based on the above inputs, it seems companies agree with the above proposal in principle. Regarding whether Te can still be used or not in case this proposal is agreed, we can further discuss later.  

Fourth round discussion
 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK50][bookmark: OLE_LINK51]Revised Proposal 4.1-1: Take the following as the evaluation assumptions on when a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC.   
· The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.
·  is based on other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) instead of SSB.
·  is based on other uplink signals instead of contention based PRACH, e.g. SRS.  
· Further study and specify new procedure/signaling (if necessary) to ensure that the PD estimation can be acquired after DRX for the adopted PDC method.

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK54][bookmark: OLE_LINK55]Company
	View

	Feature lead
	It seems revised proposal 4.1-1 is acceptable based on the inputs from the third round email discussion.  

@all
Comment here only if you still have strong concern with this proposal! 

	Ericsson
	We are still confused about several aspects of the revised proposal.
· What’s meant by “acquired after DRX”, “after waking up from DRX” ? 
· Is it intend to say “at some point for the UE in connected state”?  “at some point” refers to the time after other DL signal (e.g., CSI-RS) and other UL signal (e.g., SRS) have been sent 
· Or it intends to say “anytime after UE wake from DRX”? In this case, the PDC accuracy is limited by the minimum available, i.e., based on SSB as DL signal and PRACH as UL signal.

>> feature lead
As we discussed in the first round email discussion, originally we have two options as below:
· Option a. The UE utilize a PD estimation from its previous DRX awake period, as the UE needs a PD estimation immediately after waking up from DRX. A similar error related to using an old PD for PDC applies to all PD estimation options.
· Option b. The UE may acquire an up-to-date PD estimation after waking up from DRX. This implies that the gNB may signal an update timing advance value or complete a Rx-Tx measurement procedure.

[image: Timeline

Description automatically generated]
The proposal here is to reflect option b above based on our previous discussion. To avoid the confusing for u, I think we can change the main bullet to “Take the following as the assumptions on when a PD estimation is to be acquired after DRX for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC”. 

· For the subbullets on  and : 
· FL explanation indicates that the minimum accuracy level will be determined by other signals which are better than SSB and PRACH. If this is the case, this should be spelled out clearly. Current proposal still reads that any signal can be used: SSB/PRACH can be optionally used, other (better) signals can be optionally used;
· On the other hand, Samsung comment indicates that PRACH may be triggered to update TA for example. In this case, the worst case PDC accuracy is still limited by that of PRACH. Due to the large PRACH timing detection error in current spec, RAN1 should ask RAN4 if/how much the PRACH timing detection error can be reduced.

>> feature lead
[bookmark: OLE_LINK52][bookmark: OLE_LINK53]1. I am ok to spell out clearly though I think the original wording is ok. The original wording basically say that if needed you can rely on other signal instead of SSB, but doesn’t preclude u to do the estimation based on SSB if anyway it can meet the budget for some scenario. However, I think it is ok for us to spell out clearly since this is just the assumption for evaluation the enhancements, not really limit the actual behavior. 
2. If I understand Samsung comment, PRACH they mentioned is contention free PRACH, not contention based PRACH. Of course, whether to apply it and/or what signal to use need more discussion. Once we agree on the signals, yes we need input from RAN4 also. Actually we tried to send LS to RAN4 on this last meeting but didn’t make it due to concern from some companies.   

	Nokia, NSB
	We are not OK with the exclusion of an SSB used for DL frame detection error. This should be considered the baseline. Other reference signals should be considered when needed.
We prefer the previous form:
·  can be based on other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) besides SSB.

>> feature lead
As I replied to Ericsson above, I share similar view as you that SSB can be used also. However, for evaluation of the method we need to pick one. I added “evaluation in the main bullet of the proposal, please check if it can address your concern.  

	ZTE
	We prefer the last version, i.e., other signals (e.g. CSI-RS) besides SSB, because the use case in this version is also covered by the last version.

>> feature lead
Please check the reply to Nokia above. 



TA-based propagation delay compensation
This section will discuss some key issues for TA-based propagation delay compensation. 

Issue 4.2-1: Required reduced Te and/or TA indication granularity for TA-based PDC 
Based on the discussion in previous meeting, it seems common understanding that option 1a itself cannot meet the requirement anyway even enhanced TA indication granularity is introduced. However, there is different views on whether combination of option 1a + option 1b or option 1c can meet the requirement or not, which would depend on how much Te and/or TA command indication granularity can be reduced based on inputs from RAN4 though. In RAN1#104-e meeting, the following proposal was given but no consensus achieved:
Revised proposal xx: Send a LS to RAN4 to ask for feedback on the following three questions:  
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Question 1: Is it feasible to assume a smaller value than the current Te for UEs supporting accurate PDC and the use of accurate PDC assuming the same definition of Te in the current RAN4 specification? If the answer is yes, please also provide feedback on how much it can be reduced, e.g. reduced to (1/4)*Te.  

· Question 2: Is it feasible to assume a smaller uplink transmission timing error than Te in RRC connected mode, e.g. assuming non-contention based PRACH or SRS with pre-defined TA? If the answer is yes, please also provide the potential smaller value we can assume for propagation delay compensation.   




· Question 3: Is it feasible to introduce enhanced TA command indication granularity and enhanced TA estimation accuracy? If the answer is yes, please also provide feedback on how much it can be reduced, e.g. reduced to (1/4)*[image: ]for enhanced TA command indication granularity.


· Note: For the purpose of satisfying time synchronization target, sum of the two errors (UE transmit timing error (Te) and error from TA granularity) need to be small, e.g. ~110ns or lower at least for SCS 15 kHz.

Before sending LS to RAN4 to ask for the inputs, RAN1 would need to evaluate and provide some examples on the reduced Te or enhanced TA indication granularity to RAN4 first, then RAN4 can further check the feasibility.
Some companies (e.g. Huawei, Vivo, Ericsson, Intel, Nokia) provide some evaluations on the potential required Te and/or TA indication granularity or whether TA-based PDC enhancements can meet the budget or not, however the views are diverse since the value would highly depend on the equation to calculate the overall synchronization error as discussed in section 3.1. Therefore, let’s focus on the equation there first, and once we achieve some common understanding there, we can further discuss issues in this section.   

Feature lead: Delay the discussion here till we achieve some common understanding on the equation to calculate the overall synchronization error as shown in section 3.1.


Issue 4.2-2: Whether to introduce a separate procedure for gNB to estimate the propagation delay?  
It is assumed that the current Te given in RAN4 spec is defined assuming channel/signal used during initial access, e.g. SSB for downlink frame timing error and contention based PRACH for uplink transmit timing error. 
In RAN1#104-e meeting, Samsung proposed to adopt a new way for gNB                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        to estimate the propagation delay, i.e. estimate the propagation delay based on non-contention based PRACH or SRS with pre-defined TA, which may provide the room to reduce the uplink transmission timing error smaller than Te. Pre-defined TA is to avoid TA adjustment error. However, it seems further discussion needed to allow companies to fully understand it. 

First round discussion

Question 4.2-1: Do you agree that we can introduce a separate procedure to estimate the propagation delay assuming non-contention based PRACH or SRS with pre-defined TA in RRC connected mode for TA-based PDC method? If yes, how to define the pre-defined TA to be used?       
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Not really. 
As we mentioned in last RAN1 meeting, the timing error tolerance for PRACH (as in TS 38.104) is quite large (on level of microsecond, and TS38.104 does not seem to differentiate between contention-based case and non-contention-based case). For SRS/PUSCH with pre-defined TA, our questions are: 
1) Whether is the current numerical assumption of  still applicable to UL channels with pre-defined TA?
2) Whether is the gNB required to perform multiple separate FFT operations per symbol (one FFT for all UE’s with legacy TA, and one additional FFT for EACH UE with pre-defined TA)?
3) Whether is the proposal leading to some new RAN1 impacts to UL channel multiplexing (e.g. the multiplexing between one channel with legacy TA and another channel with pre-defined TA)?  

	CATT
	In our understanding, this question is related to option 2 of proposal 4.1-1. If option 2 can be supported and TA-based PDC method can’t be satisfied with the requirement, non-contention based PRACH or SRS with pre-defined TA in RRC connected mode for TA-based PDC method can be considered.

	ZTE
	The non-contention PRACH can be used for the TA-based solution. 
For the SRS with pre-defined TA, more details are needed. In our understanding, this may have a bit more spec impacts since SRS is transmitted based on the valid TA in the current spec. In addition, we are not sure if the network can estimate the valid TA based on the SRS with pre-defined TA since SRS has the normal CP. 

	Nokia, NSB
	No.
We do not see any benefits in such procedure. The only error sources that a pre-determined TA will alleviate is the adjustment accuracy and adjustment accuracy is not considered when we consider Te. It has been argued by some companies that the proposed procedure would also be capable of improving the signaling granularity, but if we consider TA based on Release-16 with timing delta MAC CE the gain expected of such signal is very small. 

	Qualcomm
	No. We share the same view with OPPO.

	HW/HiSi
	We would like to discuss further to get a better understanding.
In general, we think it is fine to use other signals to estimate the propagation delay, if a better accuracy can be obtained. As mentioned by the FL, how do we calculated the pre-define TA? And how does its choice impact the propagation delay estimation error?    

	LG
	According to our assumption, dominant error component are UE and gNB’s fundamental error and not channel-specific. We think it is difficult to alleviate error budget and it would be similar to RTT-based mechanism with new RTT ping signal in the end. 

	Samsung
	We like to have more discussion. We think this related the potential benefit from RTT based. 




Summary of the status for question 4.2-1 in first round  

· No: OPPO, Nokia, NSB, Qualcomm
· Discuss further: Samsung, Huawei

· Feature lead: It seems more discussion needed and the question raised by other companies are not answered by the proponent yet. Maybe all companies want to have more time to think about it. 

Second round discussion

Issue 4.2-1: Required reduced Te and/or TA indication granularity for TA-based PDC 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK34][bookmark: OLE_LINK35]Even we still didn’t achieve common understanding on equation to calculate the overall synchronization error as discussed in section 3.1 yet, some companies (e.g. Huawei, ZTE, Vivo, Ericsson, Intel, Nokia) do provide some evaluations on the potential required Te and/or TA indication granularity or whether TA-based PDC enhancements can meet the budget or not. Some examples of the evaluations are as below: 

Table X Overall time synchronization error achieved in option 1a/1b/1c for control-to-control shown in R1-2103398 
	
	Rel-16 TA mechanism
	Option 1a/1c
(TA indication granularity is reduced to (1/16)*16*64Tc)
	Option 1b (TA indication granularity is reduced to (1/16)*16*64Tc

	
	
	
	Te is reduced to (1/10)*Te)
	Te is reduced to (1/3.75)*Te)
	Te is reduced to 0

	Proposal 3.1-1 assuming:
 is included in Te;
 is included in the TA estimation
	15kHz
	573
	451
	275
	308
	256

	
	30kHz
	443
	382
	265
	286
	252

	Proposal 3.1-1 assuming:
 is included in Te;
 is not included in the TA estimation
	15kHz
	540
	418
	242
	275
	223

	
	30kHz
	410
	349
	232
	254
	219

	Single Uu interface Budget Error! Reference source not found.
	±145ns to ±275ns




Table Y Estimation of reduced Te and reduced TA indication granularity needed to meet the requirement 
	Source 
	Reduced Te
	Reduced TA command indication granularity
	overall synchronization error

	
	
	
	15 kHz
	30 kHz

	Ericsson
(R1-2102748) 
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK26](1/2)*Te
	(1/2)*
	254 + 0.5*(
	

	Intel
(R1-2103031)
	(1/4)*Te
	(1/4)*
	196
	164

	ZTE (R1-2102497)
	(1/2)*Te
	
	247.5ns
	

	ZTE (R1-2102497)
	
	(1/2)*
	275.5ns
	

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK29][bookmark: OLE_LINK28]ZTE (R1-2102497)
	(1/2)*Te
	(1/2)*
	182.5ns
	

	Vivo (R1-2102525)
	 (1/2)* Te： 195ns
	(1/4)*TAG：65 ns
	260ns
	

	Vivo (R1-2102525)
	Reduced to (1/4)* Te ：97.5ns
	Reduced to (1/2)*TAG ：130ns
	227.5ns
	

	Vivo (R1-2102525)
	 Reduced to (1/2)* Te ：130ns
	No change needed (still be 130ns)
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK32][bookmark: OLE_LINK33]260ns

	Vivo (R1-2102525)
	Reduced to (3/4)* Te： 195ns
	Reduced to (1/2)*TAG ：65ns
	
	260ns

	Nokia (R1-2102821)
	
	±16ns
	328ns<X≤336ns
	263ns<X≤271ns

	Nokia (R1-2102821)
	enhancing Te by at least 122ns
	±16ns
	133ns<X<336ns
	133ns<X<271ns




Based on the above initial evaluations, it seems there is some chance that TA-based PDC can meet the budget. Since it is really related to RAN4 thus it would be good to send LS to RAN4 earlier. Therefore, let’s take the proposal from last meeting as the starting point to discuss. Note that the original question 2 in the proposal for last meeting was removed, since based on the discussion in section 4.2.1 it seems still concern there. 

Proposal 4.2.2-1: Send a LS to RAN4 to ask for feedback on the following two questions:  
· Question 1: Is it feasible to assume a smaller value than the current Te for UEs supporting accurate PDC and the use of accurate PDC assuming the same definition of Te in the current RAN4 specification? If the answer is yes, please also provide feedback on how much it can be reduced, e.g. reduced to (1/4)*Te.  

· Question 2: Is it feasible to introduce enhanced TA command indication granularity and enhanced TA estimation accuracy? If the answer is yes, please also provide feedback on how much it can be reduced, e.g. reduced to (1/4)*[image: ]for enhanced TA command indication granularity.


· Note: For the purpose of satisfying time synchronization target, sum of the two errors (UE transmit timing error (Te) and error from TA granularity) need to be small, e.g. ~110ns or lower at least for SCS 15 kHz.



	Company
	View

	OPPO
	We maintain our position as well as the reasons for the position from the last meeting, and have STRONG concern for sending above LS contents to RAN4. We would not repeat our arguments from last meeting, but just show some additional thinking as below:
Ericsson argued in GTW meeting that the DL frame detection error may have a theoretical lower bound given as 0.5/(PBCH BW), which gives 139ns by using 240 PBCH subcarriers with 15kHz SCS. If Te includes DL frame detection error, it means Te cannot go below 139ns. Te value at nowadays is 390ns (12*64*Tc) for 15kHz, so the idea of reducing Te to 1/4Te is impossible. Further, it is true that SSB occupies 240 subcarriers, but a lot of them are zero power subcarriers as guard band on the PSS/SSS symbols. If RAN1 allows more flexible UE implementation (i.e., allow UE to do sync based on PSS/SSS only), the above calculation may only take 127 subcarriers as DL RS BW, which gives a lower bound of DL frame detection error equal to 263ns. This number removes RAN4 enhancement of 1/2Te from the table as well. Even if RAN1 assumes all 240 PBCH subcarriers can be used in DL sync, a reduction from Te to 1/2Te leaves a budget of 390/2-139=56ns for UE’s UL-Tx timing error, which is even more tighten than gNB’s TAE for MIMO (65ns) and therefore not quite reasonable for UE implementation. 
So in our view, it is too early to send above questions to RAN4. RAN1 should firstly establish a stable error modeling and get a clear full picture of improvement needs.   

>>Feature lead
As discussed in section 4.1.2, if other signals instead of SSB, then there is chance to improve the DL frame timing error, then corresponding Te can be reduced also.  
[OPPO]: In that case, RAN1 should take the role to firstly design this “other signal instead of SSB” before asking RAN4 whether/how much Te can be reduced based on what RAN1 provides. The current proposal seems to let RAN4 decide a signal format design, which should not be in RAN4 scope. 

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Ericsson
	We think that RAN1 should discuss better the possible ways to achieve the satisfy the accuracy requirements, then ask clear questions to RAN4. The questions in the proposal above do not give explicit targets that RAN4 can check against, ‘e.g….’ allows RAN4 companies to ignore it. 

We agree with OPPO comment that the theoretical minimum should be checked by RAN1, so that we ask meaningful questions.

In addition to the questions in the proposal above, we’d like to raise the question on gNB PRACH detection error tolerance, which affects the accuracy of absolute timing advance. According to 38.101 Table below, PRACH timing detection error tolerance is 520 ns in AWGN channel, and 2.03 us in TDLC300-100. This means the TA sent as part of random access procedure has too big accuracy error for TA-based PDC. It would be good to ask RAN4 if this can be reduced so that TA-based method can satisfy the accuracy requirement.

38.101, Table 8.4.2.1-1: Time error tolerance for AWGN and TDLC300-100
	PRACH
	PRACH SCS
	Time error tolerance

	preamble
	(kHz)
	AWGN
	TDLC300-100

	0
	1.25
	1.04 us
	2.55 us

	A1, A2, A3, B4,
	15
	0.52 us
	2.03 us

	C0, C2
	30
	0.26 us
	1.77 us




	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal

	vivo
	Thanks for the analysis from Ericsson and OPPO. The existing reference signals, e.g. CSI-RS, can improve the error inaccuracy and should be considered for TA-based method.   
On the other hand, RAN4’s suggestion about the potential enhancement of Te and TA granularity is beneficial for reaching conclusion.  

	HW/HiSi
	We agree with the proposal

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Nokia
	We are fine with FL proposal. 
We agree that Te is currently specified with the SSB being used as a DL Rs, but we also understand that Te includes other UE implementation specific error components. Therefore it might make sense to ask RAN4 for the possible enhancement (on top of Release-16 TA (with Timing Delta MAC CE)) of at least 122ns can be assuming an SSB is available, and secondly, what DL Rs would be needed to achieve a certain enhancement. We don’t think that PRACH based TA for PD estimation makes any sense in this study. 

	Qualcomm
	We are fine with FL proposal

	Intel
	We wonder if RAN4 answers that the better values can be assumed with better SNR, what RAN1 would do in this case?
Evidently RAN1 reached the point when more understanding on feasibility of reduced error components is needed. If the LS is technically correct and can have a technical answer, then we are fine to send it, although we doubt the RAN4 reply will be positive in a sense of fulfilling the synchronicity budget with just revised UE requirements.

	Samsung
	We’d like to add question that, UE is not requirement to meet higher TA adjustment requirement based on the finer TA command. 




Feature lead: Still strong concern from Ericsson and OPPO and think we need to wait till there is clear views on the values instead of examples. Doubt we can address the concern through more email discussion.  

RTT based propagation delay compensation 
For RTT based delay compensation, propagation delay estimation is based on an RAN managed Rx-Tx procedure intended for time synchronization.  

Issue 4.3-1: Equation to calculate the overall time synchronization error over Uu interface for RTT-based PDC?  
As discussed in section 3.1, step 1 to step 3 should be common for both RTT-based PDC and TA-based PDC, and the difference is the detailed equation for . 

Step 4a: Discuss and determine error component(s) for DL propagation delay estimation (i.e. )
for RTT-based compensation.

[image: ]
For RTT based delay compensation, propagation delay estimation is based on the RAN managed Rx-Tx procedure. Note that the ones highlight in Red below needs to be further discussed. 
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·  is to reflect the error due to report granularity of Rx-Tx time difference
·  and  reflects the measurement inaccuracy of gNB Rx-Tx time difference, and the measurement inaccuracy of UE Rx-Tx time difference, respectively. 
·  is to reflect the error due to the granularity of propagation delay indication

Feature lead: The views on the equation is very diverse, thus we have to discuss with the following questions to achieve common understanding one-by-one.  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK37][bookmark: OLE_LINK36]First & Second round discussion for issue 4.3-1

No sufficient inputs for the questions in this section from first round, more views especially from the proponents of RTT-based PDC are needed. Otherwise difficult for me to see what the next step to do. For companies especially proponents of RTT based PDC, please provide your inputs if any. Companies who already provide inputs can skip for this round.    

The first issue is whether to consider UE and BS transmit timing error. According to the definition for Rx – Tx time difference below, the reference point for transmit measurement is antenna connector as highlight in yellow below, it seems in this case  and  don’t need to be considered. However, companies view are needed before making any decision here. 

Similarly, whether to include  and  also need to be discussed. Based on the definition highlight in blue, since it is defined by the first detected path, it seems  and  need to be considered.   
5.1.30	UE Rx – Tx time difference
	Definition
	The UE Rx – Tx time difference is defined as TUE-RX – TUE-TX

Where:
TUE-RX is the UE received timing of downlink subframe #i from a Transmission Point (TP) [18], defined by the first detected path in time.
TUE-TX is the UE transmit timing of uplink subframe #j that is closest in time to the subframe #i received from the TP.

Multiple DL PRS resources can be used to determine the start of one subframe of the first arrival path of the TP.

For frequency range 1, the reference point for TUE-RX measurement shall be the Rx antenna connector of the UE and the reference point for TUE-TX measurement shall be the Tx antenna connector of the UE. For frequency range 2, the reference point for TUE‑RX measurement shall be the Rx antenna of the UE and the reference point for TUE‑TX measurement shall be the Tx antenna of the UE.

	Applicable for
	RRC_CONNECTED



5.2.3	gNB Rx – Tx time difference
	Definition
	The gNB Rx – Tx time difference is defined as TgNB-RX – TgNB-TX

Where:
TgNB-RX is the Transmission and Reception Point (TRP) [18]  received timing of uplink subframe #i containing SRS associated with UE, defined by the first detected path in time.
TgNB-TX is the TRP transmit timing of downlink subframe #j that is closest in time to the subframe #i received from the UE.

Multiple SRS resources for positioning can be used to determine the start of one subframe containing SRS.

The reference point for TgNB-RX shall be:
-	for type 1-C base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Rx antenna connector,
-	for type 1-O or 2-O base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Rx antenna (i.e. the centre location of the radiating region of the Rx antenna),
-	for type 1-H base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Rx Transceiver Array Boundary connector.
The reference point for TgNB-TX shall be:
-	for type 1-C base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx antenna connector,
-	for type 1-O or 2-O base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx antenna (i.e. the centre location of the radiating region of the Tx antenna),
-	for type 1-H base station TS 38.104 [9]: the Tx Transceiver Array Boundary connector.


[bookmark: OLE_LINK15][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]
Question 4.3-1: Do we need to consider  and  for DL propagation delay estimation error for RTT-based PDC? Please provide your reason also.   
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	In our understanding, the above  equation is double-counting, because 
· ;
·   

	CATT
	We need consider  and  for RTT-based PDC

	ZTE
	Yes. They should be considered since they can affect the actual transmission timing of the DL signal and UL signal, respectively.

	Vivo
	 and  also should be considered for RTT-based PDC.

	Nokia, NSB
	No.

The reference point is the Tx and Rx antenna connector and their relative timing error is expected to be very small / negligible   

	HW/HiSi
	We do not to consider them, because based on the definition of UE/gNB Rx – Tx time difference above, the reference point for transmit measurement is the antenna connector.

	LG
	No. According to definition FL brought, it seems negligible. Anyhow, we can support to add those error term for safety or setting upper bound. 

	Samsung
	We need consider  and  for RTT-based PDC

	Ericsson
	No. We think the errors should not be double counted. Only need to use  and .

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Intel
	These errors are part of the difference estimation error.



Question 4.3-2: Do we need to consider  and  for DL propagation delay estimation error for RTT-based PDC? Please provide your reason also.   
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Same comment as for Question 4.3-1. 

	CATT
	We need consider  and  for RTT-based PDC

	ZTE
	Yes. They should be considered since they can affect the actual detected timing of the UL signal and DL signal, respectively.

	Vivo
	 and  should also be considered for RTT-based PDC.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes.

 and  reflects the UE and gNB detection accuracy of the first detected path, so they need to be considered.


	HW/HiSi
	We think it is necessary to consider them, because TgNB-RX/ TUE-RX is defined by the first detected path in time which may have errors compared to the first actual path in time.

	LG
	Yes

	Samsung
	We need consider  and  for RTT-based PDC.

	Ericsson
	No. We think the errors should not be double counted. Only need to use  and 

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Intel
	These errors are part of the difference estimation error.



Another issue is whether and how to consider the measurement inaccuracy of gNB Rx-Tx time difference, and the measurement inaccuracy of UE Rx-Tx time difference, respectively. The problem is that there is no any definition in RAN4 for NR yet. If need to be considered, we need RAN4 to provide some values for us to use also. In theory, it should be included.  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Question 4.3-3: Do we need to consider ? If your answer is yes, do we need to ask RAN4 to provide inputs on the potential value? 
·  and  reflects the measurement inaccuracy of gNB Rx-Tx time difference, and the measurement inaccuracy of UE Rx-Tx time difference, respectively. 
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	Do not need to consider ; otherwise  timing errors at gNB/UE Tx/Rx are double-counted.  

	CATT
	We need consider  and it depends on which one (gNB or UE) executes PD estimation.

	ZTE
	Yes, we think they should be considered. 
We can ask RAN4 to provide the inputs but this should be delayed. We should finish the analysis of the TA-based solution first to see if TA-based solution is adequate.

	Vivo
	 should be considered for RTT-based methods. We share the similar views with ZTE to analyze the TA-based solution firstly. The RAN4 input is needed. 

	Nokia, NSB
	No,
From our understanding  and  and  and  will reflect the same errors and hence only one of them will be needed. For simplicity, and for comparison with TA, we prefer to use  and .

	HW/HiSi
	For evaluation, we think using  and  is sufficient. 
The measurement inaccuracy of gNB/UE Rx-Tx may be based on PRS, we are not sure whether it can be directly used here. However we are open to further discuss this.

	LG
	We think those are negligible and already reflected in Q 4.3-2. 

	Samsung
	Agree with HW

	Ericsson
	We also think the error components should not be double counted. Only need to use  and 

	Qualcomm
	No.

	Intel
	Either use the difference error or RX error, depending on counting.




Some companies also mentioned that gNB eventually need to signal to UE about the propagation delay. Therefore, an additionally ignaledg to indicate propagation delay cannot be avoided. The granularity  of propagation delay indication will also affect the total error. I think this is only for gNB-based RTT PDC assuming gNB pre-compensation is not used. Companies view are needed.    
Question 4.3-4: Do you agree that  is only needed for gNB-based RTT PDC without gNB pre-compensation? If your answer is NO, please provide your reason also. 
·  is to reflect the error due to the granularity of propagation delay indication
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	 is needed for: 
· gNB-based RTT PD estimation together with UE-based PD compensation (no gNB pre-compensation); or
· UE-based RTT PD estimation together with gNB-based pre-compensation. 

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes. It should be considered since the the PD is signaled between the gNB and UE and signaled PD granularity will affect the estimated time clock just like the TA granularity in the TA-based solution.

	Vivo
	Yes. 

	Nokia, NSB
	No,
No matter which entity is doing PDC, an Rx-Tx measurement needs to be ignaled. Our understanding is that the inaccuracy caused by the granularity of the Rx-Tx measurement report is to be captured in .

	Intel
	We think error_indication is needed for both UE-based compensation (gNB TxRx time difference signaled to UE), and for gNB-based pre-compensation (UE TxRx time difference signaled to gNB)

	LG
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	Ericsson
	No
Agree with OPPO and Nokia/NSB. One entity (either UE or gNB) needs to signal its Rx-Tx Time Diff, and this signal has error from reporting granularity.

	HW/HiSI
	It is needed if the gNB/UE RX-TX time difference measurement result is indicated to UE/gNB




Feature lead recommendation: Views are still very controversial for the above three questions. Since again it is related to the definition of Rx-Tx difference measurement accuracy which is discussed and defined in RAN4. Companies are encouraged to check your RAN4 colleagues internally and bring the views to next meeting.  

Issue 4.3-2: What reference signal to use for estimating Rx-Tx time difference for time synchronization?  
For positioning, PRS is used for estimating Rx-Tx time difference. The question here is that for time synchronization, whether other DL reference signal other than PRS can be used or not? We did the discussion in RAN#104-e and the status is as below:
Question: Whether DL reference signals other than PRS could be used for DL time estimation at UE side?
· No: CATT, ETRI
· PRS is sufficient for RTT-based PDC
· UE implementation issue: OPPO
· Yes: Samsung, Nokia/NSB, Vivo, ZTE, Intel, LG, Ericsson  
· For the purpose of time synchronization, there might not be the same accuracy requirement as for positioning, and hence some of the enhancements introduced for positioning with higher power density and large bandwidths might not be needed for all time synchronization use cases
· There might not be any need for the gNB to initiative PRS transmissions only for the sake of time synchronization, if other reference signals are available and can provide sufficient accuracy, e.g. CSI-RS.
Accordingly a proposal was made in RAN1#104-e, which can be the starting point of the discussion in this meeting. 

First & second round discussion for issue 4.3-2

Proposal 4.2-1: DL reference signals other than PRS could be used for DL time estimation at UE side for RTT-based propagation delay compensation, if RTT-based propagation delay compensation is supported.   
· FFS whether PRS can be used for DL time estimation or not  
· FFS whether which DL reference signal to be used is UE implementation or not, i.e. whether we need to explicit define the reference signal to be used in the specification or not.    
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	If possible, please also provide your views on what signal to be used and your views on the two FFS. I think in the end we may also need to discuss whether any restriction on the RS needed or not in order to meet the budget, e.g. the bandwidth. But at this stage difficult to discuss since we still don’t have agreement on the equation. 

In my understanding, we cannot leave it to UE implementation, since the value of the error components would depend on the RS to be used, e.g. measurement inaccuracy, downlink frame timing error, etc.  

	OPPO
	Is the discussion here intended to establish, per specification wise, the reference signal which the UE uses to lock on DL-Rx timing? If so, it seems the discussion pre-assumes a change to existing TA mechanism (note that the existing TA timing does not restrict, per spec wise, the dependency on certain specific DL RS). In our view, the DL-RS other than PRS is certainly eligible to be used, but RAN1 does not need to explicitly add RS to or remove RS from the current DL-RS list that the UE uses for DL synchronization. BTW, we assume this DL-RS discussion (if taken for RTT-based PDC) is also applicable to TA-based PDC. 

	[bookmark: _Ref71620620][bookmark: _Ref124671424][bookmark: _Ref124589665]CATT
	We would like to modify Proposal 4.2-1 as blow
DL reference signals other than e.g. PRS could be used for DL time estimation at UE side for RTT-based propagation delay compensation, if RTT-based propagation delay compensation is supported.
· FFS whether PRS can be used for DL time estimation or not  
· FFS whether which DL reference signal to be used is UE implementation or not, i.e. whether we need to explicit define the reference signal to be used in the specification or not.

	ZTE
	At least the SSB and the TRS can be used for DL time estimation.
We do not see the need to indicate which DL RS is used for DL time estimation since UE can use any DL signals as long as the DL signals satisfy the requirement and this should be up to UE implementation.

	Vivo
	In our view, DL RSs satisfying the timing error requirement can be used for DL time estimation. The corresponding restriction e.g. the bandwidth should be further studied.  

	Nokia, NSB
	Support Proposal 4.2-1
We agree with the FL that we need to discuss if any restrictions are needed. From our understanding we need a selected DL and UL RS in order to determine related performance requirements. As the budgets are quite large, it makes sense to capture a variety of configurations and RS.
PRS can be used, but it should not be the only option, as others and more commonly used can be used as well, such as CSI-RS or even PSS/SSS will be sufficient in some cases. 
For Option 2, the gNB needs to configure the UE with a DL and UL reference signals to be used for Rx-Tx measurement (i.e. there needs to be a defined relationship of the UL & DL RS to define the measurement).      

	Intel
	DL PRS framework is heavily optimized for inter-cell and inter-frequency measurements. For the purpose of PDC, this design is not required. Thus, other signals can be used with similar success.

	Samsung
	We want to study the accuracy of other RS than PRS. We don’t want to conclude that some method can be achieved only with PRS. So, a proper assumption should be carefully choosed.

	Ericsson
	While it is true that other DL RS with sufficiently good time-frequency characteristics can be used to achieve the accuracy target, it’s simpler, easier, to start the investigation with PRS. Much evaluation has been done based on PRS. We do not see the benefit of having this proposal at this stage.



Summary of the status for proposal 4.2-1 in first round
· Yes: Samsung, Intel, Nokia, NSB, Vivo, ZTE
· No: CATT, OPPO, Ericsson
· Feature lead: 
· @ CATT If we only rely on PRS, it basically means we can only use positioning procedure. Majority companies that RTT-based PDC here can be a separate procedure from positioning. Can you re-consider it? 
· @ OPPO This is for RTT-based PDC, therefore nothing related to TA mechanism in my understanding. In addition, as you could see in section 4.3.1, the Rx-Tx time difference needs to be defined based on the certain RS, e.g. for positioning right now it is explicitly defined that DL PRS is used for UE Rx-Tx time difference. Therefore, I think we need to discuss and define which RS should be used.  
· Feature lead recommendation: I made some update to the proposal to make it clearer and also according to the discussion from the first round. 

Revised Proposal 4.2-1: DL reference signals other than PRS could be used for Rx – Tx time difference estimation at UE side for RTT-based propagation delay compensation, if RTT-based propagation delay compensation is supported.   
· FFS whether PRS can be used for UE Rx – Tx time difference estimation or not  
· FFS which DL reference signal(s) to be used   
	Company
	View

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Ericsson
	Do not support
While it is true that other DL RS with sufficiently good time-frequency characteristics can be used to achieve the accuracy target, it’s simpler, easier, to start the investigation with PRS. Much evaluation has been done based on PRS. We do not see the benefit of having this proposal at this stage.

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal

	HW/HiSi
	Support the proposal

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal in general. 
It is fact that PRS are already studied well for similar purpose, while others doesn’t. Thus, we think it would be fair to open for both way in equally. 
We tried to modify the proposal a bit.
Revised Proposal 4.2-1: Existing DL reference signals other than PRS could be used for Rx – Tx time difference estimation at UE side for RTT-based propagation delay compensation, if RTT-based propagation delay compensation is supported.   
· FFS whether PRS can be used for UE Rx – Tx time difference estimation or not  
· FFS whether which DL reference signal(s) other than PRS to can be used for UE Rx – Tx time difference estimation or not


	Nokia
	We support the FL proposal.

	Intel
	“Could be used” is weak. Better to replace with “are used”. Support in principle.

	Samsung
	Fine with FL’s proposal.



Summary of the status for second round email discussion   
· Support 
· CATT, ZTE, Huawei, LG, Nokia, Intel, Samsung   
· Not support
· Ericsson 
· Ericsson: While it is true that other DL RS with sufficiently good time-frequency characteristics can be used to achieve the accuracy target, it’s simpler, easier, to start the investigation with PRS. Much evaluation has been done based on PRS. We do not see the benefit of having this proposal at this stage. 

· Feature lead: The intention of the proposal is not to couple what we discuss here with positioning procedure. Of course, if in the end we find that reusing PRS itself without other positioning procedure is possible, then for sure we can use it. But if we set the baseline to use PRS, it means the support of the enhancements here needs to support positioning related features.   


Issue 4.3-3: Whether to take gNB based pre-compensation or UE-based compensation? 
	Intel R1-2103031
Option 2 – RTT-based UE compensation or gNB pre-compensation
The RTT-based compensation could be realized using the existing gNB Rx-Tx time difference and UE Rx-Tx time difference measurements, or re-defined Rx-Tx time difference using other signals. In this matter, there are two possible flavors:
· Alt. 1: UE side compensation. A UE measures UE Rx-Tx time difference and receives from gNB the gNB Rx-Tx time difference, so that total PD can be calculated and compensated. The signaling in this case should be UE-specific. This introduces additional signaling overhead in DL, same way as UE-specific pre-compensation at gNB, where reference timing information is assumed to be delivered in dedicated RRC message.
· In order to reduce the gNB Rx-Tx time difference signaling overhead towards UEs, group-common signaling options could be considered at physical or higher layer.
· Alt. 2: gNB side pre-compensation. A UE measures UE Rx-Tx time difference and reports it to gNB. gNB measures the gNB Rx-Tx time difference, receives the UE Rx-Tx time difference, and pre-compensates the reference timing information before sharing it with the UE. From perspective of the overall signaling exchange, this alternative may be a bit easier to implement if the UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement is defined as just another regular measurement as part of MeasurementReport.

Observation 2
· RTT-based propagation delay compensation requires additional UE-specific signal exchange between gNB and UE:
· In DL direction, group-common ignaling could be utilized to reduce overhead.




In addition, there is an LS R1-2102293 from RAN3 mentioning that gNB-based pre-compensation may have impact on RAN3. 
RAN3 has begun discussing propagation delay compensation (PDC) enhancements, including gNB-based PDC (i.e. propagation delay pre-compensation by the gNB).

RAN3 considers that gNB-based PDC may have RAN3 specification impacts. However, it is RAN3 understanding that support for gNB-based PDC is up to RAN1 and RAN2 decisions. Therefore, RAN3 will not further discuss gNB-based PDC unless support for the functionality is first confirmed by RAN1/RAN2.

Feature lead: Whether to take gNB-based pre-compensation or UE base compensation was discussed in RAN1#104-e but no consensus was achieved. Since it will have impact on the detailed design, it seems we will have to discuss again. In addition, if we decide to take gNB-based compensation, we would need to inform RAN3 earlier since it will have impact on RAN3.

First & Second round discussion for issue 4.3-3
Question 4.3-5: Which option do you prefer for RTT-based PDC, gNB-based compensation or UE-based compensation?
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	Status on this question from last meeting:
· RTT-based UE compensation: OPPO, CATT, Nokia/NSB, Samsung, Intel, ZTE, LG
· Easier for the UE to handle as the UE can simply change the timestamp provided in ReferenceTimeInfo 
· No RAN3 impact
· RTT-based gNB compensation: CATT, Samsung, Ericsson, Intel, LG
· Feature lead:  Based on the current position, it seems hard to say which one is better. Maybe leave time for companies to check more and we can further discuss next meeting.
Note that once we achieve consensus here, the conclusion (i.e. UE-based or gNB-based) may be applied to non-RTT based method also. 

	OPPO
	Slight preference on UE-based. 

	CATT
	RTT-based UE compensation should be considered with high priority because UE compensation is already supported in Rel-16.
If RTT-based UE compensation can’t be satisfied with the requirement, we can consider RTT-based gNB compensation.

	ZTE
	UE-based solution is our preference since it has limited spec impact. The gNB-based compensation can be considered only if the UE-based solution cannot address the issue.

	Vivo
	These two methods have no obvious difference for PDC. We slightly prefer UE-based compensation considering the potential spec impact.

	Nokia, NSB
	We prefer UE based compensation. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK40]However, it is our understanding that the entity conducting PD estimation and PD compensation does not have to be the same as a PD estimation can be signaled to the other entity (e.g. if the UE conducts PDC, it can be provided the PD estimation from the gNB) or vise-versa. Therefore, we propose that RAN1 only considers the estimation accuracy, and not the signaling details and which entity conducts PDC, and leaves these details to RAN2.  

	Intel
	We actually think gNB-based approach has a limited RAN1&RAN2 spec impact (new measurement IE definition mainly), although has some RAN3 impact. While UE-based approach requires new indication design to signal gNB Tx-Rx time difference to the UE.
Instead of debating on which option to support, we can define all the components needed for both options.

	HW/HiSi
	We are open to further discuss these options and have no strong view yet. 
However, gNB-based compensation may have RAN3 impact, and the gNB may not know the UE’s TA when DL timing is changed and the UE adjusts TA automatically.

	LG
	We slightly prefer UE-based compensation. Since it would have less spec impact, there is no strong reason to use gNB-based compensation unless only gNB-based scheme satisfies requirements. 

	Samsung
	We can study both. 

	Ericsson
	We suggest leaving this question to RAN2.
For RAN1 task of method selection for Uu interface, it makes no difference if it’s gNB based or UE based.



Summary of the status for question 4.3-5 for issue 4.3-3 in first round
· UE based compensation: OPPO, CATT, ZTE, Vivo, Nokia/NSB, LG, Samsung
· Nokia/NSB: RAN1 only studies the estimation accuracy, while leave these signaling design to RAN2.

· Easier for the UE to handle as the UE can simply change the timestamp provided in ReferenceTimeInfo 


· No RAN3 impact


· gNB based compensation: Intel, Samsung
· gNB-based approach has a limited RAN1 & RAN2 spec (new measurement IE definition mainly), although has some RAN3 impact 
· UE-based approach requires new indication design to signal gNB Tx-Rx time difference to the UE 


· Feature lead: Based on the discussion here it seems majority supports UE based compensation. However, from the comment from Nokia and Intel we can see the main difference between UE based and gNB based is some signal design which is RAN2 work, therefore I would agree with Nokia to leave RAN2 to make the decision. 

Potential conclusion: Leave it to RAN2 to decide whether to support UE based compensation and/or gNB based compensation. 
	Company
	View

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Ericsson
	Support

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal

	HW/HiSi
	Support the conclusion

	LG
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We support the FL proposal.

	Intel
	Prefer to decide here in RAN1, since RAN2 already passed the ball to RAN1 regarding the PDC method in their LS R2-2010837.
In both cases, there is RAN1 impact which also needs to be taken into account.

	Samsung
	Fine.



Third round discussion for RTT-based method  
Based on the discussion in section 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3, the following proposals are made for the next round email discussion. Details of the discussion can be found in these sections. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK47][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]Revised Proposal 4.2-1: Existing DL reference signal(s) are used for Rx – Tx time difference estimation at UE side for RTT-based propagation delay compensation, if RTT-based propagation delay compensation is supported.   
· FFS whether PRS can be used for UE Rx – Tx time difference estimation or not  
· FFS which DL reference signal(s) to be used if/when PRS is not used   
	Company
	View

	OPPO (updated)
	Agree 
We realize the wording would lead to different understanding. For example, because PRS is also an existing DL RS, the main bullet may be understood to cover the 1st FFS. So it seems better to change to main bullet as: 
No new DL reference signal is introduced for Rx-Tx time difference estimation at UE side …..

>>Feature lead
Indeed the intention of the main bullet is to cover the case of only rely on PRS also, of course further study needed to see if it is feasible. Based on the discussion from the previous round, some companies would like to take PRS as the baseline.   

	Ericsson
	For the 2nd FFS, change to: “FFS which DL reference signal(s) to be used if PRS is not to be used”

>>Feature lead
I am fine with it. Right now let’s first agree that no new RS introduced for RTT-based method. However, even if PRS can be used, I think we should allow the case to be based on other signals, which can provide separate procedure from positioning. Anyway it is FFS, we can further discuss the detailed condition.     

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Vivo
	According to the previous discussion, ‘existing DL reference signals’ mean DL RS other than PRS, right? 
In our opinion, the original version with ‘existing DL reference signals other than PRS’ in the main bullet seems more clear.

>>Feature lead
Indeed the intention of the main bullet is to cover the case of only rely on PRS also, of course further study needed to see if it is feasible. Based on the discussion from the previous round, some companies would like to take PRS as the baseline.  

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Samsung
	We are fine with the proposal

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	LG
	Fine with the proposal. 

	Intel
	Agree with the intention, if this is aligned with what OPPO and vivo ask



Feature lead: It seems the proposal is agreeable to all based on the inputs from the third round email discussion.   

[bookmark: OLE_LINK49][bookmark: OLE_LINK48]Potential conclusion: Leave it to RAN2 to decide whether to support UE based compensation and/or gNB based compensation. 
	Company
	View

	Feature lead
	All agree with it except Intel. 
@ Intel
As companies commented before, the main difference between UE-based and gNB-based is signaling design on RAN2, thus it should be up to RAN2. Of course there is RAN1 impact also, RAN1 will continue study the part not related to signaling design. So far it seems the potential RAN1 impacts is common for gNB-based compensation and UE-based compensation. 

	Ericsson
	Agree with the conclusion

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	OPPO
	We are fine to leave the decision to RAN2. Meanwhile in our view, the RAN1 impacts would be different between gNB-based PDC and UE-based PDC. The different signaling/message flows could lead to different error budgets. The earlier-mentioned PD indication error is one example. Whether the T_Delta MAC-CE should be a DL MAC-CE or re-designed as an UL MAC-CE on Uu is another example. Anyhow such RAN1 impacts seem not decisive.   

	Vivo
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	ZTE
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	LG
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Intel
	We are OK with the conclusion, if RAN1 makes clear to RAN2 that both options are on the table when requesting RAN2 to specify the agreed PDC method.



Feature lead: It seems the proposal is agreeable to all based on the inputs from the third round email discussion.   

Implicit propagation delay compensation 
OPPO (R1-2102396) proposes an implicit PDC method as below:
	OPPO R1-2102396

	Message flow in Method-1 (Implicit PDC)
	Message flow in Method-2 (Explicit PDC, assuming PDC is performed on UE side)

	1) UE sends to gNB at UE’s local time : a message containing . The gNB needs to measure and record reception time . An example candidate for this message is RRC referenceTimeInfo-r16.
2) gNB sends to UE a message containing .
3) gNB sends to UE at gNB’s local time : a message containing . The UE needs to measure and record reception time . An example of this message is RRC referenceTimeInfo-r16. 
4) UE derives  based on ,  and , and may change its clock time accordingly.
	1) gNB sends to UE a message containing RTT measured in gNB. An example of this message is T_delta MAC-CE from Rel-16 IAB protocol. 
2) gNB sends to UE at gNB’s local time : a message containing . UE needs to measure and record reception time . An example of this message is RRC referenceTimeInfo-r16. 
3) UE sets its clock time to   at moment of , where  is the estimated one-way propagation delay based on gNB-side RTT and UE-side TA interval. (The one-way delay estimation becomes TA-based if gNB-side RTT is deemed to be known to UE without need of signaling) 



Observation-1: The explicit-PDC (RTT-based PDC) method may need message exchange between gNB and UE in both MAC layer (for propagation delay estimation) and RRC layer (for propagation delay compensation). Then for explicit PDC, it can be a question how to get synchronization procedure in specification to involve two different protocol layers (MAC and RRC) in order to minimize the synchronization error. Such question, however, falls out of RAN1 scope. 
Observation-2: The explicit-PDC (RTT-based PDC) method can be sensitive to inconsistent RTT measurements (i.e., for the two RTT measurements in gNB and UE, one is done before TA adjustment and another is done after TA adjustment).  

Proposal-1: RAN1 to take implicit PDC method into account for enhancing time synchronization.
· The method targets to find the difference between two local clock times respectively in gNB and UE. 
· Both gNB and UE individually transmit at least one message to each other, where the message contains the local clock time corresponding to the time at which the message is sent.
· Note: The current spec already supports such message sent from gNB to UE. 
· gNB sends to UE another message corresponding to the information of its local clock time corresponding to the time at which the above-mentioned message from the UE is received at the gNB.    
Proposal-2:   With implicit PDC, RAN1 relies on averaging technique (as gNB/UE implementation issue) to statistically reduce impacts from the errors generated in gNB/UE Tx/Rx, rather than asking RAN4 to tighten UE hardware requirements and/or parameters. 



Feature lead: Since the method is raised the first time, companies are encouraged to check and if there is any question or comments would be good to share. 

Question 4.4-1: Do you have any comment/question on implicit PDC proposed in R1-2102396? 
	Company
	View

	OPPO
	  The ultimate target of this PDC work is not the estimation of one-way propagation delay, but the synchronization between local clock in gNB and local clock in UE, or equivalently the timing difference between the two local clocks. The implicit PDC directly accomplishes this target without separate the PD estimation and PD compensation in two steps, which count  and  twice.  
The implicit PDC derivation makes uses of the local clock time differences between gNB and UE that are spent on DL transmission and UL transmission respectively; it does not use any RTT, so the inconsistent RTT pairing and TA command granularity are not problems here. 
The implicit PDC can support averaging technique more easily than other solutions, to lower the needs for RAN4 to raise the UE hardware requirements. The implicit PDC provides the so-far lowest clock sync. Error, and it does not introduce additional RAN1 work.   

	CATT
	For implicit PDC method, both UE&gNB need still send local time to gNB. 
Implicit PDC method still introduces indication error and propagation error twice.
So if RTT-based method is required, it is enough that TXRX time difference is shared one time between UE and gNB.

[OPPO resp.] There is no timing to be measured twice in implicit PDC, which means no timing error has the chance to be counted twice. 


	Nokia, NSB
	Our understanding of this procedure is that PD is “implicitly” compensated by the exchange of timestamps in both UL and DL directions.
If that is the case, then the method is still subject to the errors related to providing a timing understanding in both directions. Similar errors which is present with the so called “explicit” PDC methods.

[OPPO resp.] This “implicit PDC” surely shares the same error sources as “explicit PDC” for , ,  and . But each of these error sources is counted only once, since the timing retrieval on each gNB/UE Tx/Rx end occurs only once, and each error has the coefficient of ½. This is different from explicit PDC, which needs to access gNB DL Tx timing and UE DL Rx timing twice, which lead to the coefficient equal to 3/2 for these two errors in the worst case. 
Further, our contribution in R1-2102396 shows following differences from explicit PDC:
· The overall sync error for implicit PDC does not contain the term like .
· The overall sync error for implicit PDC indeed contains the accumulated quantization error in (three) timing indications sent between gNB and UE. However, because the quantization error in each referenceTimeInfo is only 5ns, the overall quantization error is very small: (3*5)/2-5=2.5ns (pls refer to our TDoc for calculation details, including the reason for -5), which is less than the quantization error caused by T_delta MAC-CE. 
· The error caused by inconsistent RTT measurement for RTT-based explicit PDC is not considered or modeled so far in the error analysis. Then it seems RAN1 has to find solution to ensure the issue has no impact eventually to the one-way delay estimation. The issue was once discussed in Rel-16 IAB but RAN1 does not seek further solution given Rel-16 IAB handles only fixed IAB and it is assumed TA command is not sent frequently for child IAB node. But this assumption may not fit the PDC scenarios. This implicit PDC method can leave the inconsistent RTT issue away, because 
· what the method needs to use (such as instant clock times for Tx/Rx) is not changed by non-zero TA command while what the TA command changes (such as RTT on gNB or UE side) is NOT used by the method.
· The RTT-based explicit PDC has no coordination of RTT measurements between gNB and UE, while the implicit PDC builds the timing relationship based on the same pairing of DL and UL transmissions. Note: the RTT-based explicit PDC does not even require a “real” UL transmission – so far in the spec the TA interval is measured against the starting of UL frame, which may or may not correspond to a real UL transmission from the UE. This can a problem because the TA adjustment (which impacts RTT) is NOT ALWAYS under control of gNB. So the UL-Rx timing assumed by the gNB may or may not correspond to the UL-Tx timing assumed by the UE. One example is the case in which the cell with 15kHz SCS is in the same TAG with another cell with 30kHz SCS. Then according to 38.213, the TA command for this TAG is relative to 30kHz SCS and, most critically, the TA adjustment on cell of 15kHz SCS MAY be rounded for certain timing alignment. Here “MAY be rounded” is up to UE implementation and transparent to gNB. This is another source of inconsistent RTT between gNB and UE. This issue was also discussed in Rel-16 IAB in Rel-16 IAB maintenance phase. At that time RAN1 decided not to have a spec change because this issue is either light-weighted due to rare TA commands anyway or able to be handled by child IAB node implementation (e.g., never doing the rounding). But it can be a different story when it comes to normal UE. Regardless of UE or child IAB, it is undesirable to change the existing UE/IAB-MT behavior in TA procedure just due to one-way propagation delay estimation. 
So in short, there are quite a few RAN1 issues ahead for RTT-based explicit PDC. In order to solve these issues, RAN1 may end up with  PDC-oriented specifications in some places. But most of these spec impacts could have been avoided in implicit PDC.      

From our understanding, an averaging technique will not help lowering the error sources of either Te or TA command granularity as the first will depend on UE behavior and the latter will require many samples (without the UE or the channel changing) to get a decent average.

[OPPO resp.] As mentioned above, the implicit PDC has no impact from TA command granularity. The averaging does not intend to lower an error of certain specific error sources like Te, but the accumulated error of  and . Suppose a worse case where the averaging can only effectively lower timing errors at Rx ends for DL-Rx in UE and UL-Rx in gNB (ie.leave Te aside). The total error contribution at these two ends is roughly (100+100)/2=100ns based on current RAN1 preference. Assume the averaging over two samples can statistically reduce the total by 50ns. Our TDoc shows the current RAN1 assumption gives implicit PDC a total error of 330ns. Reduction of 50ns due to averaging reaches 280ns, which is very close to RAN2 budget (275ns) for control-to-control. The averaging can be further done over more samples until it can meet RAN2 budget.  

Further, the implicit PDC does not “require” many samples to work. The averaging technique can be considered an implementation-based enhancement. Even without averaging, the total error of implicit PDC is still the lowest among all solutions currently on the table. On the other hand, we do not see there is any problem in having a sufficient number of samples to do the averaging.  


	Intel
	This method can be studied further.

	Qualcomm
	Further study is needed.

	HW/HiSi
	What is the difference compared to the RTT-based method in which the gNB sends Rx-Tx timing difference i.e.  to the UE?

[OPPO resp.] Mathematically speaking, the “implicit PDC in TDoc 2396” is equivalent to “RTT-based explicit PDC in TDoc 2396”. You won’t find final differences between the two regarding to overall formulation and error performance. However, the “RTT-based explicit PDC in TDoc 2396” is NOT the exact one that people discussed so far for RTT-based PDC; instead, it is a very specific version of RTT-based PDC with following narrow-downs:
· It assumes the same DL transmission is used in PD estimation (step-2) and PD compensation (step-1). 
· It assumes RTT measurement on gNB side is synchronized with RTT measurement on UE side.
· It assumes the RTT measurements are based on the real DL transmission and real UL transmission, so there is no RTT inconsistency due to UE autonomous TA adjustment in a virtual measurement of RTT interval (“virtual” means the RTT measurement is not based on a real DL transmission or a real UL transmission).   
 The question is: is it an easy job to do all these narrow-down work in RAN1? And is the effort worth it if there is another method (i.e., the implicit PDC) sitting aside and being able to offer these narrow-downs by nature without RAN1 spec impact? 

	LG
	We think this scheme is similar to RTT-based method. In other word, implicit PDC is RTT-based mechanism which start from UE-side. Considering limited clock accuracy of UE comparing to gNB, it should be clarified what is difference and what is beneficial point compared to the RTT-based method.

	Ericsson
	This scheme gives the signaling carrying time stamp. The error components should be the same as RTT method.  
Suggest that the new signaling should be studied by RAN2, after RAN1 selects the method between TA-based and RTT-based.
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Appendix Agreements in the past meetings
RAN1#102-e
Agreements:
· Take the following use cases as the representative use cases for further study on propagation delay compensation enhancements in Rel-17. 
	User-specific clock synchronicity accuracy level 
	Number of devices in one Communication group for clock synchronisation
	5GS synchronicity budget requirement 
(note)
	Service area 
	Scenario

	2
	Up to 300 UEs
	≤900 ns          
	≤ 1000 m x 100 m
	· Control-to-control communication for industrial controller

	4
	Up to 100 UEs
	<1  µs
	< 20 km2
	· Smart Grid: synchronicity between PMUs



Agreements:
· 8*64*Tc/2 as the TA indicating error is assumed in the evaluation.

Agreements:
For 5GS synchronicity budget requirement, 
· One Uu interface is assumed for smart grid. 
· Two Uu interfaces are assumed for control-to-control.

Agreements:
For BS transmit timing error, further study the following three options: 
· Option 1: 65 ns 
· Option 2:±130ns for the indoor scenario and ±200ns for the smart grid scenario
· Option 3:82.5 ns

Agreements:
The value defined in Table 7.1.2-1 for initial transmit timing error (Te) in TS 38.133 should be considered for evaluation of the time synchronization.  

Agreements:
Asymmetry between downlink and uplink channel for control-to-control scenario is not considered.  

Agreements:
100 ns is assumed for BS detecting error.  

Agreements:
Timing advance adjustment accuracy defined in Table 7.3.2.2-1 in TS 38.133 is assumed for evaluation of the time synchronization.   
Agreements:
Both 15 kHz and 30 kHz are assumed for both control-to-control and smart grid for evaluation of the time synchronization.   

Agreements:
Send an LS to RAN2 with the content including      
· Inform RAN2 the two representative use cases concluded in RAN1 for further study;
· Ask RAN2 for input about Uu interface error budget for each of the two use cases;

Agreements:
The following options for propagation delay compensation are further studied in RAN1  
· Option 1: TA-based propagation delay
· Option 1a: Propagation delay estimation based on legacy Timing advance (potentially with enhanced TA indication granularity).

· Option 1b: Propagation delay estimation based on timing advanced enhanced for time synchronization (as 1a but with updated RAN4 requirements to TA adjustment error and Te)

· Option 1c: Propagation delay estimation based on a new dedicated signaling with finer delay compensation granularity (Separated signaling from TA so that TA procedure is not affected)

· Option 2: RTT based delay compensation:
· Propagation delay estimation based on an RAN managed Rx-Tx procedure intended for time synchronization (FFS to expand or separate procedure/signaling to positioning). 

Draft LS R1-2007445 is approved, with final LS in R1-2007446.

RAN1#103-e
[bookmark: OLE_LINK58]Agreements:
· Take 65 ns as the assumption of transmit timing error for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for control-to-control. 
· Asymmetry between downlink and uplink channel for smart grid scenario is not considered. 
· TA adjustment accuracy is not considered for the evaluation of time synchronization error. 
· errorBS,DL,TX is included in the equation for calculating the overall time synchronization error. 

Agreements:
TA adjustment accuracy is not considered for the evaluation of time synchronization error. 

Agreements:
For evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for smart grid, companies can take one of the following two options as the assumption for BS transmit timing error:
· Option 1: 200 ns
· Option 2: 65 ns


RAN1#104-e
Agreements: Take ±100 ns as the assumption for downlink frame timing detection error (errorUE,DL,RX) at the UE for evaluation of the overall time synchronization error for TA based propagation delay compensation, if downlink frame timing detection error needs to be considered separately.
· Send a LS to RAN4 to ask for clarification on whether downlink frame timing detection error is included in Te or not
· In the LS, to include more details about option 1 (included) & option 2 (not included); also including the necessary background 
· FFS whether to apply the same value to RTT-based propagation delay compensation, and the corresponding condition (if any) if the same value will be applied

Decision: As per email posted on feb 5th, the draft LS is endorsed. Final LS is approved in R1-2102245.
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