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1	Introduction
RAN2 sent an LS (R1-2210809) to RAN1 about an identified issue originated from RAN1’s epoch time determination agreement:
	Regarding RAN1’s agreement on serving cell’s Epoch time referring to the current SFN or the next upcoming SFN after the frame where the message indicating the Epoch time is received, RAN2 has discussed and thinks that there could be an issue with latency (e.g. for initial access) when Epoch time points to a future time and validity timer has not started. 
To solve this issue, RAN2 kindly requests RAN1 to provide feedback on whether:
1. backwards propagation of satellite assistance information is needed, or 
2. Epoch time for serving cell can point to a time in the past (for example, if Epoch time for serving cell will always refer to a frame nearest to the frame where the message indicating the Epoch time is received), or
3. this can be addressed by setting the Epoch time properly by the network (i.e. no spec changes).
Note that in RAN2 there is no consensus on which above option will solve the issue or can only mitigate the issue.



Several companies provide discussion papers on how to reply to this RAN2 LS.
· R1-2210963	Draft reply LS on validity of assistance information	vivo
· R1-2211101	[Draft] Reply LS to RAN2 on validity of assistance information	ZTE
· R1-2211102	Discussion on the LS on validity of assistance information	ZTE
· R1-2211464	Discussion on reply LS on validity of assistance information	OPPO
· R1-2211465	Draft reply LS on validity of assistance information	OPPO
· R1-2211787	Discussion on RAN2 LS on Validity of Assistance Information	Apple
· R1-2211788	Draft Reply LS to RNA2 on Validity of Assistance Information	Apple
· R1-2212487	Draft reply to LS on validity of assistance information	Huawei, HiSilicon
2  		Discussion
From company contribution (R1-2212487, R1-2210963), it explains that when the backward propagation is supported by the UE, the latency issue can be resolved. For the last three RAN1 meetings, there have been extensive discussions in RAN1 on the backward propagation. It is clear that RAN1 does not reach consensus to support backward propagation. Therefore, we could inform RAN2 that RAN1 has discussed the possibility to support the backward propagation but there is no agreement to support it. 
Regarding RAN2’s question on changing the RAN1 agreement for serving cell epoch time indication, from company contribution (R1-2211464), it thinks that this is a simple solution to resolve the latency issue. On the other hand, companies in (R1-2211788, R1-2211102) think that the agreement is not needed to be changed and further explained that the network may use a proper setting to handle the latency issue. For example, the network can set a epoch time in a near future. Morevoer, it is also to note that there is a backup solution of using implicit epoch time indication, which can also resolve the latency issue. 

Based on the above discussion, an initial proposal is made as follows. Companies are encouraged to provide views on the proposal.
Initial proposal 1 (Moderator):
Moderator’s proposal on the content for reply LS to RAN2
1) Inform RAN2 that RAN1 has discussed on supporting backward propagation but, due to no concensus, backward propagation is not supported. 
2) The latency issue can be resolved by proper network implementation, e.g. setting epoch time in near future. 
3) RAN1 thinks that reverting RAN1 agreement on explict epoch time indication is not needed. 

	Company
	Comments

	Apple
	Agree with the proposal. It is hard to achieve consensus in RAN1 on backward propagation and based on past RAN1 discussions, the issue can be mitigated by network implementation and UE implementation. 

	QC
	Agree with the Moderator. To allow additional flexibilty of network, it’s also possible to option 2 of the LS, i.e., the Epoch time for serving cell refers to a frame nearest to the frame where the message indicating the Epoch time is received.

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal. The latency issue can be resolved by implementation, e.g., setting epoch time at near future. Hence, it is not desired to support backward propagation, which RAN1 cannot achieve consensus.

	LG
	Agree with the proposal. We think that it can be handled by gNB implementation, such as setting the Epoch time properly.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	As there is ongoing discussion at this meeting on the aspect of Epoch time, we think it is premature to reach this conclusion of non-consensus. We would encourage companies to study our contribution (R1-2212399) and Ericsson contribution (R1-2212313), where there is a more thorough description of the problem at hand. Limiting network implementation would not be an acceptable solution here, but if UE and chipset manufacturers are willing to guarantee proper operation for any setting for Epoch time, we are fine.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with the proposal, it could up to the gNB to make proper indication of the epoch time if the latency is a concern.

	Ericsson
	We agree with Nokia. We disagree with the statement in the proposal that "no consensus" means that backward propagation is not supported. The current specification allows backward propagation. It has been agreed that the UE shall calculate TA based on assistance information, but there is no agreement to limit this to after the epoch time.

	OPPO
	We agree with the proposal. 
To Ericsson’s comment: it is quite clear from the past meetings that backward propagation is not supported, which is captured in the FL summary where the FL proposal on supporting BP is not agreed. We are suprised to see Ericsson saying that the BP is supported by RAN1. Please point us to which RAN1 meeting that we agreed this feature. 

	Panasonic
	We agree with the proposal. The issue can be handled by network/UE implementation.

	MediaTek
	On 1) We have same view as Nokia and Ericsson. We do not see why backward propagation should not be supported because there is no consensus. The UE can calculate UE-specific TA and Doppler shift correction from Epoch time backwards in time of forward in time as soon as it receives SIB19, apply UE pre-compensation and transmit on UL. There should be no impact on the specifications. This can be up to UE implementation.

	CATT
	Basically we agree not reverting the RAN1 agreement because we have spent much time to reach the conclusion.
For backward propagation, it can be up to UE implementation. In RAN1 specification, it doesn’t say if it is not allowed or it should be allowed. 

	
	




Moderator summary: 
11 companies provided inputs, seven companies support the proposal and four companies think backward propogations should be supported. Whether supporting backward propagation is also being discussed in AI 8.4 FL summary. For this LS, we could wait to see if there is any updated agreement to be taken into account for drafting the LS reply.
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