3GPP TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #112bis-e 	R1-2303800
E-meeting, 17-26 April, 2023

Agenda Item:	5
Source:	Huawei, HiSilicon
Title:	Discussion on SL positioning QoS parameters
[bookmark: _GoBack]Document for:	Discussion and Decision

Introduction
RAN1 received an LS from RAN2 on SL positioning QoS parameter with the following content.
	1. Overall Description:
RAN2 would like to thank SA2 for the Reply LS on RAN dependency, and would like to ask SA2 to take the following RAN2 feedback into consideration:
Regarding issue 1, RAN2 has concluded to use PC5-U as the transport layer for SLPP.
Regarding issue 2, from RAN2 perspective, SL positioning QoS parameters may include: 
- for absolute & relative positioning: absolute/relative horizontal accuracy, verticalCoordinateRequest, absolute/relative vertical accuracy, response time, and velocityRequest.
- for ranging: distance accuracy, direction accuracy, response time, and velocityRequest.
Whether additional QoS parameters are required may need to be addressed during the work item.
Regarding issue 3, RAN2 has concluded that RAN2 will not discuss assistant UE in Rel-18.

2. Actions:
To SA2
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to take above information into consideration.
To RAN1
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to evaluate whether RAN2’s understanding on SL positioning QoS parameters is correct and whether additional parameters are needed.



In this paper, we provide our views on the SL positioning QoS parameters from RAN1 perspective.

Discussion
In general, we think that the RAN2 understanding is aligned with RAN1 design. On top of it, we suggest to clarify the following aspects.
Latency (response time)
Velocity
Ranging direction
Latency
During the SI, RAN1 did not conduct evaluation on the latency for SL positioning, due to the more pressing need to establish the overall accuracy framework from scratch. In the work item, there is no specific objective for RAN1 to further consider any latency requirement and whether/how latency affects the physical layer design.
Therefore, we suggest to reply to RAN2/SA2 that the response time was not evaluated in the study item and was not tasked to RAN1 for related normative work. 
Velocity
We acknowledge that in LPP, there is velocity request in LPP signaling for UE-based mode, while LMF could provide the velocity estimate as part of its service using either LMF-based positioning or UE-based positioning. The method of obtaining the velocity estimates could be based on the calculating the location estimates between two time instances, without actually acquiring the Doppler measurement, which has not been defined yet. It is expected that the same principle applies for SL positioning.
Therefore, we suggest to reply to RAN2/SA2 that RAN1 assumes that no specific solution is needed to handle the velocity determination for SL positioning or ranging other than that for the general positioning methods.
Ranging direction
In RAN1#112, we made the following agreement with regards to the AoA measurement.
	Agreement
Support both GCS and LCS for SL-PRS based Azimuth of arrival (AoA) and zenith of arrival (ZoA) measurement.
· FFS on the applicable scenario/service for AoA/ZoA relative to LCS without translation of the LCS to GCS



We think that there should be use cases that the AoA measurement only in LCS is of interest in the ranging service. For example, when a cellphone user wants to find the location of another device, it is sufficient if the direction is defined relative to the reference cellphone, while having the direction expressed in the global way (e.g. defined with respect to geographical north) actually make it more complicated by further requiring the cellphone to use its own orientation.
It is not clear whether SA2 architecture design supports such a use case from service perspective and thus it is advised to raise this issue along with the QoS parameters for ranging direction, and request SA2 to feedback how they plan to support this feature of relative direction in ranging.

Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the draft LS from RAN2 on QoS parameters for SL positioning. Based on the discussion, we have the following proposals.
Proposal 1: Reply to RAN2/SA2 on the response time, velocity and ranging direction.
Proposal 2: Endorse the reply in the Appendix.
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Appendix (Draft reply)
	1. Overall Description:
RAN1 thanks RAN2 for providing the reply on the SL positioning QoS parameters. In general, RAN2’s understanding is aligned with RAN1’s. In addition, RAN1 would like to provide the follow-up answers as below.
· From RAN1 perspective, the response time was not evaluated in the study item and was not tasked to RAN1 for related normative work.
· RAN1 assumes that no specific solution is needed to handle to the velocity determination for SL positioning or ranging other than that for the general positioning methods.
· RAN1 understands that the direction QoS parameter of ranging direction could correspond to direction either expressed in global coordinate system (GCS) that is referenced to geographic north or expressed in local coordinate system (LCS), and request SA2 to feedback whether the architecture design supports the ranging direction in LCS without translating to GCS.

2. Actions:
To RAN2, SA2
RAN1 respectfully requests RAN2 and SA2 to take above feedback into account in their future work, and SA2 to feedback whether the architecture design supports the ranging direction in LCS without translating to GCS.



