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Introduction
Email discussion [Post120][312][UAV] discussed aspect of height-dependent configuration briefly and conclusion included the following (see R2-2300479):

	Summary for Q4:
· 10 companies clearly see the need for such mechanism. 5 companies are convinced there is no such need. 2 companies have no firm view. 
· The opponents of such scheme indicate it can be circumvented by the UE reporting its height and the NW reconfiguring the UE. It has been also indicated there will be a mismatch in the configuration the UE uses, compared to network’s awareness.
· It has been identified in many responses that different sets for LOS and NLOS conditions may be needed
· The proponents should also further clarify which components of RRM configuration can be changed.
Proposal 4: Discuss the following aspects before enabling more than a single configuration (e.g. RRM configuration), each for a specific height region:
a) What happens with UE’s filters, variables, etc. when the switch between configurations happens? Is the behavior different than the one already specified e.g. for cell change?
b) Is there a mismatch between what the NW is aware of and the actual configuration the UE uses?
c) The benefit of multiple configurations versus H1/H2 reporting to the NW and waiting for the new configuration
d) Can the NW know and properly configure the LOS/NLOS boundary?



RAN2#121 online discussion setup this offline to discuss the above proposals. In the following, the comments from participating companies are collected, followed by moderator’s observations and a proposal.

Discussion
Do we enable more than a single configuration?
· Intel: In general not support of multiple RRM configuration for the following reasons: UE and network has different view of RRM configuration because network doesn’t know UE height and change of RRM configuration, it seems like it is an optimization, height reporting is supported and NW can then perform RRM reconfiguration, don’t see need for optimize this with low latency. Unknown benefit (has not been evaluated). Not in WID.
· Nokia: It is not necessarily about changing the entire RRM configuration. It could be about modifying some parameters only, maybe even a single thing, like A4 threshold – different for above and below rooftops. It is not true this has not been evaluated. We have shown the results – at least during the previous two RAN2 meetings. There is a latency gain if the UE does not have to report to the NW and wait for the resulting configuration, but instead apply instantly another config (e.g. imagine a scenario of the UE rapidly ascending). This would be still a NW-originated configuration, so we shall not claim it is totally unpredictable what the UE is using.
· Ericsson: We could change only some parameters in the IE ReportConfig to be specific to a height. For example, the list of PCI, allowedPCI, or what to report, or as Nokia comments, an event related parameter. If the change is limited to parameters that is specific to the report, or cells to consider and not something that is related to event evaluation, the worries presented by Intel (and by us earlier) can be avoided. This is because UE does not have to interrupt event evaluation due to height change but only reporting.
· Qualcomm: we support more than single configuration (i.e. based on height threshold(s)) if the proposed parameters pass the concerns raised in the email discussion report, e.g. there should be no issue on how to handle UE timers/filters, no issue due to potential mismatch between UE and NW config, and benefit is shown. 
· Intel asks is this for mobility enhancement or measurement enhancement? Intel comments if this is for mobility enh, then this is out of WI scope as there were other mobility enh proposals not being pursued due to that reason.
· QC view is it is meas enh. Specifically, e.g. to reduce number of measurements.
· Nokia thinks this is for both. The discussion originated from mobility enhancement tdoc. But if this applies to meas enh it should be pursued.
· Xiaomi – is this for report config or meas object config? QC replies it could be both. Xiaomi thinks we should be clear on this.
· ZTE – supports the enh and also thinks this can include both report config or meas object config. Can have height dependent meas obj confi, e.g. SSB or beam info.
· LG – agrees with ZTE and QC. Support enh. 
· IDC - agrees. Focus on meas enh.
· Intel – if the nw is changing the meas config that means the UE changes measurement config, then nw may have different view. IDC clarifies this is NW provided config, flight path info is also available, NW has additional info. This could be addressed multiple ways. Nokia thinks if there are multiple config, based on the report, NW should be able to map which config was in effect.
· Samsung – if currently we could already have multiple meas objects, then nothing more is needed. Moderator clarifies the question is whether some config getting affected based on height. 
· NEC – support the enhancement. 
Observation 1: Among the companies that participated in the offline, vast majority (except one) think it is beneficial to support more than one height-dependent configurations, and should be pursued. Exact parameters and details can be FFS.
Observation 2: Primary goal of more than one height-dependent config is targeting measurement enhancement (i.e. it is in WID scope).

Intel asks if any RAN4 impact, e.g. need to define new requirements?
· Apple – thinks there maybe impacts on SMTC but haven’t checked with RAN4 colleagues. E.g. whether one single SMTC config is suitable or whether there is need to have multiple SMTC config?
· IDC asks any example of potential RAN4 meas requirement? There is no difference between H1/H2+wait+reconfig vs UE apply different config without needing reconfig. QC agrees. 
· Samsung – clarifies if it is just reportconfig elements then RAN4 impacts should not be there. Intel agrees.
· Intel – example of potential impact: e.g. at different times if different number of meas objects are active, there are different RAN4 requirements for those situations e.g. one object vs 5. 
· QC – but even in that case the corresponding requirements as currently already specified by RAN4 would apply and no new impact/requirement due to this.
· IDC – it is premature to try to speculate RAN4 impacts before even considering the actual solutions. 

Summary
Based on the above discussion, the following is proposed as conclusion of this offline discussion:
Observation 1: Among the companies that participated in the offline, vast majority (except one) think it is beneficial to support more than one height-dependent configurations, and should be pursued. Exact parameters and details can be FFS.
Observation 2: Primary goal of more than one height-dependent config is targeting measurement enhancement (i.e. it is in WID scope).
Therefore, following is proposed:
Proposal: Support configuring height-dependent more-than-one configurations targeting measurement enhancement. UE applies corresponding configuration based on the UE height. FFS: Exact parameters and details.

