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Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]One post email discussion [1] was assigned to discuss the flight path reporting related details such as: the trigger for reporting the flight path information in UAI, whether there is a need to differentiate initial and updated flight path plan, flight path report signalling in HO preparation and in CN to RAN signalling, the maximum number of waypoints, etc.  With further review for the draft summary of the above post email discussion, one leftover issue on flight path reporting was found. Besides, in the RAN2#121bis-e meeting, RAN2 further discuss that whether/how to limit the UE triggers the flightpath update indication. One baseline was agreed with the FFS on whether new threshold or the kind of threshold(s). 
In this contribution, we will discuss the above leftover issues and provide our view.
Discussion
Whether the timestamp in NR UAV waypoints is mandatory?
In RAN2#119-e meeting, the below agreement was reached for the flight path reporting:
3	As in LTE, flight path plan reporting will be introduced.  Location list of waypoints (3D location information) and timestamp is adopted as the basic content of flight path report.  FFS if timestamp is mandatory or optional for NR.  FFS if further enhancements are needed
There is one FFS on whether the timestamp is mandatory or optional for NR.
In RAN2#121 meeting, the below agreements were reached for the above related issue:
Agreements:
1. The granularity of flightpath timestamp is 1s. 
1. Timestamp in flightpath is encoded using AbsoluteTimeInfo-r16 IE
It captured the IE format of timestamp in flightpath (i.e. encoded using Absolute TimeInfo-r16 IE). But not further conclude whether the timestamp is mandatory or optional for NR UAV.
The situation in LTE will be firstly restated. In 36.300[2], it captured the below description for flight path reporting:
E-UTRAN can request a UE to report flight path information consisting of a number of waypoints defined as 3D locations as defined in TS 36.355. A UE reports up to configured number of waypoints if flight path information is available at the UE. The report can consist also time stamps per waypoint if configured in the request and if available at the UE.

[bookmark: _Ref127532023]In order to further solve the above leftover issue for NR UAV, below questions can be used for guidance:
· Whether the requirement of flight path reporting is changed between LTE UAV and NR UAV?
· Whether the ability is changed between LTE UAV and NR UAV?
If the answer to any of the above question is yes (LTE UAV is different with NR UAV) then the waypoints in NR UAV can be mandatory. Otherwise, the waypoints in NR UAV can optionally include time stamps if available.
[bookmark: _Ref131711528]Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss whether the timestamp in NR UAV waypoints is mandatory or optional.
Whether new threshold or the kind of threshold(s) is needed?
During RAN2 #120 meeting, flightpath update indication was agreed via UAI message. In RAN2#121bis-e meeting, the below agreement was agreed:
1. As a baseline, we can consider a simple network control mechanisms (e.g. a threshold(s)) that controls triggering the flightpath update indication in UAI. FFS if new threshold or the kind of threshold(s) 
During the online discussion, some companies raised that the flight path reporting is under NW control. Then it is nature to keep the same principle for the limitation. The basic consensus is that the NW should control when the UE reports. With this in mind, we find that the UAI message in 5.7.4 of 38.331[4] has achieved this function already, that is to say, using the RRCReconfiguration message is one Ready-made tool to control UE whether to report flightpath update indication. There is no evidence benefit to further introduce any new threshold or the kind of threshold(s).


Figure 5.7.4.1-1: UE Assistance Information
[bookmark: _Ref134437127]Proposal 2: The legacy RRCReconfiguration message has already supported the network control function. There is no need to further introduce any new threshold or the kind of threshold(s) to control flightpath update indication in UAI.
Conclusion
[bookmark: OLE_LINK58][bookmark: OLE_LINK59][bookmark: OLE_LINK60][bookmark: OLE_LINK47][bookmark: OLE_LINK48]According to the analysis in section 2, we propose:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss whether the timestamp in NR UAV waypoints is mandatory or optional.
Proposal 2: The legacy RRCReconfiguration message has already supported the network control function. There is no need to further introduce any new threshold or the kind of threshold(s) to control flightpath update indication in UAI.
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