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1 Introduction

This is Summary of offline discussion on:
CB: # 55_Pos_LatencyImprovement 
(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-212695

The first online discussion is 19th Wednesday May. It is first time RAN3 will discuss this item, it is then propose by first online discussion to comment all proposals of discussion papers [1-4] in order to check if any convergence possible for agreement in the second week.
Please provide your feedback by 19th Wednesday May 8h00 UTC (10h00 CEST)
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Agreement:
· RAN3 should not discuss the schedule time unless significant progress in SA2

· RAN3 wait for progress in other group before discussing the Configuration Grant based optimization
Issue 1: 
· An agenda should be open on Mobility in RRC Connected mode handling of UL positioning and UL+DL positioning during/after handover.
· To discuss: If the mobility in RRC Inactive mode should be part of this agenda?
Others: might continue on next meeting contribution based (no consensus this meeting):
· Latency reduction for the measurement request/response procedures with a serving gNB directly sending the measurement request to the corresponding neighbor gNBs 
· Signaling simple positioning QoS indication to gNB 
3 Discussion
3.1 Scheduled time 
The Schedule time is discussed in [1-3], in both case there is no immediate action. It is argument in [3] that there is no impact on RAN3 section where [1] propose to wait SA2 progress.
Question #1: RAN3 should not discuss the schedule time unless significant progress in SA2 with RAN3 impact, then LS from SA3 is expected …
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	agree

	Samsung
	agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Fine to wait for RAN2 progress. There is no SA3 involvement.


3.2 Configuration Grant based optimization
There is discussion in [1, 4] on the Configuration Grant based optimization, might impact RAN3. The proposal is to wait RAN2 progress in [1], where [4] propose to allow optimization of the CG resources by signaling the UE’s periodical LPP location information reporting to gNB from the LMF. A TP is provided for this last proposal in [4].
Question #2: Should RAN3 wait progress in RAN2 before discussing CG based resource optimization, or discuss it now or proceed with the proposal of signaling of R3-212354 [4]?
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We do not acknowledge the observation 2 in [4] and the possible clash of the PUSCH and SRS. This is seems to be anyway a RAN2 discussion.
We prefer wait for RAN2 progress and incoming LS.

	Samsung
	Technically, we agree that pre-allocation UL grant for positioning is one way to reduce latency, and also acknowledge that it’s beneficial for some critical services that have high positioning latency requirement to have high scheduling priority, however, we think RAN3 should wait for RAN2’s conclusions first. 

	Ericsson
	This is our proposal. We acknowledge that for CG based optimization some assistance information from the LMF will be helpful, so that gNB can adapt the periodicity of UE’s reporting and reduce the UL transmission delays. 

	CATT
	The CG based optimization is being discussed in RAN2, In addition to inform gNB via NRPPa of the periodicity of UE’s reporting, there is alternative to inform gNB via RRC. So we'd better wait for RAN2 progress.

	Qualcomm
	Fine to wait for more progress/agreements in other groups.


3.3 Latency reduction for the measurement request/response procedures]
In [2] there is a discussion on the latency reduction for the measurement request/response procedures. It is propose to RAN3 to agree the solution that the serving gNB directly sends the measurement request to the corresponding neighbor gNBs by knowing the requested TRP information in advance 
Question #3: should RAN3 agree on that the serving gNB directly sends the measurement request to the corresponding neighbor gNBs, R3-211984 [2]? 
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	The gain is not obvious to us. The neighbor gNB will have to send information to the LMF later on. 
We have a preference for the positioning procedure coordination by the LMF.


	Samsung
	We agree the proposal.

For each sub-procedure in positioning, the latency gain will not be very obvious, but we believe every little helps. 
The proposal in [2] doesn’t intend to change the fact that LMF is responsible for the coordination of the whole positioning procedures, and we found and proved that it’s beneficial for latency improvement if LMF can transmitted the TRP information for positioning measurement in advance. 

	Ericsson
	Wouldn’t this require gNB knowing other nodes TRPs information (TRPs are part of gNB-DU). This solution does not seem interoperable?

	CATT
	Agree with Huawei, the positioning procedure coordination should be done by LMF.

	Qualcomm
	This seems not useful without a location server in the RAN. The TRPs for measurements are selected by an LMF


3.4 Latency reduction during mobility
In R3-211984 [2] it is propose to:

· To discuss exchange positioning related messages during handover procedure to reduce the positioning latency
· Same enhancements for latency reduction should also be applied to positioning in RRC inactive state
Question #4: should RAN3 open an agenda by next meeting on latency reduction during mobility? 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We are positive on more discussion on mobility

	Samsung
	Yes, we should discuss the latency reduction during mobility, no matter in the latency session or a new session. 

One aim of this WI is for IIoT, in which there are so many use cases related to frequent UE mobility, e.g. Intelligent high-speed rail, intelligent transportation systems, etc.  the legacy positioning procedure during mobility cannot satisfy the new use cases’ requirements, so there is a strong demand on studying the positioning latency reduction during mobility.

	Ericsson
	There are mobility-related proposals appearing in several positioning discussions (positioning accuracy enhancements, RRC Inactive, latency), which create overlap and quite some confusion. A dedicated agenda can perhaps help, but we should know the scope first. If this is for UL positioning with RRC Inactive, it is anyhow listed as second priority in the WID:

· As 2nd priority:

· UL and DL+UL NR positioning methods

· Support of gNB positioning measurements for UEs in RRC_INACTIVE state 



	CATT
	Agree with Ericsson. It is better to have a dedicated agenda to handle mobility-related proposals.

	Qualcomm
	Should discuss. Handling of UL positioning and UL+DL positioning during/after handover seem a missing component in Rel-16 in general, which should be fixed


3.5 QoS in terms of Latency
In [4] it is propose to discuss and agree on the need to provide some simple positioning QoS indication to gNB.
Question #5: should RAN3 agree on signaling simple positioning QoS indication to gNB, R3-212354 [4]? 
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	 We do not see the need to provide QoS to RAN. The LMF can directly recommend SRS configuration including appropriated periodicity to the serving RAN when sending the Positioning information request message. The QoS is an information maintained at LMF.

	Samsung
	See our view in 3.2, we think it’s beneficial, but let’s wait for RAN2’s decision.

	Ericsson
	To Huawei:  gNB does not only have to allocate UL SRS resource, but also needs to provide radio resources for UE to send the measurement report. If there are multiple UEs who ask to be positioned at the same time, then gNB based upon a QoS indication can prioritize the resource allocation.

We agree with what Samsung mentioned in Q#4 about IIOT scenario use cases, where there can be multiple UEs who may want to be positioned for some synchronized events.

	CATT
	Agree with Huawei, the LMF can control the allocation of Uplink SRS resources, even for multiple UEs who ask to be positioned at the same time, Beside, the measurement report from UE uses SRB, and we are not sure whether QoS requirement can be reflected to the LPP msg level. So it seems better to wait for RAN2.

	Qualcomm
	The TRPs should measure as requested by an LMF, and provide the information as requested by the LMF, etc. RAN does not need to know a QoS. Unclear how this can reduce latency.


4 Conclusion, Recommendations 
From companies which expressed view:
· RAN3 should not discuss the schedule time unless significant progress in SA2
· There is a preference to wait for progress in other group before discussing the Configuration Grant based optimization in RAN3
· There is no strong support on the latency reduction for the measurement request/response procedures with a serving gNB directly sending the measurement request to the corresponding neighbor gNBs by knowing the requested TRP information in advance. Considering there is almost no support for the proposal, the moderator suggest a re-submission including response to the questions and some new arguments with co-sourcing companies, if any.
· There is a common understanding that an agenda should be open on Mobility in RRC Connected mode Handling of UL positioning and UL+DL positioning during/after handover. 
The group to decide if the mobility in RRC Inactive mode should be part of this agenda.

· On signaling simple positioning QoS indication to gNB, 2 companies sees some benefit where 3 companies understand that LMF can control it and RAN does not need to know a QoS.  
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