3GPP TSG RAN WG1 #104-e 	R1-21xxxxx
e-Meeting, January 25th – February 5th, 2021

Agenda Item:	7.2.8
Source:	Moderator (Huawei)
Title:	Summary of [104-e-NR-Pos-03] for the reply LS to R1-2100005
Document for:	Discussion and decision 


Introduction
The summary is intended to collect views and provide summary for agreement on the reply LS to R1-2100005 during RAN1#104-e.
[104-e-NR-Pos-03] Email discussion/approval for the reply LS to R1-2100005 until Jan-28 - Su Huang (Huawei)
The plan of the email discussion is as follows.
· Phase 1: Initial collection of views till 00:01 UTC, 27 Jan.
· Phase 2: Final proposal and draft reply LS till 23:59 UTC, 28 Jan.

Summary of t-doc status
The t-docs submitted are listed below.
[bookmark: _Ref62457883][1]	R1-2100005	LS on Rel-16 NR Positioning Correction	RAN3, Huawei
[bookmark: _Ref62457570][2] 	R1-2100312	Discussion on RAN3 LS on Rel-16 NR Positioning Correction	CATT
[3] 	R1-2100313	Draft Reply LS on Rel-16 NR Positioning Correction	CATT
[4] 	R1-2101153	Draft reply LS on Rel-16 NR Positioning Correction	vivo
[5] 	R1-2101250	Discussion on SRS carrier information	Huawei, HiSilicon
[6] 	R1-2101251	Reply LS on Rel-16 NR Positioning Correction	Huawei, HiSilicon

In the incoming LS R1-2100005 [1], RAN3 asked two questions during Rel-16 maintenance, as listed below.
	1. Correction of NRPPa periodic UL SRS time transmission: 

When the LMF requests for periodic UL SRS to be configured, it could recommend a starting time for the periodic SRS transmission to the serving gNB, and aligning it later with the neighbouring nodes, so that the first UE SRS transmission is not missed.

Q1: Does RAN2 see any issues with this functionality?
RAN1 is invited to feedback if needed

1. Inclusion of SRS frequency information Positioning Information Request:

The LMF may request dedicated SRS at particular frequency band for UL positioning. The gNB does not know whether to configure SRS on PCell or SCell without LMF indication.

Q2: Does RAN1 see any issues with this functionality?
RAN2 is invited to feedback if needed


RAN1/RAN2 are asked to respond to the questions.

Views from companies based on t-doc submission are summarized below.
	Source
	Q1
	Q2

	R1-2100312 [2], CATT

R1-2100313 [3], CATT
Draft Reply LS
	It seems not critical for the LMF to recommend a starting time for the periodic SRS transmission to the serving gNB. It may also introduce an additional implementation complicity without clear benefit.
	It is unclear the motivation and the benefit for LMF to request dedicated SRS at a particular frequency band for UL positioning. Suggest RAN3 proving additional information on the scenarios where LMF should determine the particular frequency band for UL positioning.

	R1-2101153 [4], vivo 
Draft Reply LS
	
	Regarding the inclusion of SRS frequency band information into Positioning Information Request, RAN1 understands the intention of it. RAN1 is not sure whether this information is really beneficial, as even if this information is contained, the gNB still needs to determine the serving cell for SRS transmission according to its own situation, instead of following the request of the LMF.

	R1-2101250 [5], Huawei/HiSilicon

R1-2101251 [6], Huawei/HiSilicon
Draft Reply LS
	
	The SRS carrier information should be included in the POSITIONING INFORMATION REQUEST.
· It can be the ARFCN of the desired SRS carrier.
It is RAN1’s understanding that SRS can be configured on the PCell and/or the SCell(s), and the inclusion of SRS frequency information, e.g. the carrier ARFCN, is beneficial for a gNB to configure the SRS and provide the SRS configuration for the desired carriers.



Discussion
Q1
Only one source [2] thinks that RAN1 should answer Q1.
	Source
	Views from the source

	R1-2100312 [2], CATT
	They understand that
· The generic procedure of LMF requesting SRS configuration to the serving gNB, and the LMF requesting SRS measurement to the neighbouring gNBs, are according to stage-2 specification TS 38.305.
· Depending on the SRS configuration and the message transportation/processing delays, the neighboring gNB could miss the reception of the first UE SRS transmission.
· The approach may be useful, but not critical for several reasons
· The number of the transmission for periodic SRS transmission is configurable. The number of the SRS transmission of transmission can be configured to compensate for the potential miss of the 1st SRS transmissions
· From the neighboring gNB points of view, period SRS transmission is more often used for the cases when the transmission beam of the target UE and the reception of the neighboring gNBs are not fully aligned, in which case there is a need for multiple repeat transmission of the SRS for beam alignment
· LMF may not have the information for proper configuration of the starting time, in which case if the starting time is recommended too early, the 1st SRS will still be missed, and if the starting time is recommended too late, it will introduce additional measurement delay



Companies are encouraged to provide answers regarding Q1.

Question 1-1: Do companies think that the reply to Q1 is needed from RAN1 perspective?
	Company name
	Answer
	Comments

	CATT
	yes
	Since RAN1 is invited to provide the feedback, it would be helpful for RAN3 to make the decision if RAN1 provides the inputs.

	vivo
	No
	Since original Q1 is “Does RAN2 see any issues with this functionality?”. I guess no need for RAN1 to answer for RAN2. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	We are OK for RAN1 to not reply. 

	OPPO
	No
	It is ok to not reply if RAN1 does not see any issue



Question 1-2: If the reply to Q1 is needed, do companies see any issue with this functionality?
	Company name
	Answer
	Comments

	CATT
	yes
	It seems not critical for the LMF to recommend a starting time for the periodic SRS transmission to the serving gNB. It may also introduce an additional implementation complicity without clear benefit.

	vivo
	
	My understanding of CATT’s provided answer above is actually corresponding to “whether RAN1 see any issue with this functionality”. To that, we don’t have strong view and can consider if RAN1 have common understanding/views on this.

	Qualcomm
	
	We see this to be a good optimization that can be revisited if needed in a next release. We see some usefulness to increase efficiency for the periodic SRS for Positioning, but we are OK to not add it in this release

	OPPO
	
	Aligning the start time to neighbor Node does provide the information of when the transmission of SRS for positioning is available.  



Summary (TBD)

Q2
Three sources [2][4][5] think that RAN1 should answer Q2.
	Source
	Views from the source

	R1-2100312 [2], CATT
	They understand that
· The LMF has the UE SRS capability based on the current CA band combination, and the gNB also has the information on the current CA band combination and the preferred frequency band for the configuration of the SRS for positioning.
· The meaningfulness of the approach depends on
· Whether LMF has the information on the supported band/preferred bands of the neighbouring gNB, and
· The fact that LMF is in a better position to decide which band should be used
· However, NRPPa does not support the capability reporting of the neighbouring gNBs, and it can be left up to operators and configured by OAM.
· Another reason is that the same carrier should be used positioning throughout a coverage area, which could be the carrier of the PCell or the SCell.

	R1-2101153 [4], vivo
	They understand that the gNB still needs to determine the serving cell for SRS configuration according to its own situation, even if it is indicated by the LMF.

	R1-2101250 [5], Huawei/HiSilicon
	The understand that
· Current RAN1 assumption, e.g. UE capability signaling, allows SRS transmission on a SCell, which is different from the Rel-17 feature discussed in the SI, and it is beneficial for collocated and non-collocated deployment.
· Positioning SRS is the dedicated SRS for positioning, and gNB cannot take the risk of configuring it on SCell(s) without LMF indication, and the spatial relation/pathloss reference is not always present to imply the SCell information.
· The information should be included, and it can be the carrier ARFCN.



It seems that all interested companies think that the reply to Q2 is needed from RAN1 perspective. Companies are encouraged to provide answers regarding Q2.

Question 2-1: Do companies see any issue with this functionality?
	Company name
	Answer
	Comments

	CATT
	yes
	As discussed in our tdoc (R1-2100312), our view is that gNB should decide the carrier for the transmission of SRS for positioning (either in PCell or SCell).
For Huawei’s comments, first we agree SRS transmission on a SCell discussed here is different from the Rel-17 feature discussed in the SI. We also agree it is beneficial for supporting SRS transmission on a SCell. However, it is unclear to us why LMF is in a better position to make the decision on why carrier to make the decision on which carrier should be configured for SRS transmission, and how LMF has more information (e.g., the spatial relation/pathloss reference, the SCell information collocated and non-collocated deployment) than gNB for making the decision.

	vivo
	Yes
	As we discussed, this functionality of carrying requested SRS band information from the LMF to the gNB may not be beneficial.
After all, the gNB is the one determining the serving cell for SRS configuration according to its own situation, even if it is indicated by the LMF.

	Qualcomm
	No
	It is essential LMF to request/suggest/indicate for a specific band to be used for several reasons:
1) LMF is the entity that configures DL PRS, and in Rel-16, only same-band PRS/SRS is really supported for M-RTT. 
2) The SRS capabilities are reported for the currently configured cells; and they can change across cells. So the LMF has to make a decision related to which cell to be used. 
It should be noted that a gNB can always make a different decision, but that should NOT mean that the LMF should not provide a suggestion. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	In our view, the gNB determines the configuration of SRS for positioning and then indicates that to the LMF. Do not see clear benefit for LMF requesting the band for SRS. 



Summary (TBD)

Draft reply LS
TBD

Others
Companies are encouraged to provide additional comments that are not covered by the above questions.
Additional Comments
	Company name
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Conclusion
TBD

