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1	Introduction
During RAN#88e, RAN received an LS in RP-201279[1] from 5G Alliance for Connected Industries and Automation (5G-ACIA) requesting a 3GPP NR Rel-16 URLLC and IIoT performance evaluation. RAN#88e requested RAN1 to give an estimate of the work required and RAN1 replied in RP-201434[2].  Input documents on the topic can be found in [3], [4] and [5].
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Summary 
2.1	Initial discussion
2.1.1	Moderator start
The moderator started the discussion with the following:
 This is to kick-off the discussion on the request from 5G-ACIA for 3GPP to provide URLLC and IIoT performance evaluations.
The background for this discussion is the request from 5G-ACIA in the LS in RP-201279. RAN#88e tasked RAN1 to give an estimate on the work load with RAN1’s answer in RP-201434 where RAN1 states that the workload is from a time unit perspective, it is RAN1’s estimate is that the work will require 3-4 meetings with 0.5-1 TU per meeting, but leaving the decision on how to organize the work to RAN.
Based on this, the following need to be addressed:
· Should RAN accommodate 5G-ACIA’s request on providing URLLC and IIoT performance evaluations?
· If yes, how should the work be organized? Some possibilities are:
0. Include in Rel-16 maintenance for URLLC/IIoT
0. Included as part the Rel-17 URLLC/IIoT work item
0. Start a separate study item
0. Handle as a CR for the TR38.824
0. Handle as an LS response
0. Have an offline activity where interested companies can participate in generating the results


2.1.2	Companies’ views
Companies views are listed in the table below:
	Company 
	View

	Telecom Italia
	Yes, preferred option is 3 (maybe with activity done at RAN level)

	MediaTek
	A.    This is an unusual request to 3GPP – we have some preference for the work being handled by MRPs. We will however stand by the majority view at this stage.
B.    No WG TUs to be used
RANp level disc. recommended e.g. via dedicated RAN-level email thread

	Huawei, HiSilicon 
	Yes, we think that RAN should accommodate 5G-ACIA’s request on providing URLLC/IIoT performance evaluations, since it is meaningful for the industry. However, we should be careful not to add too much workload to e-meetings considering Rel-17 SIs/WIs to be finished.
Regarding how to organize the work, we prefer 1.  We can handle the evaluations of Rel-16 URLLC under Rel-16 URLLC maintenance agenda since it is for Rel-16 URLLC/IIoT evaluation, in the similar way of handling some previous LSs with requirement of simulation work in RAN1, where we provided the related simulation results in a separate Tdoc and sent to the source working groups. We had this experience in Rel-16 URLLC agenda before at least twice, and we think it worked well. As to the TU, we can do some careful evaluate and do some appropriate assignment if possible, e.g. 0.5 TU for each meeting for the following 3 or 4 weeks can be considered. Meanwhile, we can rely on email discussions also.   
This task should not be handled as a separate study item, since more effort are needed to create a study item and a TR, whereas the request from 5G-ACIA is exceptional and 3GPP does not usually create a TR for evaluating the performance of every new feature specified in a release.
Handling this task at RAN level is also not preferred for mainly two reasons: the expertise is in RAN1, and in this period of e-meetings where delegates spend many weeks over 3GPP e-meetings, we should not ask RAN1 delegates to additionally attend RAN TSG e-meetings.

	FUTUREWEI
	Yes. See our paper in RP-201893. No strong view how it is handled. Not sure how 6 (offline) works given we want a formal response, may need to be combined with other possibilities.

	Intel
	We are supportive of this activity and also like to secure RAN1 TU according to analysis in RP-201279. As long as proper TUs can be secured, we don’t have strong preference but slightly have preference to Option 3.

	Qualcomm
	Our preference is (6)+(5). This can be arranged e.g. in the following three consecutive steps:
  *   (6) RAN1 does off-line evaluation over email, no on-line time
  *   Upon completion, RAN1 sends an LS to Plenary with the summary of results
  *   (5) RAN Plenary sends an LS to 5G-ACIA 

	ZTE
	Yes, RAN should conduct the performance evaluations to provide the industry with more meaningful information by employing the latest available 3GPP techniques. 
Our preference is option 2.  It could be more convenient for the same group of delegates from companies to cover this topic by putting it into URLLC/IIoT WI. In addition, we think it may be desirable to consider to employ some Rel-17 techniques. This would make the evaluation be based on the latest techniques available in 3GPP, and therefore show the up-to-date capabilities of 5G system for support of industry use cases. In any case, it would be good to use the same set of simulation assumptions/scenarios suggested by 5G ACIA for the evaluation of Rel-17 enhancements as well.  In this sense, we think it’s better to include the evaluation work as part of the Rel-17 URLLC/IIoT WI. 
BTW, the input contribution from us should be 1769 instead of 1796.

	CATT
	Yes. We do not have a strong view but slightly prefer option 2 which in our view can provide the baseline performance of Rel-16 so that we can have a better understanding of the benefit of Rel-17 enhancements.

	OPPO
	We agree the evaluation helps to understand Rel16 solution better for industry. And we prefer option2 without adding specific objectives to URLLC WID since expertise is needed to do such simulation. In addition offline activity is sufficient i.e. no RAN1 online time is necessary. Once the evaluation is done in RAN1, one LS can be send to RAN plenary for approval.

	vivo
	We are fine with taking this evaluation effort. We think some post-meeting email threads maybe considered for such efforts as the during the meeting delegates are fully occupied by different WI/SIs and the discussion on these evaluation assumptions needs some very extensive discussion.
We wonder how to formally document these evaluations assumptions and results, should we create an formal TR for it?

	Samsung
	Our preference is to have no explicit TU as option 6 considering very tight TU budgets and e-meeting progress. Option 5 can be accommodated at final step after doing performance evaluation. 

	Ericsson
	In general, we do not think performing pure performance evaluations of 3GPP technology is within 3GPP’s scope. Hence, we do not want to set a precedence where outside parties can request evaluations of the 3GPP developed technology. 

That being said, we see the clear benefit of showing the commitment of 3GPP in providing technologies for the OT community. Given the above and the fact that RAN1 is already loaded to full capacity, such an activity should not load the working groups. Hence, we consider a combination of Alt. 6 and Alt. 5 as the following would serve the purpose and would be the most suitable approach:
· An offline activity with interested parties where the results can once completed be provided to RAN with RAN forwarding the results in an LS. 


	Sony
	Considering the challenges faced in Rel-17, we also agree with the view that no TUs should be allocated at RAN WG level. Instead the evaluation activity can be done offline among interested parties and results can be submitted at RAN plenary which can then decide on the LS to 5GACIA.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We do not see a need to do such performance evaluations for the different verticals in general. 3GPP has done evaluations for the official ITU submission to proof that what 3GPP developed fulfills the formal ITU requirements for IMT2020. 
If we do it for one particular vertical now, other request for various verticals will follow. And as the workload – nonetheless due to the current COVID-19 situation – is extremely high, no time of 3GPP (meeting) should be allocated here.
We are also not very enthusiastic to have this as an offline activity as this lacks openness and might result into none-neutral conclusions.
Normally in our (cellular) industry such evaluations are part of the bilateral RFI/RFP/RFQ processes …

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We should not load RAN WG1 with this work. If need to be, we should do RAN level activity on the issue. However we want to point out a few missing details: Such as which are URLLC features to be included? Without clear understanding which features to include, collecting results will not be simple. Also we are working with future improvements in Release 17, thus one possibility is to revisit this once those elements are more concrete, or otherwise we need to highlight there are improvement coming.



2.2	Intermediate phase
2.2.1	Moderator proposal
Based on the discussion, the moderator suggested move
Based on the company inputs, the moderator made the following observations:
•	Most companies want to provide the evaluations for 5G-ACIA 
•	A majority does not want to spend time units or online time in RAN1 on the activity
•	Just over half of the companies want to keep the work out of RAN1
Based on this, the moderator suggested continuing the discussion along the line of either a RAN-level study or an offline activity. In both cases RAN would at the completion of the work send the LS to 5G-ACIA and how to document the outcome of the evaluations.
2.2.2	Company comments
Comments were made on how to organize the offline activity and which reflector to use for this discussion
2.3	Finetuning phase
2.3.1	Moderator proposal
The moderator made the following concrete proposal:
· Start an offline email-based activity to provide evaluation results for 5G-ACIA
· One company volunteers as moderator
· Proposes a work plan to follow
· Ericsson is willing do this
· Discussions are on the RAN1_NR reflector
· Email activity only during short periods (< week) distributed across the time allocated to the activity 
· No email activity in weeks before/during/after RAN1 meetings or RAN defined inactive periods
· All companies should strive to limit email activity as much as possible
· Target completion by RAN#91
· At RAN#91, RAN will decide on a response LS to 5G-ACIA
2.3.2	Company comments
Comments were made on the choice of reflector and to confirm that the selection of which features from URLLC Rel-15 and Rel-16 will be part of the work plan.
2.3.3	Final proposal
The final proposal from the moderator is:
· Start an offline email-based activity to provide evaluation results for 5G-ACIA
· One company volunteers as moderator
· Proposes a work plan to follow
· Ericsson is willing do this
· Discussions are on the RAN1_NR reflector
· Email activity only during short periods (< week) distributed across the time allocated to the activity 
· No email activity in weeks before/during/after RAN1 meetings or RAN defined inactive periods
· All companies should strive to limit email activity as much as possible
· Outcome of the offline discussion will directly go to RAN without need for discussion in RAN1 nor need for LS from RAN1 to RAN
· Target completion by RAN#91
· At RAN#91, RAN will decide on a response LS to 5G-ACIA

The proposal is submitted for RAN1 approval in RP-202069[6]. A draft LS can be found in RP-202067[7].
3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion the following is proposed:
· Agree the WF in RP-202069[6]
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Agree the reply LS to 5G-ACIA in RP-202067[7]
· Input contributions RP‑201434, RP‑201769, RP‑201846 and RP‑201893 can be noted
References
[bookmark: _Ref51239055]RP‑201279, “LS on 3GPP NR Rel-16 URLLC and IIoT performance evaluation (5G-ACIA-LS-2020-WI042; to: RAN, RAN1; cc: SA1, RAN2; contact: Bosch”, 5GCIA
[bookmark: _Ref51239065]RP‑201434, “LS on RAN1 discussion on simulations for 5G-ACIA (R1-2007186; to: RAN; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)”, RAN1
[bookmark: _Ref51239071]RP‑201769, “Discussion on the LS on RAN1 discussion on simulations for 5G-ACIA”, ZTE, Sanechips 
[bookmark: _Ref51239073]RP‑201846, “Discussion on evaluations of Rel-16 URLLC”, Huawei
[bookmark: _Ref51239075]RP‑201893,	“Handling of 5G ACIA request of Rel-16 URLLC and IIOT performance evaluation”, Futurewei
[bookmark: _Ref51243430][bookmark: _Ref51243445]RP-202069, “Way forward and RAN work for 5G ACIA requested simulations”, Ericsson
[bookmark: _Ref51253412]RP-202067, “Draft reply LS to 5G-ACIA-LS-2020-WI042 = RP-201279 on 3GPP NR Rel-16 URLLC and IIoT performance evaluation (to: 5G-ACIA; cc: RAN1, RAN2, SA1; contact: Ericsson)”, Ericsson


	4/4	
