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4	EUTRA corrections Rel-15 and earlier
4.4	Positioning corrections Rel-15 and earlier
Documents in this agenda item will be handled in a break out session.
4.4.0	In-principle agreed CRs

5	WI: New Radio (NR) Access Technology
(NR_newRAT-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-15; started: Mar. 17; closed: Jun. 19: WID: RP-191971)
5.2	Stage 2
5.2.3	Positioning
Corrections to both the stage 2 and stage 3 aspects related to positioning.
R2-1915653	Corrections of terminology for stage 2	Ericsson	CR	Rel-15	38.305	15.4.0	0016	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
=> Agreed
5.2.3.0	In-principle agreed CRs

R2-1914983	Correction on the EUTRAN terminology	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.305		15.4.0	0014	1	F	NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1915655	Corrections for Positioning Architecture	Ericsson	CR	Rel-15	38.305	15.4.0	0015	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core	R2-1914072
· Agreed

[bookmark: _Toc198546600]6	Rel-16 NR Work Items
6.8	NR Positioning Support
(NR_pos-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-16; started: Mar 19; target; Mar 20; WID: RP-191156). Documents in this agenda item will be handled in a break out session
Time budget: 1 TU
Tdoc Limitation: 6 tdocs
6.8.1	Organisational
Including incoming LSs, rapporteur inputs, etc
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#78][NR Pos] Running stage 2 CR on NR positioning (Intel)
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#79][NR Pos] Running CR to 38.331 on NR positioning (Ericsson)
R2-1914310	LS on SRS for NR Positioning (R1-1911634; contact: Intel)	RAN1	LS in	Rel-16	NR_pos	To:RAN2, RAN3	Cc:RAN4
· Noted

R2-1914727	Running stage 2 CR on positioning ([107bis#78][NR Pos] )	Intel Corporation, ESA	draftCR	Rel-16	38.305	15.4.0	NR_pos-Core
· Revised in R2-1916472

R2-1916472	Running stage 2 CR on positioning ([107bis#78][NR Pos] )	Intel Corporation, ESA	draftCR	Rel-16	38.305	15.4.0	NR_pos-Core	R2-1914727
Qualcomm think the multi-RTT aspects require some fine-tuning (among others) and want to clarify that this is a work in progress.  Intel think we could endorse this as a baseline for further discussion.  Qualcomm think we can use it as a baseline but it’s not ready for formal endorsement.  Nokia wonder if it matters very much if we call it “endorsed” or not.
· For revision by email to take into account decisions of this meeting

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running stage 2 CR on positioning (Intel)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR to be submitted to RAN2#109.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23 



R2-1915690	Running CR for the introduction of NR positioning	Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-16	38.331	15.7.0	B	NR_pos-Core
· For revision by email to take account of decisions of this meeting

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running CR to 38.331 on positioning (Ericsson)
Update the running CR.  Final version to include the whole RRC spec with the changes.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for merge into the large RRC CR.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23 



R2-1914731	UE capability on positioning	Intel Corporation	discussion	NR_pos-Core
Intel clarify this is provided for information and comments are invited offline.
Nokia understand this would be a RAN2 area to decide and wonder what RAN1 are discussing.  Intel report they are discussing the capability for PRS measurements, Rx-Tx measurements, SRS.
CATT think we have no LS from RAN1 and we should wait for official guidance.  Intel think we need to collect company views on the work split between RAN1 and RAN2 and companies can also coordinate internally.
Qualcomm think RAN1 will not send an LS before February, and everything specific to a positioning method is our business to capture.
· Noted

6.8.2	Architecture and protocol aspects
6.8.2.1	Support of NR RAT-dependent positioning
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#80][NR Pos] Capturing RAN1 parameters for positioning (Intel)

RAN1 parameters
R2-1914728	LPP CR Capturing RAN1 parameters for positioning ([107bis#80][NR Pos])	Intel Corporation	draftCR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	NR_pos-Core
Intel note measurement results are not yet captured.  We need further decisions on the organisation of positioning methods and how we handle the measurements.
Ericsson think the description of the downlink PRS should be separated.  They also think there are some inconsistencies in the spreadsheet from RAN1 regarding the hierarchy of parameters.
Intel understand that RAN1 will look at these issues and send us an update.


[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running CR to 36.355 (Intel)
RAN1 parameters part to be complete by 2020-01-23.  Further aspects can be developed until the next meeting deadline.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR to next meeting.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 



Protocol design
R2-1914729	Support of NR dependent positioning methods	Intel Corporation	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

Qualcomm are not sure why the UE capabilities for SRS should be in RRC rather than LPP since the LMF needs to know about them.  They also understand that we expect capability information from RAN1.  Intel think the gNB needs the UE capability on SRS, and whether the LMF needs it can be further discussed.  Qualcomm think the LMF needs to select the positioning method, so it needs to know what the UE supports.
Ericsson think the selection of positioning method depends on more than just the signal support.
Qualcomm wonders what the intention of P1 is; we need to capture what methods the UE supports, and each method has its own capabilities, as in the existing releases of LPP.
Ericsson think we have not yet agreed on the structure enough to know if we capture the capabilities per method.
Intel clarify P1 is not intended to exclude other items to be captured in LPP.
CATT think we need to be more specific about the PRS related configuration; different methods need different PRS information.  They also understand that UE capabilities are under discussion in RAN1 and we need to wait for information on that discussion.

Offline discussion to collect company views on what capabilities are needed from RAN2 perspective.  Offline #501, Intel; report in R2-1916401.

R2-1916401	Report of offline #501	Intel	discussion
· Not provided (will be discussed as part of the LPP email discussion)

R2-1915652	LPP, RRC and UE Rx-Tx Aspects of NR RAT dependent positioning	Ericsson	discussion

Intel think the E-CID measurements in general should follow what was decided in RAN1.
Qualcomm think we already decided to introduce a new NR E-CID method and this still makes sense; we could avoid touching the LTE part.  Ericsson think there is enough commonality between the sections that it is reasonable to reuse the existing subsection.
Nokia agree with Intel that the RAN1 LS did not identify beam measurements as part of E-CID, but they understand that this was not intentional.  Qualcomm think we cannot override what RAN1 sent us, which says we use Rel-15 RRM measurements.
CATT have two concerns: (1) NR E-CID should strictly follow the guidance from RAN1, (2) the measurements can be delivered by NRPPa based on the existing RRC measurement reports, instead of having E-CID measurements in LPP.
Intel think RRC+NRPPa does not work for some cases and we still need the LPP mechanism.
Ericsson think it is clear that both RRC+NRPPa and LPP are needed.  NB-IoT was an example from LTE where RRC+LPPa would not work.
Ericsson think we could split discussion between the beam-based measurements and others like UE Rx-Tx.
Intel think we can stick to the agreement of last meeting to have a new NR E-CID method.  For UE Rx-Tx, they think we can coordinate offline with RAN1.
CATT think we should not define when the UE reports by RRC vs. by LPP.  We should define the two reporting channels.  Intel think the UE cannot know if RRC is used for positioning, but we leave to the UE the fact that it reports on a best-effort basis. 
Ericsson think we can discuss whether the RAN1 LS intended to include beam measurements; their understanding is that the measurements were drawn from 38.215, and those measurements are defined per resource.  So they understand that the RAN1 LS implies measurements per beam.

Offline discussion on whether to include per-beam measurements.  Offline #502, Ericsson; report in R2-1916402.

Intel think there are a lot of commonalities in the methods and it makes sense to capture them in a single structure.
Qualcomm think the commonality is on IE level but there are still differences in the positioning methods, and we need to have a clear UE behaviour for each positioning method.  E.g. RSRP for E-CID is not the same as RSRP for DL-AoD.
Ericsson think the commonality is stronger than just at the IE level.  Also the use of a particular measurement technique is not necessarily method-specific, e.g. the UE could use angular measurements for different purposes.
Nokia prefer to follow the existing structure, but think we should discuss from concrete examples as part of the general LPP discussion.
CATT want to clarify that this is only for RAT-dependent.  In that context they agree with Qualcomm about the need for separate RAT-dependent methods, but they think the reporting message should be a single message.  Where measurements are specific to a positioning method they could be captured under the positioning method.
T-Mobile want to have as much commonality as possible between different methods, and only signal as method-specific the parts that are not common.
Qualcomm think vendors need to know what to implement and the customer requests will be per method: “implement DL-TDOA”.  So it should be clear what measurements are required for what methods.  They think that we saddled ourselves with a lot of overhead for generic support of GNSS instead of being able to implement individual GNSSs separately, and we shouldn’t make the same mistake again.  They also see this as the best way to support hybrid positioning and cannot see how the Ericsson proposal would support hybrid.
LG ask if the same measurement configuration can apply to different positioning techniques.  Ericsson understand that it can, e.g. for timing measurements that would apply either to UE Rx-Tx or RSTD.
Ericsson think implementable techniques will not generally be restricted to a specific section in the spec.  They also understand that GNSS is not a similar issue since the separate GNSSs evolve independently and are essentially different signals, whereas what we talk about here is e.g. the same DL-PRS being used in different ways.

Offline discussion on whether to have one method or follow the existing LTE structure.  Offline #503, CATT; report in R2-1916403.

Offline discussion on whether to use the measurement structure from the Ericsson TP as a baseline for further discussion.  Offline #504, Ericsson; report in R2-1916404.

R2-1916402	Report of offline #502	Ericsson	discussion
	Qualcomm think this goes beyond what RAN1 asked for and it is not a RAN2 decision to add it.
	Intel have the same view as Qualcomm.
	Ericsson have a different understanding of the meaning of the RAN1 LS; it referred to 38.215 which provides information per resource, so they understand that beam reports are there.
	CATT agree with Qualcomm and Intel that we need clarification from RAN1 directly.
· Noted

R2-1916403	Report of offline #503	CATT	discussion
	CATT report no consensus in the offline discussion and suggest we proceed by email.
	Intel suggest that we take separate methods as a baseline in the running CR and we continue discussion in the next meeting; they doubt whether an email discussion will be productive.
	Ericsson think there was a small majority for a single method and that would be a better baseline.  Qualcomm think there was no consensus and support the way forward from Intel.
	Ericsson think the objections to a single method have evolved and we now understand that it is possible; they point out that the single method TP is 11 pages shorter.
	Ericsson would prefer to take option 1a as baseline and think it is in line with how we have worked previously in LPP.
	Intel think if we agree to a single method it is easier to migrate from multiple methods than the other way round.
	CATT disagree with Ericsson about the need to discuss message structure together with measurements, and think we need to take into account hybrid positioning.
	T-Mobile support Ericsson’s way forward.
	Sony think we should continue the offline discussion to give companies more time to analyse the options.
	Nokia think there is no clear majority and support using the LTE approach with multiple methods as a baseline.
	T-Mobile think it will be difficult to produce a separate CR.
	Intel think we already agreed to use multiple methods for the running CR.

· Continue to work with the running CR based on multiple methods.  Competing proposals for a single method can be seen at the next meeting.

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Single positioning method approach in LPP (Ericsson)
Develop a detailed proposal for a single positioning method to compare with the multiple methods in the running CR.
	Intended outcome: Text proposal to next meeting.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13



R2-1916404	Report of offline #504	Ericsson	discussion
· Not provided (to be taken into account in the running CR)

R2-1914468	Signaling design for RAT-Dependent positioning methods	CATT	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

R2-1915171	NR RAT-Dependent Positioning Procedures	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion	Rel-16

R2-1915238	Discussion on differnt RAT dependent NR Positioning techniques	Sony	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

Downlink methods
R2-1914978	Discussion on sigalling design for NR DL positioning procedures	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

R2-1915651	Additional path reporting for downlink NR positioning measurements	Ericsson, T-Mobile, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Deutsche Telekom	discussion
· Revised in R2-1916487

R2-1916487	Additional path reporting for downlink NR positioning measurements	Ericsson, T-Mobile, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Deutsche Telekom, Polaris Wireless	discussion	R2-1915651

Qualcomm think we should not treat this at the last minute.  They understand that this was not agreed in RAN1 but think it should have been opened in the main session.
CATT agree with Qualcomm and think we can wait for guidance from RAN1.  They also wonder what positioning method needs such measurements.
Ericsson think we could agree to support it as similar to LTE, except that we should discuss the maximum number of paths.
Huawei support the proposal.
Intel do not have a problem with the proposal but think we should complete the core functionality before adding enhancements.
Qualcomm think it should also be supported for UL measurements.  Ericsson agree.
Huawei report that RAN1 agreed to per-resource path reporting.
Intel think we need further discussion about the details.


[108#xx][NR/Pos] Additional path reporting (Ericsson)
Discuss the proposed additional path reporting and develop a text proposal if the approach is agreeable.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable TP for next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 



Proposal 1	Support UE reporting of detected additional paths with NR measurements based on downlink time of arrival. 
Proposal 2	A UE measurement report not including additional paths for a specific resource is interpreted that the UE did not detect any additional paths. 
Proposal 3	RAN2 to discuss the maximum additional paths per configured resource the UE supports, and whether the number is fixed, or configurable from the network  

R2-1916049	Consideration of beam for NR OTDOA	Samsung R&D Institute UK	discussion	R2-1912534

R2-1916105	Angle of Departure UE positioning technique	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core	R2-1913593

R2-1914980	Further considerations on DL procedures for NR positioning	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

Uplink methods
R2-1914979	Considerations on UL procedures for NR positioning	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

P1:
Intel think we can rely on RAN1 to take this decision.
P2:
Qualcomm do not see why SRS should be configured by RRC; the LMF needs to know the SRS configuration to provide it to neighbour TRPs, and in their view it should be able also to provide it to the UE.  They understand that the resources will be configured by the gNB but the LMF could provide the configuration via LPP.
Ericsson think the gNB is responsible for the resources and it would be strange to have a different node configure the UE for transmission.  Also the gNB is responsible for ensuring no resource conflicts.
Intel think we could look at multi-RTT first and come back to this issue.
Nokia think both options are possible and don’t see a strong reason for choosing one over another, but have a slight preference for the LTE solution (i.e. using RRC to configure the UL signals).


R2-1914566	Modification to Multi-cell power control	ZTE Corporation	discussion	Rel-16


Combined DL/UL and multi-RTT
R2-1915558	Stage 2 for Multi-RTT positioning	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion

P1:
Ericsson think this was already agreed.  Intel think it was discussed without a formal agreement but is aligned with the running CRs.
P2:
Nokia think this is a bit of a signalling optimisation.
CATT think if we agree to this there would be two channels to configure SRS to the UE.
Intel understand if we configure SRS within LPP, the gNB would need to release any existing SRS configuration.  Ericsson point out the UE can have multiple SRS configurations.  Intel understand in this case there is no blocking issue to have the LMF configure the SRS.
Nokia think this proposal is about the assistance parameters, which depends on the parameter list from RAN1.  Qualcomm agree and think the parameter list indicates that the t/f information on the DL-PRS is needed in the UL-PRS configuration.
Ericsson think there are two aspects here, the pairwise association of DL-PRS with UL-PRS and the QCL information.  Qualcomm clarify the proposal refers to the first one.
Intel think it works to transfer the configurations separately, but the linking information has to be provided to the UE, so they support the proposal.
Ericsson think the Rel-15 SRS configuration is also included here, so you need to indicate which SRSs the configuration relates to.
Qualcomm observe RAN1 have lately agreed that the Rel-15 SRS cannot be linked to the DL-PRS and can only be used for UL-TDOA.  So this proposal only applies to Rel-16 SRS, which has no other purpose than positioning.
Huawei wonder what happens if you have multiple DL-PRS associated with one UL-PRS.  Qualcomm explain that each resource is transmitted to a different beam and has its own spatial relation with the DL signals.
Ericsson think it is possible to have the notion of an uplink time reference without referring to a specific signal, as in the UE Rx-Tx.  The UE does not need the UL signal per se to have uplink timing.  So there is nothing to prevent reporting UE Rx-Tx without the Rel-16 SRS.
Qualcomm think multi-RTT intrinsically has the UL and DL measurements linked, so a UE Rx-Tx without an uplink signal cannot be used for this purpose since it does not allow the gNB to measure the uplink.
Nokia wonder if the same SRS configuration is used for UL-TDOA as well as multi-RTT.  Intel understand that the Rel-16 SRS can be used for both.
CATT wonder if this SRS configuration is periodic or aperiodic or both, and if it is only for multi-RTT or for all uplink methods.  Ericsson understand that once the gNB has UL-TOA, it can translate that to gNB Rx-Tx, and that multi-RTT can be viewed as a UE measurement and a gNB measurement, in which the UE measurement does not require transmitting anything.
Intel understand the status in RAN1 is that for UE Rx-Tx, the UE should send UL-SRS for the transmission timing.
Qualcomm understand that the UE Rx-Tx measurement can be done without transmitting, but from the standpoint of the multi-RTT method this does not help, and they see this as an example of why separate methods should be maintained.
Qualcomm think P2 is essentially about whether you provide the DL information to the UE twice.
Ericsson emphasise that technically the Rel-15 SRS can provide the same measurements as Rel-16 SRS.  Qualcomm disagree but think it was discussed in RAN1.
Qualcomm understand that based on the parameter list we know which signals are used for which measurements.  There is no standards impact to configure the UE with Rel-15 SRS and measure it, but for multi-RTT the UE needs the Rel-16 DL-PRS and UL-PRS.
Ericsson wonder if the need for UL-PRS from the UE perspective is to send something that the network can measure.
CATT suggest that SRS could be configured to the UE by either LPP or RRC, based on gNB implementation.  Chair thinks this would require coordination with the LMF.  Nokia would prefer to standardise one way.
Intel think we have agreement that the t/f information on DL-PRS is needed, and the question for P2 is whether we signal it once or repeat it.
Nokia understand that the issue for P2 is whether the UL-PRS information is part of the LPP AD signalling or part of the RRC signalling.
Ericsson wonder if we are focussing on what is needed for the UE Rx-Tx measurement, or what is needed for the UL-PRS configuration.
Qualcomm think P2 is not directly related to the Rx-Tx measurement, only to how we signal the t/f occupancy of the DL-PRS in the context of the UL-SRS information.
Ericsson think we don’t need to agree to the proposal if it just restates the RAN1 parameter agreements.  Qualcomm think we have to define the signalling to enable the parameter list.
Huawei ask if P2 is valid also in case the configuration is done by RRC.  Qualcomm confirm it is.
P3:
Ericsson think we can wait for RAN1 to decide if SSB or something else should be used.  Qualcomm understand this is already decided and included in the current baseline LPP CR.
Ericsson think this is only beneficial if the information is signalled in the same protocol.  Chair understands that it could be separate protocols as long as the link is known at both nodes.  Intel have the same understanding.
Huawei think there are cases where the SSB information is not needed by both DL- and UL-PRS.  E.g. in UL-only positioning, there is no corresponding DL-PRS and no need to configure SSB.
P4:
Qualcomm think this proposal applies only for multi-RTT, and for UL-only positioning another solution could be valid.
Ericsson think this relates to whether we would have the single-method approach or the separate-methods approach.  In their view the configuration of the UE for UL signalling is not assistance data.
Ericsson consider that the gNB needs to manage the UE’s UL-PRS configuration.  Qualcomm agree but think it makes sense to signal the configuration through LPP by arrangement between the gNB and the LMF.
Qualcomm think in the multi-RTT case there will always be AD, and no reason not to provide the UL-SRS configuration as part of it.  Ericsson think this is specific to the special case of multi-RTT, and we should have a general solution that includes UL positioning.  Qualcomm are not sure how this relates to LPP under the Ericsson proposals, which do not involve LPP in UL-only positioning.
Ericsson consider that multi-RTT includes configuring a UE Rx-Tx measurement, which requires DL-PRS.
Qualcomm point out we have not supported multi-RTT before, so doing things the way we have done before is not really an option.
Nokia want to confirm that for the AD parameters in P2-P4, the LMF gets them from the gNB via NRPPa.  Qualcomm confirm this.  Nokia consider that in this light it’s natural to have the parameters in LPP.
Ericsson think multi-RTT is a combination of components that have existed before, but we are using new signals to support it in a more precise manner.
Intel wonder if we let the gNB configure UL-SRS, do we still need the LMF to provide AD to the UE—e.g. the timing of PRS from other nodes?  Qualcomm understand that we do; the neighbouring node information can only be available from the LMF.
Ericsson understand that the overlap between DL and UL information is small: There is only one UL configuration and it includes an SSB.  Qualcomm think in theory you could have 64 SSBs per TRP and this would be a large amount of duplicate information if signalled separately.
Qualcomm understand that because the SSB information includes neighbouring TRPs, it must come from the LMF; the question is whether to send it by LPP or by NRPPa+RRC.  They agree that for UL-only and no LPP, this information must be provided in RRC as part of the SRS configuration.
Nokia wonder if we could look at two alternatives with call flows.
Ericsson wonder if the neighbouring node configurations could be configured via OAM.  Qualcomm agree this would be possible, but the information is still needed at the LMF because the LMF selects the positioning neighbours.
Intel think both solutions can work but we must pick one.
Huawei think it is basically a question of how the network wants to implement.
Qualcomm wonder what the alternative to P4 is.  Ericsson think there is a need to configure SSBs for DL-PRS and as QCL reference for UL-PRS, and they see this as a signalling transmission configuration that should be in RRC, rather than a positioning configuration that should be in LPP.  Qualcomm ask if this would mean a new RRC message (or change to an existing one) to provide SSBs of neighbours to the UE.
Huawei agree with Ericsson that there are cases such as UL-TDOA/UL-AoA where RRC is the right way to configure it.  They would prefer to use an RRC solution also for multi-RTT for consistency.

No official offline discussion.  Discussion of this document to be resumed during the comeback session Thursday.

Agreements:
1	For Multi-RTT positioning, the DL-PRS information for the candidate TRPs are provided by an LMF to the UE in an LPP Provide Assistance Data message.
2	The time/frequency occupancy of the DL-PRS required in the UL-PRS (SRS) information is provided as part of the DL-PRS assistance data for Multi-RTT positioning. UL-PRS (SRS) information includes an index/pointer to the relevant information in the DL-PRS assistance data (e.g., DL-PRS Resource Set ID/Resource ID).
3	The time/frequency occupancy of the SSBs required in both, DL-PRS and UL-PRS is grouped in a single IE, and a pointer/index is used to reference the required information.

Ericsson understand that RAN1 have agreed that the UL-PRS are configured in RRC.  Qualcomm consider that this only applies to UL-TDOA/UL-AoA.
Intel point out the LS received in this meeting only indicated that UL-SRS are in RRC, without reference to positioning method.
LG understand that RAN1 agreed to support aperiodic SRS, and wonder how LPP would handle this.  Qualcomm think LPP can also carry the triggering; aperiodic does not necessarily imply lower layer control.
Ericsson think given that UL-SRS is configured in RRC, it is natural to activate it in RRC.
Intel think RAN1 have agreed on RRC control for Rel-16 SRS, and also that Rel-15 SRS can be used for positioning.
Huawei think we should take a decision for the RRC approach to make progress.
Intel think RAN1 want to reuse MAC CE and DCI for activation.
Huawei think there could be MAC impact to activate the Rel-16 SRS.
Qualcomm wonder how we should support methods requiring DL-PRS assistance data if the SSB information is in RRC instead of LPP.  Intel think the SSB must be configured in RRC for the methods not involving DL-PRS, and for methods involving both DL-PRS and UL-SRS, we can discuss further how/whether to structure the signalling to avoid duplication.
Ericsson think for DL-only measurements the AD would be in LPP, but for multi-RTT there are UL/DL measurements combined and they can be controlled separately.
Qualcomm agree multi-RTT requires DL-PRS and UL-PRS, and they see duplication in the AD for the SSB information.
Intel see that the duplication can happen and think the question is whether to have a mechanism to avoid it.  SSB information is needed for both the DL- and UL-PRS and if we don’t do anything we would signal it twice.
Huawei think that RAN1 are also discussing higher-layer signalling for the various reference signals and we can wait for additional information on whether there is a duplication issue.
Intel think a TP for SRS in RRC was provided and could be discussed as part of the RRC email.


Agreements:
4	UL-SRS (both Rel-15 and Rel-16) for positioning is configured by RRC.
5	FFS if we take steps to reduce the duplicate configuration between RRC and LPP for methods involving both DL and UL measurements.


R2-1914565	Discussion on DL/UL PRS based positioning 	ZTE Corporation	discussion	Rel-16

E-CID
R2-1914977	Consideration on E-CID in NR	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

R2-1916050	Considerations for NR E-CID	Samsung R&D Institute UK	discussion	R2-1912533

R2-1914567	Discussion on ECID positioning in NR	ZTE Corporation	discussion	Rel-16

On-demand PRS
R2-1916106	On-demand and dynamic PRS configuration for DL-TDOA	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

6.8.2.2	Support of SSR phase 2 (PPP-RTK)
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#81][NR Pos] Update of SSR phase 2 running CRs (Qualcomm)

Running CRs
R2-1915560	Running LPP CR for PPP-RTK support (SSR)	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion
· Endorsed

R2-1915561	Running LTE RRC CR for PPP-RTK support (SSR)	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion
posSIB numbers need to be harmonised with other CRs; this can be done from the next meeting when we merge CRs (and/or in ASN.1 review).
· Endorsed

Other proposals
R2-1914989	Text Proposal for adding the Phase Bias Indicator to the SSR Phase Bias message	Swift Navigation, Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	B	NR_pos-Core

Qualcomm do not see this as basic functionality, and think the PPP-RTK modes (fixed, widelane, float) would need to be described.  Also we might need UE capability for the modes.
Swift understand that this extension is necessary for GLONASS support at least.  They think if we define the modes we would be moving towards specifying the user algorithms.
u-blox think the enhancement is valuable and support its inclusion, and don’t think there is ambiguity in the modes.
Qualcomm understand that the modes are implementation-dependent and don’t need to be specified, but a few sentences of description in the stage 2 would be good.
u-blox consider that all GNSS receivers implement fixed and float modes, and the fields are optional meaning that receivers not supporting all modes need not process them.
Ericsson think this is important to expand the ecosystem and get as good functionality as possible.  They think capabilities may not be needed since these are well known techniques.
Swift think this is similar to RTK in Rel-15, where anyone familiar with the technique knows about the involvement of fixed and float modes.
ESA are also supportive of adding the field and having some more explanation in the stage 2.
Nokia would also like to see a brief description in stage 2.
ESA observe we could also align 36.305.

Agreements:
1	Add a per-satellite Phase Bias Indicator field to the SSR Satellite Phase Bias message to indicate which GNSS signals support Undifferenced Integer, Widelane Integer or Non-Integer positioning modes.

Offline discussion to converge on text suitable for inclusion in 38.305 and 36.305.  Offline #508, draft CR in R2-1916409 [38.305] and R2-1916410 [36.305] (Swift).

R2-1916409	Draft CR on Phase Bias Indicator [38.305]	Swift Navigation		draftCR	Rel-16	38.305	15.4.0	B	NR_pos-Core
· Endorsed

R2-1916410	Draft CR on Phase Bias Indicator [36.305]	Swift Navigation		draftCR	Rel-16	36.305	15.4.0	B	NR_pos-Core
· Not provided (will be handled as part of the general CR for SSR)

R2-1915654	GNSS Integer Ambiguity Level Indications	Ericsson, Swift Navigation,ESA	discussion

Qualcomm think this is not related to SSR and shouldn’t be discussed in this WI.  Ericsson point out the WID mentions PPP-RTK, not SSR.
Qualcomm think the WID is specific to adding the Compact SSR messages and does not raise the issue of real-time integrity.  Think this is suitable for a TEI16.  Ericsson consider that the WID is explicit about supporting PPP-RTK, and also that the paper previously discussed is about real-time integrity.
u-blox think the technique is useful and adds significant implementation value.
Qualcomm think this may be useful but should not be considered as part of PPP-RTK.
Swift also think this is important to have.
Nokia note the reference station list should be NULL.

Draft CR (as TEI16) to be produced offline.  Offline discussion #509 (Ericsson), draft CR in R2-1916411.

R2-1916411	GNSS Integer Ambiguity Level Indications	Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	B	TEI16
Nokia wonder about the need code for the OPTIONAL field.  It should be Need ON.
· Endorsed with this change as R2-1916412 (to be seen at next meeting)

R2-1916412	GNSS Integer Ambiguity Level Indications	Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	B	TEI16
=> Endorsed unseen
6.8.2.3	Broadcast assistance data
6.8.2.3.1	Content and delivery of broadcast assistance data
R2-1914470	Open Issues of Broadcast Positioning Assistance data	CATT	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

Qualcomm think P1 and P2 already captured in the draft CR.  In the case of P2 it comes automatically with the reuse of LPP.
P3:
Qualcomm think if we have the area scope it should be part of RRC, not LPP.  Ericsson think it may be intended that the area scope information would be provided by the LMF to the gNB.
Nokia agree with Qualcomm that it should be in RRC, similar to the existing framework.
CATT wonder if we have it in RRC, when the UE leaves the area scope of the posSIB, which layer will decide that the posSIB needs to be reacquired?  Nokia assume the existing checks by the RRC layer would still apply for posSIBs.
Qualcomm think we need to have a separate positioning area scope rather than reusing the area from other SIBs.  They assume it would be mainly used for the RAT-independent methods, for which the posSIBs may have very large validity areas.
Qualcomm understand that RAN3 are already considering introducing a positioning area scope and need an indication from RAN2.
CATT think the upper layer of the UE can make the decision on when to acquire the posSI.  Even if we define the area scope in RRC, the upper layer would need to indicate when acquisition is needed.
Nokia think the area scope is a bit of an optimisation to prevent the UE from acquiring the SIBs in every cell, and do not see much value in defining a separate area ID for posSIBs.
Intel think we can reuse the framework, but whether we need a separate area ID could be left FFS.
Ericsson think the area scope will definitely be different because it is generated by the LMF.  They agree that a similar principle to RRC can be used, but the reasoning driving it is not the same.
LG agree there would be a separate area scope.
Intel agree the area would come from the LMF, but it might still be possible to reuse the existing ID.
CATT consider that the context of the area scope for positioning is quite different from other SI.
Qualcomm think how to assign the area ID is up to deployment, but there needs to be an area ID in the posSIBs.
ESA think in the case of GNSS with different service levels, the validity areas will be different, so they do not see how we can define the areas properly in standards.  It should be left to the deployment.
Nokia do not see the need for a separate area ID.  Huawei have the same view and would prefer to leave it FFS.
Nokia are concerned about the size of the area ID, especially if it goes in SIB1.  Intel have the same concern.
P5:
Nokia think this should be purely a gNB decision.  The gNB has the choice of what SIBs it wants to broadcast or send on-demand.  Ericsson agree.
P6:
Qualcomm think this is purely controlled by the gNB and the LMF just provides the data.  Intel agree.

Agreements:
1	The NR UE acquires posSI(s) based on the request from positioning upper layers.
2	The area scope mechanism in RRC is copied into the scheduling information for posSIBs.  FFS if there is a separate area ID for positioning.
3	The area scope of a posSIB and the corresponding SI validity area are part of the NRPPa metadata
4	It is RAN node to determine the SI broadcast status for posSI transmission (broadcasting vs. notBroadcasting).

R2-1914981	Discussion on broadcasting of positioning assistance data	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

P4:
Ericsson think we could support this for idle/inactive if we also support it in RRC_CONNECTED.
LG agree with P4 and P5 to align with the existing procedure.
CATT think we need to discuss the idle/inactive case and think we should not jump into support of SI acquisition for these UEs.
MediaTek agree with P4.
Qualcomm think P4 and P5 are part of using the existing broadcast mechanism and do not see the relation to connected mode.
Ericsson understand that the on-demand request in connected is available and we should use it.
CATT think we did not reach an agreement about on-demand in RRC_CONNECTED.  Also think we cannot discuss acquisition for the different states separately.
Chair recalls that we agreed it was desirable to have on-demand in RRC_CONNECTED.  Nokia agree, and also point out that we agreed not to take explicit measures to prevent an idle/inactive UE from using it.
CATT think we need the on-demand SI in RRC_CONNECTED.
Huawei also support on-demand in RRC_CONNECTED, but this paper is addressing the idle/inactive case.
Qualcomm think we need to have the request in idle/inactive; otherwise broadcast has to be always on.

For the Msg1 mechanism Ericsson would prefer to leave it FFS.  MediaTek also have some concern about the reservation of resources.
CATT think Msg1 makes sense in idle mode.  Huawei think if the network does not want to reserve the resources it will not use this mechanism.  Qualcomm think we should have the same features available for posSI as normal SI, so they think Msg1 makes sense.
Ericsson would like more time for analysis of the Msg1 case.

Agreements:
1	posSIB change does not trigger SI change notification.
2	it is not needed to configure valueTag for each posSIB in SIB1.
3	Confirm that on-demand SI request should be supported for UEs in RRC_CONNECTED.
4	On-demand SI request is supported for positioning system information for UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE.
4a	Msg3-based SI request mechanism should be extended to support positioning SI request for UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE
4b	Working assumption: Msg1-based SI request mechanism should be extended to support posSIBs request. RACH resource for msg1-based request mechanism can be optionally configured.

R2-1915647	New SIB for hosting posSI Scheduling Information	Ericsson	discussion

R2-1915562	Remaining details on broadcast assistance data delivery	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion

6.8.2.3.2	On-demand system information in connected mode
Note: Documents on on-demand system information in connected mode not specifically related to the positioning WI should be submitted to AI 6.21.
R2-1916107	Dedicated positioning SIB delivery for on-demand SI in connected	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core

CATT wonder about the case when there is no CSS.  Nokia think that such a UE could use the LPP request for assistance data.
Ericsson think a UE in RRC_CONNECTED does not necessarily have an LPP session, and we already have the on-demand mechanism with the facility to deliver by broadcast or dedicated.
Huawei think the proposal is too restrictive and prefer to have the option to use dedicated signalling.
CATT think a UE that has already sent the request may not be able to start an LPP session.
Apple agree with Ericsson and think the current connected mode mechanism can be reused.
Intel think the general framework provides dedicated or broadcast, and don’t see a reason why we should make an exception for positioning.
Qualcomm think the question is valid since not all SIs can be sent by dedicated signalling.
Nokia understand that we are enabling a mechanism where the UE not in a positioning session could request assistance data and store it.  Ericsson have the same understanding.
LG support having both broadcast and dedicated.
Nokia wonder if the dedicated mechanism applies to the case where the UE has no CSS.  CATT think this is a network choice.
Nokia think the UE with no CSS could be required to use LPP rather than on-demand SI.  CATT consider that the gNB has different options for delivering SI to a UE with no CSS.
Intel point out that with no CSS, the UE does not know if the network will broadcast the SI or not.

Agreement:
1 Support broadcast or dedicated delivery of system information carrying positioning assistance data upon on-demand SI request from UE in RRC_CONNECTED.

R2-1915780	On-demand system information and dedicated signalling	MediaTek Inc., Ericsson	discussion	Rel-16

R2-1915936	Positioning SIB Acquisition in Connected Mode	Apple	discussion	Rel-16	TEI16

R2-1915656	On Demand Delivery of Positioning Assistance Data	Ericsson	discussion

R2-1914469	Broadcast Positioning Procedure in Connected Mode	CATT	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core
· Revised in R2-1916478

R2-1916478	Broadcast Positioning Procedure in Connected Mode	CATT	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core	R2-1914469

R2-1914982	Discussion on demand SI in connected mode for positioning	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core


[108#xx][NR/Pos] Remaining issues on broadcast assistance data (Ericsson)
Clarify the remaining issues on broadcast:
· Per-SIB vs. per-SI request in connected mode
· Per-SIB vs. per-SI request in idle mode
· Need of a separate SIB for posSIB scheduling
· “Subscription” mechanism for posSIBs
· FFS on separate area ID for posSI
· Unicast scope for posSIBs in SI scheduling
	Intended outcome: Report and TPs (RRC, stage 2, and LPP if needed) to next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 


6.8.2.4	UE-based positioning
R2-1915563	Assistance Data for DL-only UE-based mode	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion

Nokia wonder if P2 would have NRPPa impact.  Qualcomm think it does have impact but the parameters are already included in the RAN1 list.
Huawei wonder on P2 if the beamwidth is really needed.  Qualcomm think it helps for DL-AoD precision, and they understand it as natural to have as part of the beam information.  Huawei would prefer to keep this aspect FFS.
Ericsson wonder if beamwidth is in the elevation or horizontal plane, and think introducing the ARP goes beyond what RAN1 discussed, complicates the hierarchy, and may not be strictly needed.  Qualcomm explain that the reference point in space for the origin of the signal is needed, and this is a particular antenna; the same TRP may have significantly different antenna locations.  Qualcomm agree this granularity of information may not always be needed but it should be possible to signal for the cases where it is needed, and they think this is also needed for UE-assisted.
CATT ask what the impact on broadcast of P1 and P4 would be.
Intel would like to understand how DL-AoD works for UE-based; the TRPs measured by the UE may be different from the ones provided by the network.  Qualcomm understand that the UE would measure as for UE-assisted, and a basic DL-AoD can be done based on measuring the resource ID with the strongest RSRP and getting its beam direction from the AD.
Ericsson agree there is a need to send the antenna position, but they understand this is described as a TRP position in RAN1, and think we shouldn’t introduce a new layer; rather we can model the TRP as being the antenna itself.  Qualcomm agree this could be done, but they understand that the TRP is being defined differently in RAN3 as having a particular ID; you don’t need to repeat the TRP ID for different resource sets, which would be needed if we modelled the TRP as the antenna.
Huawei understand the argument and think there are two questions: One is a modelling question about what we define as a TRP, and the second is which group should discuss, RAN2 or RAN1.  Intel recall that the antenna location is captured in LPPa; Qualcomm confirm this is correct.  Qualcomm understand RAN1 left the UE-based AD design to RAN2.
Ericsson think the antenna was implemented in LPPa as a transmission point and we could continue this model, but they see a possible disparity between the RAN3 and RAN1 understandings of TRP.
Intel think the definition of the AD should be the same no matter what name we use; we need to capture the antenna location.
CATT think we should work based on an LS from RAN3 before trying to capture the antenna location.  Chair thinks we need the antenna location for UE-based to work.  CATT are concerned about whether the carriers will want to share this information.  Intel think we already agreed to support UE-based positioning and confirmed that this information can be provided.
Qualcomm think the RAN3 parameters for positioning need to come from RAN2; there are too many uncertainties about the contents of NRPPa.
Intel wonder if the beam information is only for DL-AoD.  Qualcomm understand that it is useful for DL-TDOA as well.
Nokia think whatever we agree about the antenna location should have a common understanding between RAN1/RAN3/RAN4.  Qualcomm think only RAN3 need the information and they should follow the RAN2 decision.
Qualcomm understand the Resource ID corresponds to the physical location that transmits the signal, irrespective of whether this is a TRP location or a separate antenna location; they think it can be indicated as a delta to a reference location for the TRP.
Qualcomm think ARP is a reasonable term, consistent with how it’s used in SSR.  Ericsson think it causes a bit of potential confusion between groups.
CATT wonder what the status is in RAN1 on this topic.

[108#xx][NR/Pos] UE-based downlink positioning assistance data (Qualcomm)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for merge into the general LPP CR
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23


	Agreements:
1 The positioning measurement assistance data and position calculation assistance data are defined in separate IEs.
2 Include spatial direction information of the DL-PRS Resources in the position calculation assistance data (e.g., azimuth, elevation).  FFS beamwidth.
3 Include a transmission reference location for each DL-PRS Resource ID.  FFS the exact terminology.
a. Provide a reference location for the transmitting antenna of the reference TRP
b. Provide relative locations for transmitting antennas of other TRPs
c. ASN.1 formulation to be further discussed
4 Split the position calculation assistance data into two separate posSIBs, one containing the TRP coordinates and one containing the RTDs.





R2-1915658	UE-based configuration options	Ericsson	discussion

R2-1914730	Assistance data for UE based DL only positioning	Intel Corporation	discussion	Rel-16	NR_pos-Core	R2-1912705

R2-1916091	Remaining issue on UE-based positioning in NR	ITRI	discussion	NR_pos-Core

6.8.3	Other

6.20	NR TEI16 enhancements
Note R16 in-principle-agreed CRs shall be submitted for final agreement to R2#109. Small Technical Enhancements to NR. TEI should be predominantly within a single WG and fully completed within the same quarter in all affected WGs. RAN2 impact of RAN1/4-led TEI shall be limited to RRC signalling of configuration parameters and UE capabilities (no MAC impact, no RRC procedural impact, etc). Please also see RP-191602 endorsed at RAN#84. No documents should be submitted to 6.20. Please submit to 6.20.x.
Time budget: 1 TU
Tdoc Limitation: No Limitation for Operators, 6 tdocs for others. NOTE for TEI, the tdoc limitation applies to new proposals, not to open proposals since previous meeting(s)
6.20.1	RAN2 led TEI16 enhancements - Control plane related
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#46][NR TEI16] Voice fallback (QC)
Including outcome of the email discussion [107bis#47][NR TEI16] Signalling design Overheating reporting in (NG)EN-DC (Huawei)
R2-1914471	Introduction of B1C signal in BDS system in A-GNSS	CATT, CAICT, CMCC, China Telecom, China Unicom, Huawei, ZTE Corporation, MediaTek Inc	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0248	-	B	TEI16
ESA have a concern about the translation of the ICD to ASN.1; they see duplication in the ephemeris, clock models, etc.
Offline discussion to address any ASN.1 concerns.  Offline discussion #505, CATT; update in R2-1916405.
· Revised in R2-1916405

R2-1916405	Introduction of B1C signal in BDS system in A-GNSS	CATT, CAICT, CMCC, China Telecom, China Unicom, Huawei, ZTE Corporation, MediaTek Inc	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0248	1	B	TEI16
=> Not provided (email discussion needed)


[108#xx][NR/TEI16] Introduction of B1C BDS signal (CATT)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 


7	Rel-16 LTE Work Items
Documents in these agenda items will be handled in break out sessions
7.7	 Support of Indian Navigation Satellite System (NavIC)
(LCS_NAVIC; leading WG: RAN2; REL-16; started: Sept 19; target; March-20; WID: RP-192350)
Time budget: 0.5 TU

R2-1914764	CR of TS 36.355 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0247	2	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1914071	Late
· Revised in R2-1916293

R2-1916293	CR of TS 36.355 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0247	3	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1914764
Spirent observe there are some typos to be cleaned up.
Offline discussion #506, CEWiT; revision in R2-1916406.
· Revised in R2-1916406

R2-1916406	CR of TS 36.355 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0247	4	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1916293

R2-1914765	CR of TS 36.331 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.331	15.7.0	4137	1	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1913939	Late
· Revised in R2-1916294

R2-1916294	CR of TS 36.331 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.331	15.7.0	4137	2	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1914765
Nokia think there is some confusion about the IDC aspects and wonder how the legacy eNB will handle the Rel-16 VictimSystemType.  They think a better approach might be to have the new field add only the NavIC victim type.
Nokia also wonder if there is impact related to the UL CA IDC information, and think this should be discussed in the main session with IDC experts.
CEWiT consider that the VictimSystemType could be updated as suggested by Nokia, but they think considering the band used for NavIC there is no impact on the UL CA bands.
Offline discussion to progress the IDC aspects.  Offline discussion #507, CEWiT; revision in R2-1916407.
· Revised in R2-1916407

R2-1916407	CR of TS 36.331 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.331	15.7.0	4137	3	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1916294

R2-1914766	CR of TS 36.305 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc., Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.305	15.4.0	0084	1	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1913937	Late
ESA think there are some instances of using the GNSS term and listing only the global systems, where in the CR NavIC is added.  They think we should not add regional systems to these lists.
To be revised as part of offline discussion #506 (CEWiT); revision in R2-1916408.
· Revised in R2-1916408

R2-1916408	CR of TS 36.305 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc., Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.305	15.4.0	0084	2	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1914766

R2-1914767	Support for Indian Navigation Satellite System (NavIC)	Reliance Jio	discussion	Rel-16	R2-1912306	Late



Email discussions


[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running stage 2 CR on positioning (Intel)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR to be submitted to RAN2#109.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23 

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running CR to 38.331 on positioning (Ericsson)
Update the running CR.  Final version to include the whole RRC spec with the changes.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for merge into the large RRC CR.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23 

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Running CR to 36.355 (Intel)
RAN1 parameters part to be complete by 2020-01-23.  Further aspects can be developed until the next meeting deadline.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR to next meeting.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Single positioning method approach in LPP (Ericsson)
Develop a detailed proposal for a single positioning method to compare with the multiple methods in the running CR.
	Intended outcome: Text proposal to next meeting.
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Additional path reporting (Ericsson)
Discuss the proposed additional path reporting and develop a text proposal if the approach is agreeable.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable TP for next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 

[108#xx][NR/Pos] Remaining issues on broadcast assistance data (Ericsson)
Clarify the remaining issues on broadcast:
· Per-SIB vs. per-SI request in connected mode
· Per-SIB vs. per-SI request in idle mode
· Need of a separate SIB for posSIB scheduling
· “Subscription” mechanism for posSIBs
· FFS on separate area ID for posSI
· Unicast scope for posSIBs in SI scheduling
	Intended outcome: Report and TPs (RRC, stage 2, and LPP if needed) to next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 

[108#xx][NR/Pos] UE-based downlink positioning assistance data (Qualcomm)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for merge into the general LPP CR
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-01-23

[108#xx][NR/TEI16] Introduction of B1C BDS signal (CATT)
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR for next meeting
	Deadline:  Thursday 2020-02-13 




Friday comebacks

R2-1916406	CR of TS 36.355 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.355	15.5.0	0247	4	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1916293

R2-1916407	CR of TS 36.331 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc.,  Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.331	15.7.0	4137	3	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1916294

R2-1916408	CR of TS 36.305 for introducing NavIC in LTE	Reliance Jio, MediaTek Inc., Huawei, CEWiT, Saankhya Labs	CR	Rel-16	36.305	15.4.0	0084	2	B	LCS_NAVIC	R2-1914766
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