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Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
[AT113b-e][601][POS] Positioning Corrections for R15 and earlier (Huawei)
      Scope: Discuss and conclude on the following documents:
· R2-2102916 (field description of commonIEsProvideAssistanceData)
· R2-2102917/ R2-2102918 (posSI acquisition)
· R2-2103216/ R2-2103217/ R2-2103218 (SUPL support)
· Cross-check with discussion [602] for consistency with R2-2103219/R2-2103220
· R2-2103604/ R2-2103605/R2-2103606/R2-2103607/R2-2103608/R2-2103609/R2-2103610/R2-2103616/R2-2102987 (need codes)
      Intended outcome: Agreed CRs
      Deadline:  Friday 2021-04-16 1000 UTC

In this discussion, we will discuss the following CRs:
	R2-2102916
	Corrections on the field description of commonIEsProvideAssistanceData in TS36.355
	CATT, Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2102917
	Corrections on the acquisition of a posSI message
	CATT

	R2-2102918
	Corrections on the acquisition of a posSI message
	CATT

	R2-2103216
	Correction on SUPL support of positioning methods
	Samsung

	R2-2103217
	Correction on SUPL support of positioning methods
	Samsung

	R2-2103218
	Correction on SUPL support of positioning methods
	Samsung

	R2-2103604
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R15
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103605
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R14
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103606
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R13
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103607
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R12
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103608
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R11
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103609
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R10
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103610
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R9
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2103616
	Correction to need code for DL LPP message-R16
	Huawei, HiSilicon

	R2-2102987
	Considerations on missing need codes in LPP
	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility



1.1 Contact Information
	Company
	Delegate name
	Delegate email

	Intel
	Yi GUO
	Yi.guo@intel.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yinghao Guo
	yinghaoguo@huawei.com

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	CATT
	Jianxiang Li
	lijianxiang@datangmobile.cn

	Qualcomm
	Sven Fischer
	sfischer@qti.qualcomm.com

	Samsung 
	June Hwang
	June77.hwang@samsung.com

	Apple
	Zhibin Wu
	zhibin_wu@apple.com

	ZTE
	Liu Yansheng
	Liu.yansheng@zte.com.cn

	Nokia
	Mani Thyagarajan
	mani.thyagarajan@nokia.com

	Ericsson
	Ritesh Shreevastav
	Ritesh.shreevastav@ericsson.com

	vivo
	Elliah Wang
	yuanyuanwang@vivo.com


Discussion
Field description of commonIEsProvideAssistanceData
R2-2102916 proposed to delete the field descriptions of commonIEsProvideAssistanceData in the ProvideAssistanceData message. This has been discussed for the CR for the 37.355 version in the last meeting and agreed.
According to the paper, the change is
==================================START OF CHANGES==============================
[bookmark: _Toc525913889]–	ProvideAssistanceData
The ProvideAssistanceData message body in a LPP message is used by the location server to provide assistance data to the target device either in response to a request from the target device or in an unsolicited manner.
-- ASN1START

ProvideAssistanceData ::= SEQUENCE {
	criticalExtensions		CHOICE {
		c1						CHOICE {
			provideAssistanceData-r9	ProvideAssistanceData-r9-IEs,
			spare3 NULL, spare2 NULL, spare1 NULL
		},
		criticalExtensionsFuture	SEQUENCE {}
	}
}

ProvideAssistanceData-r9-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
	commonIEsProvideAssistanceData		CommonIEsProvideAssistanceData		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	a-gnss-ProvideAssistanceData		A-GNSS-ProvideAssistanceData		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	otdoa-ProvideAssistanceData			OTDOA-ProvideAssistanceData			OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	epdu-Provide-Assistance-Data		EPDU-Sequence						OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...,
	[[
	sensor-ProvideAssistanceData-r14	Sensor-ProvideAssistanceData-r14	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	tbs-ProvideAssistanceData-r14		TBS-ProvideAssistanceData-r14		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-ProvideAssistanceData-r14		WLAN-ProvideAssistanceData-r14		OPTIONAL	-- Need ON
	]]
}

-- ASN1STOP

	ProvideAssistanceData field descriptions

	commonIEsProvideAssistanceData
This IE is provided for future extensibility and should not be included in this version of the protocol.


==================================END OF CHANGES================================
Question 1: Do companies agree to accept the CR R2-2102916 as it is?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	No
	Do not see “clause 5.2.1a, 5.2.1b and 5.2.2a.” in Rel-14 specification. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree with the change but the coversheet needs to be updated. (a) impacted architecture should be populated (b) commobIEsProvideAssistanceData is not an empty IE in R14 because of the introduction of segmentation. While periodic assistance delivery was introduced in R15 (c) the work item code should also include NB-IOT?

	Lenovo
	No
	In last RAN2#113-e meeting a corresponding Rel-16 CR to 37.355 with magic sentence was agreed. So, that Rel-16 CR should cover the correction in Rel-14.

	CATT(Proponent)
	Yes
	Agree with the change but the coversheet needs to be updated according to the comments of Intel and Huawei:
However, the IE commonIEsProvideAssistanceData is   not an empty IE in R14 because of the introduction of segmentation.
Feedback to Lenovo’s comment: This CR is for TS 36.355 which is separate from TS 37.355.
Rel-16 CR agreed last meeting is for 37.355, but that CR doesn’t work for the TS 36.355. So a separate CR for TS 36.355 Rel-14 is raised here.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Discussed at previous meeting and Rel-16 CR with "magic sentence" was sufficient (as mentioned by Lenovo above): "Implementation of this CR from Rel-15 will not cause interoperability issues." (RP-210695).
Not essential, since a "should" anyhow.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	We think this is necessary.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Intel. In 36.355v14.7.0, periodic assistance data related procedures in sections 5.2.1a, 5.2.1b and 5.2.2a do not exist and the commonIEsProvideAssistanceData IE is not referenced anywhere else in that version of the specification. So, this correction is not needed. In the last meeting we also discussed the need for this correction in releases earlier than Rel-15 and it was agreed to just add a magic sentence to apply the correction from Rel-15 onwards.

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Lenovo

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Lenovo



Summary:
Based on the view from the majority, the majority of the companies think that the magic sentence agreed for 37.355 is sufficient and able to cover the previous releases. The CR seems not needed. 

Proposal1: CR R2-2102916 is not agreed. 
Acquisition of a posSI message
Two papers R2-2102917 and R2-2102918 proposed to add the descriptions about the posSI-Periodicity IE in the clause 5.2.3 about acquisition of SI message in 36.331 for Rel-15 and Rel-16 respectively. The following reasons are provided: 
Acquisition of an SI message for posSI is missing in 5.2.3 Acquisition of an SI message.
1.	The posSI-Periodicity of the concerned posSI message is missing if si-posOffset is not configured. 
2.	si-posPeriodicity is a typo.
The changes in both papers are the same, as follows:
==================================START OF CHANGES==============================
[bookmark: _Toc60855733][bookmark: _Toc36546806][bookmark: _Toc36548198][bookmark: _Toc46447035][bookmark: _Toc52789863][bookmark: _Toc29342043][bookmark: _Toc29343182][bookmark: _Toc20486751][bookmark: _Toc27765143][bookmark: _Toc37680800][bookmark: _Toc52546711][bookmark: _Toc52547771][bookmark: _Toc52548301][bookmark: _Toc52547241][bookmark: _Toc37680796][bookmark: _Toc46486366][bookmark: _Toc27765139][bookmark: _Toc46486370][bookmark: _Toc52547245][bookmark: _Toc52546715][bookmark: _Toc52548305][bookmark: _Toc52547775]5.2.3	Acquisition of an SI message
When acquiring an SI message, the UE shall:
1>	determine the start of the SI-window for the concerned SI message as follows:
2>	if the concerned SI message is configured in the schedulingInfoList, schedulingInfoListExt (if present) or if the concerned SI message is configured in the posSchedulingInfoList and si-posOffset is not configured;
3>	for the concerned SI message, determine the number n which corresponds to the order of entry in the concatenated list of SI messages configured by schedulingInfoList, schedulingInfoListExt (if present) and posSchedulingInfoList in SystemInformationBlockType1;
3>	determine the integer value x = (n – 1)*w, where w is the si-WindowLength;
3>	the SI-window starts at the subframe #a, where a = x mod 10, in the radio frame for which SFN mod T = FLOOR(x/10), where T is the si-Periodicity of the concerned SI message or is the posSI-Periodicity of the concerned positioning SI message;
2>	else if the concerned SI message is configured by the posSchedulingInfoList and si-posOffset is configured determine the start of the SI-window for the concerned SI message as follows:
3>	determine the number m which corresponds to the number of SI messages with an associated si-Periodicity of 8 radio frames (80 ms), configured by schedulingInfoList and schedulingInfoListExt (if present) in SystemInformationBlockType1;
3>	for the concerned SI message, determine the number n which corresponds to the order of entry in the list of SI messages configured by posSchedulingInfoList in SystemInformationBlockType1;
3>	determine the integer value x = m*w + (n – 1)*w, where w is the si-WindowLength
3>	the SI-window starts at the subframe #a, where a = x mod 10, in the radio frame for which SFN mod T = FLOOR(x/10) + 8, where T is the posSI-Periodicitysi-posPeriodicity of the concerned SI message;
NOTE:	E-UTRAN should configure an SI-window of 1 ms only if all SIs are scheduled before subframe #5 in radio frames for which SFN mod 2 = 0.
1>	receive DL-SCH using the SI-RNTI from the start of the SI-window and continue until the end of the SI-window whose absolute length in time is given by si-WindowLength, or until the SI message was received, excluding the following subframes:
2>	subframe #5 in radio frames for which SFN mod 2 = 0;
2>	any MBSFN subframes;
2>	any uplink subframes in TDD;
1>	if the SI message was not received by the end of the SI-window, repeat reception at the next SI-window occasion for the concerned SI message;
==================================END OF CHANGES===============================

Question 2: Do companies agree to accept the CR R2-2102917 and R2-2102918 regarding updating the descriptions on acquisition of an SI message?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	On the first change the wording can be improved by saying

“where T is the si-Periodicity or the posSI-Periodicity of the concerned SI message;”


	CATT(Proponent)
	Yes
	Thanks for Lenovo’s comments and agree with the improved wording.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo

	Samsung 
	Yes but
	There is no section 5.2.3 in 38.331 (2918). The section number and affected AI should be corrected.

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo suggestion

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	The Lenovo proposed text formulation looks better. The typo corrected by the second change is required for section 5.2.3a also.
The mirror CR in 2918 has incorrect specification number. It should be 36.331. Delete “Impacted 5G architecture options” from CR cover since this is an LTE CR.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


Summary:
All the companies think that the CRs should be adopted, but revision is also needed. 

Proposal2: Agree to CR R2-2102917 and R2-2102918 for SI acquisition for posSI with the following revisions:
· Change the impacted spec in R2-2102918 to 36.331; 
· Change the first change to “where T is the si-Periodicity or the posSI-Periodicity of the concerned SI message”
· Apply the same change for the typo to Section 5.2.3a
· The “impacted 5G architecture options” in the coversheet should be removed

SUPL support of positioning methods	
Papers have been proposed for LTE stage2 spec (R2-2103216, R2-2103217, R2-2103218) and NR stage 2 spec (R2-2103219, R2-2103220) to change the check marks indicating SUPL support of methods using Bluetooth and Sensors in Table B.1-1 to ‘NA’. It was indicated in the papers that there is a contradiction between Table 4.3-1 and Table B.1-1 regarding whether positioning methods using Bluetooth/sensors are supported in SUPL, while SUPL does not support positioning methods using Bluetooth/Sensors, according to the latest version of OMA SUPL 2.0.6.
The changes in the three papers for LTE stage2 spec is as follows:
==================================START OF CHANGES==============================
[bookmark: _Toc12401961][bookmark: _Toc46523329]B.1	SUPL 2.0 Positioning Methods and Positioning Protocols
The following table shows how the 3GPP positioning protocols are supported in SUPL 2.0.
Table B.1-1: SUPL support of positioning methods
	Positioning Protocol:
	RRLP
(GSM/GPRS/WCDMA/
LTE/WLAN/WiMAX)
	RRC
(WCDMA)
	LPP
(LTE)

	Positioning Method:
	
	
	

	A-GPS (A-GANSS) SET Assisted 
	
	
	

	A-GPS (A-GANSS) SET Based 
	
	
	

	Autonomous GPS/GANSS 
	
	
	

	Enhanced Cell ID 
	
	
	

	Enhanced Observed Time Difference (E-OTD) 
	 (GSM only)
	NA
	NA

	Observed Time Difference of Arrival (OTDOA) NOTE 1
	NA
	
	

	Sensor
	NA
	NA NOTE 3
	NA

	WLAN
	NA
	
	

	Bluetooth
	NA
	NA
	NA

	TBS NOTE 2
	NA
	
	

	NOTE 1:	This includes TBS positioning based on PRS signals, which is only supported in LPP (LTE).
NOTE 2:	TBS positioning based on MBS signals.
NOTE 3:	Only barometric pressure sensor is supported.



==================================END OF CHANGES================================

Question 3: Do companies agree to accept the changes in LTE stage2 CR (R2-2103216, 3217, 3218)?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Qualcomm, R16 only is sufficient since the change is on the information Annex. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	Per my understanding, the column LPP(LTE) in the Table B.1-1 means what LPP protocol supports positioning methods, instead of what SUPL support positioning methods itself. SUPL 2.0 supports LPP which includes sensor and Bluetooth.
So at least the LPP(LTE) column should not be updated.

	Qualcomm
	Rel-16 only
	Not essential. This is an informative Annex; a Rel-16 CR should be sufficient.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	We are not sure if the consistency in the spec can be broken across the release just because the contents is in the annex.

	Apple
	No strong view
	This is only for Informative text.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	WID used in CR cover does not seem to be correct. It should be an LTE WID. Since the normative section with table 4.3-1 is correct, we agree with Qualcomm and Intel to make the correction to Rel-16 only. May be magic sentence can be used in the CR cover to reflect that this correction should apply to earlier releases also.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	



Summary:
Majority of the companies think the CR is needed, however, only for R16. Also, the coversheet needs to be updated. While, based on the discussion in another parallel email discussion [602], the correction to the NR version of the CR is not agreed and the LTE version is based on the same reason. Then, it is proposed that the LTE CRs are not agreed.

Proposal3: LTE stage2 CRs (R2-2103216, 3217, 3218) are not agreed.
Need code for DL LPP message	
CRs (R2-2103604, 3605, 3606, 3607, 3608, 3609, 3610 and 3616, HW) are proposed to add the missing need code for a number of optional fields in the downlink message in the TS 37.355 and TS 36.355. One discussion paper (R2-2102987, LenMM) also summarizes several issues with the need code for DL LPP message. 
The issue with missing need code for DL LPP message is stated in the CR that the undefined UE behavior when the field is absent may lead to different understanding on the UE action between the UE and network. If the network mistakenly thinks that the UE has a certain configuration and hence does not transfer this configuration to the UE, the UE may fail to perform measurements and location estimation.
R2-2102987 has given a very good summary of the fields with issues that have been found. In the following, we would borrow this format and discuss the potential issues for each releases. The column of ‘source’ shows in which company’s CR the issue has been mentioned.
1.1.1 R16 issues
Table 1: Missing need codes in Rel-16
	Clause
	DL message 
	IE name including the field
	Field name
	Notes
	Source

	6.4.3
	ProvideAssistanceData
	DL-PRS-ID-Info-r16
	nr-DL-PRS-ResourceID-List-r16
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM,HW

	
	
	
	nr-DL-PRS-ResourceSetID-r16
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM,HW

	6.4.3
	AssistanceDataSIBelement
	NR-DL-PRS-BeamInfoPerTRP-r16
	associated-DL-PRS-ID-r16
	
	LenMM,HW

	
	
	
	dl-PRS-BeamInfoSet-r16
	
	LenMM,HW

	6.4.3
	ProvideAssistanceData
	NR-DL-PRS-Info-r16
	dl-PRS-QCL-Info-r16
	
	LenMM,HW

	6.4.3
	ProvideAssistanceData
	TRP-LocationInfoElement-r16
	associated-DL-PRS-ID-r16
	
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	STEC-SatElement-r16
	stec-C01-r16
	
	LenMM

	
	
	
	stec-C10-r16
	
	LenMM

	
	
	
	stec-C11-r16
	
	LenMM

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GridElement-r16
	tropospericDelayCorrection-r16
	
	LenMM

	
	
	
	stec-ResidualSatList-r16
	
	LenMM

	6.5.10.1
	ProvideAssistanceData
	NR-DL-TDOA-ProvideAssistanceData-r16
	nr-PositionCalculationAssistance-r16
	Need code missing in Cond UEB
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.11.1
	ProvideAssistanceData
	NR-DL-AoD-ProvideAssistanceData-r16
	nr-PositionCalculationAssistance-r16
	Need code missing in Cond UEB
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.11.5
	RequestLocationInformation
	NR-DL-AoD-ReportConfig-r16
	maxDL-PRS-RSRP-MeasurementsPerTRP-r16
	
	LenMM

	6.5.2.1
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-GenericAssistData
	navic-DifferentialCorrections-r16
navic-GridModel-r16
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	AlmanacNavIC-AlmanacSet
	navic-AlmToa-r16
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW



Question 4: Do companies agree with the above list of R16 fields for which need codes are missing?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
(Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	We can assume that there are no R16 implementations yet in the field.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	



Summary:
Based on the feedbacks, all the companies think the above changes are necessary. 
1.1.2 R15 issues

Table 2: Missing need codes in Rel-15
	Clause
	DL message / parent IE name
	IE name
	Field name
	Notes
	Source

	6.4.1
	RequestLocationInformation
	[bookmark: _Hlk67928023]LocationCoordinateTypes
	[bookmark: _Hlk67927995]highAccuracyEllipsoidPointWithUncertaintyEllipse-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM

	
	
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk67928006]highAccuracyEllipsoidPointWithAltitudeAndUncertaintyEllipsoid-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM

	[bookmark: _Hlk67928034]6.4.1
	ProvideAssistanceData
	PeriodicAssistanceDataControlParameters-r15
	updateCapabilities-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM

	[bookmark: _Hlk67928056]6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	[bookmark: _Hlk68871436]SSR-OrbitCorrectionSatelliteElement-r15
	dot-delta-radial-r15
	
	LenMM

	
	
	
	dot-delta-AlongTrack-r15
	
	LenMM

	
	
	
	dot-delta-CrossTrack-r15
	
	LenMM

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	SSR-ClockCorrectionSatelliteElement-r15
	delta-Clock-C1-r15
	
	LenMM, HW

	
	
	
	delta-Clock-C2-r15
	
	LenMM, HW

	6.5.2.13
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-ReferenceStationID-r15
	providerName-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.2.13
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-SignalID
	gnss-SignalID-Ext-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.2.13
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-SignalIDs
	gnss-SignalIDs-Ext-r15
	Field is used for both UL/DL
	LenMM,HW

	7.4.2
	AssistanceDataSIBelement-
	AssistanceDataSIBelement-r15  
	valueTag-r15
	Rel-15 issue for LTE and Rel-16 issue for NR
	LenMM,HW

	
	
	
	expirationTime-r15
	Rel-15 issue for LTE and Rel-16 issue for NR
	LenMM,HW

	
	
	
	cipheringKeyData-r15
	Rel-15 issue for LTE and Rel-16 issue for NR
	LenMM,HW

	
	
	
	segmentationInfo-r15
	Rel-15 issue for LTE and Rel-16 issue for NR
	LenMM,HW

	6.5.2.1
	provideAssistanceData
	GNSS-GenericAssistData
	glo-RTK-BiasInformation
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW



Question 5: Do companies agree with the above list of R15 fields for which need codes are missing?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo

	Huawei, HiSilicon
(Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes but
	There may be R15 implementations in the field, therefore those implementations should be checked on the missing need codes.

For the missing need codes in IE AssistanceDataSIBelement: since IE AssistanceDataSIBelement is used in SIBs and no delta signaling is applied for SIB signaling the need codes should be “Need OR” instead of “Need ON”.

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	Agree with Lenovo on Need OR.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Also agree with use of Need OR for IEs in SIBs

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	



Summary:
Based on the feedbacks, all the companies think the above changes are necessary. While for the field in the system information, the need code should be need OR instead of need ON.

1.1.3 R14 issues

Table 3: Missing need codes in Rel-14
	Clause
	DL message 
	IE name
	Field name
	Notes
	Source

	6.4.1
	ProvideAssistanceData
	CarrierFreq-NB-r14
	carrierFreqOffset-r14
	Rel-14 issue
	LenMM,HW



Question 6: Do companies agree with the above list of R14 field for which need code is missing?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	We agree the need code is missing, but we should not change early release unless there is IOT issues. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
(Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes but
	We agree with the list of R14 field but think that no change should be made for the time being in order not to impact potential implementations in the field. Instead, the existing implementations should be carefully checked firstly and afterwards decided whether there is a need to make any changes or not.

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Lenovo.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


Summary:
Based on the feedbacks, all the companies think the above changes are necessary.
1.1.4 R12 issues

Table 4: Missing need codes in Rel-12

	Clause
	DL message / parent IE name
	IE name
	Field name
	Notes
	Source

	6.5.2.1
	provideAssistanceData
	GNSS-GenericAssistData
	bds-DifferentialCorrections-r12
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW

	6.5.2.1
	provideAssistanceData
	GNSS-GenericAssistData
	bds-GridModel-r12
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW

	6.5.2.2
	provideAssitanceData
	AlmanacBDS-AlmanacSet
	bdsAlmToa-r12

	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW



Question 7: Do companies agree with the above list of R12 fields for which need codes are missing?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	We agree the need code is missing, but we should not change early release unless there is IOT issues. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
(Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	We agree with the list of R12 fields but think that no changes should be made for the time being in order not to impact existing implementations in the field. Instead, the existing implementations should be carefully checked firstly and afterwards decided whether there is a need to make any changes or not.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	



Summary:
Based on the feedbacks, all the companies think the above changes are necessary.
1.1.5 R9 issues
Table 5: Missing need codes in Rel-9

	Clause
	DL message / parent IE name
	IE name
	Field name
	Notes
	Source

	6.2
	Any Downlink LPP message for ack of Uplink LPP message
	Acknowledgement
	ackIndicator
	Rel-9 issue
	LenMM

	6.4.1
	Downlink LPP messages with EPDU
	EPDU-Identifier
	ePDU-Name
	Rel-9 issue; field is used for both DL and UL
	LenMM

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-ReferenceTimeForOneCell
	bsAlign
	Rel-9 issue
	LenMM, HW

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-ReferenceTime
	referenceTimeUnc
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-SystemTime
	gps-TOW-Assist
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW

	6.5.2.2
	ProvideAssistanceData
	GNSS-SystemTime
	notificationOfLeapSecond	
	Missing in conditional presence tag description
	HW



Question 8: Do companies agree with the above list of R9 fields for which need codes are missing?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	Yes
	We agree the need code is missing, but we should not change early release unless there is IOT issues. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
(Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	We agree with the list of R9 fields but think that no changes should be made for the time being in order not to impact existing implementations in the field. Instead, the existing implementations should be carefully checked firstly and afterwards decided whether there is a need to make any changes or not.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	



Summary:
Based on the feedbacks, all the companies think the above changes are necessary.
2.4.6 Summary
Based on the above discussion on the issues with the missing need codes, companies are invited to feedback on from which release on, the changes to the need codes are considered as necessary?
Question9: From which release on, do companies think we should adopt the changes to the missing need codes?
	Company
	From Rx to R16? E.g., R10 to R16
	Comments

	Intel
	R15-R16
	We think R15, R16 are sufficient. But need to check whether R15 changes will cause any new IOT problem or not, i.e. whether any implementation in the field. 

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
(Proponent)
	R14-R16
	Should also include change to NB-IOT and eMTC in R14

	Lenovo
	R15-R16
	Only for the R15 and R16 fields.

	CATT
	R14-R16
	

	Qualcomm
	Rel-16 only
	We are not aware of any IOT issues. The UE ehavior should not be ambiguous even without a “Need ON”. 

	Samsung 
	R14-R16
	

	Apple
	R15-R16
	In general, we should not change early releases unless there is IOT issues.

	ZTE
	R15-R16
	

	Nokia
	Rel-15 and Rel-16
	If it is not possible to add a magic sentence, we can at least document in the CR cover under remarks that the issue exists in earlier releases also.

	Ericsson
	Rel-16 Only
	Agree with QC

	vivo
	R16 only
	Agree with QC



Summary:
Out of all the companies provided feedbacks:
· 3 companies supported changes from R14 to R16
· 5 companies supported changes from R15 to R16
· 3 companies supported changes from R16 only
Therefore, we think the changes can be applied for R15-R16. However, issues also exist for fields exist for earlier releases and in the R15/16 CR, we may point out the issues in these releases. 

Proposal4: For the change to the need code in the downlink LPP message:
· Agree to the R15 and R16 CRs R2-2103616 and R2-2103604 with modifications
· Change the need code in the CR for the fields within AssistanceDataSIBElement from Need ON to Need OR
· CRs for R9 to R14 are not agreed
· Include in the coversheet for R15 and R16 CRs the issues that exist for the fields introduced in legacy releases from R9 to R14. 
Conclusion
Proposal1: CR R2-2102916 is not agreed. 

Proposal2: Agree to CR R2-2102917 and R2-2102918 for SI acquisition for posSI with the following revisions:
1. Change the impacted spec in R2-2102918 to 36.331; 
1. Change the first change to “where T is the si-Periodicity or the posSI-Periodicity of the concerned SI message”
1. Apply the same change for the typo to Section 5.2.3a
1. The “impacted 5G architecture options” in the coversheet should be removed

Proposal3: LTE stage2 CR (R2-2103216, 3217, 3218) are not agreed.

Proposal4: For the change to the need code in the downlink LPP message:
1. Agree to the R15 and R16 CRs R2-2103616 and R2-2103604 with modifications
6. Change the need code in the CR for the fields within AssistanceDataSIBElement from Need ON to Need OP
6. Change the need code of associated-DL-PRS-ID in NR-DL-PRS-BeamInfo and  NR-TRP-LocationInfo as Need OP
1. CRs for R9 to R14 are not agreed
7. Include in the coversheet for R15 and R16 CRs the issues that exist for the fields introduced in legacy releases from R9 to R14. 
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