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1. Introduction
This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:
[AT123][421][POS] dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17 range check (Samsung)
	Scope: Evaluate the change proposed in R2-2308690 in light of the RAN1 parameter list.
	Intended outcome: Agreeable CR if necessary and report in R2-2309106
	Deadline: Wednesday 2023-08-23 2000 UTC

Rapporteur would like to split the discussion in two phases:
Phase 1: Intermediate deadline for companies to provide comments: Wednesday 2023-08-23 1200 UTC (To allow time to revise CRs if needed)
Phase 2: Final deadline for companies to check revised CRs, summary: Wednesday 2023-08-23 2000 UTC
1. Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table:
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	ZTE
	Yu Pan
	pan.yu24@zte.com.cn

	CATT
	Jianxiang Li
	lijianxiang@catt.cn

	OPPO
	Yang Liu
	liuyangbj@oppo.com

	Intel
	Yi Guo
	Yi.guo@intel.com

	LG
	Jonggil Nam
	jonggil.nam@lge.com

	vivo
	Xiang Pan
	panxiang@vivo.com

	Ericsson
	Ritesh Shreevastav
	Ritesh.shreevastav@ericsson.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



1. 
1. Discussion 
The CR (R2-2308690) proposes to add the missing values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) for dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17. During online discussion, some companies want to have more time to further check whether those values are really missing based on RAN1 parameter list. 
For confirmation, rapporteur check the latest RAN1 parameter list (R1-2202759) for Rel-17 NR and find that RAN1 just indicates that we can refers to LPP (TS 37.355) for the value range as below.

	WI code
	Sub-feature group
	RAN1 specification
	Section
	RAN2 Parant IE
	RAN2 ASN.1 name
	Parameter name in the spec
	New or existing?
	Parameter name in the text
	Description
	Value range
	Default value aspect
	Per (UE, cell, TRP, …)
	UE-specific or Cell-specific
	Specification
	Comment

	NR_pos_enh
	On-demand PRS
	　
	　
	　
	　
	NR-DL-PRS-Periodicity
	 New
	　
	NR DL PRS Periodicity
	 [Ref. TS 37.355]
	　
	“in On-demand PRS information for UE-initiated on-demand DL PRS requests”. per positioning frequency layer per FR
	　
	　
	　



Rapporteur also observes that the values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) exist in NR-DL-PRS-Periodicity-and-ResourceSetSlotOffset-r16, but they are missing for dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17 in TS 37.355 v17.5.0.
Based on the observations above, companies are invited to answer the following questions.
Question 1:  Do companies agree to add the missing values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) for dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17?  
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	According to the R2-2206916 LS on updates of RRC parameters for Rel-17 positioning enhancements (R1-2205406; contact: CATT)           RAN1  LS in    Rel-17 NR_pos_enh-Core   To:RAN2, RAN3          Cc:RAN4
At least the following list of on-demand DL PRS parameters is supported for UE-initiated and LMF-initiated on-demand DL PRS requests
1.         DL PRS Periodicity
2.         DL PRS resource bandwidth
3.         DL PRS QCL information
There are no specific values of periodicity in the LS which means it follows the legacy values.
So the missing values in the CR are essential. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with CATT

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Question 2: Do companies agree with the CR (R2-2308690) as it is? If not, please share any comment on how to update the CR.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Cover page: in the meeting dates the year “2023” is missing.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	‘μ refers to the target devices current primary cell.’ should be removed. The numerology of PRS and PCell are decoupled.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	But vivo comment appears to be separate issue and separate CR.



Summary:
All the companies responding to Q1/2 agree with the CR (R2-2308690) to add the missing values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) for dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17. One company finds that the year “2023” is missing in the meeting dates in the CR. Thus, the CR is revised in R2-2309194 with the editorial correction.
Proposal 1: R2-2308690 is agreed with editorial correction (adding years) on the cover page.
Meanwhile, one company proposes to remove the wording ‘μ refers to the target devices current primary cell.’ from the field description of dl-prs-ResourceSetPeriodicityReq-r17. From rapporteur’s point of view, the proposed correction seems controversial and needs more discussion. If μ doesn’t refer to the numerology of PCell, it seems unclear what the μ refers to since there is no demanded SCS in the on-demand-dl-prs-information. Considering that this issue is not related to adding the missing values, rapporteur would like to recommend that the proponent raises the issue with a separate CR at the next meeting.



Meanwhile, it is observed that the values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) are missing also for Resource Set Periodicity within Requested DL PRS Transmission Characteristics in TS 38.455 v17.5.0. Thus, rapporteur would like to ask companies view on the need of sending LS to RAN3 to inform this issue. 
Question 3: Do companies think the LS to RAN3 is needed to inform the missing values (i.e., 128, 256, 512 slots) for Resource Set Periodicity within Requested DL PRS Transmission Characteristics? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Lenovo
	See comments
	There is no stringent need and if RAN2 agrees on the CR then proponent can bring CR to RAN3 directly. But if majority is ok to send LS to RAN3 then we will not object.
Furthermore, on the changes to TS 38.455 a change to IE “Allowed Resource Set Periodicity Values” would be required as well. It is currently defined as BIT STRING (SIZE(24)) and Bits 21-24 are reserved for future use. To add the 3 new values, the meaning of the Bits 21-23 needs to be changed.

	ZTE
	No
	No need for the LS to trigger. Agree with Lenovo that RAN3 can bring CR directly

	CATT
	No
	Agree with ZTE

	Xiaomi
	No
	It can be discussed in RAN3.

	OPPO
	No
	If there is a need to align the NRPPa with the LPP, the RAN3 could trigger to do it themselves. 

	Intel
	No
	

	LG
	No
	It is just addition of missing, not new and modification. No need LS.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with ZTE

	Ericsson
	No
	



Summary:
[bookmark: _GoBack]All the companies responding to Q3 do not see the need of sending LS to RAN3. Rapporteur also agree that the CR proponent can bring the CR to RAN3 directly. Thus, no proposal is made for this question.

Summary
Based on the input from companies, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: R2-2308690 is agreed with editorial correction (adding years) on the cover page.
