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1
Introduction

This paper summarizes the following email discussion:
CB: # 24_Pos_BLs
- revise if needed; check details; endorse as BLs all Tdocs

- Possible compromise between 3597/8 and 3734? Need to maintain positioning functionality in a single spec vs. need to maintain CU-DU architecture description in a spec fully owned by RAN3 only; full description in one spec and reference in another
(Intel - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-204010
2
For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Proposal 1: endorse BL CRs in: R3-203082, R3-203083, R3-203084, R3-203102. 

R3-203082 is endorsed 

R3-203083 is endorsed
R3-203084 is endorsed
R3-203102 is endorsed
Proposal 2: revise R3-203595 to contain only the removal of the editor’s notes and have a brief discussion based on the actual TP on what else needs to be there and put the revised TP for agreement.

R3-203595 rev in [TBD] is agreed.
Proposal 3: agree R3-203596.

R3-203596 is agreed.
Proposal 4: revise R3-203598 for TS 38.401 and R3-203597 for TS 38.305 as needed and put them for agreement.

R3-203598 rev in [TBD] – agreed.

R3-203597 rev in [TBD] – agreed.

3
Discussion

Question #1: Any issues to endorse the BL CRs in: R3-203082, R3-203083, R3-203084, R3-203102? 

NOTE: R3-203102 is the new BL CR for TS 38.305 with Nokia as the rapporteur. 

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	R3-203598 is not a BL CR, it is a proposition in discussion 38.305 vs. 38.401 in the discussion on where to capture the CU-DU part …. 


Proposal 1: endorse BL CRs in: R3-203082, R3-203083, R3-203084, R3-203102.

Question #2: Should we remove the following FFS from TS 38.470 as proposed in R3-203595?

Editor’s Note: Further details should be discussed e.g. whether the posSIB can be area specific, and whether the assistance data can be targeted at specific cells by the LMF.
Editor’s Note: the above text needs futher check and revision
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes, correction may be handled later if needed

	Ericsson
	In principle OK but we should maintain alignment with RAN2; besides removing the editor’s notes above, we should also remove the parts of the text which are still under discussion, e.g. area information etc.. In this way the agreed RAN3 text will be correct. Once RAN2 has concluded, those parts can be added back later or not, following an LS from RAN2.

	Nokia
	OK to remove the Editor’s Note. However, the TP in R3-203595 also adds some additional text which includes some details that have not yet been agreed. It would be preferable if TS 38.470 does not go to that level of detail.

	Intel
	OK to remove FFS


Proposal 2: revise R3-203595 to contain only the removal of the editor’s notes and have a brief discussion based on the actual TP on what else needs to be there and put the revised TP for agreement.

Question #3: Should we add the reference to TS 38.305 in TS 38.401, as proposed in R3-203734?

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	No, first the description is not enough in term of function description, usually a full section is described in 38.401, then this proposal is linked to the 2nd question 4

	Ericsson
	See below answer to Q#4

	Nokia
	See question #4 (renumbered as question #5).


Question #4: Views on the changes proposed in R3-203596, specifically:
3.1 Removal of the notes for Figure 5.1-1
3.2 Addition of “Overall” to the Figure 5.1.-1 caption

3.3 Fix the incorrect implementation in the previous BL CR

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	yes

	Ericsson
	yes

	Nokia
	yes

	Intel
	yes


Proposal 3: agree R3-203596.

With regards to the stage-2 description of positioning in the split gNB architecture, two options are on the table:

a) Keep it in TS 38.305, i.e. remove the editor’s note in 5.1.1, as proposed in R3-203733
b) Remove the section 5.5.1 from TS 38.305, add “smaller” description to 5.1 in TS 38.305, and describe the positioning in split gNB architecture in TS 38.401, as proposed in R3-203598 for TS 38.401 and R3-203597 for TS 38.305.
Question #5: Provide your views on the two options for stage-2 description of positioning in the split gNB architecture; please indicate, if you see some sort of middle ground for a compromise.
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	One more time we do not believe that breaks a fundamental agreement of NR specification is a good behaviour …. The argument to group a feature could be done for any stage 2 e.g. 37.450 etc …. We want to be constant for this aspects. We noticed also that cross reference are always possible and needed here … However in compromise spirit, we might accept a minimal description in TS 38.305.

	Ericsson
	We could really go either way: either a full description including CU-DU split in 38.305 with some references in 38.401 (like today), or the other way around. At this point, no strong opinion. 
But to be fair, given that 38.401 is fully owned by RAN3, Huawei’s proposed way forward in R3-203597 would have the advantage of avoiding the risk that RAN2 makes changes to RAN3-related content (and we have seen that happen more than once in the course of this WI).

	Nokia
	We are OK to describe the CU-DU aspects of positioning in TS 38.401, as long as we avoid repeating text from TS 38.305.

	Intel
	We don’t have a strong view, but since there appears to be consensus to go for 38.401, we are fine with that


Proposal 4: revise R3-203598 for TS 38.401 and R3-203597 for TS 38.305 as needed and put them for agreement.

3
Conclusions

See proposals in “For the Chairman’s Notes”.
