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1 Introduction

CB: # 4_R16Pos_Others

Completion of Various topics…. 
(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-205476
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-204749, TP 38.305 Intel, rev R3-20xxxx (to be allocated) Agreed Unseen
Nokia may request a revision of the BL CR 38.305 for finale endorsement (it is stage 2 own by RAN2) by end of this meeting

R3-204974, TP F1 measurement ID Huawei (unless some company want more checking), Agreed

The CB is keep open for the following issues:

R3-205213 SFTD measurement Ericsson some companies still need to be convince
R3-205219/ R3-205220 geographical coordinates corrections Ericsson. The moderator guesses no controversy, Ericsson acknoledge the comments and will provide an update of the encoding. Discussion will continuing.
3 Discussion

3.1 Stage-2 corrections for positioning

The proposal is t a few stage-2 corrections for TS 38.305 to fix (see R3-204748 [1]):

- NR E-CID description

- NRPPa message names, i.e.
Question #1: Should RAN3 agree on the Stage2 correction proposed in R3-204748 (yes/no)?

Please also comment and/or improve the solution proposed in R3-204749 [1], if needed
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	yes

	Intel
	Yes (obviously)

	Ericsson
	Yes, just one minor typo in the third page of the TP: “If the UL-SRS has been successfully activated as requested in step 1, the gNB sends the NRPPa the Positioning Activation Response”

	Nokia
	Yes, but regarding the proposed change in 4.3.10, it seems the “issue” originates from the copy/paste from 36.305 (please refer to same paragraph there) where “UTRAN” was changed to “NR” (instead of “NG-RAN”). So, we believe the fix should be as follows:

“NR Enhanced Cell ID (NR E‑CID) positioning refers to techniques which use additional UE measurements and/or NG-RANNR radio resource and other measurements to improve the UE location estimate.”

	Qualcomm
	Ok. But on Nokia’s comment, if we are talking primarily of radio resources, shouldn’t it be NR?

	ZTE
	Yes. Find one typo in the seventh page: “If the serving gNB is not able to fulfil the request from step 1, it returns the NRPPa Positioning Activation fFailure message indicating the cause of the failure.”


Summary and conclusion:  

· No objection to proceed with the TP
Decision online: Intel to provide revision of R3-204749 to be agreed unseen. Nokia rapporteur of TS 38.305 should request rev of the BL CR for final endorsement at this meeting 
3.2 F1 Correction on the Measurement ID

A measurement ID is need to allow the CU to map the measurement report from DU class2 procedure (see R3-204974 [2] for more details).

It is propose to reuse the same principle as NRPPa with the introduction of a LMF/RAN Measurement ID couple. The change consist to introduce the RAN Measurement ID. We should comment that a single measurement ID is enough to the CU to retrieve the DU report, however the LMF Measurement ID could be keep because 2 different LMF are able to send same measurement ID to the DU, if a single measurement ID is prefer we need to rename the LMF measurement ID. To solve the issue there is:

· Option A; introduce the RAN Measurement ID over F1 to have couple RAN/LMF IDs, TP in R3-204974 [2]
· Option D; to rename LMF measurement ID and introduce it where it miss, no TP.

Question #2: Should company provide preference between Option A or Option B?

Please also comment and/or improve your prefer solution, if needed
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Option A

	Intel
	Slight preference for option A

	Ericsson
	Option A

	Nokia
	Option A is fine

	Qualcomm
	To clarify: we think the approach of only using LMF Measurement ID in F1 is definitely not robust. Then we have two options (A /A’):

· Use only RAN Measurement ID: this is probably good enough and unambiguous because it is set by the CU and should be unique In the gNB.

Use both RAN and LMF Measurement ID: this is maybe not necessary but could be ok (it is not wrong). 

	ZTE
	Preference for Option A


Summary and conclusion:  

· All companies express preference for the introduction of the RAN Measurement ID over F1 to have couple RAN/LMF IDs.
Decision online: Agreement for R3-204974 unless some company wants more checking
3.3 NRPPa support of SFTD measurements transfer to LMF 

The proposal is to report the SFTD measurements to LMF considering that these measurements are defined and available in the gNB but not in the LMF and may be beneficial. (see R3-205213 [3])

Question #3: Should RAN3 agree the SFTD measurement report proposed in R3-205213 (yes/no)?

Please also comment and/or improve your prefer solution, if needed
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes

	Intel
	OK

	Ericsson
	Yes, this is our proposal. Open to suggestions and to other comments based on CB#61.

	Nokia
	We have provided feedback via email as part of CB#61. But to summarize, proponents of this proposal seem to characterize the NRPPa change as the “missing link” that would neatly tie together existing functionality. However, to us it seems like rather disparate functionality and are unsure that it actually ties together at all.

	Qualcomm
	No – as already mentioned, we agree there is a gap in rel-15 (actually not necessarily in rel-16), which could be better solved in a different way.

For rel-16 we think that anyway if the LMF needs to construct this particular OTDOA assistance IE (which is not essential as incorrectly claimed in [3]), it can do it based on the information that it gets via OTDOA Information Exchange and TRP Information Exchange. In fact, at a conceptual level there is nothing here that does not exist in rel-9 already.

It should also be clear that this has no relationship whatsoever to closure of the WI.

	
	


Summary and conclusion:  

· Two companies are not convince by the support of SFTD measurements transfer to LMF, there is discussion exchange on-going.
3.4 NRPPa/F1 correction of TRP geo-coordinates

A list of 8 corrections related to TRP geographical coordinates in the TRP INFORMATION procedure are provided in R3-205219 [4] and R3-205220 [5]. They are copy here for convenience 

1.
The relative location per PRS resource/resource set can only be in relative geodetic, not cartesian 

2.
Only either the resource coordinates or the TRP coordinates can be provided in 9.2.z9 Geographical Coordinates.

3.
The Coordinate Reference System for the relative location (X,Y,Z) relative the global reference system (WGS84) needs to be defined (mainly direction of  (X,Y,Z)). 

4.
The value range of the relative coordinates (-2^31 - 2^31-1) is too large!!! It corresponds to 214 748 364.7 m, i.e. more than the distance between the poles: 6356.752 km according to NASA  https://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov/planetary/factsheet/earthfact.html (on an average, the distance from Earth to the moon is about 384,400 km…) A local reference system needs to be limited such that earth can be approximated to be flat. This as distances in the local system is not on earth but in the local tangential plane https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Geographic_coordinate_conversion). It should thus be about plus/minus 2^9, which in case of cm is a range of plus/minus 2000 kilometers.

5.
In LPP there is an optional reference point (location, high-accuracy-location, or a reference ID) that should be aligned in the 9.1.1.f TRP INFORMATION RESPONSE. If that is present, it is possible to provide relative coordinates, if not, absolute coordinates are the only possible option.

6.
For each TRP, there is a geographical coordinate which can take four different types – i) absolute location, ii) absolute high accuracy (ha)-location, iii) relative geodetic location, iv) relative cartesian location. This needs to be aligned in NRPPa.

7.
Furthermore, there is an optional DL-PRS resource coordinate per TRP, which provides the relative location (geodetic or cartesian) of DL-PRS resources in relation to the TRP location.

8.
the scale can be mm, cm, dm to be aligned with the level of detail of the geodetic ones.

Question #4: Should RAN3 agree the RP geographical coordinates corrections impacting NRPPa and F1 in R3-205219/ R3-205220 (yes/no)?

Please also comment and/or improve your prefer solution, if needed
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei 
	No. the tabular structure becomes dangerous e.g. it is bad to separate the reference point from XYZ value (one could be provided without other). The PRS Resource Coordinates could be introduced by different way see NRPPa email discussion

	
	Acceptable (for now) the value of XYZ, can be reduced to 2^16, we need to be able to meet accurate location in 5G (different from LPPa) could be cm

	Intel
	We generally welcome alignment to LPP, perhaps the details need to be discussed based on the actual TP

	Ericsson
	Yes, we have detected some issues in the BL CR for TRP geographical coordinates; it was messed up. We have proposed this TP to make it closer to the LPP representation.

Regarding Huawei’s comment, we are open for suggestions, note that we have also done an IE factorization for the Location Uncertainty.

Value range 2^16 is still huge!

	Nokia
	In general, we prefer alignment with LPP unless there is good motivation to do otherwise. Details can be further checked.

	Qualcomm
	There are some details (IE ranges etc) that seem fine to check and change as needed, for the structure we note that there was no comment on this last time (we were trying to align with LPP) and so this structure was based on a kind of hybrid arrangement. We also think that the DL-PRS resource coordinates are already added (this was our comment through most of the last meeting) so it is not clear that this TP is aligned to the joint TP / new BL. In other words, we don’t see why the DL-PRS Resource coordinates cannot stay where they are (see latest BL).

Note: a possible weakness of the BL is that it does not allow DL-PRS Resource Coordinates in case the AP position is defined as relative. But in our view this can be easily fixed in 9.2.z9 (either bring the resource IE one level up inside that IE, or add to others, provided this is consistent).

For the top structure, we also don’t see much need to have the Reference Point Location at the top. Again checking the latest structure, it should be clear (but can be stated) that the Reference Point is what we call Access Point Position. The confusion may be that the referential used in the AP relative location is read as being the equivalent of the LPP reference, but our understanding (this was NOT our proposal) is that this is not the case necessarily, i.e. for the PRS resource aspects this “reference” is invisible. With this, the required changes seem to start to collapse – although some details for sure need fixing.

	Ericsson
	We can revise the TP to make it aligned with the latest BL CR. Just some important notes for clarifications regarding the structures of the IEs, which seemed misunderstood by the above:

1) You always have to provide the reference point Location with the relative location in cartesian. It should be separated in order to get the efficiency

2) The relative location per PRS resource/resource set can only be in relative geodetic, not cartesian

3) Only either the resource coordinates or the TRP coordinates can be provided in 9.2.z9

	ZTE
	Prefer to align with LPP.


Summary and conclusion:  

· Some sympathy for LPP alignment proposed by Ericsson but some concern on encoding may not work… discussion will continuing based on Ericson update
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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