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1 Introduction

CB: # 1_R16Pos_BLCRs
-  Revise as needed and endorse as BL the 6 BL CRs

- HW: reword st2 descriptions of NRPPa procedures? (4966)

- HW,E///,Intel: correct st2 to align with RAN3 (e.g. NRPPA)? (4967)

- HW: update F1 st2 with positioning description? (4968)

- E///,HW: remove note3 from st2? (5214)
- E///,QC,HW,Intel,Nok

TP to solve most of the remaining problems and align NRPPa with other specifications
- HW,E///,Intel,QC,Nok

- changes in 4967 should be discussed by RAN2 (corresponding CR already submitted); HW+Rapp+interested companies to coordinate

- decide what to do w.r.t. changes in 5214 (e.g. discuss in RAN2? Correct as Rel-15 corrections?...)

Various corrections and updates to F1AP

 (Intel - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-205473
4966 rev in R3-205553
5214 rev in R3-205554
4968 rev in R3-205555
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
For the second round of the email discussion, propose the following:

5555 is agreed

5639 un-agreed
· POSITIONING ACTIVATION RESPONSE is added to figures 8.10.4, 8.13.3.4, 8.14.3.4
· Rev in 5744 agreed 
5642 is agreed

 ---------------------------------- From the first round, can be ignored in the second round------------------

Propose the following:
R3-204966 rev in R3-205553 is agreed

R3-205214 rev in R3-205554 discuss the issue 1 below and hopefully agree

R3-204968 rev in R3-205555 is agreed
Issue 1: “the note” in 5124 (“NOTE 3:
Proprietary interface possible”); no consensus, perhaps the easiest way out is to void the note.
3 Discussion [if needed]
3.1 “the note” in 5124 (“NOTE 3:
Proprietary interface possible”)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	As we stated online, we don’t believe RAN3 should revert RAN2’s agreement from last meeting without strong technical arguments. Even if we don’t see value in having NOTE 3, it is nevertheless “not wrong” and we should respect RAN2’s decision (which was a technical correction from Rel-15).

	Huawei
	Confirm the Note is useless. The Note generates a bad habit and no end useless discussion, as proof all discussions we had on these Notes which never appear in any other Stage2 Overall Architecture description … Indeed the text cover the Note, so people can read the text to understand the figure, and not read the figure to understand the text. The duplication of information is anyway not welcome in standard, if the text change the node needs update etc...  There are also the references in bad format [15] [16] the specification number should be added.  On which version this should be clean-up (remove the Note, and put the reference in well format) this is almost editorial rel-16 is enough.

	E///
	We believe we should keep the spirit of last e-meetings discussions about the usage of NOTEs that have no purpose in general architecture figures. There is no other stage2 figure in any TS that has a NOTE.

Regarding the technical aspect of the note, it is already mentioned in the text above that signalling between LMF and E-SMLC can be proprietary, as well as the signalling between the LMF and the SLP. No need to repeat that. We do not specify “what is not present”.

	Intel
	How about instead of reverting RAN2 agreements we send a LS asking them to do this, which would also be the opportunity to remind them politely that such matters are in RAN3 domain?


4 References

[1] R3-204966 (TP for BL CR for TS 38.305)  Correct on NRPPa procedure description (Huawei, Ericsson, Intel)
[2] R3-205214 TP to NRPPa: correction of NOTE in architecture figure in TS 38.305 (Ericsson, Huawei)
[3] R3-204968 (TP for BL CR for TS 38.470) Positioning support over F1AP (Huawei)

