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Introduction
CB: # 33_PositionCorrections
- How to fix the range extension of the RAN and LMF UE Measurement ID IEs in NRPPa?
- Add procedural text for “System Frame Number” IE and “Slot Number” IE in NRPPa and F1AP to avoid ambiguity? Add correct references and the description for positioning function and procedures of F1AP into TS 38.305?
(E/// - moderator)
To the chair’s notes

R3-213847 is agreed
R3-214288 (revision of R3-213849) is agreed
R3-214302 (revision of R3-213959) is agreed
R3-214303 (revision of R3-213960) is agreed
On F1AP stage 2 positioning: please respect previous compromise solutions
Discussion
Routing ID semantics description
Can the CR in [1] for adding clarification on the specified maximum length of the Routing ID IE Octet String be agreed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Our first preference would be to modify the IE type to OCTET STRING(SIZE(16)) even though this would be NBC. However, clarification in semantics description is fine if backwards compatibility is required.

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Moderator thanks all companies’ inputs.



· Proposal 1: CR R3-213847 is agreed

LMF and RAN UE measurement IDs range extension in NRPPa
It has been observed in [2] that the range of the IE did not respect the convention for extending range values. 
Further, after checking F1AP, there is an ellipsis after 256 codepoint in the F1AP RAN and LMF measurement ID IEs. Thus, to align with F1AP and at the same time correct the NRPPa extension two options are proposed:
· Option 1: change the encoding to “INTEGER (1..15, ...,16..256,…)
· Option 2: change to (1..15,…, 256, 16..255, …)  
Companies are invited to comment on which option is preferable to them, taking backward-compatibility into account
	Company
	Option 
	Comment

	Ericsson
	1
	Seems clearer. Perhaps can be considered BC, since we have a failure message to inform legacy node that the codepoint is not supported. We are fine also with option 2

	Qualcomm
	1
	Although no issue if preference is 2. 

	Nokia
	1
	

	Huawei
	1
	

	
	
	



· Proposal 2: agree to option 1, CR [3] revision in R3-214288 to add ellipsis 

Stage 3 text for System Frame Number and Slot Number IEs
Can the CRs in [5] and [6] adding procedural texts to NRPPa and F1AP be agreed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	CRs seem fine. The IE names should be in italics. Also please add a “, if supported, “ next to the “NG-RAN/gNB-DU shall”

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia
	
	Although CR is technically correct, it does not seem essential since it is just copy/paste of same text from POSITIONING ACTIVATION RESPONSE.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Thank Ericsson for the comments above.
Reply to Nokia’s comment:
If we don’t have this procedural text, the receiving RAN node may not know how to use this IE. The protocol is ambiguous from RAN node pov. The similar text in Positioning activation response is to provide instructions to the LMF.
They are different cases.

	Moderator’s comment: it has been raised that the text contains mention “node shall consider that the respective information indicates the activation time of SRS transmission by the UE” while the measurement procedure is non-UE associated



· Proposal 3: CRs [5] and [6] need to be revised taking comments and the fact that the related procedure is non-UE associated into account

Stage 2 description of F1AP
It is proposed in [7] to add stage 2 description of F1AP function. Companies are invited to provide theirs views on whether to add the proposed F1AP related text in TS 38.305
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	We had been discussing this during the whole Rel-16 positioning framework; that we do not disclose the gNB split architecture outside of pure RAN3 specs (e.g. TS 38.401) to avoid doing double maintenance work and having F1AP description scattered all over the specs. In RAN3#109 this resulted in a compromise solution where positioning reference has been added in TS 38.401 (source Huawei)

	Qualcomm
	Probably not
	Indeed as Ericsson mentioned, this should at least refer to why the compromise is challenged. Are the proponents aware and trying to change?  

	Nokia
	No
	There was lengthy discussion at RAN#108 which concluded as follows (see R3-204197/98):
1) Minimal text in TS 38.401 a section on support of positioning and TRP functionality support
2) No signalling flows between CU-DU neither in TS 38.401 where all CU-DU flow are reported neither in TS 38.305. It was claims several time that all these flow are not mandate and not all scenario are covered by the flows
3) Minimal text in TS 38.305, no new section on architecture no figure a TP based on TS 38.305 v16.0.0 is proposed.

	Moderator’s comment: the proposals try to breach a previously compromise solution. Such behaviour is not to be encouraged


· Proposal 4: Please respect previous compromise solutions
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