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1 Introduction

	CB: # 76_PositioningLocalCodn

- As a result of the Reply LS in R3-214673, should RAN3 

- agree to related CRs or to a reply LS? R16?

- Any other option?

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215872


It is propose to check directly if there is any objection or comment on the proposal

The moderator will provide an update 4th Friday afternoon UTC, pending to responses, please if possible provide a first feedback before. Otherwise the official deadline for comment is 9th Tuesday 12 UTC. 
2 For the Chairman’s Notes 
· LS out to RAN1 agreed in R3-216128
[should be revised to remove draft etc ..]
· R3-215384 is revised in R3-216127 endorsed (to be submitted when REl-17 available)
3 Discussion
RAN3 is on “cc” of an exchange of LS between RAN1 and SA2 on location estimates in local co-ordinates. RAN1 took the assessment “determination of local co-ordinates is not limited to certain LTE/NR RAT-dependent positioning methods” which is not aligned with the RAN3 specifications in the sense that some procedure report it, some procedure does not, see detail in [3].  Please note RAN2 also in cc, react for other reasons, without identified aspect on RAN3.

They are at least 2 ways, to solve the issue, the proponents have preference to keep RAN1 assessment by providing the information by signaling for NR and OAM for LTE/E-UTRA. It is then propose to clarify E-CID behavior for LTE (ng-eNB/LTE) to not signal local coordinates to be consistent for all E-UTRA procedure in NG-RAN and proceed via OAM see [6]. A LS should be send to RAN1/SA2 to indicate the alignment of RAN3 specifications see [4].
Q3-1. Should the CR, on Clarification on local coordinates for E-CID R3-215384 [6], be agreed and the LS out Reply LS on local coordinates R3-215382 [4] approved? 
If not, please clarify why.

If yes, and some minor revisions are needed please provided its in the table, if not minor please provide a draft correction in tracking change in the dedicated folder. 
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The CR does not seem needed (non-essential) since it is already obvious that the Geographical Coordinates IE is only applicable to gNB (e.g. IE description states “This information element contains the geographical coordinates for the TRP”).
Regarding the Reply LS, in my understanding the intention is to clarify/supersede RAN3’s previous Reply LS in R2-214312 which stated: “local coordinates are applicable to all RAT-dependent positioning methods”. Therefore

a) Should we mention our previous Reply LS that is now being clarified/superseded? Otherwise, it seems that this Reply LS contradicts our previous one.
b) The last paragraph does not seem needed since the original LS from SA2 was only asking a question.

	Huawei
	We do support CR and LS.

Fine to not have such clarification in rel-16, but the specification is not crystal clear, we provided different options of corrections because it was not clear, we can have a rel-17 CR either with the semantic, either make it clear “for the gNB TRP”

The two comments are acknowledged a new draft is in the folder
Please note that LS and CR looks essential considering there is no specification text which explain that RAN1 assessment is provided via signaling (NR) and OAM (E-UTRA/LTE). 

	Ericsson
	We support the CR with semantics change and LS to RAN1/SA2. This is needed to clarify that the concerned RAT for loc-coordinates is NR. RAN1 could have misunderstood in previous LS that the “all RAT-dependent…”  included also other RAT/WLAN…
New revision from Huawei to the LS looks fine, just a couple of things:

· RAN3 respectfully asks RAN1 and SA2 to take the above information into account and would kindly request to provide feedback if needed.

· Next RAN3 meeting in RAN3#114bis-e

	Qualcomm
	In general we are fine with the intention. SA2 added this for 5G location only so LTE support is not needed. The LS looks ok with the clarifications.

Regarding the CR, at a certain level it is not even needed, because as per Nokia’s comment, the IE cannot be used for LTE. An alternative would be to modify slightly the semantics in the legacy IE e.g.
The configured estimated geographical position of the antenna of the cell.

For a NR cell, if the Geographical Coordinates IE is used, the NG-RAN Access Point Position IE shall be ignored.


	CATT
	We support CR and LS, and agree with the addition: “for a NR cell”.



	Moderator’s update:

· Ls is under review in the folder

· For the CR it is proposed to have a rel-17 correction with the QC (CATT) proposal. CR will be endorsed like all Rel-17 CRs on hold.

	Moderator’s conclusion:

· LS out to RAN1 agreed in R3-216128
[should be revised to remove draft etc ..]

· R3-215384 is revised in R3-216127 endorsed (to be submitted when REl-17 available)
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