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Introduction
In this contribution, we provide some clarifications and responses to R3-226733 [1].
Discussion
Regarding the following observations from [1]:
Observation 1, gNB’s implementation will not send UE from RRC_CONNECTED state to RRC_INACTIVE state when there’s on-going DL/UL signalling or traffic.
Observation 2, even though there’s on-going DL/UL signalling or traffic, gNB still sends UE from RRC_CONNECTED state to RRC_INACTIVE state, it will be an implementation error (i.e. corner case).
After all the hassles of communicating LSes with RAN2 [2][3], it was surprising to see these observations which "still" assume the gNB's inner box decision making as "will not" or "implementation error". 
Please kindly note again that we (as 3GPP) haven’t specified at which specific conditions or reasons that NW is “only” allowed to change RRC state and haven't specified that NW is “only” allowed to change RRC state “only” when it is beneficial for its own in any sense. Please be kindly advised again that the procedures for changing UE RRC state have been all there from the beginning and the positioning task is just one of services on top. Whenever NW wants, NW can decide and change UE RRC state, period. Please also be kindly advised that we (as 3GPP) don’t question the gNB's inner box decision making process.
Observation 1: The observations 1 and 2 from R3-226733 are invalid, which assume the gNB's inner box decision making as "will not" or "implementation error". As RAN2 confirmed in their reply LS [3], it is up to gNB when to change UE RRC state, which is also the well-known fact in RAN3. 

Regarding the following observation from [1]:
If we assume that the corner case happens, even though gNB can send UE from RRC_CONNECTED state to RRC_INACTIVE state when there’s on-going DL/UL signalling as shown in the figure 1 in R3-224782[2], there may be some issues in the step 10 in the above procedure. According to the Low Power Periodic and Triggered 5GC-MT-LR Procedure in RRC INACTIVE state with UL Positioning in TS 23.273 [3], the step 2 in Figure 6.7.4-1 said that the UE enters RRC INACTIVE state some time before an event is detected at step 22 or step 31 in clause 6.3.1. If the UE is not in RRC INACTIVE state when an event is detected at step 22 or step 31 in clause 6.3.1, then the UE follows the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 to report the event to the LMF and to the LCS Client or AF. However, the SRS configuration can’t be configured to UE by RRC release message in the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1. Therefore, if the UE is not in RRC INACTIVE state when an event is detected, the UE follows the RRC connected procedure, and the gNB should not configure the SRS to UE in the RRC release message.
Observation 3: The gNB should not configure the SRS to UE since the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 should be followed if the UE is not in RRC INACTIVE state when an event is detected.
This observation is not valid. The Figure 6.3.1-1 in TS 23.273 [4] just shows a call flow of what happens when event is detected during RRC_IDLE or RRC_CONNECTED state. This does not mean that SA2 "enforces" gNBs not to change UE RRC state in the middle. Please be kindly advised that not every single possibility is captured in stage-2. For example, it is typical that our stage-2 doesn't capture failure procedures (e.g. HO failure, etc.). This does not mean that HO shall not be failed no matter what. 
[bookmark: _Hlk118989890]Even if we stick to what is exactly written in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 [4] (for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning), it is written that "the UE" follows "to report the event". It does not say that NW shall follow, and the key is for the UE to "report the event":
	[bookmark: _Hlk118897591]2.	The UE enters RRC INACTIVE state some time before an event is detected at step 22 or step 31 in clause 6.3.1. If the UE is not in RRC INACTIVE state when an event is detected at step 22 or step 31 in clause 6.3.1, then the UE follows the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 to report the event to the LMF and to the LCS Client or AF.
NOTE 2:	The LMF is not aware of whether the UE is in RRC INACTIVE state. This allows the LMF to follow the procedure described here or the procedure described in clause 6.3.1 for event reporting. With the procedure described here, a UE that was initially in RRC INACTIVE state can remain in RRC INACTIVE state after the procedure is complete. With the procedure in clause 6.3.1, a UE that was initially in RRC INACTIVE state could be moved into RRC CONNECTED state during the procedure in clause 6.3.1.


[bookmark: _Hlk118924242]We fail to understand how the statement that "the UE follows the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 to report the event..." can lead to the conclusion that gNB shall not use RRCRelease message for UL SRS configuration. Also note that the above NOTE 2 in Figure 6.7.4-1 of TS 23.273 [4] indicates the possibility of UE RRC state change from RRC INACTIVE to CONNECTED during the procedure (for which, of course, up to gNB to decide). 
Furthermore, SA2 is not the right WG to discuss or determine whether RRCRelease message can be used for SRS configuration if the UE is not in RRC_INACTIVE state. As mentioned above, it is up to NW to decide and as RAN2 confirmed (also well-known fact in RAN3), NW can decide/change UE RRC state whenever NW wants for various reasons. 
Observation 2: The observation 3 from R3-226733 is also invalid. The Figure 6.3.1-1 in TS 23.273 just shows a call flow of what happens when event is detected during RRC IDLE or CONNECTED state. This does not mean that SA2 "enforces" gNBs not to change UE RRC state in the middle. As well known, not every single possibility is captured in stage-2. For example, it is typical that our stage-2 doesn't capture failure procedures (e.g. HO failure, etc.). This does not mean that HO shall not be failed no matter what. 
Observation 3: Even if we stick to what is exactly written in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 (for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning), it is written that "the UE" not in RRC INACTIVE state follows the 6.3.1 procedure "to report the event". It does not say that NW shall follow, and the key is for the UE to "report the event". We fail to understand how the statement that "the UE follows the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 to report the event…" can lead to conclusion that gNB shall not use RRCRelease message for UL SRS configuration.
Observation 4: Moreover, the NOTE 2 in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 already indicates the possibility of UE RRC state change from RRC INACTIVE to CONNECTED during the procedure (for which, of course, up to NW to decide).
Observation 5: Furthermore, SA2 is not the right WG to discuss or determine whether RRCRelease message can be used for SRS configuration if the UE is not in RRC_INACTIVE state. As mentioned above, it is up to NW to decide and as RAN2 confirmed (also well-known fact in RAN3), NW can decide and change the UE RRC state whenever NW wants for various reasons.

Regarding the following observation from [1] about changing RRC state from INACTIVE to CONNECTED:
For the above procedure, we think the gNB can decides to move the UE to RRC CONNECTED since other downlink data for UE is coming, but we don’t think there is a problem that the SRS generated in step 6 is useless. In our understanding, if the gNB decides to move the UE to RRC CONNECTED in the step 10, gNB-CU can initiate positioning information procedure after UE enters RRC_CONNECTED state, and then the gNB-CU send it the LMF by NRPPa Positioning Information update message which indicates that a change in the SRS configuration has occurred.
Observation 4: If the gNB decides to move the UE to RRC CONNECTED in the step 10, the gNB can obtain SRS configuration for RRC_CONNECTED state after UE enters to RRC_CONNECTED state and send the update to LMF by existing signalling.
Observation 4, current specification still works to support positioning in RRC_CONNECTED state if the state transition happens.
Basically, they are saying that if gNB decides to move the UE from RRC INACTIVE to CONNECTED in the middle, then gNB "can" do that after moving the UE into CONNECTED state. 
This is one possible NW behavior of course but again we fail to understand how this "one possible" NW behavior can be used as an argument that there is no problem, and everything works flawlessly. 
Again, as confirmed by RAN2 and well-known fact in RAN3, NW can change UE RRC state whenever NW wants. Moreover, as discussed in our Observation 4 above, stage-2 (i.e. NOTE 2 in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 [4] for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning) already acknowledges the possibility that a UE that was initially in RRC INACTIVE could be moved into CONNECTED during the procedure. This is already possible from stage-2 (which is important for who wrongly used stage-2 as one argument to block as discussed above), and regardless, it is up to NW to decide ‒ why gNB-CU shall be forced to first move the UE into CONNECTED and then retrieve UL SRS configuration from DU due to just relying on DU's knowledge of whether the UE is in INACTIVE or CONNECTED? 
Observation 6: The observation 4 from R3-226733 (saying that, if gNB decides to move the UE from INACTIVE to CONNECTED in the middle, gNB "can" do that after moving the UE into CONNECTED) could be one possible NW behavior. But we fail to understand how this "one possible" NW behavior can be used as an argument that there is no problem, and everything works flawlessly.
Observation 7: The stage-2 (i.e. NOTE 2 in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning) already acknowledges the possibility that a UE that was initially in RRC INACTIVE could be moved into CONNECTED during the procedure. This is already possible from stage-2 (which is important for who wrongly used stage-2 as one argument to block), and regardless, it is up to NW to decide ‒ why gNB-CU shall be forced to first move the UE into CONNECTED and then retrieve UL SRS configuration from DU due to just relying on DU's knowledge of whether the UE is in INACTIVE or CONNECTED?
Moreover, the biggest problem we see is on relying on "DU's knowledge of UE RRC state". From our understanding, according to Rel-17 SDT framework, from DU point of view, there is no clear boundary for DU to be aware that the UE who has been using SDT is moved to CONNECTED. In our SDT framework, any UL/DL signalling is carried by F1AP UL/DL RRC Message Transfer procedures during SDT session. And when a UE is resumed for CONNETED, the RRCResume message is also carried by F1AP DL RRC Message Transfer procedure and transparent to DU. It is possible that there may have no clues for DU to be aware that the UE was moved to CONNECTED. The DU may think that the UE is still in SDT session even though CU already resumed the UE to CONNECTED and RRCResume/RRCResumeComplete were communicated via F1AP DL/UL RRC Message Transfer procedures. 
[bookmark: _Hlk118928459]In Rel-17 SDT framework, UE context is established in the receiving DU right after SDT is initiated (to support UL/DL SDT transfer) or partial UE context has been remained in the DU in case of CG-SDT. In case that a UE is moved back to INACTIVE/IDLE upon termination of SDT session, the F1AP UE Context Release Command procedure is initiated from CU carrying RRCRelease message. So, in this specific case, one may argue that DU can "infer" the UE is at least not in RRC CONNECTED state. However, when an INACTIVE UE is moved to CONNECTED after SDT session, as discussed above, DU may believe that the UE is still in SDT session. Then, even if we follow such "one possible" NW behavior, DU may not be able to supply the right UL SRS configuration for RRC CONNECTED state when requested from CU after the UE is resumed.  
Overall, DU was designed to be a simple entity (while CU is the brain) following what is configured by CU. We sincerely believe that it would be a bad design to rely based on what DU “knows” or “infers”, which complicates the DU behaviors for which was supposed to be simple. 
Observation 8: The biggest problem we see is on relying on "DU's knowledge of UE RRC state". According to Rel-17 SDT framework, from DU point of view, there is no clear boundary for DU to be aware that the UE who has been using SDT is moved to CONNECTED. 
Observation 9: Any UL/DL signalling during SDT session is carried by F1AP UL/DL RRC Message Transfer procedures. And when CU resumes the UE, RRCResume is also carried by F1AP DL RRC Message Transfer and transparent to DU. It is possible that there may have no clues for DU to be aware that the UE was moved to CONNECTED. The DU may think that the UE is still in SDT session even though RRCResume/RRCResumeComplete were already communicated via F1AP DL/UL RRC Message Transfer procedures. When an INACTIVE UE is moved to CONNECTED after SDT session, DU may not be able to supply the right UL SRS configuration when requested from CU.
Observation 10: Overall, DU was designed to be a simple entity (while CU is the brain) following what is configured by CU. As explained above, it would be a bad design to rely based on what DU “knows” or “infers”, which complicates the DU behaviors for which was supposed to be simple.
[bookmark: _Hlk118931280]Therefore, the right design, which abides by the fact that it is up to CU to decide when to change UE RRC state, would be based on "explicit" query mechanism from CU as proposed in R3-226672 [5] (F1AP CR in R3-226673 [6]), not based on "implicit" knowledge of the UE's RRC state from DU.
Proposal 1: RAN3 to adopt "explicit" query mechanism from CU for retrieving UL SRS configuration from DU for the deferred MT-LR procedure for UL positioning. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree the CR in R3-226673 [6].  
Conclusion
In the present contribution we make the following observations for R3-226733 [1]:
Observation 1: The observations 1 and 2 from R3-226733 are invalid, which assume the gNB's inner box decision making as "will not" or "implementation error". As RAN2 confirmed in their reply LS [3], it is up to gNB when to change UE RRC state, which is also the well-known fact in RAN3. 
Observation 2: The observation 3 from R3-226733 is also invalid. The Figure 6.3.1-1 in TS 23.273 just shows a call flow of what happens when event is detected during RRC IDLE or CONNECTED state. This does not mean that SA2 "enforces" gNBs not to change UE RRC state in the middle. As well known, not every single possibility is captured in stage-2. For example, it is typical that our stage-2 doesn't capture failure procedures (e.g. HO failure, etc.). This does not mean that HO shall not be failed no matter what. 
Observation 3: Even if we stick to what is exactly written in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 (for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning), it is written that "the UE" not in RRC INACTIVE state follows the 6.3.1 procedure "to report the event". It does not say that NW shall follow, and the key is for the UE to "report the event". We fail to understand how the statement that "the UE follows the procedure described for steps 22-31 in clause 6.3.1 to report the event…" can lead to conclusion that gNB shall not use RRCRelease message for UL SRS configuration.
Observation 4: Moreover, the NOTE 2 in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 already indicates the possibility of UE RRC state change from RRC INACTIVE to CONNECTED during the procedure (for which, of course, up to NW to decide).
Observation 5: Furthermore, SA2 is not the right WG to discuss or determine whether RRCRelease message can be used for SRS configuration if the UE is not in RRC_INACTIVE state. As mentioned above, it is up to NW to decide and as RAN2 confirmed (also well-known fact in RAN3), NW can decide and change the UE RRC state whenever NW wants for various reasons.
Observation 6: The observation 4 from R3-226733 (saying that, if gNB decides to move the UE from INACTIVE to CONNECTED in the middle, gNB "can" do that after moving the UE into CONNECTED) could be one possible NW behavior. But we fail to understand how this "one possible" NW behavior can be used as an argument that there is no problem, and everything works flawlessly.
Observation 7: The stage-2 (i.e. NOTE 2 in Section 6.7.4 of TS 23.273 for Event Reporting in RRC INACTIVE state for UL Positioning) already acknowledges the possibility that a UE that was initially in RRC INACTIVE could be moved into CONNECTED during the procedure. This is already possible from stage-2 (which is important for who wrongly used stage-2 as one argument to block), and regardless, it is up to NW to decide ‒ why gNB-CU shall be forced to first move the UE into CONNECTED and then retrieve UL SRS configuration from DU due to just relying on DU's knowledge of whether the UE is in INACTIVE or CONNECTED?
Observation 8: The biggest problem we see is on relying on "DU's knowledge of UE RRC state". According to Rel-17 SDT framework, from DU point of view, there is no clear boundary for DU to be aware that the UE who has been using SDT is moved to CONNECTED. 
Observation 9: Any UL/DL signalling during SDT session is carried by F1AP UL/DL RRC Message Transfer procedures. And when CU resumes the UE, RRCResume is also carried by F1AP DL RRC Message Transfer and transparent to DU. It is possible that there may have no clues for DU to be aware that the UE was moved to CONNECTED. The DU may think that the UE is still in SDT session even though RRCResume/RRCResumeComplete were already communicated via F1AP DL/UL RRC Message Transfer procedures. When an INACTIVE UE is moved to CONNECTED after SDT session, DU may not be able to supply the right UL SRS configuration when requested from CU.
Observation 10: Overall, DU was designed to be a simple entity (while CU is the brain) following what is configured by CU. As explained above, it would be a bad design to rely based on what DU “knows” or “infers”, which complicates the DU behaviors for which was supposed to be simple.
Based on the discussion in the present contribution and the observations above we propose: 
Proposal 1: RAN3 to adopt "explicit" query mechanism from CU for retrieving UL SRS configuration from DU for the deferred MT-LR procedure for UL positioning. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree the CR in R3-226673 [6].  
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