3GPP TSG-RAN WG1 Meeting #113	R1-2306320 
Incheon, Korea, 22-26 May, 2023

Agenda Item:	9.17
Source:	Moderator (Huawei)
Title:	Summary of email discussion [Post-113-38.212-NR_pos_enh2-Core] 
Document for:	Discussion and Decision 

[bookmark: _Ref129681862][bookmark: _Ref124589705]Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on NR positioning, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
[Post-113-38.212-NR_pos_enh2-Core] Email discussion on Rel-18 draft CRs by June 9 – Editors
First round discussions    
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK27]This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v0. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 06/07 (Wednesday), 6:00am UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
	Company
	View

	Editor
	There are some agreement on DCI format 3_0 and aperiodic positioning SRS for bandwidth aggregation which might have impact on TS 38.212 also, but more details are needed first before making any changes here.

	Intel
	Comment 1:
· It would be good to mention that SCI format 1-B is used for the scheduling of SL PRS in a dedicated resource pool to make it clear. 
	8.3.1.2	SCI format 1-B
SCI format 1-B is used for the scheduling of SL-PRS.  


· Similarly, it would be good to mention that SCI format 2-D is used for the decoding of PSSCH and the scheduling of SL PRS in a shared resource pool.

	8.4.1.4	SCI format 2-D
SCI format 2-D is used for the decoding of PSSCH and the scheduling of SL-PRS.



[Chengyan]:
Based on all the comments so far, no consensus to explicitly spell out shared pool or dedicated pool although several companies preferred to do so. 
In general, if shared (or common as used in 213 for now) pool or dedicated pool needs to appear in the specs, definition should be given in one place (supposedly to be in 38214) and other specs should be kept in generic for easy spec maintenance. 
Once the definitions in other spec (e.g. 38.214) is clear, then 38.212 can add these terminologies for differentiation if really needed. For now, I will just add the following editor’s note:
Editor’s note:
Further update can be done if really needed once there is clear/stable definition on dedicated resource pool in other spec, e.g. 38.214.

Comment 2:
· RAN1 has not decided to use full source and destination ID in single stage SCI for scheduling of SL PRS in a dedicated resource pool. Suggest to remove 24 bits for now. We can further discuss these later. 
	[bookmark: _Toc36046380][bookmark: _Toc45209297][bookmark: _Toc36046234][bookmark: _Toc129874559][bookmark: _Toc29327784][bookmark: _Toc29326634][bookmark: _Toc51852471][bookmark: _Toc36045974]8.3.1.2	SCI format 1-B
SCI format 1-B is used for the scheduling of SL-PRS.  
The following information is transmitted by means of the SCI format 1-B:
-	Priority – x bits as specified in clause x.x of [12, TS 23.287] and clause x.x of [8, TS 38.321]. 
-	Source ID – 24 bits as defined in clause x.x of [6, TS 38.214].
-	Destination ID – 24 bits as defined in clause x.x of [6, TS 38.214]. 



[Chengyan]: Considering other companies’ similar comments also, ok to leave the number of bits open. Will be updated to x bits in the next version.

Comment 3:
· We would suggest aligning the shorthand used for Sidelink Positioning Reference Signals as “SL PRS” instead of “SL-PRS” across the specs, i.e., without the hyphenation. “SL PRS” is consistent with use of “DL PRS” and was also used in the TR 38.859.
[Chengyan]: Ok to take ‘SL PRS’.

	Qualcomm
	RAN1 has not agreed that the source and destination IDs will be captured as explicit fields in SCI 1-B. The agreement was that those fields will be indicated by SCI, but RAN1 has not yet discussed the exact mechanism. Could you please remove them? We are ok with keeping the other fields since they are required to enable sensing using SCI as agreed by RAN1.
[Chengyan]:
The agreement used ‘at least indicate’ though not strictly means ‘including’, but it is more reasonable to take the same approach as all the other fields to be included in SCI for now especially it seems other companies think these two IDs should be included explictly, of course it can be further updated later when more concrete agreement reached later for the two fields about IDs. For now, I will add an editor note for clarification. 
Editor’s note: Further update will be done depending on further agreements on more details, including whether to include these two fields for IDs.

Agreement
In the dedicated resource pool, 
· with regards to the SL-PRS time-domain resource allocation within the resource pool support a
· SL-PRS-resource-based allocation	
· SCI for SL-PRS should at least indicate the following values:
· Source ID
· Destination ID
· Resource reservation period
· SL-PRS Priority
· Cast type
· With regards to the SL-PRS configuration and/or SL-PRS time assignment information, select one alternative at RAN1#114:
· Alt. 3.1: support a one-to-one mapping relationship between a PSCCH resource and an associated SL-PRS resource in the same slot. 
· Note: In this case, there is no need of an explicit signaling of which SL PRS resource for the same slot
· Note: Same number of PSCCH resource(s) and SL-PRS resource(s) 
· Alt. 3.2: explicit signaling of SL PRS resource in the same slot
· Alt. 3.3: support a mapping relationship between a PSCCH resource and one or more associated SL-PRS resource(s) in the same slot and explicit signaling of SL PRS resource
· Only a one-to-one mapping is used between a PSCCH resource and an associated SL-PRS resource in the same slot if explicit signalling is not used
· Note: with a one-to-one mapping, some SL-PRS resources might not be mapped
· FFS: details, including (pre)configuration
· FFS: Whether and how to indicate SCI resource(s) or SL-PRS resource (s) for a future slot
· FFS: Additional information, e.g. SL-PRS request, Positioning Session ID, number of resource reservation periods


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Regarding the comment from Qualcomm of removing source and destination IDs from SCI 1-B, to our understanding, the agreement although states ‘indicate’ is actually saying ‘includes’ because otherwise all other fields may also be interpreted as ‘not explicit fields’ which does not seem logically correct. On the other hand, we also doubt how it works if not including the IDs in SCI 1-B.

Agreement
In the dedicated resource pool, 
· with regards to the SL-PRS time-domain resource allocation within the resource pool support a
· SL-PRS-resource-based allocation	
· SCI for SL-PRS should at least indicate the following values:
· Source ID
· Destination ID
· Resource reservation period
· SL-PRS Priority
· Cast type
· With regards to the SL-PRS configuration and/or SL-PRS time assignment information, select one alternative at RAN1#114:
· Alt. 3.1: support a one-to-one mapping relationship between a PSCCH resource and an associated SL-PRS resource in the same slot. 
· Note: In this case, there is no need of an explicit signaling of which SL PRS resource for the same slot
· Note: Same number of PSCCH resource(s) and SL-PRS resource(s) 
· Alt. 3.2: explicit signaling of SL PRS resource in the same slot
· Alt. 3.3: support a mapping relationship between a PSCCH resource and one or more associated SL-PRS resource(s) in the same slot and explicit signaling of SL PRS resource
· Only a one-to-one mapping is used between a PSCCH resource and an associated SL-PRS resource in the same slot if explicit signalling is not used
· Note: with a one-to-one mapping, some SL-PRS resources might not be mapped
· FFS: details, including (pre)configuration
· FFS: Whether and how to indicate SCI resource(s) or SL-PRS resource (s) for a future slot
· FFS: Additional information, e.g. SL-PRS request, Positioning Session ID, number of resource reservation periods

[Chengyan]: See response to Qualcomm

	ZTE
	We also prefer to explicitly reflect in the spec that SCI format 1-B is only used for dedicated resource pool and SCI format 2-D is used for shared resource pool.
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
Regarding Qualcomm’s comment, we have difference views and agree with Editor’s initial assessment. According to RAN1’s agreement, source ID and destination ID are indicated by SCI, the exact mechanism can further be discussed without affecting the fact that source/destination ID are transmitted by SCI 1-B.
[Chengyan]: See response to Qualcomm

	LGE
	We agree with Intel that there should be a text saying that SCI format 1-B is used only in a dedicated resource pool and SCI format 2-D is used only in a shared resource pool.
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
Regarding SCI format 1-B, we think that the source and destination ID should be included and the number of bits needs further agreement. We suggest to have a bracket as [24 bits].
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
Regarding SCI format 2-D, we don’t have agreement yet whether SL PRS request is included in SCI format 1-B or SCI format 2-D. Suggest to delete the field of SL PRS request in SCI format 2-D.
[Chengyan]:
Originally I thought it was straightforward to include it in the SCI format. Thanks to the reminder from Sharp below that there is an FFS on it. I will remove it for now, and further update can be done later if there is explicit agreement to include it.   

	Sharp
	· Comment#1, on clause 8.3.1.2:
Regarding the shared/dedicated pool specific text for the definition of SCI formats in 212 as proposed by some companies, in our view this is not strictly necessary as this is obvious according to text in 214 where the SCI formats are referred to.
[Chengyan]:
I have similar view it is not necessary. However, if companies prefer to do that, seems no harm to make the clarification in 38.212 also. As replied to Intel, I will add it once there is clear definitions in other spec. 
· Comment#2, on clause 8.3.1.2:
Regarding source ID and destination ID, similarly to other companies, we see no problem in capturing them in SCI format 1-B. We share Intel’s comment to make them “x bits” for the moment due to no explicit agreement yet (although technically we think it should be 24 bits for both).
[Chengyan]:
See response to Intel. 
· Comment#3, on clause 8.3.1.2:
Although RAN1 agreed to “Support UE-A to request UE-B to transmit SL-PRS via lower layer signaling sent by UE-A” and “With regards to the lower-layer signalling, support SCI associated with SL-PRS transmission”, there has not been any agreement on a “SL-PRS request” field in SCI. In fact, in the RAN1#113 agreement as quoted by HW above, “SL-PRS request” was explicitly listed as “FFS”. Therefore, we think “SL-PRS request” should be removed from the draft CR.
[Chengyan]: Thanks for the clarification. Please see my reply to LG above. 
· Comment#4, on clause 8.4.1.4:
Same as Comment#3, but for SCI format 2-D.
[Chengyan]: Please see my reply above. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon2
	Regarding the comment from LGE and Sharp of the field of ‘SL PRS request’, to our understanding, adding this field to both SCI 1-B and SCI format 2-D is per the following agreement of confirming the WA for both shared and dedicated resource pool:
Agreement
In Scheme 2, with regards to the triggering of SL-PRS, confirm the related WA for shared and dedicated resource pools.
· With regards to the lower-layer signalling, support SCI associated with SL-PRS transmission
· FFS: whether this is enabled by (pre)configuration
· FFS: to support also SL-PRS
[Chengyan]: At least it is clear the triggering of SL-PRS functionality is supported for both dedicated pool and shared pool per this agreement. However, it is true that there is no explicit agreement to include this request in SCI yet, so I will remove for now, and once there is clear agreement we can add again.  

	OPPO
	1. “Cast type indicator” and “CSI request” should be included in SCI 2-D, as SCI 2-D is also used for the decoding of PSSCH.
[Chengyan]: I have the same understanding. However, as expressed by the editor’s note, how to capture this would still depend on further agreement on how to indicate the new 2nd stage SCI format, considering other cases like SCI format 2B and 2C. Let’s wait for more agreements first.  
2. For clarity, we shared similar view as other companies that it would be better to explicitly spell out SCI 1-B is for dedicated resource pool and SCI 2-D is for shared resource pool. 
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
3. “SL-PRS request” should be removed from SCI 1-B and SCI 2-D, it has not been agreed that an dedicated field is needed for SL PRS triggering. ID information included in SCI and/or SL PRS may be sufficient for the triggering.
[Chengyan]: See response to LG.
4. “Source ID” and “Destination ID” should be included, but “24 bits” should be put in brackets.
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel and Qualcomm.

	xiaomi
	1. We agree with Intel and other companies’ comments that SCI 1-B and SCI 2-D should be explicitly indicated as for dedicated resource pool and shared resource pool, respectively.
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
2. We also agree to add brackets in “24bits” for SCI 1-B.
[Chengyan]: See response to Intel. 
3. For “SL-PRS request”, we prefer current version from FL because for a shared resource pool, legacy SCI format 1-A should be used, then this field can only be included in SCI format 2-D.
[Chengyan]: See response to LG, Sharp and Huawei. Once there is explicit agreement later, we can update accordingly.

	
	


Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v1 draft CR v2 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP if any, the latest by 06/09 (Thursday), 2:00am UTC.  
	Company
	View

	Sharp
	· Comment#5, on clause 3.3:
SL-PRS => SL PRS, as was already done for other clauses.

[Chengyan]: Yes, let me correct it. 

	Editor
	@all
I further updated the CR to draft CR v2, which captures the comments raised by Sharp above. Please all review and if any comment, provide as soon as possible.  

	
	



1 [bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Conclusion     
Draft CR R1-2306321 is endorsed in principle. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
