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1 Introduction

This is Summary of offline discussion on CB: # 68_Positioning_Rel-16_Corrections.

Please provide your view by 5th Thursday CET midnight.
Friday a first status will be provided with an update, some first agreements and a Way Forward (WF) for next step, if any. 
 The following Tdocs should go for discussion, comment and etc…:

· R3-206557 Correction of NRPPa positioning procedures 

· R3-206163 Correction of F1AP positioning procedures 

· R3-206205 Corrections to tabular and asn.1 for NR positioning (NRPPa)

· R3-206206 Corrections to tabular and asn.1 for NR positioning (F1AP)
· R3-206593 RRC alignement and various correction including

· R3-206594 RRC alignement and various correction including ASN.1

· R3-206584 Correction of NRPPa periodic UL SRS time transmission

· R3-206585 Correction of F1AP periodic UL SRS time transmission 

· R3-206591 Including SRS frequency information Postioning Information Request 

· R3-206592 Including SRS frequency informationing Postioning Information Request

· R3-206595  Including Cell ID in the measurement request.

2 For the Chairman’s Notes TBC
Propose the following:

R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…

Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…

3 Discussion 

3.1 Correction of NRPPa and F1AP positioning procedures 

The CRs R3-206557 [1] and R3-206163 [2] co-sign by 4 companies looks stable.  

Question #1: Is there any comment on R3-206557 [1] and R3-206163 [2]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 

	#
	Sub-clause
	Status
	Comment (put the name of the company before the comment)

	
	
	
	MCC should add the full co-signers in the cover page of R3-206163

	
	
	
	QC: this is my mistake and have asked Young-Ik to fix, should also be reflected in the chairman’s notes, thanks for pointing it out!


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· If there is no comment, the CRs are expect to be agreed by Friday.
3.2 Corrections to tabular and asn.1 for NR positioning (NRPPa and F1AP)

Most of changes of the CRs R3-206205 [3] and R3-206206 [4] should be agreeable.
The CRs show some misalignment on NRPPa and F1AP ASN.1.

Question #2: Is there any objection to agreed R3-206205 [3] and R3-206206 [4]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 

	#
	Sub-clause
	Status
	Comment (put the name of the company before the comment)

	1
	9.1.1.15

9.1.1.14
	Open
	HW: Thank to Nokia to spot the issue of the TRP ID and extension of TRP Information type. We would prefer to keep TRP ID in the TRP Info, then align NRPPa on F1AP, which will reduce the change on F1AP for that. NBC way is acceptable for us here.

	2
	9.2.31
	Open
	HW: we assume that the change from 1 to 0, is to indicate there is no offset, this is not aligned with the RRC, then it would be beneficial to add a semantic description

	3
	ASN
	Open
	We noticed some IE factorization in ASN.1, well we are not against this approach, but clean-up may not be needed, and might avoid to generate side errors … 

	4
	
	Open
	[Nokia] In several instances, we proposed in 6205 (NRPPa CR) to align tabular with asn.1 in order for the change to be backwards compatible change. However, this would result in misalignment with F1AP. Therefore, we would actually prefer non-backwards compatible changes to align the NRPPa asn.1 with the tabular (and align with F1AP). The changes are:

1) Section 9.1.1.14: TRP INFORMATION REQUEST message
· NRPPa: TRP Information Type List IE is extensible in the tabular, but not in asn.1

· F1AP: TRP Information Type List is extensible in both tabular and asn.1

2) Section 9.1.1.15: TRP INFORMATION RESPONSE message and Section 9.2.25: TRP Information IE
· NRPPa: TRP ID IE is inside the TRP Information IE in the tabular, but outside the TRP Information IE in the asn.1

· F1AP: TRP ID IE is inside the TRP Information IE in both the tabular and asn.1.

3) Section 9.1.4.1: MEASUREMENT REQUEST message
· NRPPa: SRS Configuration IE is below the SFN Initialisation Time IE in the tabular, but above the SFN Initialisation Time IE in the asn.1

· F1AP: SRS Configuration IE is below the SFN Initialisation Time IE in both the tabular and asn.1

4) Section 9.2.54: SSB information IE
· NRPPa: PCI IE is below the SSB Configuration IE in the tabular, but above the SSB Configuration IE in the asn.1

· F1AP: PCI IE is above the SSB Configuration IE in both the tabular and asn.1

	5
	9.1.1.15

9.1.1.14
	Open
	Ericsson: On Nokia’s points above:

1. F1AP should have a container definition for the TRP Information Type List to align NRPPa and F1AP.

2. There should be no issue having the TRP ID inside the TRP Information

	6
	ASN
	Open
	Ericsson: clean-up is needed to avoid duplication in ASN.1 (example of SSB, SSBPos and PRSResource-QCLSourceSSB). Other factorization possibilities have been spotted where there is a definition of an IE, but it is not actually used in the asn.1. This could be addressed via NBC change in this meeting 

	7
	
	
	


Question #3: Should ASN.1 from NRPPa and F1AP be aligned as much as possible?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes prefer as much as possible to have alignment between NRPPa and F1AP. 

The NBC should be check case by case. 

	Nokia
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes, especially alignment on protocol extensions in NRPPa and F1AP. OK for NBC

	Qualcomm
	Yes as general preference, but also let’s avoid being too extreme on this. Some choices in F1 were carefully considered but I may no longer remember why – which does not always mean they should be changed 😊.

	ZTE
	Yes


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· Have a common understanding of NRPPa and F1AP alignment by 5th Thursday

· List the comments and start discussion by 5th Thursday

· Agreed a version of the CRs when we come online

3.3 RRC alignment and various correction NRPPa and F1AP

The CRs R3-206593 [5] and R3-206594 [6] have some overlap with [3] and [4].

To facilitate the discussion and keep discussion NRPPa/F1AP aligned as much as possible, it is propose that Huawei will revise the R3-206593 [5] and R3-206594 [6], without the overlap. This should lead to small CRs and quick convergence.

Huawei will provide Draft update by today.

Question #4: Is there any objection to agreed revision of R3-206593 [5] and R3-206594 [6]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 

	#
	Sub-clause
	Status
	NRPPa Comment (put the name of the company before the comment)

	1
	ASN.1
	Open
	[Nokia] Change #1 on the cover page is missing from the asn.1 (for TRPList in TRPInformationRequest-IEs, change presence to optional and criticality to ignore).

	
	
	
	


	#
	Sub-clause
	Status
	F1AP Comment (put the name of the company before the comment)

	1
	9.2.12.10

9.2.12.20

9.2.12.21

9.2.12.22

ASN.1
	Open
	[Nokia] The proposed changes to criticalities are not all correct, please see updated CR in drafts folder.  For example:

· Criticality of TRP list IE should be “YES ignore” and criticality of TRP list Item IE should be reverted back to “EACH ignore” (existing spec is correct)

· Criticality of E-CID Measurement Quantities Item IE should be reverted (existing spec is correct)

· Criticality for F1AP IDs should be reverted to “YES ignore” (existing tabular is correct). Criticality of the AP IDs in messages other than the initiating messages is typically “YES ignore”.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· If there is no comment, the CRs are expect to be agreed by Friday.
3.4 Correction of NRPPa/F1AP periodic UL SRS time transmission

It is propose in R3-206584 [7] and R3-206585 [8] to correct the periodic UL SRS time transmission
Question #5: Is there any objection to agreed revision of R3-206584 [7] and R3-206585[8]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	The correction seems difficult to achieve, the gNB has no way to control the start of the transmission in the UE.  

	Nokia
	If CR is agreed, the Activation Time IE should be optional (not conditional) and the presence of numberOfTransmissions in asn.1 should not be changed (i.e. kept as OPTIONAL). 

	Ericsson 
	To further clarify our intention, our aim is to avoid that UE happens to start transmitting early before there was any proper timing sync between the LMF, the serving node and listening nodes for periodic UL SRS. Some of the positioning sessions could be in fact for very short durations; where UE may transmit SRS for 2 to 3 occasions in short interval etc. In these cases, even the 1st transmission could be very useful and should not be wasted. That’s why we think that when the LMF recommends a desired confirmation time for receiving the gNB’s first periodic SRS configuration, the gNB can respond directly with the SFN/slot offset in the POSITIONING INFORMATION RESPONSE before it starts configuring the UE (the gNB should know anyway how the long the RRC configuration will take to complete). The LMF can then forward this information in parallel to the other listening nodes, taking into account the propagation time over NRPPa/F1AP. This could also be reflected in TS 38.305.

	Qualcomm
	At first sight this seems to blur the boundary between periodic and semi-persistent, and it assumes that the gNB knows when the UE will start transmitting which is not guaranteed (from the explanation I’d assume a reasonable implementation would anyway indicate a time by which the UE should be transmitting i.e. add some margin). I don’t think we had this in UTDOA, but understand the motivation.

On the other hand, I understand this was already discussed for stage 2 in RAN2 and not agreed, but not sure on what basis. So from that point of view, it is not clear whether RAN3 should go ahead as this seems like something that should ideally be motivated by RAN2. Anyway can discuss further.

	ZTE
	From our point of view, the starting time for periodic SRS transmission is also needed.

	CATT
	We also think the starting time is needed


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· If there is no comment, the CRs are expect to be agreed by Friday.

· If any comment either continuing the discussion after 6th Friday either propose a WF if needed
3.5 Inclusion of SRS frequency information Positioning Information Request

It is propose in R3-206591 [9] and R3-206592 [10] to include SRS frequency information Positioning Information Request to allow the CA operation

Question #6: Is there any objection to agreed revision of R3-206591 [9] and R3-206592 [10]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 
	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We would like to clarify the CA we refer to is the normal operation and not the rel-17 SI. 

We also understand that without the frequency indication, that gNB can only configures SRS transmission on the PCell, which is against the effort made in rel-16 to allow SRS in SCell …

	Ericsson
	CA is outside of RAN3 scope. RAN3 usual receives a LS from RAN1 with the list of agreed RAN1 parameters, which had in the past many inputs we’ve included in NRPPa. The same principle should take place here.

	Qualcomm
	Our understanding is that this proposal is a direct consequence of a late decision in RAN1, which ideally they should have sent us an LS on. Maybe we should dig this.

	ZTE
	Similar view with Ericsson and QC.

	CATT 
	Agree with QC comments


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· If there is no comment, the CRs are expect to be agreed by Friday.

· If any comment either continuing the discussion after 6th Friday either propose a WF if needed
3.6 Inclusion Cell ID in the measurement request

It is propose in R3-206595 [10] to include the Cell ID in the measurement request. 

Question #7: Is there any objection to agreed revision of R3-206595 [10]? 

Please comment and explain why the CR need revision. 
Description…

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We see this change as correction because if it comes late it will be less efficient as example to force some development like mapping Cell and TRP in the CU now.

We also are open as example to put the cell ID in other procedure (s) …

	Nokia
	We don’t see the need for this CR (benefit is unclear).  For example, cover page states that LMF only needs to select a certain cell but:

· TRP IDs assigned to "positioning-only DUs" aren’t associated with Cell IDs, and

· TRP IDs are anyway mandatory in the TRP List.

	Ericsson
	In some sense, the CR is ok since the LMF knows Cell Id, but the reason for change partly don’t make sense as “TRP ID” is mandatory and LMF thus must know it and include one “TRP Measurement Request Item” per TRP.  

It would have been very beneficial if this discussion was brought early during the WI phase, when we were discussing the presence of TRP IDs in the Measurement message. It would have thus been logical to define the TRP ID as optional when the cell-ID is included. Considering now the huge number of TRPs (65k), there can be indeed problems with NRPPa message size. That’s why Ericsson was warning against having the TRP ID set as mandatory which would lead to problem, but nobody took our warnings seriously (i.e. Cassandra in Greek mythology 😊)
Another benefit with this CR we see is that CU would not need to figure out which DU a TRP belongs to. However if Cell Id is optional it still has to…    

	Qualcomm
	Our interpretation of this change is that it is not related to message size in NRPPa or F1AP, ie. the TRP list still needs to be sent, but it allows for simpler routing in the gNB and potentially faster correlation of results in the LMF too. If this is correct, then the cover page would need to be clarified slightly (and obviously there is no change in the procedural text). 

Stepping back – we proposed some time ago to make the TRP ID a couplet {TRP ID, cell ID} where cell ID is optional. Maybe this would be the most general approach?

	ZTE
	Seems beneficial. Currently without the Cell ID, the complexity of core network and gNB is increased.

	CATT
	We also think  that include cell ID with TRP  is beneficial 


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

· If there is no comment, the CRs are expect to be agreed by Friday.

· If any comment either continuing the discussion after 6th Friday either propose a WF if needed
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [TBC]

If needed
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