3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #107bis-e
R3-202534
20 – 30 April 2020
Agenda item:
19.1
Source:
Intel Corporation
Title:
CB: # 45_Email_Pos_BLs_arch: Summary of offline

Document for:
Approval
1
Introduction

This paper summarizes the following email discussion:
CB: # 45_Email_Pos_BLs_arch
- check details; revise as needed; endorse as BL all CRs

Architecture issues:
- update architecture and CU/DU split description for positioning? (HW)

- QC: include a definition of TRP support using a gNB split architecture in TS 38.305, where the definition is extensively used, rather than in TS 38.401, where the definition is not used at all. Accordingly, it is proposed to remove the editor’s note regarding transfer to TS 38.401.
- E///: do not move text desc in sec. 5.1.1 to 38.401; remove ed note

Measurement IDs:

- clean up measurement IDs? (HW)

 (Intel - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202534
2
For the Chairman’s Notes

Proposals
It is proposed to endorse BL CRs in: R3-202048, R3-201606, R3-201607, and R3-201547.

It was pointed out that R3-201749 should be re-baselined to the latest version of the spec; furthermore, it appears that most of the content of R3-201749 is already in the Rel-16 version of the spec
Therefore, it is proposed to note R3-201749 with the action to BL CR rapporteur to incorporate what’s left into the BL CR.

It is also proposed to revise R3-202047 to add “RAN UE measurement ID” with FFS and FFS for maximum value of LMF UE measurement ID and RAN UE, and agree.

3
Discussion

3.1 BL CRs

First, it is proposed to endorse the BL CRs 1749, 2048, 1606, 1607, and 1547 submitted to this meeting. No discussion is expected, but of course if you spot anything which is terribly wrong with these you are welcome to indicate so by email.

3.2 Misc. corrections

Regarding the section 5.1 in TS 38.305 the following proposals have been made:

· Add “Overall” in the title of figure 5.1-1 and remove the notes (2046)
· Remove “-C” related to NG in figure 5.1-1 (2046)
Question #1: Should we agree 2046? If so, anything that needs to be revised?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	As noted on email, the TP needs anyway to be rebaselined.
Regarding the specific change: maybe “General Architecture”, but think we can retain one note just stating that “Depending on e.g. deployment aspects, the NG-RAN nodes and/or interfaces involved in a particular positioning procedure will normally be a subset of those shown in the Figure”.

	Ericsson
	We do not really understand the motivation behind changing the notes and legend in the figure. The notes are simply “notes”, just for clarification purpose. 

SUPL is outside of 3GPP scope, so of course all positioning info is carried over S1-C.

	Nokia
	Our understanding is that the note(s) are intended to clarify the intention of the figure, i.e. does the figure show:
a) MR-DC (as now stated in Note 2), or 

b) either NR-Uu or LTE-Uu access in the same figure, i.e. two different connectivity options in one figure (as stated in the first sentence of 5.1: "Figure 5.1-1 shows the architecture in 5GS applicable to positioning of a UE with NR or E-UTRA access").

Therefore, we are fine to keep Note 2 as is (= interpretation a, as agreed by RAN3 last meeting) or revert the change to Note 2 (= interpretation b, which I believe was RAN2 understanding when the voided Note 2). Also, we should keep “NG-C” since the interfaces shown in the architecture should map to interface descriptions in section 6.1 (“6.1.4 NG-C interface”).

	Huawei
	Yes, as explain in contribution we are opening here a Pandora box with note and comments which are not usual for stage 2 architecture description. Can someone give to me one single stage 2 figure on overall architecture where such Note exists to discriminate the type of deployment option?
About NG-C, it is true that SULP is out now, but the figure is not future proof … 

	Intel
	We don’t see a very strong motivation to touch the figure and the notes

	
	

	
	


Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.

Regarding the section 5.1.1 in TS 38.305, 2049 proposes to move it to TS 38.401, whereas 2205 and 2197 suggest to keep it in TS 38.305.
Question #2: Should the section 5.1.1 in TS 38.305 be moved to TS 38.401 or kept in TS 38.305?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	As expressed, we have a preference to keep it in TS 38.305 (so no change)

	Ericsson
	We have a preference for keeping it in TS 38.305 to avoid any overlapping with the RAN2 stage-2 text and RAN3 procedures definitions, with potential problems when maintaining the text in the future.  

	Nokia
	We prefer having the Stage 2 description for positioning in one place (kept in TS 38.305).

	Huawei
	RAN3 has an agreement to not disclose the CU-DU architecture at stage 2 or at lease minimize it, we do not want to break this agreement now.
The TRP is not an logical entity and not justify to break the RAN3 agreement and principle

	Intel
	We prefer to keep the figure in TS 38.305

	
	

	
	


Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.Various changes to TS 38.305 are proposed in 2049, with the intention to clarify that the split gNB architecture should not be “exposed in stage-2”. 
Question #3: Should we agree 2049? If so, anything that needs to be revised?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Our understating is that this is a consequence of Q2, so depends on this

	Ericsson
	An exception can be made for positioning, since it seems also not a good practice to scatter the positioning descriptions out of positioning Stage 2. If there are strong concerns that some CU and DU functionality is not described in 38.401 (due to the newly added positioning functions), a simple statement could be added somewhere in TS 38.401: “In this release, positioning-related functionality is specified for gNB-CU and gNB-DU; such functionality is documented in TS 38.305.”

	Nokia
	As commented for Question #2, the stage 2 for positioning should be kept in TS 38.305. If any text is needed in TS 38.401, it should be kept as lightweight as possible (e.g. by using references to TS 38.305).

	Huawei
	RAN3 has an agreement to not disclose the CU-DU architecture at stage 2 or at least minimize it, we do not want to break this agreement now.

	Intel
	We don’t see a strong motivation for these changes

	
	

	
	


Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.

In 2047 it is proposed to:

· Add the “RAN UE measurement ID” IE in Measurement Failure, Measurement Update, and Measurement Abort message.

· Change maximum value of LMF UE measurement ID and RAN UE measurement ID from 15 to 65535.

Question #4: Should we agree clarifications proposed in 2047?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	This is not stage 2 so seems to be in the wrong AI
Technically we have no problem with these.

	Ericsson
	On the first bullet, the couple of measurement IDs uniquely identifies the measurement in the LMF and in the NG-RAN node. No need to have both IDs when one will do. E.g. in failure, all you need to tell the other node is the LMF measurement ID (as we have in SLmAP).
On the second bullet, ok for an extension, but going from 15 to 65535 is a huge step! 128 or 256 can be enough, since we are talking about concurrent measurements that go for the same UE context (this is UE-associated signalling).

	Nokia
	This question may have dependency on whether the Measurement procedure uses UE-associated or non-UE associated signalling.  Our current understanding is that increasing the max value of LMF UE Measurement ID to 65535 is necessary if non-UE associated signalling can be used… which should be the case e.g. when the MEASUREMENT REQUEST targets a TRP hosted by a neighbour gNB.

	Huawei
	The range of measurement ID is constraints today by a legacy issue in CN, which does not remains today, there is no reason to not allow more than 15, 65535 is a suggestion number can be discuss.

The RAN UE Meas ID seems mandated to us in Measurement Update and Measurement Abort to identify the measurement from class 2 procedure. For Failure could be optional (the RAN node may not  assign a RAN UE Meas ID since the measurement request is failed). We suggest to put all IE FFS in the BL CR as compromise for this meeting to let time to further check if needed

	Intel
	Agree to both changes

	
	

	
	


Conclusions: a possible compromise seems to be to make both changes with FFs.

3
Conclusions

Question #1: Should we agree 2046? If so, anything that needs to be revised?
Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.

Question #2: Should the section 5.1.1 in TS 38.305 be moved to TS 38.401 or kept in TS 38.305?
Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.

Question #3: Should we agree 2049? If so, anything that needs to be revised?
Conclusions: no consensus to introduce any changes.

Question #4: Should we agree clarifications proposed in 2047?
· Add the “RAN UE measurement ID” IE in Measurement Failure, Measurement Update, and Measurement Abort message.

· Change maximum value of LMF UE measurement ID and RAN UE measurement ID from 15 to 65535.

Conclusions: a possible compromise seems to be to make both changes with FFs.
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