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1 Introduction

Summary of offline discussion on agenda item 19.4. Broadcast Assistance Data Delivery 

The discussion is spitted in 3 parts:

1) Positioning Area and related information

2) F1AP- Positioning Assistance Information IE is coded 

3) F1AP- Remove FFS in Routing ID
2 For the Chairman’s Notes 
(The document “agreed ?” are for agreement: shoud be asked during the online)
Positioning Area and related information:
TP 38.455, areaScope FFS in metadata, QC:  
· R3-202755 agreed ?
LS out to RAN for clarification on areaScope, E///: 

· R3-202749 agreed final in ?
F1AP- Positioning Assistance Information IE is coded: 

TP 38.473, Octet string for encoding of Broadcast Assistance Data Delivery procedures: 

· R3-202698– agreed ?
F1AP- Remove FFS in Routing ID:
The gNB-CU needs to correlate the Feedback message to the original Control message, and how to do that is FFS

Discussion continues to clarify Routine ID vs. transaction ID vs Measurement ID to be continued
3 Discussion 
3.1 Positioning Area and related information

Q-1: based on RAN2 agreement 3: “The area scope of a posSIB and the corresponding SI validity area are part of the NRPPa metadata” [3, 5]

 Should RAN3 include the Area Scope IE to the Assistance Information Meta Data IE? [1, 5]
I would suggest QC and HW co-source a dedicated TP for that if acceptable and drop it in inbox
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes, this is our proposal

	Ericsson
	No, we do not see NRPPa impact on this.

Normal SIB area scope for Rel-15 was mapped to SystemInformationAreaID, but a new SystemInformationAreaID for positioning was not agreed. The default System Information Area ID tells the area scope for the normal SIBs, which is not related to the “positioning area scope”. The default area scope is defined by RAN management system and can be done by operator. 
… so what will gNB do by receiving area scope if the general handling is to do it similarly for normal NR SIB, i.e., by means of RAN management?

	CATT
	Yes, we should include it. But the IE may put out of the NRPPa metadata. Under the PosSIB level align with 38.331. Like as CATT’s  TP

	Huawei 
	Yes, this follow RAN2 agreements

	Nokia
	Yes, we should include the Area Scope in alignment with the RAN2 agreement.

	Qualcomm2
	In answer to CATT’s comment, please check 38.331. If you compare this to 38.455 (and legacy also), you can see that we have placed in “metadata” all the IEs in PosSIB-Type-r16 except for the type itself.
In response to Ericsson, this for now is pure alignment with RAN2. In any case, the gNB should simply set the IE as received (same as everything else).

	Intel
	Agree with QCOM, HW, and Nokia


Q-2: should it be possible to associate NRPPa broadcast assistance data with a “target cell”? Or should the NRPPa broadcast assistance be homogenous in a certain coverage area? [1, 6]
If there is convergence for “target cell” the QC contributions for NRPPa and F1AP [1, 2], with cells list should be reviewed for agreement
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes – to address the question, certain types of broadcast assistance can apply to an area (in fact that is when you can use area scope), while others may be cell specific. Our revised proposal (from feedback last time) is to use a cell list so all cases are covered.
Also note this is already in TS 38.331, at the same level as other metadata in broadcast.

	Ericsson
	Should cells in the same area broadcast different sets of assistance information? Our answer is no.

The absence of these info from LPPa is not an “omission”: in LTE, this issue was discussed, and there was consensus that the assistance data broadcasting should be homogeneous in a certain coverage area, also to ensure the same positioning performance across cells. We believe that the same homogenization principle should hold true also for NR. 
This can be left to OAM configuration by the operator.


	CATT
	We would like to suggest that we hold on this issue as-is until if the Pos Area ID used is locked down by RAN2

	Huawei
	We tend to believe that broadcast area should be homogenous. The configuration and areaScope is enough

	Nokia
	No, we believe the existing RAN2 agreement to use the Area Scope mechanism is sufficient.

	Qualcomm2
	There seems to be a confusion between this and Area Scope. Area Scope is an indicator to be broadcast, which indeed indicates to the UE that the content of the posSIB is invariant for cells with same Area ID. But Area Scope cannot replace cell list in the message towards the gNB  because
(a) If a posSIB is not set with Area Scope, does it mean that it automatically applies to all cells in a gNB? Surely it is exactly the other way round (a posSIB with AreaScope set “may” be invariant in a gNB), so you need to indicate the specific cells.

(b) If AreaScope is set, the gNB could in theory broadcast the posSIB in all cells of the area – but what if the gNB has more than one area?? 

	Huawei2
	I will not disagree neither Qualcomm neither Ericsson, the fact is this aereaScope and Area ID are already existing in rel-15 and OAM is needed anyway. The agreement from RAN2 to send aeraScope to gNB is understandable but look like a the tip of the iceberg of an optmisation …which RAN3 needs to complete but it is not aware …  

	Intel
	No strong view


Q-3: should RAN3 need to introduce on top of the Area Scope, from the LMF, a System information Area ID or additional indicator? [3, 4]

If there is convergence for “System information Area ID” sent from LMF the CATT contributions [4], with cells list should be reviewed for agreement
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	This should be up to RAN2. We can align if needed, but until then no need to take any action. Believe this is not yet in TS 38.305.

	Ericsson
	There is no support in RAN2 for a new system Area ID for positioning. We don’t consider it is needed and think the areas would be managed by the RAN management system, based on what the operator wants to deploy

	CATT
	We need align with RAN2, RAN2 is discussing the issue. If RAN2 agree introduce the Pos area ID. The broad cast Area ID should be sent from LMF because the LMF may decide the assistance information broadcast area.

	Huawei
	We do not see the need of extra information on top of areaScope

	Nokia
	There is ongoing discussion in RAN2, so no need for RAN3 to take any action now.

	Intel
	As of now, we don’t see the need


Summary (Huawei – Moderator):

There is no common understanding either on follow RAN2 agreement to introduce the areaScope in metadata, either to have cell granularity either for additional indicator.

Let focus for next days on following options:

· Option1- do nothing, send LS to RAN2 asking for clarification and confirmation of areaScope sending from LMF to gNB

· Option2 –accept the RAN2 agreement. Send LS to RAN2 with comment that RAN3 is not agreed on additional information (cell list or/and Aerea ID) 
· Option3- accept the RAN2 agreement. Do nothing else for this meeting (107bises), allow CATT and QC to continue next meeting.(contribution driven)
Please provide your view:
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Actually it seems that there is reasonable consensus to introduce Area Scope in our baseline (which is an alignment to 38.331). So I’d suggest doing that and continuing other discussions based on what happens in RAN2 etc. Would this be acceptable?

	Ericsson
	We think that the RAN2 agreement is inconsistent since the gNB deals with the area scope via configuration and OAM is needed anyway, so what’s the gain of signaling this over NRPPa?

Ericsson prefers option1: we send LS to RAN2 to clarify the agreement, stating that RAN3 does not see benefit on areaScope in NRPPa for Rel-16


	Nokia
	Our preference is Option 2 (add Area Scope IE to the Assistance Information Meta Data IE).

We don’t believe a LS to RAN2 is needed since their agreement seems clear.

	Huawei
	We propose implementation of the areaScope in our TP. LS to RAN2 for clarification is acceptable for us, we have preference for option2 then option3, option 1 is acceptable. 

	Intel
	Option 2 or 3 (but perhaps now only CATT and QC should be allowed to continue discussing 😊)


Compromise proposed (Huawei – Moderator):

Agreed on TP from QC in R3-201807: “Add the Area Scope IE to the Assistance Information Meta Data IE, with FFS.”, QC to provide a dedicated TP 

R3-20xxxf – endorsed

Ask E/// to provide an LS to RAN2 for clarification on aereaScope.

R3-20xxxf– LS out

CATT and QC to continue next meeting on possible additional information (contribution driven). 

3.2  F1AP- Positioning Assistance Information IE is coded 
Q-4: Should RAN3 encode the Positioning Assistance Information IE as NRPPa i.e. as an OCTET STRING with reference to NRPPa?
See [2] and [7] which have almost similar proposal. 
I would suggest QC and E/// co-source a dedicated TP for that if acceptable and drop it in inbox
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Happy to co-source with Qualcomm on this.

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Intel
	Yes


Summary (Huawei – Moderator):

Agreement to proceed with a container

(TP for NR_POS BL CR for TS 38.473) Removal of FFS on use of octet string in Broadcast Assistance Data Delivery procedures, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson R3-202698rev 
R3-202698– for agreement
3.3 F1AP- Remove FFS in Routing ID
Q-5: Should RAN3 remove FFS in Routing ID?
See [2] for further details, please also comment the QC proposal if agreeable with some change. 
If there is a convergence, QC can kindly provide a dedicated tdoc, considering that the topic is isolated.
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes as explained, we think this is needed in F1AP, since the procedures are not connected.

	Ericsson
	This can be ok.

	Huawei
	The transaction ID present in the procedures allows to the CU to retrieve the information at feedback.

If it is the common understanding we should remove the routing IE ID

	Nokia
	Yes, it is fine to remove the FFS.

	Qualcomm2
	To Huawei’s comment, this could be true if the failure message was in the same procedure. But they are in separate procedures, initiated by different nodes. So they cannot really be expected to use the same Transaction Id, though I agree implementations could do that – but it would not be inter-operable as such a rule does not exist.

	Huawei2
	To QC transaction ID not necessarily for error handling but also to identify the response to a message when there is multiple transaction of this message. I am not sure what you mean by “. But they are in separate procedures, initiated by different nodes” we are talking of a class1 message from CU to DU and CU knows which DUs it address … 

	Qualcomm3
	To Huawei2: we have two separate class 2 procedures: Positioning Assistance Information Control, and Positioning Assistance Information Feedback, both in NRPPa and F1AP. When the gNB-CU receives a Control message on NRPPa and passes it to the appropriate DU(s) on F1AP, it may later receive a Positioning Assistance Information Feedback from any DU. This can happen anytime, and it is possible that different LMFs have provided the content of specific posSIBs. Hence (1) transaction ID cannot in general be used as these are two separate class 2 procedures, and (2) the gNB-CU will not know which LMF to send the Feedback message to.

	Ericsson2
	Needs further checking.
We tend to agree with Huawei’s comment.

The Transaction ID is called a “transaction” because it is about one transaction between two nodes over the interface, i.e. request-response in case of class 2. 

It is a pure protocol device, nothing to do with the semantics of what is carried.


	Huawei3
	The TP [2] cover a class 1 procedure where the transaction id allows the CU to knows the response from the DU
The class 2 measurement reports must have an own measurement ID to be identified, not necessarily bind to the LMF, the transaction ID in such class 2 procedure is only used for error indication indeed … 

	Qualcomm4
	Some data points for your further checking:

First item to check, the two procedures in the TP in [2] are definitely class 2 i.e. independent procedures, please check both the BL CRs for NRPPa (1606) and F1AP (1547).

Second item to check, the definition of Transaction ID in F1AP, quoting “The Transaction ID IE uniquely identifies a procedure among all ongoing parallel procedures of the same type initiated by the same protocol peer. Messages belonging to the same procedure use the same Transaction ID. The Transaction ID is determined by the initiating peer of a procedure.”

This is clearly not forcing the tie up of related class 2 procedures (although this can be done by implementation, but may not be inter-operable).

Third item to check: the response is in this case not strictly a response in even a pseudo-class 1 sense, because a failure is not immediate and may occur at any time in the future caused e.g. by additional broadcast requirements or resource changes (not necessarily within a particular timer).


Summary (Huawei – Moderator):

Discussion continues to clarify Routine ID vs. transaction ID vs Measurement ID
It is propose to confirm the agreement on:
The gNB-CU needs to correlate the Feedback message to the original Control message, and how to do that is FFS
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
1)  Positioning Area and related information

Compromise proposed (Huawei – Moderator)
· Agreed on TP from QC in R3-202755: “Add the Area Scope IE to the Assistance Information Meta Data IE, with FFS.”
R3-202755 – for agreement
· Ask E/// to provide an LS to RAN2 for clarification on aereaScope.

R3-202749 – LS out for approval and final version 
· CATT and QC to continue next meeting on possible additional information (contribution driven).

2) F1AP- Positioning Assistance Information IE is coded 

Agreement to proceed with a container

(TP for NR_POS BL CR for TS 38.473) Removal of FFS on use of octet string in Broadcast Assistance Data Delivery procedures, Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson R3-202698rev 

R3-202698– for agreement

3) F1AP- Remove FFS in Routing ID
Discussion continues to clarify Routine ID vs. transaction ID vs Measurement ID

It is propose to confirm the agreement on:

The gNB-CU needs to correlate the Feedback message to the original Control message, and how to do that is FFS
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