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R1-2401949	LS on positioning MAC agreements	RAN2, Huawei
RAN1 response necessary. To be discussed under agenda item 8.2. To be moderated by Jinhuan (Huawei).

The LS in from RAN2 [1] is excerpted as follows:
	During the discussion on MAC spec for R18 positioning enhancements in RAN2#125, the following agreements have been reached:
	Multiple/single SL-PRS transmission can be triggered by the UE’s own higher layer.
Capture in the NOTE of the MAC spec that SL-PRS delay budget is provided by higher layer of the UE.
LS to RAN1/RAN4 for questions related to the MAC.
Ask RAN1 whether a new RRC parameter is needed to configure the minimum time gap between last symbol of SL PRS and the start of the first symbol of the PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool.
For resource allocation scheme 2, SL-PRS resource ID selection is determined by the UE’s implementation, applicable for initial transmission and retransmission.
R17 RSRP-based TA validation for positioning SRS transmission in RRC_INACTIVE can be reused for positioning SRS bandwidth aggregation in RRC_INACTIVE. Check with RAN1 and RAN4 in the LS.
RAN2 understand that different carriers in SRS bandwidth aggregation belong to the same TAG, for both RRC_CONNECTED and RRC_INACTIVE. No spec change is needed.  Check with RAN1 and RAN4 in the LS.
SL-PRS resource request MAC CE’s priority in LCP is lower than SL-BSR MAC CE but higher than MAC CE for IAB-MT Recommended Beam Indication.
For activation/deactivation of SP positioning SRS with multiple carrier indications, design a new MAC CE for activation/deactivation of SP positioning SRS across multiple carriers.
SL MAC entity cancels the triggered SL-PRS resource request upon upper layer indication of SL MAC reset.
Include the SL-PRS bandwidth in the SL-PRS resource request MAC CE for aperiodic SL-PRS transmission and RRC UAI message for periodic SL-PRS transmission.
Bandwidth, delay budget, and priority are provided to the SL-PRS Tx UE in SLPP signalling.  FFS periodicity.
RAN2 will not specify anything in this release for SL-PRS bandwidth indication from LMF to gNB.
The SL-PRS transmission multiplicity (single/multiple transmission) is determined by the UE’s own higher layer by implementation.
The reservation period for multiple SL-PRS transmission when triggered by the peer UE’s SCI is determined by the UE’s own higher layer and delivered to the MAC layer by implementation.
When SL-PRS transmission is triggered by SCI, SL-PRS priority is determined by the UE’s own higher layer and delivered to the MAC layer by implementation.
SL-PRS priority is provided to the MAC by the UE’s own higher layer, according to the priority sent in the SLPP parameter exchange in the sidelink positioning session, when SL-PRS transmission is triggered by its own higher layer.


To RAN1:
ACTION: RAN2 would like to ask RAN1, regarding the minimum time gap between the last symbol of SL-PRS and the start of the first symbol of PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool, whether a new RRC parameter is needed.

To RAN1 and RAN4: 
ACTION: 	RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 and RAN4 to take the two agreements regarding CA positioning into account:
· R17 RSRP-based TA validation for positioning SRS transmission in RRC_INACTIVE can be reused for positioning SRS bandwidth aggregation in RRC_INACTIVE.
· Different carriers in SRS bandwidth aggregation belong to the same TAG, for both RRC_CONNECTED and RRC_INACTIVE. No spec change is needed.
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· Regarding the minimum time gap between the last symbol of SL-PRS and the start of the first symbol of PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool, whether a new RRC parameter is needed.

Views from contributions:
	vivo-x2203
	No relationship between PSFCH and SL PRS, so related RRC parameter is not needed.

	Sharp-x2731
	· Inform RAN2 about the update of the definition of minimum time gap endorsed by RAN1.
· Reply to RAN2 that no new RRC parameter is needed.

----------TP for TS38.321:
For a selected sidelink grant, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources comprises:
-	a time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission or a SL PRS transmission (if any) of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and


	CATT-x2351/2352
	a new RRC parameter is not needed.

	OPPO-x2745/2746
	There is no need to introduce a new RRC parameter. 

	Intel-x3151
	new RRC parameter would not be necessary.

	ZTE-x2698
	There is no need to define a new parameter

	Huawei-x2034/2036
	New RRC parameter is not necessary.

	Ericssion-x3322
	No new RRC parameter for the PSSCH to PSFCH time gap is needed when SL PRS is also scheduled.

	Nokia-x3404/3405
	Such a new RRC parameter is not needed.
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As mentioned by companies that:
· the legacy RRC parameters sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period is a slot offset (rather than a symbol offset), and is applicable for both PSSCH-to-PSFCH and SL-PRS-to-PSFCH, in case PSSCH and SL-PRS are multiplexed in the same slot.
· the concept of the minimum time gap is needed to account for the processing time and ensure HARQ RTT. Since ACK/NACK is not supported for SL-PRS processing as per the RAN1 conclusion quoted below, there should be no impact on PSSCH processing and PSFCH preparation timeline.
Therefore, a new parameter is not needed. 

Proposal 2.1-1
Suggested reply to Q1:
Regarding the minimum time gap between the last symbol of SL-PRS and the start of the first symbol of PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool, a new RRC parameter is NOT needed.

Collecting views:
	company
	Agree with FL?
	More comments/suggestions?

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	vivo
	
	There is no needed to introduce the minimum time gap between the last symbol of SL-PRS and the start of the first symbol of PSFCH reception that is associated with the PSSCH transmission on SL-PRS shared resource pool. And then there is no new RRC parameter

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Moderator
	At least the answer from all companies that no RRC parameter is needed. For LS reply, we can reuse the phases from RAN2 and provide the answer is ‘not needed’



In addition, per Sharp’s perception, some updates are necessary in TS 38.321 for RAN2 better understanding of the parameter regarding the time gap and proposes to endorse the TP and inform RAN2 about the TP. 

Proposal 2.1-2
From RAN1 perspective, the TP to TS 38.321 is suggested as follows:
· Once agreed, the TP is included in the LS reply for RAN2 information.
----------------------------------------------------start of TP to TS38.321-----------------------------------------------
For a selected sidelink grant, the minimum time gap between any two selected resources comprises:
-	a time gap between the end of the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission or a SL PRS transmission (if any) of the first resource and the start of the first symbol of the corresponding PSFCH reception determined by sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH and sl-PSFCH-Period for the pool of resources; and
----------------------------------------------------End of TP to TS38.321-----------------------------------------------

Collecting views:
	company
	Agree with FL?
	More comments/suggestions?

	Qualcomm
	No
	We prefer to leave the changes for RAN2 to do in the RAN2 specifications. 

	Sharp
	
	Response to QC: 
The actual changes to TS 38.321 is certainly up to RAN2, but whether there is any issue here and how to resolve it if any is definitely NOT a RAN2 issue, but a RAN1 issue. In fact, since Rel-16, all technical discussions on the minimum time gap were held in RAN1, and RAN2 just captured whatever was agreed in RAN1 into TS 38.321.

	vivo
	No
	At least for dedicated RP, the related modification is not needed. For the SL PRS transmission of shared RP, SL PRS is transmitted within PSSCH symbols for shared resource pool, and there are no relationship between SL PRS and PSFCH, we are not sure why we needs consider the minimum time gap between SL PRS and PSFCH

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We prefer to leave it up to RAN2. The change is also in the RAN2 spec not managed by RAN1.

	Intel
	No
	In addition to the comments from QC and Huawei on the procedural aspects (which we agree with), we do not think the change is necessary from a technical perspective either – as noted above by the moderator, the current offsets are with slot-level granularity, thus, whether in a slot, PSSCH or SL PRS ends last is irrelevant. In fact, with the proposed change, it could cause confusion/misunderstanding that SL PRS reception affects the PSFCH in any way.

	ZTE
	No
	Change is not needed, noted that the unit of  is sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH  slot.

	Sharp2
	
	Response to Intel and ZTE regarding slot-level offset vs. symbol-level offset, 
* on one hand it is correct that sl-MinTimeGapPSFCH  is a slot offset (which is used to determine the PSFCH slot for a given PSSCH slot);
* on the other hand, the “time gap” as defined in TS 38.321 is a symbol-level time gap which is from the last symbol of a PSSCH transmission (NOT the last symbol of the PSSCH slot) to the first symbol of the PSFCH reception (NOT the first symbol of the PSFCH slot)

	CATT
	No
	Up to RAN2 to discuss this issue.

	Moderator
	Most companies prefer to leave this TP or discussion to RAN2. The LS reply will not mention this TP. 





Discussion on action2
· Request RAN1 to takes account the following agreements:
· R17 RSRP-based TA validation for positioning SRS transmission in RRC_INACTIVE can be reused for positioning SRS bandwidth aggregation in RRC_INACTIVE.
· Different carriers in SRS bandwidth aggregation belong to the same TAG, for both RRC_CONNECTED and RRC_INACTIVE. No spec change is needed.

Views from contributions
	Huawei-x2034/2036
	The Rel-18 area RSRP-based TA validation should be reused for positioning SRS bandwidth aggregation in multiple cells within positioning SRS validity area for UEs in RRC_INACTIVE.
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Regarding RSRP-based TA validations:
· For SRS positioning area introduced in Rel-18 LPHAP feature, the area RSRP-based TA validation is defined in Rel-18.
· For SRS bandwidth aggregation in RRC_INACTIVE introduced in Rel-18 carrier aggregation for SRS for positioning feature, RAN2 indicates Rel-17 RSRP-based TA validation is used.
On top of that, regarding the combination of SRS positioning validity area and SRS bandwidth aggregation, Huawei suggests to clarify that the Rel-18 area RSRP-based TA validation should be used to avoid any potential confusion.

Proposal 3.1
From RAN1 perspective, the Rel-18 RSRP-based TA validation for SRS positioning validity area can also be reused for SRS bandwidth aggregation for RRC_INACTIVE state. 

Collecting views:
	company
	Agree with FL?
	More comments/suggestions?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes.
	

	Intel
	Yes.
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Moderator
	This will be mentioned the LS reply. 

	Qualcomm
	We are not sure this is needed to be added. The LS wasn’t asking about this. 



Draft LS reply
The draft LS reply (to be R1-2403535) is uploaded in the same draft folder. Please comment if see any problems. 


	company
	Agree with the draft LS reply
	More comments/suggestions?
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