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1. Overall Description:
During the RAN2 online discussion#121-bis-e meeting discussion on RAT-dependent positioning integrity, RAN2 figures out two questions should be consulted with RAN1, andhas made  one the following working assumption which may raise concern should be informed also, as indicated as followson LMF-based RAT-dependent integrity:

Working assumption:
It is left to LMF implementation to decide the measurement error source bound distribution based on the measurement results from UE and/or NG-RAN




RAN2 would like to kindly request RAN1 to confirm whether they have any concern on the above working assumption. In addition, RAN2 also has two questions to RAN1:
Q1: from RAN1 perspective of view, whether or notAre the beam-related information (Beam Bore-Sight Direction and Beam Antenna Information) are error sources for DL-AOD positioning? If yes, Could RAN1 please also provide the parameters for the overbounding distributions of the potentially identified error sources? If the answer is no (beam-related information error sources are not supported for DL-AoD positioning method), can integrity operation still be valid for such positioning method?   	Comment by Yi1 (Intel): The issue was from vivo contribution R2-2302959, if beam related information is not support for DL-AoD, can integrity operation still be valid for DL-AoD.

It would be good to also ask RAN1 on this. 	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: Add the following question at the end of paragraph: If the answer is no (beam-related information error sources are not supported for DL-AoD positioning method), can integrity operation still be valid for such positioning method?	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: We suggest it is better for RAN1 to provide the integrity parameters as well, as what has been ask to RAN1 in the LS out R2-2302144 in the last meeting, if the error sources are identified in their discussion	Comment by Fumihiro Hasegawa: InterDigital suggests removing the sentence proposed by OPPO because of the following reason.

In RAN1#111, the following conclusion (shown below) was made after discussing the issue over several RAN1 meetings. Given that there has not been new information provided to RAN1 for this discussion, we think likelihood of convergence of the discussion is small. Given the agreement made in RAN2 (to send LS), we suggest to remove the sentence proposed by OPPO and let RAN1 discuss again whether beam related info are error sources or not.
Conclusion
RAN1 could not reach consensus on whether beam information (NR-TRP-BeamAntennaInfo) and boresight direction of DL PRS (NR-DL-PRS-BeamInfo) are error sources or not for DL-AoD for UE-based positioning integrity mode.
Note: Definition of “UE-based positioning integrity mode” can be found in Table 9.4.1.1.1 in TR 38.857	Comment by CATT: Agree with InterDigital. RAN2 only agree “LS to RAN1 to include a request for confirmation that the beam-related information (Beam Bore-Sight Direction and Beam Antenna Information) are error sources for DL-AoD positioning” . Let RAN1 discuss again whether beam related info are error sources or not.	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: Confirm deleting the further question related to the integrity parameters due to CATT and Interdigital comments, though we think that if RAN1 could finally make a conclusion that the beam-related info could be seen as one error source, then it is reasonable for the RAN1 to further provide the integrity parameters of the Gaussian bounding, which waives the need of a further email discussion round between RAN1 and RAN2 for ask for and feedback on the gaussian bounding parameters.	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: Confirm deleting the further question related to the integrity parameters due to CATT and Interdigital comments, though we think that if RAN1 could finally make a conclusion that the beam-related info could be seen as one error source, then it is reasonable for the RAN1 to further provide the integrity parameters of the Gaussian bounding, which waives the need of a further email discussion round between RAN1 and RAN2 for ask for and feedback on the gaussian bounding parameters.

Q2: from RAN1 perspective of view, whether Are DNU flag(s) for TRP/UE positioning measurements is/are needed or not if the above working assumption does not hold? If yes, what would be the use case for it?








RAN2 would like to invite RAN1 to answer the two questions and confirm if there is any concern on the working assumption made.


2. Actions
To RAN1 groups
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to provide the feedback on the two questions and indicate whether they have any concern on the working assumption.	Comment by Lenovo: Should better say “whether they have concern on the working assumption”.	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: ok	Comment by Fumihiro Hasegawa: We should clarify what kind of feedback related to WA (working assumption) we want from RAN1. Does RAN2 want RAN1 to confirm the working assumption? There should be another question dedicated to this issue.	Comment by Liuyang-OPPO: To Interdigial: we think the concern should be straightforward--- if the working assumption does not hold, it should be the UE/TRP to provide the integrity parameters of the bound distribution of the measurement errors. We suggest companies could do internally coordination to RAN1 colleagues.
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