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1	Introduction	
This document provides a summary of offline discussion for the following CB：
CB: # 25_Pos_common_TRPs
- note LS; take into account
Nok:
- TRP selection is performed at the LMF, and TRP ID(s) are mandatory in the MEASUREMENT REQUEST, MEASUREMENT RESPONSE (for “OnDemand”), and MEASUREMENT REPORT messages.
- The measurement-related procedures use non-UE associated signaling over the NG interface.
- The LMF UE Measurement ID should be renamed LMF Measurement ID, and the maximum range should be 65535 (or more). The RAN UE Measurement ID is not needed.
- Introduce a TRP Measurement Response Failure List IE in the MEASUREMENT RESPONSE message, to indicate the TRPs (if any) for which none of the requested measurements have been successful.
- Introduce a TRP Measurement Report Failure List IE in the MEASUREMENT REPORT message, to indicate the TRPs (if any) for which none of the requested measurements have been successful and whose failure has not already been indicated in a previous MEASUREMENT REPORT message.
- update list of procedures transported by NRPPa transport in NGAP
HW:
- Include the “Measurement Number” IE in MEASURMENT REQUEST message as conditional on periodic reporting.
- Include the “SFN Initialization Time” IE in the MEASUREMENT REQUEST message.
- Include “Cell ID” in the “TRP Measurement Request List” IE.
- Include “Rx Beam Info Request” in the “MEASUREMENT REQUEST MESSAGE” to request gNB to report Rx beam information associated with each UL measurement.
- Introduced a new IE of “Rx Beam Information” to be associated with each measurement in the “MEASUREMENT RESPONSE” and “MEASUREMENT REPORT” messages.
- Measurement procedure is non-UE associated and E-CID procedure should be separated from Measurement procedure.
- Include the TRP ID list in both MEASUREMENT REQUEST and RESPONSE message as mandatory. 
- Do not include PRS beam information in the POSITIONING INFORMATION RESPONSE message. Let RAN2 to decide whether to include SRS status.
QC:
- The receiver action should have a e.g. shall/should associated with it rather than a stage 2 type phrasing: we suggest “should” as it is possible that the information is not available or not applicable to the TRP. The case of including no TRP list is also incorrectly phrased (it is the list that is not included). Likewise, the unsuccessful operation should mention “for any TRPs”, i.e. failure happens if nothing can be provided at all; in the message definition, it should be “TRP Information Type List”
- Change MEASUREMENT REQUEST to support a single TRP per measurement and align other messages accordingly.
- Re-introduce TRP ID in the MEASUREMENT ABORT message.
- Measurement procedure is assumed to be non-UE associated in general, and Measurements IDs are changed accordingly.
- Remove RAN Measurement ID in the failure message.
E///,NTT:
- TRP ID presence in the MEASUREMENT REQUEST/RESPONSE/REPORT/UPDATE messages is optional
- remove the TRP ID IE from the MEASUREMENT FAILURE INDICATION message
- NRPPa measurement procedures are non-UE associated
- Introduce NR-E-CID support in the existing NRPPa E-CID Measurement Initiation procedure
- RAN UE measurement ID is not needed in the Failure message
- remove FFS on max value to 65535
Chair: propose to first agree on the following:
- TRPs are not logical nodes
- Whether TRP support in the NG-RAN node is “mandatory” or not? If NG-RAN node is always expected to support TRPs but always allowed to take the final decision on TRP choice (possible compromise?), signaling design will be straightforward to derive
(E/// - moderator)
2. For the Chairman’s Notes
1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Propose to agree on and capture the following: (draft)
· R3-203432 is agreed
· R3-204317 is agreed
· [bookmark: _Hlk42682904]Remove the RAN Measurement ID from the MEASUREMENT FAILURE MESSAGE
· keep the RAN measurement ID IE in the Measurement Response and Report messages 
· Measurement Failure happens when NG-RAN node cannot configure with none of the requested TRPs.
· It is agreed that NG-RAN can configure with a different set of TRPs out of the list suggested by LMF
· TRP ID list is mandatory in measurement request/response/report
· If agreeable, moderator proposes to have a single TRP defined as optional in the Measurement update message to simplify the structure. Other issues to be discussed in Rel-17
· Issue regarding partial failure is acknowledged and it is proposed to discuss it in Rel-17.
· To avoid e-mail discussions after the e-meeting and let companies digest. Happy summer vacations.
1. Agreements done during the online session
The NRPPa Measurement procedures are non-UE associated.
Rename the “LMF UE Measurement ID” to “LMF Measurement ID”.
Remove FFS on maximum range 65535 (with possibility of extension). 
Introduce the RX Beam info in the measurement response
We shall not specify whether the gNB-CU aggregates measurements from different gNB-DUs
Send a list of TRPs in measurement request message
One measurement may be initiated in more than one TRP
R3-204208 Agreed unseen that captured the following:
· Rename the “LMF UE Measurement ID” to “LMF Measurement ID”.
· Remove FFS on maximum range 65535 (with possibility of extension). 
· introduce the Rx Beam info in the measurement response. 
· ASN.1
3. Others
No strong consensus on the Measurement number. To be discussed in Rel-17
Discuss whether to include the Cell ID in the TRP Measurement request List in Rel-17
3	Discussion
Round one of e-mail discussion
3.1 LS from RAN4
1) Is there anything companies want to say regarding the LS from RAN4 in [1]? 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Nothing in particular, the LS is for information only.


P1: LS R3-203115 from RAN4 is noted.

3.2 Cleaning-up the measurement procedures
First of all, there is a clear convergence of all companies propositions in [2][3][4][5] that the measurement procedures should be non-UE associated. The moderator proposes then to agree on the following:
Proposal 1: the NRPPa Measurement procedures are non-UE associated
Note: companies are then invited to take note of this proposal, if agreeable, when discussing the NR-E-CID issues. In last meeting it was in fact observed that NR-E-CID procedures would be impacted by this decision.
2) Are there any comments or objections related to the above proposal?
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	OK, but it should be clarified that if measurements are requested to the serving NG-RAN node, then there shall be no connection to the UE context. 

	Qualcomm
	Fine with this; the implication is that any actions that are UE-associated need to be handled via other procedures.

	Nokia
	P1 is OK. The implications of using non-UE associated signalling over NG should already be clear to everyone.

	Huawei
	Ok, the direction from source to target nodes are indicated in the procedure text definition …

	Intel
	OK with the proposal



P2: The NRPPa Measurement procedures are non-UE associated.

Secondly, there is a proposal from a company in [6] to reflect the above proposal in NG-AP specification.
3) Are there any comments regarding the CR proposed in [6]?
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	OK in principle, but with this proposed text we will have NGAP impact every time we add functions to NRPPa. We should try to avoid this by making the text more generic, if possible.

	Qualcomm
	Also ok in principle, but wonder if we should add a statement on a per-procedure basis in 38.455 itself (e.g. at top). I realize this is slightly different from other interfaces so maybe it would need to be like “An instance of this procedure is related to a particular UE”; but maybe just saying it is UE-associated or not is enough.

	Nokia
	We are of course fine with the CR. We are open to any suggestions to improve the text, but we did try to make the text generic by referring to NRPPa functions rather than individual procedures. We don’t expect new functions to be added to NRPPa very often.

	Huawei
	Ok. The comment of Ericsson make sense, if possible to find clever way to reflect it.

	Intel 
	We are OK to proceed with the CR, the details can be polished when we get to discuss the actual text.


P3: CR in R3-203432 from Nokia seems agreeable, but to be potentially revised taking into account the comments from above

Descending from the proposal above, some companies propose to agree on the following:
1. Rename the “LMF UE Measurement ID” to “LMF Measurement ID”, 
2. Remove FFS on maximum range 65535 (with possibility of extension). 
3. The RAN UE Measurement ID is not needed at all. 
4. Remove the RAN UE Measurement ID from the failure message
4) Companies are invited to share their views on points 1-4 above, whether they can be agreeable?
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	OK for all, since proposals 1-4 descend naturally from the fact that the measurement procedures should be non-UE associated. Open to further analyze the need for RAN UE Measurement ID (e.g. in special cases), but in case it is kept it definitely should not be present in the failure message: it’s pointless to allocate a RAN measurement ID just for the sake of signalling the failure to the LMF.

	Qualcomm
	Fine for 1-2. However #3 deserves at least some discussion. Until now we have always assigned IDs on both ends, although maybe this is not always needed, and this is independent of whether this is UE associated or not. For example, the RAN may manage measurements internally without needing to worry about the LMF + LMF meas ID, as the second on its own is not unique. See [4].
With that #4 is a little strange because it is already contained in #3…. If instead we assume our interpretation of #3, then #4 makes sense as a special case- also see [4].

	Nokia
	We agree with the 4 points.  We don’t currently see a need for RAN Measurement ID but can remain open minded if further justification is provided.

	Huawei
	1. ok
2. ok
3. Unless some companies can clarify what the scenario when RAN face multiple LMFs and received the same LMF Meas ID several time, we tend to prefer to keep the RAN Meas ID
4. Same as previous one, but we understand RAN might lost it. We are open here independently of 3.

	Intel
	Similar views with Huawei: OK for 1 and 2, don’t see big issue in keeping the UE ID (regarding 3 and 4), but open to compromise. 



Moderator’s comments:
- All companies agree to rename the “LMF UE Measurement ID” to “LMF Measurement ID” and to remove FFS on maximum range 65535 (with possibility of extension).
- some companies see benefit in keeping the RAN UE measurement IDs and one company questions whether it should also present in the failure message. One other company do not see a strong need for it.
Moderator’s suggestion:
[bookmark: _Hlk42503137]P4: Rename the “LMF UE Measurement ID” to “LMF Measurement ID”.
P5: Remove FFS on maximum range 65535 (with possibility of extension). 
P6: if agreeable, keep the RAN UE measurement IDs in NRPPa

3.3 TRP ID List and TRP ID presence
Several views have been proposed in this meeting, and in the last couple ones, regarding the controversial issue of TRP ID presence in the measurement procedures. Considering that all companies are proposing in this meeting to define the measurement procedures as non-UE associated, then the remaining options for the TRP ID list definition is to be included as either Mandatory or Optional - and no more Conditional - in the measurement procedures.
We note that the chairman has provided this way-forward with possible compromise:
Chair: propose to first agree on the following:
- TRPs are not logical nodes
- Whether TRP support in the NG-RAN node is “mandatory” or not? If NG-RAN node is always expected to support TRPs but always allowed to take the final decision on TRP choice (possible compromise?), signaling design will be straightforward to derive

5) Companies are invited to share their views on the chairman’s proposal: 1) agree that TRPs are not logical nodes and 2) NG-RAN is expected to support TRPs but allowed to take the final decision on TRP choice
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	As we have said numerous times previously, TRPs should not be mandatory to NG-RAN. TRP are of course not logical nodes but part of the NG-RAN; given that we are not mandating the CU-DU split or the CU-CP/CU-UP split, we shouldn’t be mandating TRP support.
However, for the sake of progress, we are open to provide a compromise solution, where:
- a TRP ID list is mandatory in request/response/report/update messages 
- since all lists should be mandatory, no behaviour text shall be specified for either of those messages. This will greatly simplify the whole behaviour text in our opinion (e.g. no need to specify behaviour if the TRP list is not included, etc.). 
- The only behaviour text for the response message we can accept should be something in the lines: “...if the NG-RAN node is not able to configure the measurement for any TRPs, it shall reply with a failure message...”.
We invite companies to consider our compromise solution proposed above.
Concerning the measurement update: we see some merit in the scenario where the LMF proposes to change the TRPs for an ongoing measurement. To accommodate this scenario but still allow other parts of the measurement to be modified by the same procedure, the TRP ID list should be optional in measurement update. Appropriate behaviour text for the NG-RAN node should also be added. Having this list as mandatory in this message would indeed lead to problems.

	Qualcomm
	We are not sure about the statement that “TRPs are not logical nodes”, this is obvious but has no bearing on this discussion.
Anyway we think it should be mandatory in all messages, and any exceptions need to have a good justification. 

	Nokia
	No one has proposed that TRPs are logical nodes.  There is no need to agree on what a TRP is “not” since this does not affect specifications.
We agree that TRP ID List is mandatory in the Request, Response, and Report messages.
We are not sure a TRP ID List is needed/desirable in the Update, since the Measurement Update procedure is used only to provide TRPs (previously configured by a Request) with updated SRS Configuration.  If TRP ID List is included in the Update, then it should match the same TRP ID List previously include in the Request, but if the list doesn’t match then it could lead to strange scenarios.
We have concerns about TRP ID List in the Update.  Can new TRPs be added? If so, does the CU have to “remember” the measurement quantities from the Request and propagate this to new TRPs? Would the periodic Reports from the new TRPs be aligned with those of the original TRPs (presumably not, so what was the motivation to use Update)?  Also, can TRPs be removed?  To us, adding TRP ID List to the Update brings a lot of questions which are not answered by any papers at this meeting.

	Huawei
	TRPs are not logical nodes is already agreed …
We are fine with TRP ID list is mandatory in request/response/report/modify/update messages (there is no modify ….), we see some benefit to indicate the TRPs update when as example some resource ‘adjustment’ … We can debate on scenarios and provide some abnormal cases, if needed, but in immediate we confirm a strong interest to have the TRP list in the update. I assume if there is some reluctance, optional could be a compromise.
Optional in failure is acceptable, but keep constancy is better.

	Intel
	We support what appears to be the emerging consensus: TRP ID list is mandatory in request/response/report/update


Moderator’s comments:
Majority of companies prefer having a mandatory TRP ID List in the measurement messages. 
There is a concern however with the measurement Update message. Moderator suggests that, if agreeable, the TRP ID List in the Update message should defined as optional. 
In all cases, companies should discuss online the following issues:
1) Single TRP ID vs TRP ID List in the measurement messages?
2) Views on the compromise solution where:
a) In case of a TRP ID List: a TRP ID list is mandatory in request/response/report/ messages, but no behaviour text shall be specified for either of those messages. Failure occurs in case none of the TRPs are able to configure the measurement
i) In the measurement update, the TRP ID list is optional? Procedural text is needed.
b) In case of single TRP ID: TRP ID is mandatory and how to handle the failure message can be straightforward.
i) In the measurement update, the TRP ID is optional? Procedural text is needed.

In [2], there are two proposals to define a List of TRPs that have failed the measurements:
· Introduce a TRP Measurement Response Failure List IE in the MEASUREMENT RESPONSE message, to indicate the TRPs (if any) for which none of the requested measurements have been successful.
· Introduce a TRP Measurement Report Failure List IE in the MEASUREMENT REPORT message, to indicate the TRPs (if any) for which none of the requested measurements have been successful and whose failure has not already been indicated in a previous MEASUREMENT REPORT message.
6) Companies are invited to share their views on whether a TRP Measurement Response/Report Failure Lists IEs are needed in the Measurement RESPONSE/REPORT messages
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	This is not needed: if the NG-RAN node responds with a different list than requested, it’s obvious to the LMF that the TRPs left out could not be configured for the given measurement. The NG-RAN node shall respond with a failure message only if it cannot configure the measurement with any of its TRPs. (please check our compromise solution above)
The LMF can also get information on the list of TRPs in the NG-RAN via the TRP INFORMATION RESPONSE message. The authors of [2] have also mentioned in previous e-meeting that this would be a clever way for the LMF to get TRP information update.


	Qualcomm
	Our preference would be to go to back to single TRP per measurement to avoid issues related to partial failure. If not, the proposals in [2] seem valid.

	Nokia
	The reason we propose the Failure Lists is that we are unsure whether the CU can be expected to always “aggregate” responses/reports from DUs for periodic measurements. So Ericsson’s comment that “it is obvious to the LMF that the TRPs left out could not be configured” may not be so obvious.

	Huawei
	Similar view as Ericsson, at this stage. The failure list seems not necessary. The might be re-introduce later on by backward compatible way if needed.

	Intel
	We have sympathy with QCOM’s proposal 


Moderator’s suggestion:
Companies to discuss online, whether a TRP Measurement Response/Report Failure Lists IEs are needed in the Measurement RESPONSE/REPORT messages

In [4], there is a proposal to revert back to having single TRP per measurement procedure (i.e., to remove the TRP List) and to bring back the TRP ID in the measurement abort message:
· P1: Change MEASUREMENT REQUEST to support a single TRP per measurement and align other messages accordingly.
· P2: Re-introduce TRP ID in the MEASUREMENT ABORT message.
7) Companies are invited to comment on the two proposals P1 and P2 above:
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	P1: NO. If only a single TRP ID is allowed per measurement, then there’s a greater chance that the measurement fails if for some reason that TRP cannot be configured. Allowing a list is more flexible and still allows to signal a single TRP ID if desired, so there is no harm in allowing to signal more than one TRP ID in any case, according to our compromise proposal, no behaviour text should be specified. 
P2: NO. Indeed, the NG-RAN node is expected to always keep the full measurement context, including the TRP IDs, since it owns all TRP-related information anyway.

	Qualcomm
	P1: YES. Actually it is precisely because of failure handling that it is useful to have a single TRP as this simplifies handling. If we have a case where multiple DUs are involved, the use of multiple TRPs forces partial failure handling of some kind. It also simplifies reporting.
Having a single TRP per measurement also reduces CU processing (to combine responses from different DUs), reduces delay (when one DU responds later than another DU) and avoids numerous error cases (e.g. where a DU does not respond or where responses from different DUs become unsynchronized). We also believe that UL measurements for one UE will typically be requested from just one TRP or a few TRPs, so a one TRP restriction may not be much less efficient from a signalling perspective than a TRP list.
Indeed as mentioned by Huawei and Ericsson it is always possible for the LMF to use a list of 1. But the impact of the general list approach is not so much on the LMF (only indirectly), but on the gNB itself, particularly in case of disaggregation, and involvement of multiple DUs. The standard and particularly the implementation must account for this general case. This could surface later to bite. And if on the contrary, we find that single message with multiple TRPs is useful, it should be easy to do in future.
To the Huawei comment, this is really different from e.g. bearer management where typically we have single reconfiguration procedures towards a UE, and also even in the network we will not have e.g. periodic actions that trigger responses back to the CN. And even there we have this interesting case that we can only release a single PDU Session at a time, and this seems ok!
P2: YES. In a disaggregated RAN, we think it should be possible for a gNB-CU not to always keep measurement context for non-UE associated measurements. In this case the gNB-CU needs to know the involved TRPs so it can identity the involved DU(s).

	Nokia
	P1: YES. It became apparent to us while drafting [2] that usage of TRP Lists can be quite complex, and the benefits are rather unclear. For example, a TRP List allows a single Measurement Request to configure measurements for multiple TRPs, but do we require the CU to aggregate responses? If not, then anyway there may be multiple reports coming from different DUs, possible failure scenarios, etc. After looking at the details of TRP Lists, we are not convinced that benefits outweigh complexity.
We have concern to force gNB implementation to handle multiple TRP IDs, due to increasing complexity as companies promote further “optimizations” like Updates, where benefit is not clear.
P2: YES, if P1 is also agreed; otherwise NO. In case of TRP Lists, allowing a TRP List in the Abort could create scenarios that need further discussion (e.g. “partial abort” if the TRP List includes only a subset of the TRPs in the initial Request?).  Similar to our earlier comment about Update, it may be unavoidable if we introduce TRP Lists in measurements that the CU needs to keep “measurement context” (i.e. TRPs involved in a certain measurement).

	Huawei
	P1: NO. should be solved by mandate the TRP ID in the Request, isn’t? 
This will force to send one message per TRP, which is not acceptable. Similar view as Ericsson that allowing a list is more flexible and still allows to signal a single TRP ID if desired.
P2: NO. will force the to send one message per TRP … 
We have concern to force implementation to send one message per TRP due to failure event which are rare (we hope)! Then the list start at 1 so if some company has strong desires to send message one by one it is possible…
We also remind that the TRP is a function and aggregate the information related to a function in a single message make sense. It is the usual way to proceed!! We do not send a procedure per bearer information etc … 

	Intel
	As mentioned in the previous question, we agree with QCOM and Nokia



Moderator’s comment: 
This has to do with the above issue on single TRP ID vs List. Companies to discuss online whether in case of single TRP ID is agreed, we should re-introduce it to the ABORT message.
3.4 Other propositions
In a master contribution in [3], several new proposals have been put forward, namely:
· Include the “Measurement Number” IE in MEASURMENT REQUEST message as conditional on periodic reporting.
8.1) companies are invited to share their views on the proposal above
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We don’t see the need. In case the AMF connection is lost, a decent RAN implementation would see that all the UE contexts etc. are lost and would also abort all measurements. In case the LMF is restarted and it keeps receiving measurements for which it has no context any more, it would trigger an error condition; the same would also happen if the abort message is lost (i.e. the LMF would keep receiving measurements for which it has already discarded the context – this would trigger an error).

	Qualcomm
	In principle ok, but need to clarify motivation: is this an optimization to avoid the abort signalling for periodic measurement, or something else?

	Nokia
	We currently do not see the need.  Including it as “conditional” means that it is mandatory for periodic reporting.

	Huawei
	We have concern on lot of measurements can run during long time, this is more relevant considering that the RAN resource management shall be more and more flexible in 5G… so this indication is useful to consider between CN and RAN.
Can Ericsson clarify, which and how the error will be triggers particularly with absence of the RAN Measurement ID?
It is fair to see this “safety” proposition as optimisation… the question to Ericsson remind … so to us something have to be done but could be in rel-17.

	Intel
	Don’t see strong motivation for the proposal


Moderator’s: No strong consensus on the Measurement number. To be discussed in Rel-17

·  “Cell ID” in the “TRP Measurement Request List” IE.
8.2) Companies are invited to comment on the proposal to include Cell ID in the TRP Measurement request List IE
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No strong need for this; it’s reasonable to assume that TRP IDs will be configured via OAM within all DUs connected to the same CU.

	Qualcomm
	A while back I think we had an agreement that a TRP would be identified by a doublet {TRP ID, cell ID} with cell ID optional. This was never specifically implemented probably due to a merge issue. So we would be ok with this, but perhaps by changing the TRP ID and include cell ID as optional. 
After further analysis, and listening to arguments, we go neutral on this. 

	Nokia
	The motivation described in [3] states “the number of TRPs is much larger than the number of Cells and multiple TRPs in different cells may have the same TRP ID within a gNB”. However, RAN3 has agreed that TRP ID is unique within a gNB. So there should be no need for including Cell ID with TRP ID.

	Huawei
	Ericsson and Nokia are right and we do not disagree. However the TRP ID allocation is like PCI allocation per cluster, area … The cells have more than one TRPs … and we all know there is an expectation of massive small cells deployments means more and TRP … the addition of the cell ID will solve definitively the TRP ID allocation range by cell ID association. The dimensioning of what we believe enough with “big number” at day one is not always a success in our history …  
We are still not convince by the fact that the range of TRP ID is enough for indoor deployments particularly. We have preference to solve this early but can wait rel-17 

	Intel
	Don’t see strong motivation for the proposal


Moderator’s: since the proponent say they can wait rel-17, it is proposed to rediscuss whether to include the Cell ID in the TRP Measurement request List in Rel-17

· Include “Rx Beam Info Request” in the “MEASUREMENT REQUEST MESSAGE” to request gNB to report Rx beam information associated with each UL measurement.
· Introduced a new IE of “Rx Beam Information” to be associated with each measurement in the “MEASUREMENT RESPONSE” and “MEASUREMENT REPORT” messages
8.3) companies are invited to share their views on the proposals above
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	OK, since it seems to follow RAN1 agreements


	Qualcomm
	Also ok. Note however that the RAN1 proposed parameter name is “UL-MeasurementInfoRequest” instead of “Rx Beam Info Request”, similarly for response. For gNB Rx-Tx, the DL-PRS Resource ID is needed, which is a “TX beam” and not really a “Rx beam”.

	Nokia
	Generally OK, but details need further checking.

	Huawei
	ok

	Intel
	OK


Moderator: It is agreed to introduce the Rx Beam info in the measurement response. Huawei to provide a revision of their TP, taking into account the comment above from QC, if needed,
Finally, we note that there are other proposals in [3] related to SFN Initialization time introduction and others that may be related to the other CB on SRS configuration, it is proposed by the moderator to discuss those proposals in that related CB.
9) Are there any other issues related to Measurement procedures that companies would like to highlight?
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	In [4] we also propose 
· Clean-up of the procedural text for TRP Information Exchange
· Change of name (in 9.1.1.e, TRP Information Type should be TRP Information Type List)


	Huawei
	We would like to advice that the SFN Initialization is a request from RAN1 (R1- 2003054 LS on UL RTOA reference time)
As this is the last meeting 

	Huawei
	Remove maximum of FFS

	Moderator
	Other clean-up of the BL CR to be done after the online session on Monday, once the agreements are taken


	
	


Round two of e-mail discussion
3.5 NG-AP CR
The CR in [6] from Nokia seems agreeable, but to be potentially revised taking into account the comments from other companies. Is there any issue with having [6] agreed
Since no comments were received, moderator suggests to agree on [6]
	Company
	Can we agree on [6]?

	Ericsson
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Huawei
	yes

	Intel
	Yes


R3-203432 is agreed
3.6 Correlations ID over NRPPa
It is proposed by the chairman to discuss offline the issue of F1 vs. NRPPa correlation of measurement.
Do companies agree that the RAN Measurement ID IE is not needed in the MEASUREMENT FAILURE MESSAGE?
	Company
	comment

	Ericsson
	Yes. The Measurement ID is not needed in the failure message.

	Nokia
	Agree, there is no need for a measurement ID in a failure message.

	Huawei
	Fine, 

	Qualcomm
	Agree – note we assume this is about the failure message in a class 1 procedure

	Intel
	OK


Remove the RAN Measurement ID from the MEASUREMENT FAILURE MESSAGE
Can we keep the RAN measurement ID IE in the Measurement Response and Report messages from NG-RAN to LMF? Companies are invited to give a concise answer how to solver the correlation issue.
	Company
	comment

	Ericsson
	No need for measurement ID in Response and Report messages. It was not in SLmAP. Can discuss further in Rel-17

	Nokia
	There does not seem to be a need for RAN Measurement ID in NRPPa, but some sort of ID seems needed over F1AP. If Transaction ID is insufficient, then other proposals could be considered at next meeting.

	Huawei
	Well the problem in NRPPa is based on multiple LMF(s), where the gNB should see the AMF over NG-AP… then can an AMF be connected to 2 different LMF, it should be possible (?), if yes how the gNB knows the LMF? Where is exchange the LMF identity? NRPPa supports transaction ID like F1, but in both case this is not efficient for class 2 procedures… On F1 as explain during discussion the CU can manage it by looking in PosSIB info, I am not sure this cover 100% of case that why in CB29 it is propose to have agreement on an ID. So here I tend to think an RAN ID will be safer … no strong position here.

	Qualcomm
	Having thought about this some more, I think it is actually safer to have the RAN Measurement ID in NRPPa. Generally agree with Huawei thoughts above but more data points:
Typically for contexts (and this is a measurement context), we maintain two IDs (local and remote). Although the AP uses the doublet, each node uses its local ID to as reference and local handling (the remote context is just something to be used in messages). This is irrespective of whether there is aggregation or disaggregation.
This is also used for things like Xn load reporting which are pretty similar (kind of measurements), and in fact even for the UE-associated positioning measurements.
I would not necessarily use SLmAP as an example, given that a LMU is far simpler than a gNB. 

	Intel
	Generally concur with HW and QCOM – not a very strong view, but to have the ID seems safer.


keep the RAN measurement ID IE in the Measurement Response and Report messages 
3.7 Single TRP ID vs TRP ID List in the measurement messages
During the online session, it was noted that the measurement request procedure contains a list of TRPs, and response contains a list of measurements; absence of failure list would mean that those measurements could come from other reports. It was also agreed that we shall not specify whether the gNB-CU aggregates measurements from different gNB-DUs.
Companies to share their views whether the lack of measurement in report compared to the request (i.e., fewer measurements than requested) would mean implicitly a failure of the measurement?
	Company
	comment

	Ericsson
	Yes, NRPPa is slow and not very robust. We should not apply the same design principle of other protocols to it with having an explicit list of failure items. If the TRPs listed by the LMF in the request message failed the measurement, it means that the LMF is not capable of properly selecting TRPs.

	Nokia
	I assume this question is for the Report (not the Response, since measurements are included in the Response only in case of on-demand).
If lack of measurements in a Report means implicit failure, then this seems to require aggregation by the CU.

	Huawei
	Yes, align with Ericsson, there are following consideration, the basic principal in positioning seems to be RAN does its best and LMF does with what it received…. For Aggregation, the CU should be well aware of the status of the DU in term of resource then it should not be an issue to aggragate
Again in any if a LMF does not trust the RAN he can send measurement list == 1

	Qualcomm
	We think that this is only a problem because we are insisting on a complex structure. Since SLmAP is used as an example to follow elsewhere, I would point out that the in SLmAP there is no partial failure because only one LMU is involved.
Until now we have assumed that acceptance of measurements means the gNB will provide the requested measurements at the requested periodicity, and would signal a failure if it can no longer do so. This applies with or without F1. It is not clear why this should change. Again in SLmAP the E-SMLC knows exactly which measurements are functional and which ones are not (if using multiple LMUs), so it can decide whether it needs to trigger other measurements / actions. 

	Intel
	We generally agree with QCOM’s reasoning. Furthermore, do see the benefits of having the “failed list” and we fail to see the issue in supporting it.


Issue regarding partial failure is acknowledged and it is proposed to discuss it in Rel-17.
It is agreed that the Measurement Failure happens when NG-RAN node cannot configure with none of the requested TRPs

Can the NG-RAN node be allowed to change the TRP IDs w.r.t. the requested set?
	Company
	comment

	Ericsson
	Yes, the gNB has definitely the most up to date radio information so it may be able to configure with a different sets of TRPs if it needs to; while the LMF only has a “partial” picture about the NG-RAN node configuration, since the signalling over NRPPa is not dynamic. 
The gNB is fully aware of all TRP configurations so it’s able to pick the TRP. A bit like SRS configuration for UTDOA: the LMF/E-SMLC suggests a configuration, but the RAN node has the last word according to the radio resource allocation, load, etc.

	Nokia
	It is not clear on what basis the gNB changes the TRPs. Proponents mention that gNB uses “most up to date radio information”, but the Measurement procedure is non-UE associated.
Also, referring back to the previous question about failures, what does failure even mean if the gNB is allowed to change the TRP IDs?  For example, a TRP “implicitly fails” (omitted from a Report) but then is added back in the next Report (gNB updates the TRP list).

	Huawei
	We acknowledge the proposal from Ericsson. 

	Qualcomm
	This looks like a concept that is somehow linked to the instability in NRPPa for the last 6-9 months – since it was not clear whether the measurement procedure was UE-associated or not.
Today it is finally clear that the procedure is non-UE associated, and by definition, we don’t see how the gNB can possibly pick another TRP except on basis of “it’s nearby, and can do the same measurements”. This does not seem to work at all, and we should not encourage it.

	Intel
	The understanding in RAN2 and RAN3 so far has been, that the LMF recommends the TRP ids and the RAN indeed can select them, out of the list provided by the LMF. 


Based on the majority, it is agreed that NG-RAN can configure with a different set of TRPs out of the list suggested by LMF. 
Companies to share their views how to handle the TRP IDs list in the Measurement update message.
	Company
	comment

	Ericsson
	TRP ID List should be optional to avoid strange scenarios.

	Nokia
	It is not clear how TRP ID List in Measurement Update would work.  For example:
If the LMF includes a new TRP in the Measurement Update, then how is the measurement configuration expected to be provided to the new TRP?  Is the CU expected to “remember” the measurement configuration in the original Measurement Request, and then trigger a Measurement Request over F1AP towards that TRP?
If a new TRP is added, then the resulting periodic reports would likely be “out-of-sync” with reports from TRPs configured earlier. So, what is the benefit to use Measurement Update rather than a separate Measurement Request?
Is the Measurement Update only allowed to add a TRP, or is it also allowed to drop/abort a TRP? If drop/abort of a TRP is allowed, doesn’t that overlap with the Measurement Abort procedure?

	Huawei
	This is also linked to the previous question and the mobility issue … that why we support also this proposal … the update in principle also should allow to reconfigure the measurements to solve the Nokia question. Of course that some ‘action’ but how to avoid the mobility impacts?

	Qualcomm
	First let’s try to clarify that update is LMF triggered and is not to be confused with the previous question (unlike in the online session yesterday).
We agree with Nokia that the first question is why use this procedure to change TRPs, if you can instead simply use Request / Abort, so seems like an optimization.
If we follow the advice and look at SLmAP for inspiration, we see that in SLmAP we update the measurement configuration for a given measurement (and obviously LMU). The equivalent here would be not to signal any TRPs i.e. by definition it applies to same TRPs as existing measurement, and the configuration is changed. New TRPs can be involved using a new measurement request.

	Intel
	We are also not sure how this would work.


If agreeable, moderator proposes to have a single TRP defined as optional in the Measurement update message. Other issues to be discussed in Rel-17

3.8 Others.
Any other issues companies would like to mention?
	Company
	Comments

	Moderator
	Qualcomm to provide a revision of [4] in R3-204207 to:
· Clean-up of the procedural text for TRP Information Exchange
· Change of name (in 9.1.1.e, TRP Information Type should be TRP Information Type List)


	Moderator
	Propose to have an e-mail discussion post meeting to check Huawei’s master contribution in R3-203599 that fills in the holes of NRPPa BL CR and to carefully align with RAN2’s agreements.

	Nokia
	We are fine to have email discussions to check TPs that have been discussed at this meeting.  However, we should not “extend” the e-meeting with discussions of essentially new TPs having content that was not seen during the meeting (I understand this to be the guidance from Gino).

	Huawei
	We should anyway remove all FFS if we send something to RAN, then email discussion until next Thursday, is a good idea, including for double check ASN1.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with all points above, but normally such email discussions are for fine-tuning, we don’t seem to be quite at that point. But we should do our best while not continuing open ended.


To avoid e-mail discussions after the e-meeting and let companies digest. Happy summer.
4	Conclusion
Based on the comments received, the following is suggested by the moderator: 
- 
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