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1. [bookmark: _Ref73829754]Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]RAN2 discussed the handling of SLPP specification in [Post123bis][412][POS] TS 38.355 (Intel) [3]. However some 
open issues still need further inputs from companies.
In this contribution, we continue the discussion on these open issues. 
Discussion
2.1 Session handling of LMF involved case (open issue 5, 6)
· Session handling of LMF involved case:
	· 5 LMF involved case, FFS on how to handle session for UEs involved in the same LMF involved SL based positioning and the relationship between routing ID/correlation ID and session ID. (RAN2#123bis the agreements for SLPP can be applied for LMF involved case unless the issue is identified. FFS on session ID handling since it is also related to forwarding case.)
· 6 FFS if this involves single or separate SLPP sessions (LMF  UE1 and UE1  UE2).



RAN2 already agreed:
Agreements:
For LMF involved SL based positioning, follow SA2 on how to handle LMF involved SL based positioning between UE (who has connection with network), LMF and AMF. FFS on how to handle session for UEs involved in the same LMF involved SL based positioning and the relationship between routing ID/correlation ID and session ID.
And 
6 octets length session ID

For LMF involved case, the session ID is not needed for the SLPP messages between the LMF and the UE since the existing mechanism (correlation ID in NSA) can be reused. Based on comments, session ID has been set as OPTIONAL in SLPP message for LMF involved case. 
Proposal 1: Confirm that rely on existing mechanism (correlation ID) and Session ID is absent for SLPP messages transmitted between the LMF and UE. 
For the SLPP messages transmitted between UEs involved in the sidelink positioning, the session ID is still needed. For UE only operation, RAN2 agreed:
At least for UE-only operation, the UE who receives the LCS request at least needs to:
-	Initiate the first SLPP procedure; 
-	Assign the sessionID, and include it in the SLPP messages (Rx side should use the received sessionID for messages in the same positioning session).

We can follow the same principle as UE only operation, i.e. when the UE receives the first message from the LMF, the UE needs to:
-	Assign the sessionID, and include it in the SLPP messages for the SLPP message transmitted between UEs (Rx side should use the received sessionID for messages in the same positioning session).
The main impact should be the stage 2 procedure. For stage 3, we only need to remove the ENs.
Proposal 2: when the UE receives the first message from the LMF, the UE needs to assign the sessionID, and include it in the SLPP messages for the SLPP message transmitted between UEs (Rx side should use the received sessionID for messages in the same positioning session). The ENs on open issue 5 and 6 in SLPP specification can be removed. The agreements should be captured in stage 2 procedure.

2.2 Session management (open issue 9)
· Session management:
	· 9 RAN2#123bis, FFS to introduce endSession Boolean value in the message header with/without the messageBody. When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement



The issue was discussed in last meeting, as:
	R2-2310912 discussed the session management, and proposed:
	In LPP a UE must maintain context for 10 minutes before terminating the LPP session.  Specifically [4],
	Sending and receiving sequence numbers shall be deleted in a server when the associated location session is terminated and shall be deleted in a target device when there has been no activity for a particular location session for 10 minutes.


I.e., a UE does not know when a LPP session (which is always initiated by a server) has ended, and therefore, a rather arbitrary 10-minutes timer has been specified.
Given the dynamic, mobile nature of sidelink UEs, a 10-minute inactivity time seems excessive.  Rather, introducing an endSession indication subsequent to the Request/Provide Capabilities, Request/Provide Assistance Data, and Request/Provide Location Information transactions comprising an SLPP session, obviates the need for a 10-minute inactivity timer and enables a UE to recycle Session and other IDs. 
Proposal 4:	The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value.  When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement.  
Proposal 5:	Agree the text proposal above for section 4.2 of SLPP (Common SLPP Session Procedure).





Rapporteur would like to check companies’ view:
Discussion point 1-6:  Do companies agree that “The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value.  When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement?”
	Nokia agree the control is needed. But wonder why it should be part of header. Would like to see the clear design before agree this. 
	QC, this is the simplest proposal. 
	Philips, we still need a timer, and who should trigger the end of session. QC agree with it, a timer is still needed. QC, any endpoint involved in the session could trigger the end of session at least for itself. 
	Vivo open to compromise, but would like to understand the whole solution. QC, it can be added in the header without the messageBody. OPPO, agree with vivo. Do not accept the endsession without messageBody. 
	Huawei what’s the purpose of the end session. It is the purpose for the unique of session ID. If a UE does not want to continue the session, can just send an Error message. 




To our understanding, the flag “endSession” can be used for normal case, It can make the session management in explicit way. 10min inactivity timer can be used for error case, e.g. the UE loss the connections. Therefore both of them are useful. 
Proposal 3: The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value. When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement. Open issue 9 can be closed. 


2.3 Description on UE role (open issue 24, 28, 31)

· Description on UE role:
	· 24 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can request the capabilities from the peer UE. FFS on Endpoint A can also be the server UE
· 28 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure. 
· 31 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can trigger the location information transfer procedure. 


The issue was discussed in last meeting, as:
	Discussion point  3-2: Do companies agree to capture UE role in the general description of the procedure, e.g. ?

	The purpose of the procedures that are grouped together in this clause is to enable the transfer of capabilities from Endpoint A to Endpoint B. Endpoint A may be a target or anchor UE. Endpoint B may be a target, anchor, or server UE or an LMF. Capabilities in this context refer to positioning and protocol capabilities related to SLPP and the positioning methods supported by SLPP.
Editor’s Note: It is FFS if Endpoint A can be a server UE.



	QC, why should we introduce this for SLPP. Huawei do not see the need to describe the details. Nokia agree with QC, the UE may have multiple roles for different sessions. 
	MTK, it is helpful for implementation on what SLPP message a UE expect to send or receive. QC it will create confusion. Before exchanging the capability, how can UE knows its role?
	Vivo, there are some restrictions for some scenarios. And think the clarification is needed. 
· Recommendation 10: Keep the EN -	Editor’s note	FFS if any UEs can request the capabilities from the peer UE. FFS on Endpoint A can also be the server UE

R2-2310347 additionally proposed that Endpoint A can also be the server UE. 
Discussion point  3-3: Do companies agree that Endpoint A can also be the server UE?
	Postpone. 



For capability exchange (open issue 24):
· Server UE may act as Endpoint A, i.e. be requested by other UEs on capability which may be used by the target UE to determine which UE can be a server UE;
For assistance data (open issue 28):
· The server UE can ask the assistance data from Anchor UEs;
· The Anchor UEs/Target UE can ask the assistance data from server UE;

Therefore any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure;
For location information transfer (open issue 31):
· Only server can trigger the SLPP location information transfer procedure;
Proposal 4: Regarding the open issue 24, 28 and 31:
	Open issue 24: Server UE may act as Endpoint A, i.e. be requested by other UEs on capability which may be used by the target UE to determine which UE can be a server UE; 
· Open issue 28: any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure;
· Open issue 31: Only server can trigger the SLPP location information transfer procedure;

2.4 Need code (open issue 32)

· Need code:
	· 32 Editor's note    FFS on Need code (e.g. how to support no UL/DL), support of delta signalling, full configuration, import IE from LPP, setup/release. 



RAN2 has discussed the issue several times, e.g. in last meeting
	Cited from R2-2310543
Observation 1: Delta signaling (including all the need code and toaddmodlist/toreleaselist) is useful for forward compatibility.
Proposal 8: For SLPP specification design, support joint ASN.1 signaling of broadcast/groupcast and unicast, all the need code(need M, need R, need S, need N) can be applied, need M should be clarified that only applied to unicast mode. 
Proposal 9: ToAddModList/ToReleaseList should not be introduced in the joint signaling of broadcast/groupcast and unicast.

Rapporteur would like to check companies’ view:
Discussion point 1-2:  should SLPP be same as RRC, to support all Need code (Need M, Need R, Need S, Need N) ?
	Lenove, same as before, we should discuss this once the signalling details are clear.  
Discussion point 1-3:  should SLPP be same as RRC, to support ToAddModList/ToReleaseList ?
	
· Recommendation 2, Postpone the discussion on need code until the signalling details are clear.




SLPP is not like RRC, it is not the normal case for the server to update the assistance data during the positioning session, therefore SLPP does not need to support delta signalling in Rel-18. So we do not need to support Need code (Need M, Need R, Need S, Need N)  and  ToAddModList/ToReleaseList  as RRC. If the transmission endpoint wants to update something, it shall include all information in the message. 
Proposal 5: Need code (Need M, Need R, Need S, Need N), ToAddModList/ToReleaseList  and Delta signalling are not supported in SLPP in Rel-18. The transmission endpoint shall include all information in the message when it updates the previous configuration. Open issue 32 can be closed.

2.5 ID to identify UE (open issue 52)

· ID to identify UE
	· 52 Editor's note   FFS if layer2ID or applicationLayerID should be used.


During the email discussion [Post123bis][412], one company commented that 
	For the issue on layer2 ID, actually, I think SA2 spec has already agreed that the application layer ID can be carried in the SLPP message to differentiate between different UEs. The case I have captued below is for measurment report but it can also be applicable for the other cases where there are multiple UEs. Rather than the layer2 ID, we think the application layer ID seems to be more appropriate than layer2 ID to be carried by the SLPP message.

[image: ]




However based on TS 24.587, the size of application layer ID is dynamic and the format is out of scope of 3GPP. 
	The Application layer ID is a type 4 information element.
	[bookmark: MCCQCTEMPBM_00000093] 
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Figure 8.4.4.1: Application layer ID information element
Table 8.4.4.1: Application layer ID information element
	The length of Application layer ID contents field contains the binary coded representation of the length of the Application layer ID contents field.
The Application layer ID contents field contains the octets indicating the Application layer ID. The format of the Application layer ID parameter is out of scope of this specification.







Regarding layer2ID (16bits) vs applicationLayerID (dynamic size), the layer2ID is used in AS layer in V2X based on the IE provided by upper layer. The format of ApplicationLayer ID is out of 3GPP scope, and the size is dynamic. So far only layer2ID is used in AS layer, we think the fixed length should be more friendly for ASN.1 itself.  The signalling size of applicationLayerID is out of control and may cause problem if the size of applicationLayerID is huge,, especially considering that the maximum number of UEs could be 256 in SLPP specification based on LPP experience (the required size would be 256* the size of applicationLayerID).
Proposal 6: layer2ID (16bits) is used in SLPP to identify a UE. Open issue 52 can be closed.

2.6 Issues raised during capability discussion (open issue 49)

· Issues raised during capability discussion in last meeting
	· 49 
· FFS on support of scheduled location time
FFS on support of triggerEvent



The issue was discussed in [2] in last meeting. 
Trigger event:
	Triggered reporting:
For triggered reporting, Uu positioning defines “cell change” trigger event for E-CID positioning method. For SL positioning, the issue is if we will define trigger event for triggered reporting. If the answer is no, no capability is needed. If the answer is yes, capability signalling may be needed.
Question 3: Companies are asked to provide views on whether trigger event is needed for SL positioning, if yes, whether to introduce capability signalling for triggered reporting per positioning method in SLPP?
Summary:
7 companies provided the input, and 1 company supports to introduce the triggered event and corresponding capability, and other companies think the cell change event is not needed or RAN2 should discuss the triggered event at first.  Rapporteur think the comments make sense and the following proposal is provided:
[bookmark: _Ref148040320]Proposal 3 (5:2): No trigger event as well as corresponding capability is introduced for SL postioning.
Discussion:
OPPO understand the intention is to reflect that there is no E-CID on sidelink, but they think there could be other reasons for trigger events, e.g., related to hybrid positioning.  They would prefer to discuss hybrid positioning first and then conclude on trigger events.
Intel think this proposal is related to the introduction of a new feature, not just capability, and we have not discussed it yet.
Huawei think trigger events might still be supported in the service layer, but it would be outside RAN2.
Lenovo agree we have not discussed this and it seems premature to agree anything.  We should discuss the feature first and then determine whether a capability is needed.
CMCC agree with OPPO and Lenovo.




During the discussion, some companies would like to consider whether there will be new trigger events, e.g. for hybrid positioning. The intention of the FFS is whether the trigger event defined in LPP for E-CID positioning should be introduced for SLPP. Considering we do not support E-CID in sidelink positioning, we do not see the point why the FFS is left. If companies would like to consider something for hybrid positioning. That should be separate discussion. 
Proposal 7: The triggered event defined in LPP for E-CID is not introduced in SLPP, and the FFS can be removed. Open issue 49 on trigger event  can be closed.
Regarding scheduling time:
	Scheduled location time:
For Scheduled location time, according to the running 38.305, scheduled location time is applicable to SLPP:

Summary:
7 companies provided the input, and 4 company supports to introduce the UE capability on scheduled location time in SLPP and other 3 companies are not sure whether the capability is needed since RAN2 don’t make any agreement on supporting scheduled location time in SLPP. Rapporteur think we can discuss the capability on scheduled location time when RAN2 make the progress on it. Therefore, the following proposal is provided:
[bookmark: _Ref148040322]Proposal 4(4:3): RAN2 to discuss whether scheduled location time is supported in SLPP, if so, whether capability signalling is needed for it.
Proposal 4(4:3): RAN2 to discuss whether scheduled location time is supported in SLPP, if so, whether capability signalling is needed for it.

Discussion:
Xiaomi understand that the SA2 spec implies that the scheduled location time is there, so they think we could confirm it.  Intel wonder what the RAN2 impact would be; they recall that we did not have stage 3 impact for scheduled location time on Uu.
Intel think it cannot be supported for UE-only operation.
Ericsson think this is not critical; it was a late feature in LPP and we have basic things to resolve about sidelink positioning.
ZTE think the feature should be discussed first and capability later, and maybe it should be in SA2 first.  Qualcomm understand it is already in SA2.




Based on companies’ comments, so far scheduled location time can be supported for LMF involved case based on SA2 specification and it has been reflected in stage 2 change. Therefore we can follow SA2 on this. 
Proposal 8: The scheduled location time is supported in SLPP for LMF involved case. Open issue 49 on scheduled location time can be closed.
The potential impact on stage 3 are:
· Add “cheduledLocationTime” in  CommonIEsRequestLocationInformation;
· Add “scheduledLocationRequestSupported” in capability response per positioning method

Proposal 9: Capture scheduled location time in SLPP for LMF involved case as:
· Add “cheduledLocationTime” in  CommonIEsRequestLocationInformation;
· Add “scheduledLocationRequestSupported” in capability response per positioning method


1. Conclusion
Based on the discussion, we have following proposals:
[bookmark: _Ref434066290]Proposal 1: Confirm that rely on existing mechanism (correlation ID) and Session ID is absent for SLPP messages transmitted between the LMF and UE. 
Proposal 2: when the UE receives the first message from the LMF, the UE needs to assign the sessionID, and include it in the SLPP messages for the SLPP message transmitted between UEs (Rx side should use the received sessionID for messages in the same positioning session). The ENs on open issue 5 and 6 in SLPP specification can be removed. The agreements should be captured in stage 2 procedure.
Proposal 3: The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value. When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement. Open issue 9 can be closed.
Proposal 4: Regarding the open issue 24, 28 and 31:
	Open issue 24: Server UE may act as Endpoint A, i.e. be requested by other UEs on capability which may be used by the target UE to determine which UE can be a server UE; 
· Open issue 28: any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure;
· Open issue 31: Only server can trigger the SLPP location information transfer procedure;
Proposal 5: Need code (Need M, Need R, Need S, Need N), ToAddModList/ToReleaseList  and Delta signalling are not supported in SLPP in Rel-18. The transmission endpoint shall include all information in the message when it updates the previous configuration. Open issue 32 can be closed.
Proposal 6: layer2ID (16bits) is used in SLPP to identify a UE. Open issue 52 can be closed.
Proposal 7: The triggered event defined in LPP for E-CID is not introduced in SLPP, and the FFS can be removed. Open issue 49 on trigger event  can be closed.
Proposal 8: The scheduled location time is supported in SLPP for LMF involved case. Open issue 49 on scheduled location time can be closed.
Proposal 9: Capture scheduled location time in SLPP for LMF involved case as:
· Add “cheduledLocationTime” in  CommonIEsRequestLocationInformation;
· Add “scheduledLocationRequestSupported” in capability response per positioning method
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