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1. 
The requirements for measuring the SFN-SFN observed time difference type 2 in Cell and URA_PCH was discussed in the RAN4#25 November meeting in Secausus, NJ, USA as a  CR was proposed by Ericsson [1]. The background to this CR is that the signalling for this measurement has been specified in 25.331. A discussion paper based on the Ericsson CR proposal was presented by Nokia at the Madrid meeting in February [2], mostly discussing issues related to RAN2. 

Therefore a document was prepared by Ericsson for the RAN2 meeting in Korea [3]. Since that meeting was cancelled, the document was only sent to the RAN2 reflector. This was reflecting the comments Nokia did raise in [2]. Nokia replied to the document later by a email on the RAN2-reflector. 

In this document we discuss 

1) The performance requirement on the UE, and 

2) The impact of the UE implementation and power consumption based on this requirement

2. Background

In the RAN2 meeting in Kyoto, December, 2001, RAN2 agreed to have the SFN-SFN observed time difference type 2 optional in the Cell and URA_PCH modes for release 99. For the Cell_DCH and Cell_FACH modes it was agreed that this measurement is mandatory from Release 99. 

In RAN1 specification 25.215, the measurement is specified to be applicable in CELL and URA_PCH from Rel-99.

In RAN4, we have agreed on performance requirements in Cell_DCH and Cell_FACH, based on the methods for positioning agreed in RAN2. 

Since performance requirements were missing for this measurement in Cell and URA_PCH, which is specified from a functional point of view in RAN2 and RAN1,  Ericsson proposed last November to add these performance requirements in 25.133, release 5 [1]. From our point this was seen as a missing performance requirement on a measurement already defined, and we tried to fill this gap in the requirements.  Also Rel-99 and Rel-4 specifications are referring to the performance requirements in 25.133, Rel-5.

3. Discussion

Today, SFN-SFN type 2 measurements can according to 25.331, be active in Cell and URA_PCH. But there are no performance requirements for the measurement even if the higher layer specifications refer to 25.133, rel-5 for these performance requirements. Currently the measurement is optional, but it has been discussed to make it mandatory for all UEs in release 5.

Currently if the SFN-SFN type 2 measurement is active in Cell or URA_PCH, the UE shall:

· Do the UE CPICH measurements. The UE normally need to do this anyhow to prepare for cell reselection. In the proposed CR there are no new requirements, the measurement period and requirements for identification of a UE are not changed.

· 64 s is the most frequent evaluation rate possible for the positioning measurements in Cell and URA_PCH, however, it is allowed to have less frequent if the NW so choose. When event-triggering is used the possible rates are 64s, 300s, 900s, 1800s, 3600s, 7200s according section 10.3.7.110 in 25.331. With periodical reporting only 64 s interval is possible according section 10.3.7.53 in 25.331.  

· Read some additional SIBs. Updating of SIBs is done in the same manner for all SIBs that have a value tag i.e. with an indication from the network, so no difference for positioning SIBs compared to other SIBs. However the update does normally not occur with higher rates than the measurement interval.

With this background it seems that the increased complexity and power consumption of a UE that support this measurement is very modest.  

What really will contribute to the power consumption of a UE is if a UE is occasionally brought up in CELL_FACH because a service requiring positioning is used. Furthermore there will always be extra delays and risks of blocking when changing state. Therefore from power consumption point of view it is better to add performance requirements also in CELL PCH and URA_PCH than to only have support for the measurement in CELL_FACH and CELL_DCH. Then in some cases the measurements in  Cell_PCH and URA_PCH will be enough while probably for better accuracy there is a need to occasionally change to Cell_FACH state.

4. Conclusions

No performance requirements have been agreed in RAN4, even if the measurement were defined in RAN1 and RAN2 a long time ago. It is the responsibility of RAN4 to define these performance requirements. Since we detected this lack of performance requirement last fall we tried to contribute with reasonable requirements. No detailed studies of the positioning accuracy have been performed when agreeing on the performance accuracy in the other modes. We do not see that this is required for this case either. Especially as the UE complexity does not increase. 

Since the positioning has been discussed a lot in RAN2 and they have agreed that this measurement is useful for positioning, even if does not give a very good positioning accuracy, there is no reason why the performance accuracy can not be specified in RAN4. 

References

[1] R4-021442, “Performance Requirements for positioning in Cell_PCH and URA_PCH”, Ericsson, RAN4#25, Secaucus, USA, 2002.

[2] R4-030117  “UE positioning measurements in CELL_PCH and URA_PCH states”, 
Nokia, RAN4#26, Madrid, Spain, 2003

[3] R2-030771   “Support of CELL_PCH and URA_PCH for positioning”, Ericsson, RAN2#35. (cancelled).





































