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1. Introduction

This document gives a summary of email discussion [67#30], which was intended to progress stage 3 issues in positioning and hopefully result in some agreed specification text.

2. Discussion

The rapporteur suggested that discussion concentrate on an initial list of major issues as follows:
ISSUE 1. Organisation of the spec (more “RRC-like”, vs. the “RRLP-like” organisation of drafts previously submitted)

Qualcomm expressed no strong opinion but a slight preference for the original structure (noting that LPP is somewhat modelled on RRLP).  Ericsson and NSN both prefer an RRC-based structure.  No additional comments related to this issue were received in this discussion.

NSN also noted that the term “PDU” (as opposed to “message”) does not seem appropriate in this context.

The skeleton provided in [1] (also provided by the rapporteur during the email discussion) is intended to represent a closer alignment to the RRC structure.

ISSUE 2. Pseudo segmentation (whether a segmentation mechanism within the protocol is needed)

Qualcomm pointed out that the problems for which pseudo segmentation was introduced in GERAN should not exist in LTE, but that it may be desirable to allow segmentation in case retransmission of a very large message could otherwise be the result.  NSN indicated that even in this case the specification complexity may not be worth the gains, especially if continuity at handover is not going to be supported.
This issue can be revisited after a conclusion on continuity has been reached.

ISSUE 3. PDU/PDC "dual layer" structure (whether to retain the extra layer of abstraction represented by PDCs within a message)

No comments directly related to this issue were received apart from Qualcomm’s position in the kickoff document.  Qualcomm indicated that the extra abstraction may not be necessary, but since there is some interest in enabling bodies outside 3GPP to define future positioning methods, we should be careful to design for forward compatibility.

NSN questioned whether there is a need to distinguish external positioning methods at the protocol level, and Ericsson suggested that the ASN.1 extension mechanisms should be adequate for this purpose.

ISSUE 4. Concatenation and transport requirements (whether LPP messages must be concatenated, and what requirements are present towards the transport layer)

Qualcomm indicated that concatenation at the PDC level seems to be necessary if the PDC concept is included at all, but that concatenation at the PDU level seems unnecessary if  the transporting layers can provide reliable in-order delivery.

Ericsson felt that no form of concatenation is necessary.

A copy of [2] was also provided, and some of the received comments related primarily to this document (e.g., in connection with the “RRC-like” vs. “RRLP-like” structures).
3. Conclusion
Given the limited amount of discussion, it seems quite difficult to draw many conclusions.  It does seem that there is some consensus on Issue 1 to have a specification structure more modelled on the RRC; the skeleton in [1] is intended to address this issue.
We suggest that based on the email discussion, it may be possible to agree to [1] as a baseline for further work.  A more extensive draft in [3] has also been provided to this meeting, but it is the opinion of the rapporteur that this document needs to be discussed a bit more before it can be considered as having attracted any consensus.
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