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1. Introduction

This document summarises email discussion [67b#11].

2. Discussion

The rapporteur identified the following issues as launching points for the discussion:

1. Session ID; provided in LPP, provided outside for routing to correct E-SMLC, not needed at all?

2.  Timestamping and potential SFN rollover; how can we prevent ambiguity in the case that measurements are separated by more than an SFN rollover?

3. Management of transaction IDs; directional component is agreed, but we also need to avoid collision between values allocated by different E-SMLCs towards the same UE

4. Support for external positioning methods defined outside 3GPP

5. Separate error message vs. responses with failure indication

A sixth issue, on whether inter-frequency measurements for OTDOA would be supported (and what the ASN.1 implications to support them would be),  was also raised during the discussion.

2.1.
Session ID
NTT DoCoMo: The routing of LPP messages does not require any field inside the message and seems to be more of a CT4 issue.  However, in case the transaction ID did not distinguish which E-SMLC it was associated with, there could be a need for a “session identifier” within LPP to identify the E-SMLC uniquely.

CSR: Unclear whether sessions with multiple E-SMLCs can be supported.  If so, CSR agree with DoCoMo that an identifier could be needed within LPP for  this case.

CATT: Similar analysis; a session ID within LPP would be needed only in case of multiple E-SMLCs.  CATT suggest that it is not clear whether there is a requirement to support such a scenario, and suggest that an LS could be sent to SA1 asking for clarification on whether there is a need to do so.  They further note that the MME selects the E-SMLC, so it might be possible to require that the MME always uses a single E-SMLC towards a particular UE.

Huawei: Huawei consider that SA have already requested multiple-session support, but this is not necessarily connected to routing.  However, a session ID could be needed to prevent collision between transaction IDs (issue 3).

LGE: A session ID is needed outside LPP (in the NAS message) for routing purposes, but they do not see one as needed inside LPP.

Rapporteur’s Summary: If a session ID is needed within LPP, it is only to identify which E-SMLC the UE is in correspondence with.  No clear consensus on whether something is needed for this purpose; contributions will need to be considered.
2.2.
Timestamping and rollover
CSR: The scope of the problem is related also to the concept of “time aiding”, which depends on the relationship between the cellular system’s timeline and the positioning signals such as GNSS time.
CSR: A timestamp from the E-SMLC may be ambiguous due to delays in the network itself as well as processing times.  CSR’s message included detailed proposals, and it is the understanding of the rapporteur that these proposals will be reflected in a contribution to RAN2#68.

Rapporteur’s Summary: There was not much transmit diversity in this section of the discussion.  It is unclear what this means.  Contributions need to be considered to understand if there is a consensus.
2.3.
Management of transaction IDs
CATT: Similar to the session ID issue, there may be no requirement to support multiple E-SMLCs.
Huawei: Collision can be prevented by including a session ID.

LGE: Agree with Huawei.

Rapporteur’s Summary: The only issue seems to be that, if multiple E-SMLCs are in communication with one UE, they must embed an identifier (e.g., session ID) in the transaction ID.  What to capture in the specification will depend on the outcome of discussions on issue 1.
2.4.
External positioning methods
Huawei: Is this for user-plane use only or also for control plane?
Qualcomm: OMA LOC are sending a LS to clarify what is being requested; a contribution will be provided to RAN2#68.

Rapporteur’s Summary: Very limited discussion; contributions and the LS from OMA LOC will need to be considered.
2.5.
Separate error message
Qualcomm: Separate Error/Abort message(s) seem valuable, e.g., for the ability to terminate a transaction cleanly in case of parser failure or other unusual cases.  However, existing messages should also be able to indicate failure codes for more “normal” failures.
Andrew: Agree with Qualcomm.

CSR: Agree that a separate message is needed, and think it is important to give further attention to the granularity between various types of error cases.

NTT DoCoMo: Separate “failure” or “error” message, error indication in an existing message, and “abort” message all are appropriate for different use cases and should be supported.

Qualcomm: Some of the “failure” cases identified by NTT DoCoMo are not true “failures” and should be able to be handled with indications in existing messages.  In particular, Qualcomm do not see a need to distinguish between “partial” and “complete” failure in abnormal-termination cases.

Rapporteur’s Summary: There is consensus at least for an error message, and apparently no objection to an additional “abort” functionality.  The rapporteur will provide a contribution introducing these messages.
2.6.
Inter-frequency measurements
CSR: The issue needs to be considered; the current draft ASN.1 cannot support inter-frequency OTDOA measurements effectively and the group need to make appropriate spec changes if they are to be taken into account.
Qualcomm: No reason to exclude inter-frequency measurements.  The draft ASN.1 does not take them into account; revised draft provided (also to the related email discussion #12).

NSN: From the RAN2 perspective there seems no reason to exclude inter-frequency measurements, but they would prefer that this be captured as an editor’s note pending confirmation from RAN1 and RAN4.

Huawei: There are open issues related to inter-frequency measurement requiring input from RAN4, so Huawei also want to wait for their decision.

Rapporteur’s Summary: No objection to introducing the functionality from the RAN2 side, but it should be limited to an editor’s note until RAN4 have concluded.  This change will be reflected in the output of email discussion #12.
3. Conclusion
The outcomes of the identified issues are as follows:
1. Session ID: Further discussion required

2.  Timestamping: Further discussion required

3. Transaction IDs: Dependent on #1

4. External positioning methods: Further discussion required

5. Error message: Error and Abort messages to be described in a contribution from the rapporteur

6. Inter-frequency measurements: Editor’s note to be captured in the output of discussion #12

The rapporteur would like to thank the participants for a productive discussion in very limited time.

