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1. Introduction

This document summarises the e-mail discussion [68#21].
2. Discussion
2.1. Timestamping and rollover

The problem cases were described further by CSR – i.e. that any signaling from the UE that results in GNSS assistance data being returned that incorporates the Network Time for Fine Time Assistance, requires that the response must be made back to the UE within the SFN rollover time, otherwise the Fine Time Assistance it contains effectively becomes ambiguous because of the ambiguity of the SFN rollover cycle that it applies to.

As previously with earlier e-mail discussions on the same subject there was little transmit diversity in the discussion, but the issue did get comments and acceptance from the Rapporteur (Qualcomm Europe)
The main points arising in the e-mail discussion were:

· It was agreed that this would be most likely to affect user-plane signaling, as the C-plane signaling to and from the E-SMLC will be fast when compared to the SFN rollover period. [QC & CSR]
· The likely effect would be occasional delayed fixes, where fine time assistance is received by the UE that is no longer valid (although these may become lost fixes where the response is time critical) [CSR]
· It was determined that a UE can at least ascertain when the assistance might be ambiguous, if it monitors the time of generation of signaling that will trigger a response that contains GNSS Assistance data. [CSR]
· Any kind of fix should adopt a “real” solution – i.e. rather than an ad-hoc approach we should base a solution on a more global timestamp than envisaged by CSR [such as from SIB8 - QC preference], or a hyperframe number [CSR preference].

Operators were invited to comment on whether the likely effect - occasional delayed fixes – was a critical concern, particularly for release 9, but there were no comments made.

2.2. Summary
It is not thought that this will be a major issue for C-plane implementations, and indeed even U-plane implementations that have reasonable signaling times. Also, likely affected cases can be detected. Concern remains however for U-plane implementations affected by delays that are significant compared with the SFN wrap time. 
There is a preference for a better engineering solution to be adopted than has so far been proposed for release 9. Operators have not shown any urgent concern for release 9.
The UE design can allow for the possibility that FTA in GNSS assistance data may relate to a different SFN cycle if response from server has taken longer than SFN rollover time.

3. Conclusion

A discussion of the summary above is required. 
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