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Introduction

In the last RAN2 meeting (68-bis) two solutions were brought forward:

Solution 1: LPP (protocol Ack)

Solution 2: Non delivery indication

This paper takes a brief look at these options and also proposes a new solution.

Discussion

We see quite many issues in Solution 1 as already pointed out in the email discussion
. Also, we understand that there might be networks who have not implemented the NAS Non-Delivery Indication feature. So, to progress we propose a third solution which is to ‘Do Nothing’.
‘Do nothing’ means that there are no specification impacts and the re-transmission, if required, is based solely on implementation; for example:

Solution 1 does not mandate that Acknowledgement be sent for each LPP message i.e. certain messages are deemed important by the sender and their delivery is of higher concern than of other messages. Now, based on the cell change indication
 the end points can decide to re-transmit the important message(s) sent immediately before this event. 
Finally, as there is already a request-response procedure and LPP message drop probability being low [1], a separate re-transmission procedure seems overkill.

Proposal 1: LPP message re-transmission is left to implementation.

If RAN2 can agree on this way forward then further it should be discussed if we should indicate this in the specification e.g. with the help of a note?
Conclusion:

This paper opines that ‘do nothing’ is a sufficient way forward wherein the LPP message re-transmission is left to implementation.

Thereby our preferences are in the following order:
1. ‘Do nothing’ wherein the LPP message re-transmission is left to implementation.

2. CN based solution using NAS Non Delivery Indication.

Reference:

[1]: R2-100197 Need for Reliability in LPP

Samsung
Annex A

Problems cited for Solution 1

1. Signaling Overhead: A lot of time, the piggybacking of Acks may not be possible; e.g. when the eNB sends many Assistance Data Requests and the UE does not have anything to report. For each message then the UE would end up sending a standalone ‘Ack’.

2. Duplication due to Ack to Nack error: Though rare but when it occurs would lead to duplication (and there is no duplicate detection in the proposed LPP reliability CR). Duplication in turn may lead to a lot of un-necessary signaling.

3. Extra delay:
a. Due to Stop and Wait mechanism, the sender is permitted to send the next LPP message only if it receives an acknowledgment for an LPP message. Therefore, this mechanism would double the delay in transmission in situations where the sender has 2 messages to be sent and both need an Ack.

b. For retransmissions, the sender would wait till the end of a 'timeout period' before actually retransmitting messages across and hence also might delay the entire position calculation (e.g. where a series of Asst Data must be received by the UE).
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� For Quick reference these are also present in Annex A of this paper.


� Serving Cell change indication itself should not be lost as this will be sent only after the cell change (due to handover or RLF) has been completed.
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