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1. Introduction 

This document summarize the email[#03: List the questions and comments for RUA] (NEC) that raised questions / comments for reusing RUA for transporting of PCAP messages over Iuh interface.
2. Questions/comments for reusing RUA
The table 1 shows the list of the questions / comments that have been raised during the e-mail discussion..

Table 1 
	No.
	Question or 
Comment
	Company name
	Detail of question or comment

	1
	Question
	ALU
	Is R3-131959 the proposed Stage 3 for this?

	2
	Question
	ALU
	Will a stage 2 CR be available for this solution? This would help to clarify the proposed solution operation.

	3
	Question
	ALU
	Based on R3-131959 is it possible to clarify use of PCAP Session ID?

	4
	Question
	Alcatel-Lucent
	On the stage 3 there is introduced a PCAP Disconnect. Our understanding is that E///s proposal is based on minimizing duplication, so why is the existing RUA Disconnect not used?

	5
	Question
	Alcatel-Lucent
	On the stage 3 can you clarify the use of Context ID for PCAP and its relation to PCAP session ID? Is the use of Context ID the same for RANAP and PCAP messages?

	6
	Question
	Alcatel-Lucent
	On the stage 3 are PCAP Direct Transfer, PCAP Connectionless Transfer and PCAP Disconnect, the only RUA messages used in relation to PCAP operations?

	7
	Question
	Alcatel-Lucent
	On the Stage 2 can you clarify how the HNB-GW determines when to setup a SCCP connection to the SAS, rather than using an existing connection. How does it determine what is the first PCAP message for a PCAP session.

	8
	Question
	Qualcomm
	Could you verify that the new PCAP  session ID is introduced to determine new SCCP connections? In other words, instead of using a separate CONNECT message as proposed in PUA, will HNB-GW check all messages for session IDs to determine new ones? What is the advantage of doing this compared to the separate CONNECT message?

	9
	Question
	Qualcomm
	Could you verify that the critically “reject” will be used to exchange PCAP support? If so, are there other examples in RAN3 specs using error indication after a class 2 message for a similar purpose? How can corner cases be handled, for example if the HNB-GW has ASN support but not the PCAP support?

	10
	Question
	Qualcomm
	Is it expected that an HNB will not need to be configured with any information regarding PCAP and SAS support by an HNB-GW? If so, how can an HNB distinguish the following error cases: (a) HNB-GW does not support PCAP, (b) HNB-GW supports PCAP but there is no SAS (c) HNB-GW supports PCAP but the SAS is temporarily not available? Depending on which of (a), (b) or (c) applies an SAS could retry positioning at some later time. When any of (a), (b) or (c) changes to PCAP support with an SAS, is it assumed that HNBs do not need to be informed?

	11
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	The exclusion of a PCAP CONNECT message is also possible with the PUA proposal – so this is not a simplification only possible with RUA. It is just a bit cleaner (with either RUA or PUA) to support an explicit CONNECT as opposed to implicit CONNECT implied by the first (PCAP) DIRECT TRANSFER message. For example, when an error occurs with the implicit CONNECT, it may be difficult to indicate to an HNB whether this was caused by an inability to establish and maintain an SCCP connection to the SAS or some problem with transferring the first PCAP message. A congested SAS may refuse new SCCP connections and an HNB can then know that a retry later may be successful but a fault with PCAP message transfer may last longer. Thus, RAN3 can decide whether a (PCAP) CONNECT is useful for these reasons and either include or exclude for either proposal.

	12
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	There is no support for positioning of an HNB (which is possible with the PUA proposal with zero to PCAP or only a very minor change). This is due to reusing the UE associated context ID for RUA – which is not available when the HNB does not have a connected UE.

	13
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	There is no allowance for more than one SAS connected to an HNB-GW - e.g. one SAS assigned for location of an emergency call and another for commercial location.

	14
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	It seems not possible to reuse the RUA ERROR INDICATION for abnormal cases associated with PCAP transfer – e.g. inability to transfer a connection oriented or connectionless PCAP message from the HNB-GW to the SAS. To support error reporting for PCAP using RUA, new parameters would have to be added to the ERROR INDICATION (e.g. context ID, PCAP session ID) and new PCAP associated cause values would also be needed. This could complicate error indication for RANAP usage. Alternatively, a separate PCAP ERROR INDICATION message could be added.

	15
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	The proposed PCAP DIRECT TRANSFER message is more complex than with the PUA proposal because 2 SCCP connection associated parameters are included (Context ID and PCAP Session ID) versus just one such parameter (Context ID) with PUA. This is due to reuse of the exiting UE associated Context ID for RUA.

	16
	Comment
	Qualcomm
	Assuming the above comments were all addressed, we could end up with the proposed new PUA protocol being included instead within RUA. There would then be no simplification at all for implementation but existing RUA implementations that did not need to support PCAP could still be impacted.
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