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1. [bookmark: _Ref165266342]Introduction
This document aims at discussing the proposal 8-13 in R2-2308973 [1] related to discovery and selection for sidelink positioning, to achieve the progress for handling of the Rel-18 SL positioning. 
· [AT123][430][POS] Discovery and selection for sidelink positioning (CATT)
	Scope: Discuss further on P8/P9/P10/P11/P12/P13 of R2-2308973 and progress toward agreements.
	Intended outcome: Report to CB session
	Deadline: Thursday 2023-08-24 2000 UTC


2. Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	OPPO
	Yang Liu
	liuyangbj@oppo.com

	Xiaomi
	Xiaowei jiang
	jiangxiaowei@xiaomi.com

	Samsung 
	June Hwang
	June77.hwang@samsung.com

	LG
	Jonggil Nam
	jonggil.nam@lge.com

	Philips
	Rob Davies
	rob.j.davies@philips.com

	vivo
	Xiang Pan
	panxiang@vivo.com

	Apple
	Sasha Sirotkin
	ssirotkin@apple.com

	CMCC
	Xiaoxuan Tang
	tangxiaoxuan@chinamobile.com

	CATT
	Jianxiang Li
	Lijianxiang@catt.cn

	Lenovo
	Robin Thomas
	rthomas7@lenovo.com

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK27]Spreadtrum communications
	Huifang Fan
	Huifang.fan@unisoc.com

	CEWiT
	Jishnu P
	jishnup@cewit.org.in

	
	
	

	
	
	



3. Discussion 
In R2-2308973 [1], three issues are discussed in proposal 8 to proposal 13:
· Issue1: Metafield in discovery (proposal 8 and proposal 9);
· Issue2: Anchor UE selection (proposal 10 and proposal 11);
· Issue3: SL positioning server UE selection (proposal 12 and proposal 13).
Here the companies view on above issues are collected.
3.1 Metafield in discovery
Proposal 8: RAN2 to discuss whether to define the individual metafield structures separately for different discovery messages (Announcement message, Solicitaion message and Response message).
Proposal 9: RAN2 to discuss following parameters can be included in the metadata in the discovery message:
1)	Supported sidelink positioning methods; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi, Intel, OPPO, CMCC)
2)	In coverage or not; (CATT, Xiaomi, Philips) 
3)	Location; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi, Spreadtrum, CMCC)
4)	PLMN; (CATT，Xiaomi)
5)	Stationary or movable; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi)
6)	Location accuracy; (Xiaomi，Philips)
7)	Filter condition: e.g. Requested SL positioning methods, Low Mobility required, In coverage required, LOS path required, Location accuracy requirement, PLMN, required QoS requirement; (Nokia, vivo, Xiaomi, OPPO, Ericsson)
8)	Supported positioning QoS requirement(s); (OPPO, Ericsson)
9)	SLPP support; (Lenovo, CMCC) 

Question 1: Companies are invited to provide views on whether defining the individual metafield structures for different discovery messages (Announcement message, Solicitaion message and Response message).
	Company’s name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	Yes
	For anchor/SL positioning server UE selection scenario, Announcement should be transmitted by the candidate UEs, it should indicate its capability/status related to the SL positioning. On the other hand, the solicitation message should be transmitted by the UE who performs the selection, e.g., the target UE, so the required criteria of expected anchor UE/SL positioning server UE should be broadcast. 

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	The IEs in different messages are different. For example, announcement message includes information of UE can be provided, while solicitation message includes request of information/requirement to be provided/satified. 

	Samsung 
	Agree  
	We think the contents to be included in each discovery message will be different based on the message’s usage. Therefore, assume that the field to include those information would be different per each message.

	LG
	Agree
	Discovery model A (announcement) and B (solicitation/response) have different purpose on that. The same structure is not efficient.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Philips
	Agree
	Contents can depend on the message purpose.

	vivo
	Agree
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	We can define different discovery message based on message and discovery models.
For example, in case of model B, if solicitation message include UE role, the response message does not need to include the UE role.

	Apple
	Yes
	For example, announcement and response are likely to carry different information.

	Nokia
	Agree
	Different discovery models / message types should indeed have variable context-dependent content.

	CMCC
	Agree
	These messages could be reused for the UE selection but with different structure design. 

	CATT
	Agree
	There are two options: 
Option 1: define different metadata structures for different discovery messages;
Option 2: define a common metadata structure, different IEs are included in different discovery messages.

	Lenovo
	
	We just need to provide SA2 with the value definition(s) and leave the final structure to SA2, i.e. whether to use one or more structures. 	.


	Spreadtrum communications
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	
	Up to SA2. Not clear what the RAN2 impacts are. 

	Intel
	Agree
	We do not see reason why the fields for different messages cannot be different

	KT
	Agree
	Contents to be included in Model A and B can be defined differently. For example, Solicitation message with response message may include less number of information than announcement message.

	CEWiT
	Agree
	

	
	
	


Summary:
[15/17] Most of companies agreed to define the individual metafield structures for different discovery messages (Announcement message, Solicitaion message and Response message). 2 companies considered the structure of metafield in discovery messages is up to SA2.
[15/17] Proposal 1: RAN2 to define the individual metafield structures separately for different discovery messages (Announcement message, Solicitaion message and Response message).

There are too many candidate metadata in P9. So we are going to find the at least metadata in discovery message.
Question 2: Companies are invited to pick up which parameters can be at least included in the metadata in the discovery message:
1)	Supported sidelink positioning methods; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi, Intel, OPPO, CMCC)
2)	In coverage or not; (CATT, Xiaomi, Philips, OPPO) 
3)	Location; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi, Spreadtrum, CMCC,OPPO: the indication of the availibity of the location information)
4)	PLMN; (CATT，Xiaomi)
5)	Stationary or movable; (CATT,vivo, Xiaomi)
6)	Location accuracy; (Xiaomi，Philips)
7)	Filter condition: e.g. Requested SL positioning methods, Low Mobility required, In coverage required, LOS path required, Location accuracy requirement, PLMN, required QoS requirement; (Nokia, vivo, Xiaomi, OPPO, Ericsson)
8)	Supported positioning QoS requirement(s); (OPPO, Ericsson)
9)	SLPP support; (Lenovo, CMCC) 

	Company’s name
	Parameters at least in metadata
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	1) 3) 7) and optionally 8)
	We think there is relationship between the supported positioning methods and supported positioning QoS requirements. For example, the accuracy of the RTT-based positioning may be higher than others, while the timing latency of such method is longer also, due to the two messages involved for deriving the RTT, so maybe either of them is enough.

For 3) it is important for the target UE to obtain the knowledge to know if the SL positioning procedure should be categorized to UE-only operation.

	Xiaomi
	1~8
	All these information would facilitate anchor/server UE selection to reduce the amount of PC5 connection needed to be set up.

	Samsung 
	1,2,4,3(only availability info), 6 (only for located UE), 7 (only for discovery model B).  Please see the comment for the condition for each info to be applicable.
	Support 1 (for selection), 2 (for NW-based operation), 4 (for authorization).
For 3), "located UE" role is enough (= Anchor UE with location). We don’t think the exact location info seems not necessary but enough to have the indicator on the availability as Oppo said, since server UE already know the exact location. Also, broadcasting exact location info over the air would be the personal privacy issue which might need the alignment with SA3
For 5), I'm not sure whether it is useful. LMF or Server UE may have knowledge of fixed UEs.
For 6), prefer to have it if it is located UE which has the confidence on their location accuracy. Otherwise (i.e., using GNSS or LPP to get the location info) not sure UE itself can identify its own accuracy level. 
For 7), ok for discovery Model B but it could be combined if same meta field per discovery msg is agreed.
For 8), I'm not sure whether it is useful or exposed to AS layer
For 9), not support, it can be done by SA2, not metadata e.g., RSPP service type or ProSe services

	LG
	See comment
	Sidelink positioning consists multiple UEs instead of gNB. Taking into account of UE’s dynamic nature, some parameters can be changed during positioning operation (i.e. in the middle of SLPP session). If all parameters should be exchanged via discovery message, UE has to trigger discovery procedure whenever some parameters are changed, which will make additional latency. If PC5 connection is not lost, SLPP capa exchange message can be exchanged between UEs. 
Therefore, we think static parameters (e.g. UE roles, supported positioning method, type of UE) would be transferred on discovery procedure before positioning operation. On the other hand, dynamic parameters (e.g. in coverage or not, RSRP, LOS/NLOS, Location, PLMN) would be transferred via SLPP capa exchange msg before and during positioning operation.

	ZTE
	
	Supported positioning method should be contained in capability message;
LOS/NLOS, RSRP should only be contained in Mode B solicitation message;
PLMN, in coverage or not, known location, stationary/moveable can be included in Mode A announcement message and Mode B solicitation &response message;
Low Mobility required should not be selection criteria (not to say in any discovery message) because it may be duplicated with stationary/moveable
Location accuracy requirement, required QoS should not be selection criteria (not to say in any discovery message) because UE will never know this before the SL POS session is on-progress
SLPP support should not be selection criteria (not to say in any discovery message) because discovery message has associated with an application ID. If UE supports the SL positioning service and corresponding discovery message, it should support SLPP. We do not see any exception


	Philips
	2- 6
	For 1, we agree with ZTE that this should be handled in a capabilities message.

We are not sure of the value of 7. Need to consider this further.

For the others, we support Samsung’s careful assessment. In particular, for 6, our intention in R2-2308908 was that it indeed applies to Located UEs as a measure of confidence of the stability and accuracy of the Located UE’s location.

	vivo
	1,
2 with comments
3,
4
5
7
	1) can be used for UE selection
2) can be used to identify whether anchor UE is served by a network supporting SL Positioning, and shall be revised as ‘ served by network supporting SL Positioning or not’
3) whether location is known can be used to distinguish located UE an reference UE
4) PLMN has been indicated in SA2. In this Release, UE Positioning using SL Positioning involving 5GC is only supported when Target UE and Located UE are registered in the same PLMN
5) mobile status may impact on the QoS of location or method selection
7) can be used to reduce the unnecessary PC5 connection
9) can be inexplicitly indicated via other parameters, e.g., UE role.


	InterDigital
	1,2,3,5,7
	

	Apple
	1 and 9, see comments
	A general comment first – as most companies agree that different discovery messages need to carry different information, this question should be discussed on per discovery message basis.

Another general comment – it is not easy to discuss discovery while it is not clear at which stage decisions such as positioning method selection happen. This is because if for example positioning method selection happens after SLPP capability exchange, then exposing positioning methods supported in discovery is not needed. 

With this in mind, we propose to agree for now the absolute minimum that is needed and discuss the rest later. 

	Nokia
	See comments
	While partially agreeing with LG, we think there is no “one-fits-all” list of parameters for each discovery model and message type. 

Our proposal is specify a list of optional parameters that could be added dynamically to the metafield depending on the context (eg model or message type) with only UE role / PLMN being mandatory (FFS if there are other fundamental static parameters). 

In this way, we can avoid the risk of too long metafields (motivation of this question) or too short metafields (insufficient information delivered).

	CMCC
	1~3, 9
	For 1, we would like to clarify that the supported method is just the coarse capability and the SLPP capability could be exchanged after PC5 establishment.
For 2, this is needed especially for the PC scenario.
For 3, one bit indication is enough, the exact information could be conveyed after PC5-establishement.
For 9, this indication is mainly for the OOC scenario without the available SLPP support capability stored in LMF. SLPP support is the basic capability for SL positioning. We can accept other alternative solutions like the application ID mentioned by ZTE.

	CATT
	1-5, 7 and 8
	

	Lenovo
	2),4) 9)
	Announcement and Solicitation messages – May include 2), 4) 9) - SLPP support
Response Message - May include 2), 4), 9) -SLPP Support
There may be security and privacy concerns for 1), 3), 4) and Solicitation messages
Furthermore 6)-Location accuracy is a subset of 8)-SL positioning QoS requirements.
It is not clear how the Filter condition of LOS can be useful in the discovery message

	Spreadtrum communications
	1,3, 4,5,8
	1) can be used to anchor UE selection
3) can be used to identify reference UE and located UE.
4) agree with vivo, SA2 has capture PLMN into the spec to select anchor UE
5) can be used to select sultable anchor UE according to the target UE’s mobility states. 
8) can be used to improve positioning accuracy.

	Qualcomm
	9
	Only item 9 (SLPP-capable) seems needed.

	Intel
	
	In our view, the discovery messages should be exchanged before any capability exchange or other messages can be exchanged between UEs. Therefore, only essential information that determines whether the UE shall set up a PC5 connection with the peer UE or not should be included in the discovery message and all other information can be exchanged via PC5 signaling after connection establishment. Therefore, we agree with LG that UE role and supported positioning method should be communicated via the discovery metafields.

	KT
	7), 8)
Optionally 4)
But, see comments
	The more information we put in metadata, the faster anchor UE filtering may be helpful. If we consider perfect service continuity for SL positioning, all of contents need to be included in discovery message regardless of the number of triggering discovery and anchor UE selection attempts. Anyway, there is trade-off between latency and the size of metadata. So, we think that it is necessary to put only 7), 8) in the discovery message and let the Anchor UE filter itself. 4) PLMN only needs to be delivered if inter-PLMN SL positioning is supported.

	CEWiT
	1), 2), 4) and 9)
	Supported SL positioning methods, SLPP support, coverage information and associated PLMN shall be used in the discovery message.

	
	
	


Summary:
The supported companies for each parameter in the metadata in the discovery message are:
1)	Supported sidelink positioning methods; (CATT, vivo, Xiaomi, Intel, OPPO, CMCC, Samsung, LG, InterDigital, Apple, Spreadtrum) [11]
2)	In coverage or not; (CATT, vivo, Xiaomi, Philips, Samsung, ZTE, InterDigital, CMCC, Lenovo) [9]
3)	Location; (CATT, vivo, Xiaomi, Spreadtrum, CMCC, OPPO, Samsung, ZTE, Philips, InterDigital) [10]
4)	PLMN; (CATT, vivo，Xiaomi, Samsung, ZTE, Philips, Nokia, Lenovo, Spreadtrum, KT) [10]
5)	Stationary or movable; (CATT, vivo, Xiaomi, ZTE, Philips, InterDigital, Spreadtrum) [7]
6)	Location accuracy; (Xiaomi, Philips, Samsung) [3]
7)	Filter condition: e.g. Requested SL positioning methods, Low Mobility required, In coverage required, LOS path required, Location accuracy requirement, PLMN, required QoS requirement; (vivo, Xiaomi, OPPO, Samsung, InterDigital, CATT, KT) [7]
8)	Supported positioning QoS requirement(s); (OPPO, Xiaomi, CATT, Spreadtrum, KT) [5]
9)	SLPP support; (Lenovo, CMCC, Apple, Qualcomm) [4]
Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss and agree following parameters can be included in the metadata in the discovery message:
1)	Supported sidelink positioning methods; [11]
2)	In coverage or not; [9]
3)	Location; [10]
4)	PLMN; [10]
5)	Stationary or movable; [7]


3.2 Anchor UE selection
Proposal 10:	RAN2 to discuss who performs anchor UE selection: LMF/server UE or target UE.
Proposal 11:	Anchor UE selection bases on information from discovery procedure and the positioning capability exchange procedure.
Some companies support LMF select anchor UEs when LMF is involved, server UE select anchor UEs when server UE is involved. And some companies propose that target UE may select anchor UEs directly by itself. 
Question 3: Companies are invited to provide view on who performs anchor UE selection: 
· Option 1: LMF/server UE;
· Option 2: target UE even if LMF/server UE are involved
	Company’s name
	Option
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	Option 1
	Note that according to the step 3 included in the section 6.8 of the TS 23.586, , if none of UE1/.../UEn are served by NG-RAN or the serving network does not support Ranging/SL Positioning, UE-only Operation is applied. In practical implementation, if all the discovered UE list is sent towards the LMF for making selection of the anchor UE, once all anchor UE selected are outside the reach of the NG-RAN, the LMF needs to send back the refuse message to the UE because in such case, only UE-only Operation is allowed. Such kind of implementation will introduce much more complexity than letting the target UE to select the anchor UE.

	Xiaomi
	
LMF, target UE or another UE holding part of server UE functionalities











	According to 23.586, either target or LMF can select located UE:
	When LMF determines SL positioning for target UE and trigger the discovery of the Located UE, LMF can decide that LMF or target UE selects Located UEs. If the decision is LMF selecting Located UEs, Target UE sends the multiple discovered candidate Located UEs to the LMF for the selection. After the LMF determines the selected Located UE(s), the LMF sends the selected Located UE(s) to the Target UE.




Besides, according to 23.586, server UE functionality can be distributed to different UEs:
	SL Positioning Server UE: A UE offering method determination, assistant data distribution and/or location calculation functionalities for Sidelink Positioning and Ranging based service. It interacts with other UEs over PC5 as necessary in order to determine Ranging/SL Position method, distribute assistant data and calculate the location of the Target UE. Target UE or SL Reference UE can act as SL Positioning Server UE if any of the functionalities is supported.



From SLPP specification flexibility point of view, there is no need to limit server UE functionality in one entity.
Thus, anchor UE selection function can be either on target UE or another UE has hold part of server UE functionality.


	Samsung 
	Option 1
	LMF/Server UE. It determines positioning method so it can select best Anchor UEs for the method based on reported information from the Target UE.

	LG
	Option 1
	In RAN2#121 meeting, we agreed server UE performs anchor UE selection.
Agreement:
RAN2 confirm that for cases without LMF involvement, besides method determination, assistant data distribution and anchor UE selection (agreed in RAN2), the SL positioning server UE may perform SL-PRS configuration coordination and location calculation.
We do not see the reason to revert this agreement. 
Of course, we still think it is much better for target UE to take a role of server UE. But, for certain case, e.g. for very limited capability UE, server UE can be separated from target UE.

	ZTE
	Option 2, but this is not absolute
	It only depends on whether target UE has the discovery/selection capability or not. If target UE does not have the capability, it should find a UE with such capability to do for him.

	Philips
	Option 1
	In the absence of SLPP message forwarding, the LMF/Server UE needs to be able to reach all selected Anchors.

	vivo
	Option 1
	

	InterDigital
	Both
	

	Apple
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	LMF or
target UE or 
server UE
	Same argument as Xiaomi

	CMCC
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo
	Option 1 and see comments

	A new option can be considered to be supported: -	Option 3: target UE selects Anchor UE by itself in case of no availability of LMF/server UE.

	Spreadtrum communications
	LMF or target UE or server UE
	Agree with xiaomi

	Qualcomm
	other
	The UE which needs to collect and/or obtain location/range measurements from anchor UEs. Essentially, any UE is permitted to perform selection.

	Intel
	Option 1
	We assume that this also covers that case when target UE is imparted with server UE functionality

	KT
	Both
	Basically option 1. But target UE should be able to perform anchor UE selection as a server UE in a specific environment even if LMF is involved.

	CEWiT
	Option 1
	

	
	
	


Summary:
[14/17] Most of companies supported LMF/server UE performs anchor UE selection. One company (ZTE) proposed target UE performs anchor UE selection. Two companies (InterDigital, KT) considered both LMF/server UE and target UE can perform anchor UE selection. One company (Qualcomm) considered any UE is permitted to perform selection. 
[14/17] Proposal 3: LMF/server UE performs anchor UE selection.

Question 4: Companies are invited to provide view on whether it is can be agreed: the Anchor UE selection bases on information from discovery procedure and the positioning capability exchange procedure.
	Company’s name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	Agree
	Though we should not force the selection to be only performed after both of the discovery procedure and capability exchange procedure have been accomplished.

	Xiaomi
	See comment
	There is some overlap between this discussion and AT123][404][POS] LS(s) to SA2 on sidelink positioning (Xiaomi). There are 3 options list there:
Option 1: anchor/server UE selection is performed after discovery procedure;
Option 2: anchor/server UE selection is performed after discovery procedure & capability exchange procedure;
Option 3: anchor/server UE selection is performed after discovery procedure, and it is left to UE implementation to decide whether it is after capability exchange or not. 
From our point of view, option 3 is the most flexible way to allow more UE implementation.

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	LG
	Agree
	See Q2 answer.

	ZTE
	Agree but
	We think selection happens actually after three stages: criteria in discovery message check, criteria in SLPP capability message check, channel condition check (RSRP, LOS/NLOS, etc.).

	Philips
	Agree
	Also agree with Xiaomi with option 3 in [404]

	vivo
	Agree
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	The anchor UE selection can be performed after discovery and positioning capability exchange procedure.

	Apple
	Maybe
	Would be good to see the whole procedure first 

	Nokia
	see comments
	We generally agree with the intention of the proposal but would propose a more careful wording.

The Anchor UE selection is based on information from discovery procedure and/or the positioning capability acquisition procedure.

And/or: One or both procedures may not be needed in case of pre-configuration (eg, LMF specifies anchors to be used, or restarted / new session reuses past anchors).

Capability acquisition: Since the AMF / LMF may store UE capability as per 23.586, we should take into account not only 
· direct capability exchange between UEs but also the possibility of 
· capability retrieval via the AMF / LMF, 
hence the more generic term “capability acquisiton” that intends to cover both these cases.

	CMCC
	Agree
	

	CATT
	See comments
	This question is discussed in [404].

	Lenovo
	Agree
	Generally, support in principle, but the proposal can be re-worded as follows: Anchor UE selection may be based on information from discovery procedure and/or the positioning capability exchange procedure 

	Spreadtrum communications
	Agree 
	It may be more flexible to leave to UE implementation.

	Qualcomm
	
	Criteria/information for anchor UE selection do not need to be specified.

	Intel
	Agree with comment
	Similar view as Xiaomi that this overlaps with Proposal 2 in [404]. Having said that, we agree that in principle, the anchor UE selection (if specified) is based on information obtained during discovery and capability exchange, but we do not think this selection procedure needs to be specified

	KT
	Agree
	But, we need to consider another criteria/information to be added.

	CEWiT
	Agree
	

	
	
	


Summary:
Most of companies agreed the Anchor UE selection bases on information from discovery procedure and the positioning capability exchange procedure. According to the latest agreement in RAN2 #123 as below, there is no specific stage-3 impact. So there is no further proposal here.
Agreement:
Tell SA2 that like anchor UEs, a normative requirement on which server UE to select (e.g., ranking) will not be specified, and RAN2 do not intend to specify when the selection takes place; we leave it to SA2 to determine whether to specify anything.

3.3 SL positioning server UE selection
Proposal 12: The SL positioning server UE can be either co-located in a target UE/anchor UE, or operated by a separate UE.
Proposal 13: The following parameters can be considered for SL positioning server UE selection:
1)	Supported roles of UE (SL positioning server UE)
2)	Supported sidelink positioning methods
3)	RSRP 
4)	Stationary or movable 
Question 5: Companies are invited to provide view on whether the SL positioning server UE can be either co-located in a target UE/anchor UE, or operated by a separate UE.
	Company’s name
	Agree/Not agree
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	This is to allow flexible deployment of server UE functionalities. And as we analysed in R2-2307507, there isn’t too much spec difference.

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	LG
	Agree
	Follow SA2 definition.

	ZTE
	Agree 
	In a SL positioning session, does it only allow to have one server UE? (i.e., all the server UE functionality should be allocated on one single UE, can be one target UE, one anchor UE, or one other UE). If this is the case then the procedure will be more troubled

	Philips
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	InterDigital
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Not sure
	We would seriously encourage companies to consider limiting the scope of Rel-18 work to only the “collocated” case.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	CMCC
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	See comments
	The proposal should indicate the selection of the server UE is only needed if the server UE is a separate UE. Although, we think that server UE is rather a capability.

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]Spreadtrum communications
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	Not clear what the "separate UE" is, but any UE with the desired capability can be a "server UE".  

	Intel
	Agree
	We are not clear on whether there is going to be any difference between the two cases from RAN2 specification point of view?

	KT
	Agree
	

	CEWiT
	Agree
	

	
	
	


Summary:
[164/17] Most of companies agreed the SL positioning server UE can be either co-located in a target UE/anchor UE, or operated by a separate UE. One company (Apple) proposed to limit the scope of Rel-18 work to only the “collocated” case. One company (Lenovo) indicated that server UE selection is only for the case that the server UE is a separate UE. One company (Qualcomm) considered any UE with the desired capability can be a "server UE". 
[164/17] Proposal 4: The SL positioning server UE can be either co-located in a target UE/anchor UE, or operated by a separate UE.

Question 6: Companies are invited to provide view on which parameters can be considered for SL positioning server UE selection:
1)	Supported roles of UE (SL positioning server UE)
2)	Supported sidelink positioning methods
3)	RSRP 
4)	Stationary or movable
	Company’s name
	Parameters for server UE selection
	Comments, if any

	OPPO
	1) 2)
	3) is not needed, since the RSRP measurement could be done by the target UE itself, either when the target UE receives the announcement message or the response message from the from the candidate SL positioning server UE 

	Xiaomi
	See comment
	We think all the following information we agreed in last meeting can be also applicable to server UE selection:
1.	UE roles
2.	Supported positioning method
3.	In coverage or not
4.	RSRP
5.	LOS/NLOS
6.	Location
7.	PLMN

Similar to anchor UE selection, there is no need to specify criterion for server UE selection.

	Samsung 
	1,2 and Maybe 3
	1 and 2. Maybe 3, not 4. For 2, The "methods" should represent "functionalities" to support specific method as a SL Positioning Server UE. Including method determination, AD distribution, location calculation, … not the normal UE’s measurement/report method.  

	LG
	See comment
	We see the same discovery/SLPP message for both server UE selection and anchor UE selection is simple. If target UE is not co-located with server UE, server UE will be one of anchor UEs. Same parameters can be used for both selections.   

	ZTE
	1,2,3
	Agree with Samsung on 2

	Philips
	1 and 2
	

	vivo
	1
	

	InterDigital
	1
	

	Apple
	See comments
	Which entity performs the selection? At which stage? Without agreeing on these questions it is not possible to discuss the parameters needed for selection.

	Nokia
	see comments
	As already argued in the response to question 2, our proposal would be to specify a list of optional parameters that could be added dynamically to the metafield with only UE role / PLMN being mandatory (FFS if there are other fundamental static parameters). Procedures for both server and anchor UE would use this approach.

	CMCC
	1 
	

	CATT
	1-4
	

	Lenovo
	
	Based on our reply in Q5, the server UE is rather a UE capability, which can be co-located with target UE or anchor UE, and in some cases, LMF may also decide the target or anchor to act as a server UE based on server capabilities,  and therefore 1) could be acceptable. 
For 3) RSRP, the type of RSRP measurement should be further clarified It is not clear what type of RS is transmitted by the server UE to be used as selection criteria. 

	Spreadtrum communications
	1
	

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Any criteria can be considered, but ultimately up to implementation and use case.

	Intel
	See comment
	Agree with Xiaomi comment that we can follow similar principle as anchor UE selection (no need to specify)

	KT
	1-4
	

	CEWiT
	1
	

	
	
	



Summary:
[15/17] Most of companies agreed that supported role of UE (SL positioning server UE) is one of parameter for SL positioning server UE selection. [9/17] some companies agreed that supported sidelink positioning methods is one of parameter for SL positioning server UE selection. [7/17] some companies agreed that supported RSRP is one of parameter for SL positioning server UE selection.Two companies (Samsung and ZTE) hoped to use “Supported sidelink positioning functionalities” instead of “Supported sidelink positioning methods”. Three companies (Xiaomi, LG and Intel) proposed to use the same parameters for both anchor UE and server UE selection. One company (Qualcomm) considered server UE selection is up to implementation and use case. One company (Apple) suggested to discuss 1)which entity performs the server UE selection and 2) at which stage before discuss the parameters. The rapporteur supposed to follow the legacy mechanism of SL communication as for RSRP.
[15/17] Proposal 5: Supported role of UE (SL positioning server UE) is the parameter for SL positioning server UE selection. If sidelink positioning methods is included in discovery message, support sidelink positioning methods is one of parameters for SL positioning server UE selection.

3.4 Other issues
Question 7: Companies are invited to provide views on whether any issues on the discovery and selection topic need to be addressed.
	Company’s name
	Comments, if any

	Nokia
	Is it always necessary to perform discovery / selection steps, or can these steps be skipped?

For example, a target UE capable of acting as its own server can overhear Option 2 SL PRSs (N_seq within CRC) and locate itself without engaging in any explicit discovery / selection procedures. 

Similarly, the LMF could help skip these steps by directly configuring known well-suited anchors such as RSUs (eg, in controlled factory environment) by directly delivering suitable assistance data. Any other pre-configuration mechanism can be used as well.

	
	

	
	




4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Summary report and proposals
Based on the discussion, following conclusion is concluded:
[15/17] Proposal 1: RAN2 to define the individual metafield structures separately for different discovery messages (Announcement message, Solicitaion message and Response message). 
Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss and agree following parameters can be included in the metadata in the discovery message:
1)	Supported sidelink positioning methods; [11]
2)	In coverage or not; [9]
3)	Location; [10]
4)	PLMN; [10]
5)	Stationary or movable; [7]
And Send an LS to SA2 on the agreement of discovery.

[14/17] Proposal 3: LMF/server UE performs anchor UE selection.
[16/17] Proposal 4: The SL positioning server UE can be either co-located in a target UE/anchor UE, or operated by a separate UE.
[15/17] Proposal 5: Supported role of UE (SL positioning server UE) is the parameter for SL positioning server UE selection. If sidelink positioning methods are included in discovery message, sidelink positioning methods can be one of parameters for SL positioning server UE selection.


5. References
[1] R2-2308973	Summary of AI 7.2.2 Sidelink positioning	CATT	
[2] R2-2307122	Discussion on higher layer aspects for Sidelink Positioning	Huawei, HiSilicon	Nokia
[3] R2-2307392	Discussion on sidelink positioning	CATT
[4] R2-2307426	Discussion on sidelink positioning	vivo	
[5] R2-2307507	Discussion on SL positioning 
[6] R2-2307661	Further considerations on sidelink positioning		Intel Corporation 
[7] R2-2308052 	Further discussion on sidelink positioning		OPPO
[8] R2-2308125 	Discussion on sidelink positioning	Spreadtrum Communications
[9] R2-2308276 	Discussion on SL Positioning	Lenovo
[10] R2-2308316 	Considerations on Sidelink positioning	CMCC
[11] R2-2308480 	Sidelink positioning	Ericsson	
[12] R2-2308396 	Sidelink Positioning Protocol (SLPP) Signaling and Procedures	Qualcomm Incorporated
[13] R2-2308908 	On the selection of Anchor UEs for Sidelink Positioning	Philips International B.V.
[14] R2-2308384 	Discussion on sidelink positioning	InterDigital, Inc.	
	16/16	
