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1. AI 9.18.4 Airborne status/interference detection and indication

R2-1806347 Proposal to progress LTE_Aerial-Core

[bookmark: _Toc511222258][bookmark: _Toc511222641][bookmark: _Toc511299100]RAN2 to discuss the following on the contents of the reference altitude: 
· [bookmark: _Toc511222259][bookmark: _Toc511222642][bookmark: _Toc511299101]barometric pressure versus altitude in meters

Intel: asking if all users will support the barometric pressure
Nokia: wants to understand the use of the reference altitude. Netwokr deicdes a reference altitude for valid. Will enb update barometric pressure when it changes in different scenarios
LG supports Nokia. Thinks not all UEs can support barometric pressure
Ericsson: we are defining this for Rel.15 UEs so legacy UEs do not need to all support this
Kyocera: What is the accuracy we are looking
Nokia: accuracy is similar with pressure and height.
Xiaomi: confirms that barometric pressure is used in existing UEs
Nokia: barometric pressure can be the method to calculate altitude but it does not mean it should be the unit configured by network. The issue of up to date information exist for both height and pressure
Lenovo: agrees with Nokia and providing pressure is unnecessary.
Ericsson:LPP is not deploit and using height means LPP is forced. Asks componies to consult their positioning experts 
Nokia: LPP is not the only technology that can be used
Lenovo: wants to ask why height is related to LPP?
Ericsson:for UE  to get actual height with barometric needs LPP. Heith is not calibrated so 100m can be 200m

Conclusion: continue offline discussion

[bookmark: _Toc511222262][bookmark: _Toc511222645][bookmark: _Toc511299104]In addition to dedicated message (RRC dedicated), RAN2 to discuss whether there is a use case in which reference altitude should be provided in broadcast message (SIB).

Huawei: Broadcast message is more useful than 
KDDI: will limit number of drones so RRC is enough but is not strongly against broadcasting
Novo: support broadcast message
QC SIB makes sense
Intel: RRC is enough is we keep specifying support in idle mode. Not in WID
Nokia: similar to intel

[bookmark: _Toc511299105]For triggering of air-borne status indication, RAN2 to discuss among
a. [bookmark: _Toc511299106]A network-polling based approach
b. [bookmark: _Toc511299107]An event-triggered based reporting approach
c. [bookmark: _Toc511299108]A periodic reporting approach

QC: event trigger needs to be supported
Lenovo: agree with QC
Intel: no strong preference

Conclusion: support event triggered height/airborne status indication based on configured threshold. FFS how threshold is defined and whether UE reports airborne status e.g. true/false or actual height

[bookmark: _Toc511222274][bookmark: _Toc511222657][bookmark: _Toc511299111]RAN2 to agree on interference detection event based on the number of triggered cells.
Intel: Proposes it to be configurable number of cells or sum of RSRPs
QC: supports per number of triggered cells but against the sum of RSRPs
Interdigital: same as QC
KDDI: same as QC
Nokia: supports number of cells not sum
Lenovo: support sum of RSRP or configurability
Huawei: support sum of RSRP
Ericson: support N of cells
NTT docomo: supports number of cells
CMCC: sum of RSRP
LG: has compromised solutions that includes both
Nokia: both events may come late and depends on how it is configured.
Intel: network knows the high interference level that needs to trigger
Lenovo: E/// resuls cannot show how sum of results do not correlate with high interference but actual height which may noty be the same 
LG: want to consider average of RSRPs

Conclusion: continue discussion on stage-2 and stage-3 if both are needed and how those could be implemented in specification
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