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1. [bookmark: _Ref73829754]Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:

[AT124][403][POS] Progress TS 38.355 (Intel)
	Scope: F2F offline to discuss R2-2312020 and R2-2312028 and identified open issues on the SLPP specification.  Additional open issues identified by companies can be discussed if time is available.
	Intended outcome: Report to CB session in R2-2313795
	Schedule: Wednesday 1100-1130 in Brk3
	Deadline:  Thursday 2023-11-16 1100 CST
 
	Contact Information
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table. 
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Discussion

3.1 Proposals from R2-2312020	Report of [Post123bis][412][POS] TS 38.355 (Intel)	

	Tdoc number
	Proposals
	Remark

	R2-2312020
	Proposal 1: Close the open issue 19, remove the “Editor's note	FFS With regards to duplicate detection: the applicability of the 10min inactivity rule. With regards to retransmission: the applicability of the timeout period of 250ms”.
Proposal 2: Close open issue 26 and 30, Reuse the Request/Provide Assistance Data messages for server to get anchor UE’s location, and the ENs for issue 26 and 30 can be removed. 
Proposal 3: Close the open issue 25 for stage 3, and remove the corresponding ENs. 
Proposal 4: Close open issue 41, sequenceID is included in Provide Assistance Data message. 
Proposal 4a: Request of sequenceID is included in CommonSL-PRS-MethodsIEsRequestAssistanceData, the value should be boolean and optional. 

	The proposals except proposal 4a have been reflected in R2-2312021	TS 38.355 v1.2.0

Proposal 4a is captured as
sl-PRS-AssistanceDataInfoRequest            
in the R2-2312023	Draft TS 38.355 v1.3.0




Rapporteur would like to check companies’ view:
Discussion point 1:  Do companies agree the following proposals:
	
1 Close the open issue 19, remove the “Editor's note	FFS With regards to duplicate detection: the applicability of the 10min inactivity rule. With regards to retransmission: the applicability of the timeout period of 250ms”.
2 Close open issue 26 and 30, Reuse the Request/Provide Assistance Data messages for server to get anchor UE’s location, and the ENs for issue 26 and 30 can be removed. 
3 Close the open issue 25 for stage 3, and remove the corresponding ENs. 
4 Close open issue 41, sequenceID is included in Provide Assistance Data message. 
5 Request of sequenceID is included in CommonSL-PRS-MethodsIEsRequestAssistanceData, the value should be boolean and optional. 




=> Agreeable. 
3.2 Proposals from R2-2312028	Capture SLPP related RAN1 parameters
Based on latest RAN1 parameters, Rapporteur provided the changes suggestion (under column “RAN2 Parent IE” ), and the request details for assistance data request and location request (under column “Suggested changes”). The suggested changes have been captured in R2-2312023	Draft TS 38.355 v1.3.0. 
Discussion point 2: Any immediate comments on the suggested changes from R2-2312028 and R2-2312023?
=> capture the changes in the draft SLPP specification, and to be reviewed via postmeeting email discussion.

3.3 Proposals related to open issues listed in R2-2312020
3.3.1	Session handling of LMF involved case

	· 5 LMF involved case, FFS on how to handle session for UEs involved in the same LMF involved SL based positioning and the relationship between routing ID/correlation ID and session ID. (RAN2#123bis the agreements for SLPP can be applied for LMF involved case unless the issue is identified. FFS on session ID handling since it is also related to forwarding case.)
· 6 FFS if this involves single or separate SLPP sessions (LMF  UE1 and UE1  UE2).



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 1: Confirm that rely on existing mechanism (correlation ID) and Session ID is absent for SLPP messages transmitted between the LMF and UE. 
Proposal 2: when the UE receives the first message from the LMF, the UE needs to assign the sessionID, and include it in the SLPP messages for the SLPP message transmitted between UEs (Rx side should use the received sessionID for messages in the same positioning session). The ENs on open issue 5 and 6 in SLPP specification can be removed. The agreements should be captured in stage 2 procedure.

	Session ID absent in SLPP between UE and LMF
Session ID is assigned by target UE and used for communications between UEs.
Note: anchor UE is not considered since partial coverage scenario has been excluded. 

	R2-2311861
	Proposal 5: For Network-based Operation, RAN2 to discuss the following three alternatives regarding how LMF sets the field of SLPP session ID in SLPP message between LMF and UE:
	Alt 1: LMF may assign a separate SLPP session ID and include it in SLPP message;
	Alt 2: LMF may set SLPP session ID as the routing ID/correlation ID;
	Alt 3: the SLPP session ID is set to absent.

	No clear proposal

	R2-2312254
	Proposal2: For NW-based operation, session ID is not used between UE and AMF/LMF within SLPP message.
Proposal3: For NW-based operation, all UEs involved in the same SL session use the same routing ID/correlation ID for the location service request.
	Session ID absent in SLPP between UE and LMF


	R2-2312370
	Proposal 1.	SLPP session ID is used between LMF and UE.
Proposal 2.	RAN2 to deprioritize session combination and separation in this release.
	Session ID is used in SLPP between UE and LMF
Deprioritize the open issue 6

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 3: SLPP session ID should be ignored by both endpoints when SLPP message is transferred between UE and LMF.
Proposal 4: For LMF involved case, the UE who receives the service request should assign SLPP session ID that has a one-to-one mapping with the received routing ID, and when the UE has received more than one parallel service requests, the UE should ensure that there are no overlapping SL positioning session IDs during the life time of each sidelink positioning session. 

	Session ID is ignored in SLPP between UE and LMF
Session ID is assigned by target UE and used for communications between UEs.
Note: anchor UE is not considered since partial coverage scenario has been excluded.

	R2-2312566
	Proposal 3: For assigning session IDs, except Alt 2, Alt 1 and Alt 3 are feasible:  
	Alt 1: LMF may assign a separate SLPP session ID and include it in SLPP message;
	Alt 2: LMF may set SLPP session ID as the routing ID/correlation ID;
	Alt 3: LCS correlation ID is viewed as session ID and no explicit session ID is needed.

	no session ID or separate session ID

	R2-2312937
	Proposal 1	LMF instigates the session ID for SL-MT-LR, while target UE instigates the session ID for SL-MO-LR and provides to LMF.
Proposal 2	Single session is used for LMF-involved scenario.
Proposal 3	Routing ID is used together with session ID for transmitting SLPP message between UE and LMF.

	SL-MT-LR, LMF assign the session ID;
SL-MO-LR UE assign the session ID

	R2-2313329
	Proposal 4:	For scenarios where an LMF is involved, a group of UEs will typically still exchange SLPP messages within the group. For this, the SLPP session ID used among the group of UEs should be included in SLPP messages towards the LMF.

	session ID included in SLPP towards the LMF

	R2-2313340
	Proposal 1. Based on SA2 existing solution, RAN2 introduce the SLPP session ID in the SLPP messages communicated between the target UE and LMF in the LMF involved case.
Proposal 2. Capability request/provide procedure is done via SLPP procedure once SL-MT-LR is triggered to the target UE by the LMF in LMF involved case.
Proposal 3. There is no need that the same session ID is used for the SLPP messages for capability request/provide between the target UE and anchor UEs, and SLPP messages for the same session between the target UE and LMF.
Proposal 4. For the SLPP messages for capability request/provide between the target UE and anchor UEs, the session ID is determined by the target UE.
Proposal 5. The session ID for the SLPP message between the target UE and LMF for the SL-MT-LR is determined by the LMF.
Proposal 6. This session ID determined by the LMF is indicated/used to the target UE by LMF in the SLPP message destined to the target UE for this session. 
Proposal 7. When LMF transmits the SLPP message destined to the intended anchor UE with encapsulated in NAS message to the target UE for the specific session, the same session ID as the target UE is involved in is included in that SLPP message.
Observation 3. NAS message at the target UE supports to identify the SLPP message destined to the target UE, and SLPP message to be forwarded to the intended anchor UE.
Proposal 8. Transaction ID in the received SLPP message at the anchor UE can be reused for the response SLPP message.

	session ID included in SLPP towards the LMF
SL-MT-LR, LMF assign the session ID;




Summary: No clear consensus. 
The key issue should be who should assign the sessionID for the communication among UEs since anyway correlationID can be reused for the communication between UE and LMF; 
Discussion point 3: do companies agree that for network based operation:
· session ID is absent in the SLPP message for the communication between target UE and the LMF;


· Ericssion, we may have multiple sessions for a UE. How can the LMF to differentiate the results from different session?
· QC, the session ID is not needed for the communication between UE and LMF. It is not urgent to resolve. 

· Session ID is assigned by target UE and used for communications between UEs.
Oppo does not see the reason why session ID is assigned by the target UE. The session ID can follow the correlation ID . Rapporteur, the size is different. 
OPPO, we can use 0 padding on top of correlation ID as session ID. 
QC, think the proposal makes session. Nokia agrees. ZTE/SS agrees as well. 

· session ID is OPTIONAL in the SLPP message for the communication between target UE and the LMF;
· Session ID is assigned by target UE and used for communications between UEs.




3.3.2	-	Session management
	· 9 RAN2#123bis, FFS to introduce endSession Boolean value in the message header with/without the messageBody. When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 3: The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value. When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement. Open issue 9 can be closed. 

	support endSession flag

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 1: RAN2 to adopt the solution using an explicit session start/end mechanism for SLPP.
	start+end

	R2-2312254
	Proposal4: Explicit session management is not needed, there is no need to use an endSession indication in SLPP header for UE to end a session for SL positioning.

	Do not support endSession flag 

	R2-2312370
	Proposal 3.	RAN2 can consider two approaches for enhanced session operation/management, dedicated field for session operation and/or dedicated cause for session close.

	dedicated field for session operation and/or dedicated cause for session close.

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 11: Do not introduce endSession Boolean value explicitly.
	Do not support endSession flag

	R2-2312566
	Proposal 4: Explicit session management (setup, modification, release) of SLPP procedure is not introduced in Rel-18.
Proposal 5: Do not introduce endSession Boolean value in the SLPP message header with/without the messageBody.

	Do not support endSession flag, and other session management

	R2-2313329
	Proposal 1:	The SLPP message header includes an endSession Boolean value.  When set to FALSE, endSession indicates an active SLPP session.  When set to TRUE, endSession indicates the SLPP session has concluded. When set to TRUE, the message should always request an acknowledgement.  

	support endSession flag



Summary: no clear consensus. RAN2 just needs to conclude whether endSession Flag is needed or not. 
Considering there is not consensus on whether the endSession Flag is needed or not. Rapporteur would suggest not consider it in Rel-18.
Discussion point 4: do companies agree that endSession Flag is not considered in Rel-18?
· QC, the endSession flag approach is the clean way. Xiaomi has sympathy with QC’s proposal. The UE may only support limited number of parallel session, and the explict release can help this scenario if the multiple sessions reach the limitation. Cewit think it is useful. Lenovo supports this as well. 
· ZTE think the UE can know the end of session by different ways instead of endSession Flag. Nokia agrees. 
· Vivo think we already agreed implicit release approach, and do not see the need to introduce explicit release.
· vivo, which message should include. Rapporteur it will be included in the message header. 
· Nokia would like to contain it in the messageBody. QC think transactionFlag so far is also in the message header. It is simpler than a new message. 
· Oppo what happen if the end is included in the request message? Rapporteur think the UE will end the session. 
· ZTE think abort message can be used for the end of session. QC think it is to abort the session for error case. 
· endSessionFlag is not introduced in Rel-18

3.3.3	-	Description on UE role
· 
	· 24 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can request the capabilities from the peer UE. FFS on Endpoint A can also be the server UE
· 28 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure. 
· 31 Editor's note    FFS if any UEs can trigger the location information transfer procedure. 



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 4: Regarding the open issue 24, 28 and 31:
	Open issue 24: Server UE may act as Endpoint A, i.e. be requested by other UEs on capability which may be used by the target UE to determine which UE can be a server UE; 
· Open issue 28: any UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure;
· Open issue 31: Only server can trigger the SLPP location information transfer procedure;

	any UEs can trigger the capability/assistance data procedure;
Only server can trigger the location information transfer procedure

	R2-2311861
	Proposal 1: In the SLPP specification, further clarify that one of "Endpoint A" and "Endpoint B” should be positioning server (i.e., server UE or LMF).

	Need to capture in SLPP specification, But no detailed proposal.

	R2-2312370
	Proposal 4.	Target UE can request the capabilities to anchor UEs. Target/anchor UEs can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure to server (server UE or LMF). Server (server UE or LMF) can trigger the location information transfer procedure to target/anchor UEs.

	any UEs can trigger the capability/assistance data procedure;
Only server can trigger the location information transfer procedure

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 12: Server UE can trigger capability request to peer UE.
Proposal 13: Any UEs (target UE, anchor UE, server UE) can trigger the assistance data transfer procedure.
Proposal 14: Only the node that calculates location estimate (i.e., server UE) can trigger the location information transfer procedure. 

	any UEs can trigger the assistance data procedure;
Only server can trigger the location information transfer procedure



Summary: the majority view is
· any UEs can trigger the capability exchange procedure;
· any UEs can trigger the assistance data procedure;
· Only server can trigger the location information transfer procedure 
The question is, where should we capture these restrictions? Stage 2 or stage 3.

Discussion point 5: do companies agree that 
· any UEs can trigger the capability exchange procedure;
· any UEs can trigger the assistance data procedure;
· Only server can trigger the location information transfer procedure 


· QC wonder why only server can trigger the location information transfer? 
· Xiaomi think QC ‘s comments is related to authorization of the UE role. and think it will impact SA3 work. 
· MTK think server UE will obtain anchor UE’s location. If server UE cannot have direct connection with anchor UEs, forwarding is needed via target UE. And therefore target can also trigger the location of anchor. 
· Xiaomi worry whether it will increase SA3 work.
· Lenovo think before SLPP procedure, security has been done in higher layer. 



Discussion point 6: If agreed, where should the restriction be captured, stage 2 or stage 3?
· close the open issue on UE role. RAN2 will not capture the description of UE role for procedures. 


3.3.4	-	Need code
· 
	· 32 Editor's note    FFS on Need code (e.g. how to support no UL/DL), support of delta signalling, full configuration, import IE from LPP, setup/release. 



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 5: Need code (Need M, Need R, Need S, Need N), ToAddModList/ToReleaseList  and Delta signalling are not supported in SLPP in Rel-18. The transmission endpoint shall include all information in the message when it updates the previous configuration. Open issue 32 can be closed.

	No Delta signalling and Need code;

	R2-2311861
	Proposal 2: Not support delta signalling or Need code unless the scenario/use case is identified.

	No Delta signalling and Need code;

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 15: All the need code should be supported in all of the request/response message of capability/AD/location information. In addition:
· For ProvideLocationInformation, the SL-PRS measurement IE should be Need N to indicate one-shot location measurement provision.
· For Tx sequence ID in ProvideAsststanceData, this IE should be Need S to indicate if the field is absent, SL-PRS Tx UE should generate one by itself.
Proposal 16: Do not introduce toaddmodlist/toreleaselist, import from LPP and setup/release in the SLPP signaling structure.
For toaddmodlist/toreleaselist this kind of dynamic delta signaling, from RAN1’s latest RRC parameter list R1-2310695, we see SLPP signaling payload has no much difference with LPP, i.e., there is no SLPP IE that changes very quickly and requires much radio payload.
	Support Need Code, but do not support delta signalling

	R2-2312724
	Proposal 8	Delta signalling is supported.
	Support delta signalling



Summary: the majority view is
· Do not support delta signalling;
The question is whether Need Code is still needed if delta signalling is not considered.

· Lenovo would like to wait for details, and would like to do this in maintance phase. 
· Xiaomi think delta signalling can be used. 
· vivo think no much parameters in the assistance data and therefore delta signalling is not needed. 

Discussion point 7: Do companies agree that Delta siganlling/addmodlist/toreleaselist is not supported in SLPP?

Discussion point 8: If agreed, do companies agree that Need Code is not needed for SLPP?
=> delta signalling is not supported/ no Need code unless companies identify the real need. 

3.3.5	-	-	Relative Location/velocity
· 
	· 50 the details of relative location/velocity.



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312370
	
So GAD shape of relative location should be defined in TS 23.032 in advance, then TS 38.355 can refer this. 
Proposal 5.	RAN2 can send LS to SA2 to ask to define relative location and velocity in TS 23.032. 

	

	Offline comments
	Could reuse RRC  PositionVelocity-r17
PositionVelocity-r17 ::=       SEQUENCE {
    positionX-r17                  PositionStateVector-r17,
    positionY-r17                  PositionStateVector-r17,
    positionZ-r17                  PositionStateVector-r17,
    velocityVX-r17                 VelocityStateVector-r17,
    velocityVY-r17                 VelocityStateVector-r17,
    velocityVZ-r17                 VelocityStateVector-r17
}

Orbital-r17 ::=                SEQUENCE {
    semiMajorAxis-r17              INTEGER (0..8589934591),
    eccentricity-r17               INTEGER (0..1048575),
    periapsis-r17                  INTEGER (0..268435455),
    longitude-r17                  INTEGER (0..268435455),
    inclination-r17                INTEGER (-67108864..67108863),
    meanAnomaly-r17                INTEGER (0..268435455)
}

PositionStateVector-r17 ::= INTEGER (-33554432..33554431)

VelocityStateVector-r17 ::= INTEGER (-131072..131071)

	



Summary: No sufficient input
The question is whether relative location and velocity should be defined in TS 23.032 first? or can we simply refer to PositionVelocity-r17?

Discussion point 8: should relative location and velocity be defined in TS 23.032 first? or can we simply refer to PositionVelocity-r17?
· QC think it has been captured in TS 23.032. 
=> work on this in maintenance phase. 

3.3.6	-	ID to identify UE
· 
	· 52 Editor's note   FFS if layer2ID or applicationLayerID should be used.



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 6: layer2ID (16bits) is used in SLPP to identify a UE. Open issue 52 can be closed.

	L2ID

	R2-2312254
	Proposal10: For SL positioning method that target UE measures SL-PRS sent from anchor UE, e.g., SL-TDOA and SL-RTT, target UE should include application layer ID of anchor UE in the measurement data or location estimate in SLPP message between UE and LMF.

	Application layer ID

	R2-2312254
	Proposal11: For SL positioning method that anchor UE measures SL-PRS sent from target UE, anchor UE doesn't include application layer ID of target UE in SLPP message between UE and LMF. LMF can identify the session and the target UE in the session by routing ID/correlation ID.

	How can LMF distinguish different anchor UEs?

	R2-2312370
	Proposal 6.	For UE-only operation, layer-2 ID is used to identify UE. 
Proposal 7.	For network-based operation, application ID can be used to identify UE, but procedure is required. RAN2 to send LS to SA2 regarding this. 

	L2ID for UE only operation
Application layer ID for network based operation

	R2-2312807
	Proposal 7: For UE identification, in the case of network-based and UE-only positioning, consider the destination layer-2 ID e.g., for associating SL positioning measurements in a measurement report and source ID. FFS association between Application layer ID and destination layer-2 ID for LMF awareness.

	L2ID



Summary: there is no consensus on which ID should be used. RAN2 just needs to select one of them. 

Discussion point 9: Any preference between L2ID and application layer ID?
· Philipps think it should application layer ID.
· Lenovo think L2ID can be changed. QC agree, e.g. every 5 minutes. 
· OPPO think SA2 will agree to use application layer ID. MTK agrees.

· application layer ID is used;

3.3.7	-	QoS for AoA
· 
	· 53 whether there are also QoS for angle estimate, like for positonig method SL-AoA, RAN1 or RAN2 issue?



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312370
	Proposal 8.	RAN2 will not discuss QoS for angle estimate. 
If QoS for angle estimate is needed, it might be defined at a different level, e.g., quality matrix or criteria for angle estimate, and addressed such as within RAN1.
	RAN1 scope

	R2-2312724
	Proposal 5 RAN2 agrees to add the following QoS for ranging:
	QoS ::= SEQUENCE {
    horizontalAccuracy              HorizontalAccuracy    OPTIONAL,
    verticalCoordinateRequest       BOOLEAN,
verticalAccuracy                VerticalAccuracy      OPTIONAL,
rangeAccuracy	          RangeAccuracy         OPTIONAL,
    azimuthAccuracy           AzimuthAccuracy        OPTIONAL,
    elevationAccuracy         ElevationAccuracy        OPTIONAL,
    responseTime                    ResponseTime          OPTIONAL,
    velocityRequest                 BOOLEAN,
    ...
}

RangeAccuracy ::= SEQUENCE {
	accuracy		INTEGER(0..127),
	confidence		INTEGER(0..100),
	...
}
AzimuthAccuracy ::= SEQUENCE {
	accuracy		INTEGER(0..127),
	confidence		INTEGER(0..100),
	...
}

ElevationAccuracy ::= SEQUENCE {
	accuracy		INTEGER(0..127),
	confidence		INTEGER(0..100),
	...
}





	Good start point.

	R2-2312807
	Proposal 9: RAN2 to introduce the additional QoS parameters in the SLPP RequestLocationInformation message:
· Relative horizontal accuracy
· Relative vertical accuracy, 
· Horizontal range, 
· Vertical range, 
· Direction accuracy in terms of azimuth and zenith/elevation accuracy.  

	Any text proposal on this?



Summary: No clear consensus. We may select the TP from R2-2312724 as staring point. 

Discussion point 10: Do companies agree to use the TP from R2-2312724?
· use the TP from R2-2312724

3.3.8	-	Issues raised during capability discussion in last meeting
	· 49 
· FFS on support of scheduled location time
FFS on support of triggerEvent



	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312022
	Proposal 7: The triggered event defined in LPP for E-CID is not introduced in SLPP, and the FFS can be removed. Open issue 49 on trigger event  can be closed.
Proposal 8: The scheduled location time is supported in SLPP for LMF involved case. Open issue 49 on scheduled location time can be closed.
Proposal 9: Capture scheduled location time in SLPP for LMF involved case as:
· Add “cheduledLocationTime” in  CommonIEsRequestLocationInformation;
· Add “scheduledLocationRequestSupported” in capability response per positioning method

	Do not support trigger event;
Support scheduled location time for LMF involved case;

	R2-2312310
	Proposal 6: no explicit support for scheduled location time in SLPP in this release.

	Do not support sheculed location time

	R2-2312370
	
Proposal 10.	Scheduled location time function is supported in sidelink positioning according to TS 23.273. 
Proposal 11.	Time-based triggered reporting is supported in sidelink positioning. 

	Support timer based triggered reporting;
Support scheduled location time

	R2-2312724
	Proposal 4	Scheduled location time is supported in SLPP.
It is up to UE implementation to decide whether the condition to perform the requested SL positioning has been met.
Proposal 6	RAN2 to agree to introduce the trigger event “Condition to perform requested SL Positioning is met”. And adopt the following TP:
	Support condition based triggered reporting;

Support scheduled location time 

	R2-2312807
	Another advantage of triggered reporting support is the reduction on reporting overhead observed in periodic reporting based on certain configured events. Example of triggered events may include change of coverage status, an area event where a UE enters/leaves an area or motion-triggered events, e.g., UE deviates from a predefined straight line distance.
Proposal 19: Support the following additional SL Positioning measurement reporting type:
•	Triggered reporting. FFS the configured events, e.g., area events, to enable triggered reporting.
	Support triggered event, but FFS on which, e.g. Area event.

It is the last meeting, cannot leave FFS on this, i.e. either we agree the whole solution, or nothing. 





Summary: 
Scheduled location time:  Most companies would like to support scheduled location time since SA2 has supported it. We can go with it. 
Trigger event: no consensus on what condition should be. 

Discussion point 11: Do companies agree to support scheduled location time since SA2 has supported it?
Considering there is no consensus on the introduction of trigger event, Rapporteur would suggest not to consider it in Rel-18.
· support scheduled location between UE and the LMF;
Discussion point 12: Do companies agree that trigger event is not considered in SLPP?
·  not support trigger event (ECID kind) in Rel-18

3.3.9	Apply the minimum 250ms timeout period in SLPP

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree that for the direct SLPP message transfer between UEs the retransmission timeout period should be determined by the sender implementation taking into account the PDB of the PQI value used to convey the SLPP message over PC5-U.

	How to ensure the reasonable design?


Summary: 
Unclear how it works. 

Discussion point  13:  Do companies agree that for the direct SLPP message transfer between UEs the retransmission timeout period should be determined by the sender implementation taking into account the PDB of the PQI value used to convey the SLPP message over PC5-U?
=> Not pursued.
3.4	Corrections on SLPP v 1.2.0
3.4.1	Periodical reporting
	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree on removing the values 'ra1' and 'noPeriodicalReporting' from IE PeriodicalReportingCriteria.

	Looks reasonable. 


Summary: Update SLPP accordingly.
Discussion point  14:  Do companies agree that remove the values 'ra1' and 'noPeriodicalReporting' from IE PeriodicalReportingCriteria.?
=> update based on the suggestion in the contribution. 
3.4.2	Max number of additional paths
	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 4: RAN2 to agree on correcting the max value for SL-RTT-AdditionalPathList and SL-TDOA-AdditionalPathList to 8.
the FG 41-1-13 applies for all SL positioning methods and the defined max value of additional paths is 8.
	Looks reasonable. 


Summary: Update SLPP accordingly.

Discussion point  15:  Do companies agree that correct the max value for SL-RTT-AdditionalPathList and SL-TDOA-AdditionalPathList to 8?
=> update based on the suggestion in the contribution. 


3.4.3	Comments on CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation field
	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312807
	Proposal 10: Clarify that RangeResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of meters and update the value range to INTEGER (0..999).
Proposal 11: Clarify that the AzimuthResult and ElevationResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of degrees and update the ElevationResult value rage to INTEGER (0..89).

	Reasonable   


Summary: Update SLPP accordingly.


Discussion point  16:  Do companies agree that
· Clarify that RangeResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of meters and update the value range to INTEGER (0..999).
·  Clarify that the AzimuthResult and ElevationResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of degrees and update the ElevationResult value rage to INTEGER (0..89).
· => update based on the suggestion in the contribution. 


3.4.4	comments on 4.2 of TS 38.355

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	[bookmark: _Hlk150995111]R2-2313329
	Proposal 2:	Agree the text proposal above for section 4.2 of SLPP (Common SLPP Session Procedure).

	Reasonable   


	[bookmark: _Toc27765093][bookmark: _Toc37680750][bookmark: _Toc46486320][bookmark: _Toc52546665][bookmark: _Toc52547195][bookmark: _Toc52547725][bookmark: _Toc52548255][bookmark: _Toc131140009][bookmark: _Toc144116957][bookmark: _Toc144484965][bookmark: _Hlk144107864]4.2	Common SLPP Session Procedure
The purpose of this procedure is to support an SLPP session comprising a sequence of SLPP transactions. The procedure is described in Figure 4.2-1.


Figure 4.2-1 SLPP Session Procedure
1.	Endpoint A initiates an SLPP session S by sending an SLPP message for an SLPP transaction T1 to an Endpoint B. The message includes a Session ID S (different to any other Session ID currently in use between Endpoint A and B) and a Transaction ID T1.
2.	Endpoints A and B may exchange further messages for the Session S to continue the transaction T1 started in step 1. The last message of the transaction T1 contains the endTransaction set to TRUE.
3.	Either endpoint may instigate further transactions T2 for the Session S by sending additional SLPP messages. The last message of the transaction T2 contains the endTransaction set to TRUE.
4.	The session S is terminated by a final transaction TN (which contains no MessageBody) with the endSession set to TRUE.
Within each session, all constituent messages shall contain the same session identifier. The last message sent in each session shall have no IE SLPP-MessageBody included and the field endSession set to TRUE. Sessions that occur in parallel shall use different session IDs; session IDs for completed sessions may be reused at any time after the final message with the same session ID and the endSession set to TRUE is known to have been received.
Within each transaction in a session, all constituent messages shall contain the same transaction identifier. The last message sent in each transaction shall have the field endTransaction set to TRUE. Transactions that occur in parallel in a session shall use different transaction IDs; transaction IDs for completed transactions may be reused at any time after the final message of the previous transaction with the same transaction ID is known to have been received.



Summary: Update SLPP accordingly.

Discussion point  17:  Do companies agree the TP above?
·  QC think the main purpose of this is to introduce the endsession flag.
· => not pursued.


3.5	New issues

3.5.1	Reference direction
	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312724
	For some applications, the required direction information is not relative to a fixed geographic direction, e.g. geographic north, but relative to the UE’s axis, e.g. Longitudinal Axis.
Proposal 3	 The reference direction configuration should be supported for direction report. The candidate value can be {UE’s Longitudinal Axis, geographic north}. 
	Reasonable   


Summary: Update SLPP accordingly.

Discussion point  18:  Do companies agree that the reference direction configuration should be supported for direction report. The candidate value can be {UE’s Longitudinal Axis, geographic north}?
· QC think we need to see the whole picture. 
· => can be discussed in the maintenance phase if needed.

3.5.2	Prerequisite for SLPP

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 5: RAN2 to agree that the support of SLPP is fully optional for the UE, i.e. there is no prerequisite for a SL positioning capable UE to support LPP.

	Looks reasonable. But no proposal on the opposite way. 


Summary: Reasonable, but no stage 3 impact.

Discussion point  19:  Do companies agree that the support of SLPP is fully optional for the UE, i.e. there is no prerequisite for a SL positioning capable UE to support LPP? no specification impact.
· RAN2 confirm that the support of SLPP is fully optional for the UE, i.e. there is no prerequisite for a SL positioning capable UE to support LPP. No specification impact. 

3.5.3	Max number of multiple parallel SL positioning sessions

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312127
	Proposal 6: With regards to the support of multiple parallel SL positioning sessions RAN2 to discuss and decide whether to adopt the LPP approach (i.e. left to UE implementation) in SLPP or to consider new enhancements.

	Looks reasonable. But no specification impact.  

	R2-2312370
	
Proposal 14.	Multiple SLPP sessions can be used between the same or different endpoints to support single or multiple different location requests. 

	Looks reasonable. But no specification impact.  


Summary: Reasonable, but no stage 3 impact.

Discussion point  20:  Do companies agree that Multiple SLPP sessions can be used between the same or different endpoints to support single or multiple different location requests? no specification impact
· RAN2 confirm that the support of multiple parallel SL positioning sessions, adopt the LPP approach (i.e. left to UE implementation) in SLPP. No specification impact. 


3.5.4	Joint Uu and SL positioning

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 1: For LMF involved case, support LMF to indicate whether the in coverage target UE should adopt hybrid positioning or PC5-only positioning. 

	Do not see stage 3 impact. LMF can trigger uu and PC5 separately.   

	R2-2312442
	Proposal 2: In SL-TDOA measurement reporting, support target UE reports a RSTD for the timing difference between SL reference node and Uu reference node in SLPP ProvideLocationInformation message.

	Should be discussed in RAN1 instead of RAN2

	R2-2312807
	Proposal 12: Hybrid Uu and SL positioning can be initiated from standalone Uu positioning or standalone SL positioning when either Uu or SL positioning cannot satisfy the positioning requirements/QoS. FFS any triggers from RAN2 perspective and RAN1 feedback may be required for any measurement and processing impacts from hybrid Uu and SL positioning.

	

	R2-2312937
	Proposal 6	LMF sets up LPP session with target UE and SLPP session with multiple UEs and obtains both Uu and SL measurements for hybrid positioning. LMF maintains the session ID(s) for the hybrid positioning session. 
Proposal 7	LPP should support to request and provide SLPP Positioning method Capabilities.
Proposal 8	To support hybrid positioning, LPP should support to request and provide SLPP Capabilities for Ranging/SL positioning methods, and SLPP should contain LPP capabilities.
Observation 1	When the target UE has non-zero velocity, misalignment between Uu and SL positioning measurements will cause degradation to the positioning accuracy, or even fail to compute positioning results with hybrid measurements.  
Proposal 9	  NW provides configuration to UE for the Uu and SL reference signals that are close in time domain and request UE to measure Uu and SL reference signals within a certain time interval. 
Proposal 10	Send LS to RAN4 requesting how would the ongoing SL measurements be impacted when the synch source changes and/or coverage status changes. 

	Separate procedure for LPP and SLPP should be the baseline. 


[bookmark: _Hlk150834047]Summary: Separate LPP (for Uu positioning) and SLPP(for SL positioning) should be the baseline for hybrid positioning. Do not see the need to discuss how to improve the accuracy which should be under RAN1 scope.

Discussion point  21:  Do companies agree that Separate LPP (for Uu positioning) and SLPP(for SL positioning) should be the baseline for hybrid positioning? No further enhancements in Rel-18 from RAN2 perspective.
· Ericssion think we need to capture it in stage 2. QC, we do not have it in legacy. 
· ZTE, it may impact SA2 procedure. QC think there is no different since so far network may trigger GNSS and other positioning methods. CATT think RAN1 has not reached the consensus. 
· OPPO think it is LMF decision on whether to trigger both or separate based on SA2 procedure. 
· Ericssion wonder whether the LMF should get the capability of LPP and SLPP simultaneously. 
· ZTE, the SS message may contain SLPP capability or LPP capability. 

· [bookmark: _Hlk150995289]RAN2 confirm that Separate LPP (for Uu positioning) and SLPP(for SL positioning) should be the baseline for hybrid positioning. 



3.5.5	SessionType?

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2313329
	Proposal 6:	Support forward compatibility in Release 18 by adding a type of SLPP session indication in an SLPP message header and supported types of SLPP sessions in common capabilities.

	Do not see the need to reserve it. 


Summary: only unicast is supported in R18. We can add sessiontype when broadcast/groupcast is introduced (the message without sessiontype is for unicast). But not now.

Discussion point  22:  Do companies agree that sessiontype is not introduced in SLPP?
· not pursued.

3.5.6	Synchronization of anchor UEs

	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312254
	Proposal8: RAN2 should capture the synchronization source type in SLPP message based on RAN1 agreement.

	Has been captured in TS 38.355 v1.3.0  

	R2-2313329
	Support of sidelink communication already includes a capability to synchronize UEs to a common time and transfer a common time reference, which might be reused for SLPP. As an alternative, a common time could be included in the SLPP massage header by a UE to provide a common time to other UEs. Common time should be included in Release 18 based on one of these methods.
Proposal 7:	Support a common time reference for indicating SL PRS transmission and measurement times. This can be based on existing sidelink communication time synchronization or an SLPP transmitted time reference.

	RANP already agreed that no further optimization on synchronization in RAN2?


Summary: 
common time reference, should not it be agreed in RAN1 first?

Discussion point  23:  Do companies agree that RAN2 will not discuss the issue on common time reference for indicating SL PRS transmission and measurement times?
· Xiaomi, QC think the timestamp is needed. 
· can check RAN1 parameters on this. 

3.5.7	Issue in SA2 specification
	Tdoc number
	Proposal
	Remark

	R2-2312254
	Proposal5: For in-coverage network-based operation, send an LS to SA2 to clarify that the protocol terminated between Located UE and LMF is SLPP.

	RAN2 already agreed, not support partial coverage, therefore SA2 scenario is incorrect. But do not see the need to ask SA2 to correct their specification.  

	R2-2312254
	Proposal6: Reply to SA2 that SL-MT-LR request message should not be carried over SLPP.
	This has been covered by SA2 new wayforward, we expect SA2 to send a new LS on this. 


Summary: It should be resolved by SA2, RAN2 does not need to spend time on this 

Discussion point  24:  Do companies agree that the issue in SA2 specification should be discussed in SA2 directly?
· not purposed. can be discussed in SA2 directly. 



1. Summary
Based on the input from companies, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: agree the following proposals from R2-2312020	Report of [Post123bis][412][POS]
· 1 Close the open issue 19, remove the “Editor's note	FFS With regards to duplicate detection: the applicability of the 10min inactivity rule. With regards to retransmission: the applicability of the timeout period of 250ms”.
· 2 Close open issue 26 and 30, Reuse the Request/Provide Assistance Data messages for server to get anchor UE’s location, and the ENs for issue 26 and 30 can be removed. 
· 3 Close the open issue 25 for stage 3, and remove the corresponding ENs. 
· 4 Close open issue 41, sequenceID is included in Provide Assistance Data message. 
· 5 Request of sequenceID is included in CommonSL-PRS-MethodsIEsRequestAssistanceData, the value should be boolean and optional. 
Proposal 2: check the changes on latest RAN1 parameters in R2-2312023, Draft TS 38.355 v1.3.0 via postmeeting email discussion.
Proposal 3: close the open issue 5 and 6 on Session handling for LMF involved case:
· session ID is OPTIONAL in the SLPP message for the communication between target UE and the LMF;
· Session ID is assigned by target UE and used for communications between UEs.
Proposal 4: close the open issue 9, endSessionFlag is not introduced in Rel-18
Proposal 5: close the open issue 24, 28, 31 on UE role. RAN2 will not capture the description of UE role for procedures.
Proposal 6: close the open issue 31 on Need code, delta signalling is not supported and Need code is not supported unless companies identify the real need.
Proposal 7: open issue 50 on relative location/velocity can be checked in maintenance phase.
Proposal 8: close the open issue 52, application layer ID is used in the SLPP specification.	
Proposal 9: close the open issue 53 on QoS for AoA, capture the TP from R2-2312724 in SLPP specification.
Proposal 10: close the open issue 49, scheduled location between UE and the LMF is supported in the SLPP specification. E-CID like trigger event is not supported in the SLPP specification.
Proposal 11: proposal 2 from R2-2312127 is not pursued;
Proposal 12: Update the TS 38.355 based on the proposal 3 from R2-2312127 on the periodical reporting;
Proposal 13: Update the TS 38.355 based on the proposal 4 from R2-2312127 to change the max value for SL-RTT-AdditionalPathList and SL-TDOA-AdditionalPathList to 8 has been covered by latest RAN1 parameters “the maximum number of additional paths for SL-RSTD, SL-RTOA and SL Rx – Tx time difference to be equal to 8. The maximum number of additional paths for SL-AoA is equal to 2”, Will update the TS 38.355 accordingly;
Note: RAN1 has agreed
Define the maximum number of additional paths for SL-RSTD, SL-RTOA and SL Rx – Tx time difference to be equal to 8. The maximum number of additional paths for SL-AoA is equal to 2.
Proposal 14: Update the TS 38.355 based on the proposal 10 from R2-2312807
· Clarify that RangeResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of meters and update the value range to INTEGER (0..999).
·  Clarify that the AzimuthResult and ElevationResult field under the LocationCoordinates IE of the CommonIEsProvideLocationInformation IE is in metric units of degrees and update the ElevationResult value rage to INTEGER (0..89).
Proposal 15: proposal 2 from R2-2313329 on the TP for section 4.2 of SLPP is not pursued;
Proposal 16: proposal 3 from R2-2312724 on the TP Reference direction can be discussed in maintenance phase;
Proposal 17: RAN2 confirm that the support of SLPP is fully optional for the UE, i.e. there is no prerequisite for a SL positioning capable UE to support LPP. No specification impact;
Proposal 18: RAN2 confirm that adopt the LPP approach (i.e. left to UE implementation) for SLPP on the support of multiple parallel SL positioning sessions. No specification impact.
Proposal 19: RAN2 confirm that Separate LPP (for Uu positioning) and SLPP(for SL positioning) is used as the baseline for hybrid positioning..
Proposal 20: proposal 6 from R2-2313329 on sessionType is not pursued;
Proposal 21: proposal 7 from R2-2313329 on common time reference can be discussed when RAN1 parameters are availablehas been covered by RAN1 new parameters sl-Timestamp, tx-Time-Info. Will update the TS 38.355 accordingly. 
Note: RAN1 has agreed
	sl-Timestamp
	A UE measurement can be associated with a time stamp. For SL RSTD, SL RTOA, SL PRS RSRP and SL Rx-Tx time difference measurement report, the time stamp can include the SFN (DFN), as well as the slot number for a subcarrier spacing.
	• SFN, slot number, and at least one of nr-PhysCellID, nr-ARFCN, nr-CellGlobalID

OR: 
• DFN and slot number, and optionally the synchronization reference source indication ‘GNSS or UE’

	tx-Time-Info
	Indicates the Tx time information associated with SL UE Rx-Tx Time Difference. The Tx time information in the measurement report is the associated SL-PRS transmission timestamp
	Ref.: sl-Timestamp

	sl-RSTD-referenceUeInfo
	Indicates reference UE information for SL-PRS based RSTD measurement report

Applicable POS methods: SL-TDOA
	Reference UE information is the information needed to identify the reference UE
• Up to RAN2 to determine details



Proposal 22: proposal 5 and 6 from R2-2312254 on SA2 issues are not pursued; Companies can discuss this in SA2 directly. 
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