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1. Introduction

According to previous contributions and e-mail discussion, following issues have been either agreed in general or still outstanding. In this paper, all these high level issues will be summarized and operators’ expectations for A-GPS minimum performance specification will be re-expressed.

2. Issues and operator’s requirements

1)
Single Performance Class

Base on the E-mail discussion and previous contribution, we get a general feel that single performance class has been agreed at this moment with the consideration of the urgent need of North America market deployment. However, more performance classes could be considered in the later release of the specification.

2)
Maximum UE Response Time 

20 seconds maximum UE response time has been generally agreed as a compromised number so far. According to E911 operational requirement, 20 seconds UE response time is the worst case response time that we can accept no matter which RRC state of UE. Actually, the number of 20 seconds is much longer than what we observed in the actual field tests. [2][3] 

3)
Optional Fine Reference Timing 

It has been agreed that fine reference timing at 10 micro seconds will be defined as an optional feature for A-GPS minimum performance specification and there is no need to enhance signaling protocol to support optional fine timing feature.

4)
Accuracy Test in Different Operational Scenarios

With the latest draft A-GPS minimum performance specification prepared by Motorola (R4-040233), 3 test scenarios have been added to the end of Section 5. This indicates some level agreement on operators’ requirement for accuracy test scenarios. However, more work is still required to finalize the way of handling of test scenarios in the specification. 

Currently, there are two proposals on how to handle operational scenarios. One is from operator’s contribution [1]. It proposes to add 3 test scenarios into initially proposed accuracy test. At the mean time, sensitivity and dynamic range test are kept as separate tests. Another is the proposal from Philips[4], which proposes to combine 3 test scenarios with sensitivity, dynamic range and accuracy test, which uses sensitivity test to address indoor scenario, dynamic range test to address urban canyon scenario and accuracy test to address open-sky scenario. From operators’ point of view, as long as satellite signal conditions are proper defined to reflect the operational scenario, either of these proposals should be fine to address operator’s requirement on test scenarios. We do not think the way proposed in R4-04233 is a proper one to handle the issue.

5)
Performance Requirements shall be Independent to UE RRC State

A-GPS minimum performance requirement should be independent to UE’s RRC state, even though UE does delivery assistance data messages differently in different RRC state. So far all the issues have been identified associated with RRC state have been discussed. However none of these issues should actually introduce excessive delay on UE response time. If an excessive delay is identified in the future study, it shall be handled in a dedicated section for exceptions in the specification rather than leave everything open right now. 

From network operational point of view, when a location request is sent, a network shall not be expected to know which RRC state that a UE is actually in. When a location report is received from a UE, GMLC shall be capable to properly interpret the location report without any knowledge of UE’s RRC state. It is neither a reasonable nor economical request to ask GMLC to track UE’s RRC state. The meaning of the location estimate as reported should be the same no matter which RRC state that a UE actually derives the location estimate. This is a very fundamental requirement for network operation.

The difference between message delivery mechanisms in RRC state shall be handled in test procedures, rather than the performance requirement. 

6)
Working Priority with Test Procedures for Different RRC State

Considering the complexity of assistance data delivery procedure for other RRC state, we accept  proposed way forward by prioritizing the work on test procedure definition for different RRC state. Here is a proposed working priority list of test procedures for different RRC state:

1. Cell_DCH

2. Cell_FACH state

3. Cell_PCH and URA_PCH states

7)
Release Independence Specification

A-GPS is fully standardized in Release 4 and the performance specification is relatively independent from implementation at this stage. No major signaling and protocol enhancement are expected for this initial release of performance specification. We propose that A-GPS minimum performance specification shall be release independent, which will allow it be applicable to early release A-GPS capable terminals.

8)
Work Item Schedule

The completion date of the work item is currently scheduled in September this year. Unless we could get all these high level issues agreed in this meeting, and also get a general agreement on the detail of test conditions and performance numbers in June time frame, otherwise, it will be difficult to get it completed by September, an Ad Hoc meeting in late June should be considered to speed up the work.

3. Conclusion and Actions

All these outstanding issues are critical to the success and effectiveness of A-GPS minimum performance specification. Both vender’s and operator’s concern need to be fully discussed and understood. All agreements made in the meeting shall be officially documented for future reference.
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