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1	Introduction 
In the previous meeting, the issue of Positioning Reference Units (PRUs) was discussed, triggered by the LS [1] from RAN1. In the present contribution we provide our views on how PRU can be supported in our specifications.
2   	Discussion
With regards to PRU support, RAN2 have agreed:

Agreements:
Proposal 1 (modified): For purposes of RAN2 discussion, the PRU functionality as described in the RAN1 LS can be considered as UE with known location (to some degree of accuracy) at least (16/17).
PRU modelled as a gNB can be discussed in RAN3 (no RAN2 action).

We should now discuss what are the standards impacts, if any, to support by a UE acting as a PRU. 
A PRU is a UE with “known location”. The question of how that known location is obtained is beyond the scope of the current discussion (hence the term “known”) and therefore, for the purpose of the discussion in RAN2, we shall assume that the locations of PRUs are known to an operator deploying the feature. The operator may use, for example, surveying to obtain that information. Other options are also certainly possible, but all of them are beyond the RAN2 scope. Regardless of how the known locations of the deployed PRUs are obtained, it is reasonable to assume that these will be stored in a centralized “repository”. For example, a 3rd party an operator may outsource the surveying to would provide the results of the survey to the operator and the results would be stored in a database, or OAM, or even directly made available to the LMF
Observation 1: regardless of how the known locations of the deployed PRUs are obtained (e.g. through surveys), such results would eventually be stored in a centralized “repository” (e.g. OAM).
Once the known locations of the deployed PRUs are available to an operator, it is technically feasible to provision the locations to the PRUs themselves. While being technically possible, it would be a rather heavy burden the benefits of which are not clear. An operator may deploy thousands of PRUs and while they are likely to have some sort of management interface, that interface may not always be available. Even if it is available, supporting provisioning of the known locations to the PRUs would require changes to that interface, which would in turn incur additional costs. 
Observation 2: while it is technically possible to provision the PRUs with their known locations, this will result in considerable burden to the operator and incur additional costs.
Furthermore, even if the known locations are provisioned to the PRUs, it is not clear how and what for the PRUs would use that information (besides sending it back to the LMF). The functionality that makes use of the known locations is in the LMF, and therefore the PRUs have no use for that information.
Observation 3: the PRUs have no use for the known location information, besides providing it back to the LMF.
Therefore, based on the observations above, we conclude that it makes little sense to send the information about known locations of the PRUs from OAM to the PRUs, for them to send it to the LMF. It would be much more efficient, more reliable and less costly to provide the known locations information from the OAM directly to the LMF (where it is ultimately needed).
Proposal 1: the known locations of the PRUs is made available to the LMF via OAM.
With the above in mind, it should be clear that there is no need to define LPP signalling for a PRU to signal its known location to the LMF, as the LMF would already have that information. 
Proposal 2: not to define LPP signalling for PRU to send its known location to the LMF.
With the above understanding, it should be possible to support the PRU functionality with little to no stage-3 changes. The only stage-3 impact which may be required is capability signalling, for a UE to indicate to the network that it is a PRU – that may be needed to ensure that regular UEs are not used as PRUs.
Proposal 3: regular UEs should not be used as PRUs, which may require appropriate capability signalling.
Some stage-2 description of PRUs may be beneficial, but strictly speaking is not required either. However, notifying SA5 so that the appropriate OAM requirements are defined may be warranted. We may liaise SA5 or just rely on normal coordination by the companies involved to trigger the relevant work in SA5.
3	Conclusions
Observation 1: regardless of how the known locations of the deployed PRUs are obtained (e.g. through surveys), such results would eventually be stored in a centralized “repository” (e.g. OAM).
Observation 2: while it is technically possible to provision the PRUs with their known locations, this will result in considerable burden to the operator and incur additional costs.
Observation 3: the PRUs have no use for the known location information, besides providing it back to the LMF.
Proposal 1: the known locations of the PRUs is made available to the LMF via OAM.
Proposal 2: not to define LPP signalling for PRU to send its known location to the LMF.
Proposal 3: regular UEs should not be used as PRUs, which may require appropriate capability signalling.
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