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1 Introduction
In the last RAN2#116e meeting, agreements regarding positioning latency enhancements have been made as follows:
Agreements:
Proposal 1: Assistance data can be (pre-) configured independently of any given LPP positioning session and thus can be reused across multiple positioning sessions.
Proposal 2: It is suggested to agree that in order to reduce positioning latency associated with signalling of assistance data (via both broadcast or dedicated signalling), pre-configured assistance data can be considered valid for usage across multiple LPP positioning sessions.
FFS spec impact from these proposals
Proposal 3: Pre-configured assistance data (distinct from “pre-defined configuration” as discussed for on-demand PRS) refers to the DL-PRS assistance data (with associated validity criteria) that can be provided to the UE (before or during an ongoing LPP positioning session), to be then utilized for potential positioning measurement at a future time (e.g., for deferred MT-LR). FFS whether to capture this in a spec.
Proposal 4：Down-prioritize dynamic triggering of a preconfigured SRS at UE in connected mode by gNB for transmitting SRS based on measurement report provided by UE in R17















Noted that still the validity criteria of the usage of the pre-configured assistance data has not been determined in the RAN2. Also, recently SA2 introduced the concept of the multiple QoS flow. In this contribution, we would like to discuss our views on these two topics.
2 Discussion

Latency reduction regarding the pre-configuration of the assistance data
As mentioned in the first part, in the RAN2 #115e meeting, it was agreed to consider at least following validity criteria/conditions for pre-configuration of assistance data to the UE:
· Option A: based on a validity area (e.g. a list of cells)
· Option B: based on a (configured) validity timer or a numerical limit on number of times it is utilized.
· Option C: based on explicit modification or release from the LMF/NG-RAN
· Option D: based on the UE’s current location and/or the time

In our opinion, whether or not to make agreements on the above options should investigate if they could bring benefits to the latency reduction for the NR positioning. Regarding Option A, the coverage area of TRPs is limited, when UE leaves a certain area, the TRP assigned already and the corresponding PRS configuration may be no longer suitable. In such cases, the UE should not use them for positioning. Similarly, if the PRS is only broadcast by TRP periodically or in certain time duration, e.g., for energy saving purposes, it also makes sense to configure the validity timer or numerical limit on number of times to be utilized to UEs to. For Option C, it could be triggered in emergency event, such as failure of PRS transmission or the TPR, or the LMF/NG-RAN recognize that PRS configuration is improperly set. As a result, we prefer three options as the validity condition/criteria for applying the pre-configured AD for positioning. For Option D, we still think that the concept is overlapped with Option A/B, it is reluctant to agree it. 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that the validity condition(s) A (validity area), B (validity timer or a numerical limit on number of times the AD is utilized) and C (explicit modification or releases from the LMF/NG-RAN) of the pre-configured positioning assistance data. 

multiple QoS class
In the SA2 #145e meeting, the multiple QoS flow class was introduced for the deferred location request, according to S2-2105125. Specifically, when the multiple QoS class is applied, if the location estimate does not fulfil the most stringent QoS requirements, LMF may trigger another location estimation request with less stringent QoS requirement. Such process could be iterated until the least stringent QoS requirements are tried. As could be found, the purpose of the SA2 to introduce the multiple QoS class is only for the convenience of the LMF to trigger another location estimation request quicker. Before sending another location estimation request, there is no need to send the information of failure of meeting the primary QoS class towards the LCS client.
Observation 1: the purpose of the SA2 to introduce the multiple QoS class is only for the convenience of the LMF to trigger another location estimation request quicker. Before sending another location estimation request, there is no need to send the information of failure of meeting the primary QoS class towards the LCS client.
However, according to the current TS 37.355, even though the QoS requirements were not fulfilled, the target device is still able to send the location information back to the LMF without indication of whether or not the required QoS being met, as stated as follows:
Qos in CommonIEsRequestLocationInformation:
//omit…
All QoS requirements shall be obtained by the target device to the degree possible but it is permitted to return a response that does not fulfill all QoS requirements if some were not attainable. The single exception is time and timeNB which shall always be fulfilled – even if that means not fulfilling other QoS requirements.
//omit






So regardless of whether or not introducing the multiple QoS requirement in the LPP protocol, the UE behaviour remains the same: always sending the response back to the LMF. Subsequently, the LMF could check if the UE feedbacked location information fulfil the primary, the intermediate, or the least stringent QoS requirement. The possibility of none of them are satisfied which demands another location session is very low. As a result, we propose that multiple QoS class is not needed to be introduced in LPP protocol.
Observation 2: regardless of whether or not introducing the multiple QoS requirement in the LPP protocol, the UE behaviour remains the same: always sending the response back to the LMF.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree that multiple QoS class is not needed to be introduced in LPP protocol.

3 Conclusions
In this paper, the following observations and proposal are given:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that the validity condition(s) A (validity area), B (validity timer or a numerical limit on number of times the AD is utilized) and C (explicit modification or releases from the LMF/NG-RAN) of the pre-configured positioning assistance data. 
Observation 1: the purpose of the SA2 to introduce the multiple QoS class is only for the convenience of the LMF to trigger another location estimation request quicker. Before sending another location estimation request, there is no need to send the information of failure of meeting the primary QoS class towards the LCS client.
Observation 2: regardless of whether or not introducing the multiple QoS requirement in the LPP protocol, the UE behaviour remains the same: always sending the response back to the LMF.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree that multiple QoS class is not needed to be introduced in LPP protocol.

