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1	Introduction 
In this paper we provide our views on the remaining issues of on-demand PRS.
Generally, we are of the opinion that the functionality agreed so far is sufficient to fulfill the WI objectives. Having said that, we are open to discuss some minor enhancements on top of those, as we further elaborate below.
2   	Discussion
RAN2 have already agreed the following on-demand PRS functionality:
· The network signals the available on-demand RPS configurations (with an identifier) to a UE via posSIB and LPP
· The UE may request a specific PRS configuration by signalling the identifier to the network via LPP
From our perspective, the already agreed functionality (briefly outlined above) is sufficient. What we have agreed so far fully addresses the WID objectives. Not only that, but it also provides sufficient flexibility – the network can provide a number of possible PRS configuration, a UE can select the one which meets its needs best. As always, the network has the final say and has the freedom to fulfil the UE request fully or partially. 
However, since there are still proposals on the table to extend the agreed functionality (as evident for example in “[Post116-e][601][POS] Procedures and signalling for on-demand PRS (Ericsson)” [1]), we would like to elaborate further regarding our position on the proposed additional enhancements. 
Observation 1: the functionality already agreed in RAN2 so for regarding on-demand PRS is sufficient to fulfil the WI objectives.
Some companies keep proposing to enable a UE to request explicit PRS parameters, instead of an identifier of a PRS configuration. The argument in favour of that enhancement appears to be “additional flexibility”, however the flexibility as such is hardly a worth goal. We could consider such enhancements if there were indications of additional performance or some other benefits. However, flexibility for the sake of flexibility is a downside, not an advantage. 
Observation 2: no actual benefits of an additional “flexibility” of allowing a UE to request specific PRS parameters have been demonstrated. 
The drawback, though, is pretty obvious – if a UE can request, besides one of the PRS configurations defined by the network, a change in individual PRS configuration parameters, it increases the complexity – both for the UE and the network. Furthermore, since there would be no guarantees that such request would be granted by the network, there is little incentive for a UE to implement it. As a consequence, there would be even less incentive for the network to implement that functionality either. As a result, that is likely to become “yet another paper feature”. 
Observation 3: the flexibility” of allowing a UE to request specific PRS parameters adds unnecessary complexity to both UE and network implementations. 
RAN1 have agree that the following on-demand PRS parameters can be configured by the network:
· per positioning frequency layer per FR
· DL PRS Periodicity
· DL PRS Resource Bandwidth
· DL PRS Resource Repetition Factor
· Number of DL PRS Resource Symbols per DL PRS Resource
· DL-PRS CombSizeN
· per FR 
· Number of DL PRS frequency layers
· per UE
· Start/end time of DL PRS transmission
If we are to allow a UE to request individual PRS parameters, that would add complexity to UE implementation as a UE would need to implement an algorithm to select the best value for each parameter. What’s worse, since the UE would never know which parameter request the network would grant or not, it is not clear how such algorithm can possibly be optimized. 
Therefore, considering the limited time left for this Rel-17 WI, we propose to wrap up the discussion of on-demand PRS and to limit the Rel-17 functionality to what has been agreed so far.
Proposal 1: to limit the Rel-17 functionality of on-demand PRS to what has been agreed so far.
Having said that, there is one potentially beneficial enhancement which has been brought up in the email discussion [1] – and that is when neither of the PRS configurations provided by the network satisfy the UE needs. For that case, we can add a simple indication from a UE to the network to convey the information that none of the pre-defined PRS configuration satisfy the UE needs. That can be a potential compromise in our view. 
Proposal 2: as a potential compromise, RAN2 to discuss a potential enhancement for on-demand PRS, allowing a UE to indicate to the network that none of the pre-defined PRS configurations satisfy the UE needs.
То reiterate, we are not proposing any on-demand PRS enhancements on top of what has been agreed already and we definitely don’t see any benefits in allowing a UE to cherry pick individual PRS parameters. There may be room to some minor enhancements to what has been agreed already to reach a compromise, though. 
3	Conclusions
Observation 1: the functionality already agreed in RAN2 so for regarding on-demand PRS is sufficient to fulfil the WI objectives.
Observation 2: no actual benefits of an additional “flexibility” of allowing a UE to request specific PRS parameters have been demonstrated. 
Observation 3: the flexibility” of allowing a UE to request specific PRS parameters adds unnecessary complexity to both UE and network implementations. 
Proposal 1: to limit the Rel-17 functionality of on-demand PRS to what has been agreed so far.
Proposal 2: as a potential compromise, RAN2 to discuss a potential enhancement for on-demand PRS, allowing a UE to indicate to the network that none of the pre-defined PRS configurations satisfy the UE needs.
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