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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk30969022]RAN2 asked RAN1 the following question in the LS R1-2304328 (R2-2304510) [1], in the observation that 1-symbol PRS is introduced into positioning framework while its fate is unclear in PRS-based PDC feature.  
	RAN2 would also like to ask the following question to RAN1:
Question: Do we need changes to DL PRS configuration used for RTT-based Propagation Delay Compensation? 


Although RAN1 already agreed to make changes to RRC signaling of PDC [2], this contribution provides our further viewpoints.  
Discussion
In RAN1 Rel-18 TEI discussion, it was agreed [2] to add in TS 38.211 one PRS symbol per PRS pattern, i.e. , for all comb sizes . If nothing more is provided in RAN1 specifications, this 1-symbol PRS, which was originally targeted to positioning framework, would automatically propagate to PRS-based PDC framework, due to the following TS38.213 text. 
	Text in 38.214 section 9.1 (specifically for PDC):
-	dl-PRS-NumSymbols defines the number of symbols of the DL PRS resource within a slot where the allowable values are given in Clause 7.4.1.7.3 of [4, TS38.211]. All the DL PRS resources within the resource set have the same value of dl-PRS-NumSymbols.


Consequently, a direct answer of YES to RAN2 LS is simply straightforward or even redundant, given that RAN1 agreed in [2] to add 1-symbol PRS to the RRC IE “NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet”. 
However, although the 1-symbol PRS is sorted out nicely in RAN1 and RAN2 specifications, there can be an issue on RAN4 side. This is because the original RAN1 LS [4] sent to other RAN WGs, as copied below, mentions NR positioning only but not PDC.  
	RAN1 LS text in [3]: 
In RAN1#112 meeting TEI agenda, RAN1 has made the following agreement for NR positioning
· Introduce 1-symbol PRS with legacy comb sizes. 
· UE expects the suitable expected RSTD windows provided by LMF such that peak ambiguity is addressed. Otherwise no measurement accuracy requirements are expected to be met.
· Not to define RAN4 RRM requirement, including core/performance in Rel-18


The issue is that: there can be a conflict between the claimed benefits of 1-symbol PRS and the RAN4 RRM performance requirement applicability to the 1-symbol PRS. To be more specific, in current RAN4 specification TS 38.133 section 10.1.40 (specifically for PRS-based PDC), the UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement accuracy requirement tables list the accuracy requirements against a number of parameters, one of which is “PRS resource repetition” that is formulated as , where  corresponds to the PRS repetition factor in time domain. RAN4 currently does not seem to consider this “PRS resource repetition” to be less than a constant, say  ( equals to either 1 or 4 in those RAN4 tables). In such a case,  leads to . When , . That is to say, in order to fit the existing RAN4 performance requirement framework or to maintain a comparable “PRS resource repetition” against an existing <> pair for , unless  appears in 38.133 which is not the case for now, 1-symbol PRS pattern likely needs to be repeated in time domain, which unfortunately neutralizes the claimed benefits from using 1-symbol PRS, such as PRS overhead, PRS capacity and UE power saving. Therefore, if a common understanding is reached between RAN1 and RAN2 that 1-symbol PRS is applicable to PDC as well and this common understanding is also taken by RAN4, RAN1 should update with RAN4 that the RAN1 guidance in [4], such as “no RRM requirements”, is also applicable to the PDC case; otherwise, RAN4 may have to take extra efforts to work on new RRM requirements for PDC because the existing RAN4 RRM requirements may not be compatible to 1-symbol PRS unless 1-symbol PRS is required to be repeated.  
Proposal: In case 1-symbol PRS is applicable to PDC across RAN1 and RAN2, RAN1 informs RAN4 via LS not to define RRM requirements for 1-symbol PRS in PDC.  
1. 
2. 
Conclusions
This contribution concludes with the following proposal:
Proposal: In case 1-symbol PRS is applicable to PDC across RAN1 and RAN2, RAN1 informs RAN4 via LS not to define RRM requirements for 1-symbol PRS in PDC.  
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