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1. Introduction
In the summary document [1] prepared for the SL positioning discussion in Athens, a number of proposals were put forward concerning the SL positioning server UE. Two that were not discussed for lack of time were:
· Proposal 20:
RAN2 to discuss whether the SL positioning server UE may still be involved in sidelink positioning procedure for in coverage and partial coverage based on LMF decision.

· Proposal 21:
Both the target UE or the anchor UE may handle the functionality the SL positioning server UE.
2. Discussion
2.1 Support of SL positioning server in in-coverage and partial coverage scenarios
There is a need to clearly define the SL positioning server functionality, to handle out-of-coverage situations, but also in in-coverage and partial coverage scenarios. As per the conclusions in clause 8.4 of TS 23.700-86 the LMF can still decide that Target UE or Anchor UE executes the result calculation also in in-coverage and partial coverage situations. Furthermore, in some in-coverage scenarios, it may be expedient to support the use of a SL positioning server in preference to the LMF. In a vehicular scenario, in which a vehicle, operating as Target UE, wants to assess its location with respect to vehicles around it, all respondents to the positioning operation are Anchor UEs that, like the Target UE, are highly mobile. While all UEs are likely to be in-coverage, a requirement to turn to a fixed network LMF would seem to risk adding significant latency to the determination of location, particularly given the amount of location traffic. This may make the end result unusable. In such a situation, it would seem more appropriate to manage the location operation locally by allowing the Target UE (or an Anchor UE of its choice) to provide SL positioning server functionality. 

Observation 1: There can be cases in in-coverage scenarios where it is more expedient to use a SL position server even when the LMF is available.

Proposal 1: RAN2 should define the procedures to allow involving a SL Positioning server also in case of in-coverage and partial coverage based on decision by the LMF.
In the example above the latency is an important factor. Hence in such low-latency scenarios, the Target UE should be able to make this decision autonomously without requiring a decision from the LMF.

Proposal 2: The Target UE should be able to decide autonomously to use a SL position server even if it is in coverage.
2.2 Support of positioning server functionality

As per its definition, the SL Position Server UE should be able to act in lieu of the LMF, hence the positioning server UE should perform the related functions instead of the LMF so that the roughly same SLPP signalling procedures can be achieved. Also, per the definition, the SL positioning Server UE may be a separate UE, but also the Target UE or an Anchor UE can act as SL Positioning Server UE. In most cases, Anchor UEs can be assumed to have sufficient resources to support the necessary functionality and this will often be true of the Target UE too. So the need to have a SL Positioning Server as a separate device is less urgent, so could be postponed if needed. However, it is important to design the system such that it is possible to extend it to be supported on a separate device in future. 
Observation 2:
SL positioning server acts in lieu of the LMF and hence should perform the related functions instead of the LMF so that the roughly same SLPP signalling procedures can be achieved.
Proposal 3: The SL positioning server functionality can be supported by the Anchor UE and the Target UE. Defining it as a separate device can be given lower priority in this release, but the SL positioning server functionality should be designed with such future extension in mind.
In operation, support of SL positioning server functionality may be indicated by an Anchor UE during anchor discovery (an Anchor UE that does not wish to offer SL positioning server functionality at that time may suppress that indication). The Target UE may select a SL positioning server from those available and the selected SL positioning server takes responsibility for discovering anchor UEs that can perform the necessary positioning functions and for coördination of the positioning process.
Proposal 4: During discovery, the Anchor UE should be able to indicate that it supports being a SL Positioning Server.
Partial coverage in which some UEs are in coverage and others not, offers a number of currently ill-defined cases. A Target UE that is out-of-coverage will attempt to discover an Anchor UE. If the Anchor UE is in coverage and has access to the LMF, then it can indicate this to the Target UE and the Target UE could engage the services of the LMF. 
Proposal 5: During discovery, the Anchor UE should be able to indicate that it has access to the LMF.
If the Anchor UE is not in coverage but supports the SL positioning server then the Target UE can hand over the location operation to the server. The SL positioning server will then attempt to discover other Anchor UEs.
In a partial coverage scenario, it could be that some of the other Anchor UEs are in coverage and have access to the LMF. What should happen in this scenario? Since the Target UE has engaged the services of the SL positioning server, any attempt to hand over the positioning operation to the LMF results in some complexity because the SL positioning server has to hand over some of the information it has acquired to the LMF and the Target UE and other Anchor UEs have to be notified that they should now communicate with the LMF. 

Observation 3: Handover of a positioning operation from a SL positioning server to the LMF would require significant signalling.
It would seem cleaner to allow the SL positioning server to complete the positioning operation.
Proposal 6: Handover of an ongoing positioning operation from a SL positioning server to the LMF shall not be supported. A SL positioning server shall be able to complete an ongoing positioning operation.
3. Conclusion

In this contribution, we make the following observations:
Observation 1: There can be cases in in-coverage scenarios where it is more expedient to use a SL position server even when the LMF is available.

Observation 2:
SL positioning server acts in lieu of the LMF and hence should perform the related functions instead of the LMF so that the roughly same SLPP signalling procedures can be achieved.
Observation 3: Handover of a positioning operation from a SL positioning server to the LMF would require significant signalling.

Accordingly, based on these observations, we make the following proposals:

Proposal 1: RAN2 should define the procedures to allow involving a SL Positioning server also in case of in-coverage and partial coverage based on decision by the LMF.

Proposal 2: The Target UE should be able to decide autonomously to use a SL position server even if it is in coverage.

Proposal 3: The SL positioning server functionality can be supported by the Anchor UE and the Target UE. Defining it as a separate device can be given lower priority in this release, but the SL positioning server functionality should be designed with such future extension in mind.
Proposal 4: During discovery, the Anchor UE should be able to indicate that it supports being a SL Positioning Server.
Proposal 5: During discovery, the Anchor UE should be able to indicate that it has access to the LMF.
Proposal 6: Handover of an ongoing positioning operation from a SL positioning server to the LMF shall not be supported. A SL positioning server shall be able to complete an ongoing positioning operation.
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