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Introduction
In RAN4#110bis meeting, RAN4 discussed on Rel-19 AI/ML for NR air interface and agreements are captured in [1]. There are still some issues related to testability and interoperability for positioning accuracy enhancement that need to be further discussed. In this contribution, we will present our views on the following issues: 
-	KPIs/metrics for case 1/3a/3b
-	Requirements for case 2a/2b
Discussion
KPIs/metrics for case 1/3a/3b
In this section, KPIs/metrics for all use cases, i.e., case 1 and 3a/3b, will be discussed. 
KPIs/metrics for case 1
In RAN4#110bis meeting, an agreement in regard to the requirements for case 1 was achieved shown below:
	Issue 3-1: Requirements for case 1
Agreement: 
Postpone discussion until reporting scheme if defined) is clear. If reporting scheme is introduced, RAN4 will further discuss whether to define requirements or not.
RAN4 will not define any accuracy requirements if no reporting scheme is introduced. 


According to the agreement, whether accuracy requirements will be defined by RAN4 depends on if reporting scheme is introduced. In our understanding, KPIs/metrics are defined for verifying accuracy requirements in test cases. If no accuracy requirements are defined, which means the corresponding test cases will not be defined, the discussions on KPIs/metrics will not needed anymore. 
Proposal 1: Postpone the discussions on KPIs/metrics for case 1 until RAN4 decide to define accuracy requirements for case 1. 
KPIs/metrics for case 3a/3b
Similarly, we propose not to further discuss KPIs/metrics for case 3a/3b based on the following RAN4 agreement achieved in RAN4#110 meeting: 
	RAN4#110 agreement: 
Issue 3-2: Requirements for case 3a/3b
RAN4 will not define positioning accuracy requirements for case 3a/3b


Proposal 2: Do not further discuss KPIs/metrics for case 3a/3b since RAN4 will not define positioning accuracy requirements. 
Requirements for case 2a/2b
Though case 2a/2b is second priority, RAN1 still discuss related issues in previous meetings and have achieved some agreements [2]. Therefore RAN4 should continue to discuss whether to define requirements for case 2a/2b. 
Observation 1: RAN1 have been discussing case 2a/2b, though they are second priority. 
Illustrations of case 2a/2b are depicted in Figure 1: 
[image: ]
Figure1. Illustrations of case 2a/2b
For case 2a, the AI/ML models are deployed in UE side and the outputs are intermediate results, e.g., RSTD, which are reported to LMF for UE position calculation. From our perspective, the existing accuracy requirements in positioning WI can be the starting point for legacy measurement quantities. For new measurement quantities introduced by other WGs, RAN4 can further discuss the accuracy requirements. 
Proposal 2: For case 2a,
-	For legacy measurement quantities, the existing accuracy requirements in positioning WI can be the starting point.
-	For new measurement quantities introduced by other WGs, RAN4 can further discuss the accuracy requirements. 
For case 2b, the AI/ML models are deployed in LMF side. Therefore RAN4 do not define accuracy requirements. But for the reported measurement quantities reported by UE, a similar proposal can be made: 
Proposal 3: For case 2b,
-	For legacy measurement quantities, the existing accuracy requirements in positioning WI can be reused. 
-	For new measurement quantities introduced by other WGs, RAN4 can further discuss the accuracy requirements. 
-	RAN4 do not define accuracy requirements for the UE position outputted by AI/ML models in LMF side. 
Conclusions
This paper discussed some issues related to AI/ML for positioning accuracy enhancement, and following proposals are provided:
Proposal 1: Postpone the discussions on KPIs/metrics for case 1 until RAN4 decide to define accuracy requirements for case 1. 
Proposal 2: Do not further discuss KPIs/metrics for case 3a/3b since RAN4 will not define positioning accuracy requirements. 
Observation 1: RAN1 have been discussing case 2a/2b, though they are second priority. 
Proposal 2: For case 2a,
-	For legacy measurement quantities, the existing accuracy requirements in positioning WI can be the starting point.
-	For new measurement quantities introduced by other WGs, RAN4 can further discuss the accuracy requirements. 
Proposal 2: For case 2b,
-	For legacy measurement quantities, the existing accuracy requirements in positioning WI can be reused. 
-	For new measurement quantities introduced by other WGs, RAN4 can further discuss the accuracy requirements. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]-	RAN4 do not define accuracy requirements for the UE position outputted by AI/ML models in LMF side. 
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