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1 Introduction
At RAN2#114e the following agreements were made:
Agreements via email (from offline 108 - second round)

1. RAN2 will work on a solution to ensure that the CGI constructed by NG-RAN can correspond to a fixed geographical area comparable with a TN cell with a radius of ~2km or more.

2. Send an LS to RAN3, SA2, SA3 and SA3-LI to inform them of RAN2 decision and check whether it's consistent with their requirements

A LS [1] was then sent to SA3 asking whether there is privacy concern if a UE reports the location information to NG-RAN with ~2km radius accuracy before AS security is established. 

At RAN2#115e the following additional agreements were made:
2. UE coarse location information refers to coarse GNSS coordinates (FFS on the details, e.g. X MSB bits out of 24 bits of longitude/latitude or GNSS coordinates with ~2km accuracy). FFS if any enhancements to validate the UE’s coarse location information is needed. FFS whether this is only used in initial access or also in connected
1. If SA3 has no concern reporting coarse location during initial access, the coarse location information is reported in Msg5, i.e., via RRCSetupComplete/RRCResumeComplete message.

And another corresponding LS [2] was sent to inform RAN3, SA2, CT1 and SA3 accordingly.
SA3 recently replied in [3], indicating that they "could not agree on specific security issues caused by the UE sending location information to the gNB", but that "sending unprotected location information will expose the UE to more risks than not sending it" and then recommending the definition of "a solution that avoids sending unprotected UE location information to the gNB."
In the meanwhile SA2 also provided another related LS in [4], where they indicated that:
SA2 has since agreed that Options C and D can be combined to support TAC reporting in a ULI and that service areas and forbidden areas can be supported in a manner approximating that for TN based on this TAC reporting.

· For NR satellite access, NG-RAN will report all broadcast TACs to AMF as part of ULI.
· The NG-RAN may determine the TAI the UE is currently located and provide that TAI (if known) to AMF as part of ULI. The ULI contains the TAI for the TA in which the UE is physically located, no matter whether the TAC is broadcasted in the serving radio cell or not. NG-RAN determines the TAC based on its available knowledge of the UE location.
Some further considerations on the reporting of the UE location information to the gNB during initial access are made in the following.

2 Discussion
From the SA3 reply LS in [3] we understand that SA3 has a general (in a sense obvious) preference for not sending any unprotected information from the UE to the gNB. However, from the LS it's also clear that SA3 could not agree on any specific security issue related to the RAN2 decision to transmit UE coarse location information to the gNB before AS security is established. 
It should also be noted that in a terrestrial network the UE location can easily be known at a cell size level (i.e. with a possibly better accuracy than the ~2km accuracy envisaged for the UE coarse location information in NTN) without this being considered a problem at all.
Considering this and:
· The SA2 decision that the NG-RAN should be able to determine the TAC based on its available knowledge of the UE location,
· The impossibility - at least in the remaining Rel-17 timeframe - to define alternative solutions for sending the required UE location information to the gNB during initial access in a protected manner, 
The following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: Reconfirm RAN2 decision to allow inclusion of UE coarse GNSS coordinates in msg5.
Proposal 2: Specify that inclusion of UE coarse GNSS coordinates in msg5 can be enabled/disabled by the network via system information.

Proposal 3: Re-discuss whether, from RAN2 perspective, the actual accuracy requirement for the coarse GNSS coordinates can be further relaxed (e.g. ~5 or 10km instead of ~2km) and double-check with other affected groups (SA2, RAN3, SA3-LI).

3 Conclusion

The following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: Reconfirm RAN2 decision to allow inclusion of UE coarse GNSS coordinates in msg5.
Proposal 2: Specify that inclusion of UE coarse GNSS coordinates in msg5 can be enabled/disabled by the network via system information.

Proposal 3: Re-discuss whether, from RAN2 perspective, the actual accuracy requirement for the coarse GNSS coordinates can be further relaxed (e.g. ~5 or 10km instead of ~2km) and double-check with other affected groups (SA2, RAN3, SA3-LI).
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