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Introduction

This contribution intends to share our views on the open issues of NW verified UE location with consideration on progress in RAN2.
Discussion
On LS of the reliability of UE report information

During last RAN2 meeting RAN2 has discussed on sending the LS on the reliability issue slightly in [1], but no consensus have been reached. In this section we will share our views on the reliability of UE reported information (e.g., TA) and how to deal with the simultaneous discussion on the LS in both RAN1 and RAN2.
The UE reported information of candidate solutions under assessment by RAN1, includes RRM measurements (e.g., SSB RSRP/SINR) and UE reported TA. Based on companies’ comments the concerned reported information is mainly on TA. Companies consider TA as untrustworthy indicates that TA is calculated based on GNSS information since UE can fake GNSS it is also easy for UE to fake TA. However, in our understanding the risk to fake TA is not desired by UE. TA report from UE is designed specifically to assist NW to adjust its scheduling strategies thus to a false TA report could mislead NW’s understanding on its TA and NW could configure UE with an improper koffset, which further leads to failure data transmission, and at worst service interruption. From UE perspective it is unworthy to risk down-grade of performance just to fake the TA, therefore the UE reported TA can be considered as trusted.
However, we agree with companies that the final decision is up to SA3, and it is not help to ask general questions. If an LS is needed to be sent to SA3, it shall includes complete set of UE reported information that is under evaluation. Considering RAN1 has more information on what’s to be reported by UE can be used for verified UE location, it is preferred to let RAN1 send the LS to avoid duplicated work in different working groups.
Observation 1: RAN1 is a better candidate for sending LS to SA3 on reliability of UE reported information, since it is them evaluating the detailed content to be reported by UE.

Based on above observation, below proposal is made:
Proposal 1: RAN2 wait for RAN1 to send the LS on the reliability of UE reported information.
In the email discussion companies think the decision is out of RAN2 scope to made, and suggest to sent an LS to consult SA3. It is noted that currently TA based solution is also under RAN1 assessment where similar question is asked as well. There are also views that RAN2 is the leading group thus suggest RAN2 to trigger the discussion so that SA3 can be informed and discuss ASAP.  Since TA based solution has not yet confirmed as useful it is too early for RAN2 to trigger the discussion. It is preferred to wait until more input is received from RAN1 or let RAN1 to sent the LS to avoid duplicate work among working groups.

On reply LS received from SA2

RAN2 has received reply LS from SA2 on the possibility to reuse LCS frame work for NW verified UE location, and reply LS has been received in [2] with below response:

--------------------------------------------------------- From LS 2-2211032 ----------------------------------------------------------
SA2 has discussed the re-use of the LCS framework of the LMF for the network verification of UE reported location information in NTN and the solutions to support the network verified UE location in Rel-18 FS_eLCS_Ph3 study in TR 23.700-71.
SA2 has concluded that the following aspects are used as basis for normative work:

-
Verification of UE location provided via satellite access should be performed leveraging the LCS framework at the 5GC.

-
The AMF is the entity in charge of providing the location verification decision, in line with Rel-17 mechanism of UE location verification.

-
The AMF may trigger location service procedures as defined in TS 23.273 to determine the UE location verification decision and optional TAI determination. Location information received at AMF is provided by LMF via the NI-LR procedure. The LMF may decide specific positioning methods to be used for verification based on RAN WG decisions.

-
The AMF may receive assistance information from NWDAF (i.e. analytics containing UE location information) to perform the location verification decision.

--------------------------------------------------------- From LS 2-2211032 ----------------------------------------------------------
It can be observed that SA2 has confirmed that LCS frame work can be used for NW verified UE location function, and it is AMF that performs the verification procedure which is aligned with the agreements made so far in both RAN2/3. From RAN2 perspective, whether any signalling design is needed is still pending on RAN1’s decision on candidate solutions for NW verified UE location. Also, RAN2 has sent on LS to SA1/2 on latency requirement of NW verified UE location, without further feedback from SA1/2, it is difficult for RAN2 to proceed on this topic.

Observation 2: SA2’s reply LS confirms that reuse LCS frame work for NW verified UE location is possible and ANF can trigger and performs the verification procedure.

Observation 3: In order for RAN2 to proceed forward on NW verified UE location, input from both RAN1 and SA1/2 on the delay requirement of candidate solutions is essential.
According to above observations, below proposal is made:  
Proposal 2: RAN2 postpone discussion on NW verified UE location until more progress in RAN1 and reply LS from SA1/2 on the delay requirement.
Conclusion and proposals

Based on above analysis, we have the following observations and proposals: 

Observation 1: RAN1 is a better candidate for sending LS to SA3 on reliability of UE reported information, since it is them evaluating the detailed content to be reported by UE.

Observation 2: SA2’s reply LS confirms that reuse LCS frame work for NW verified UE location is possible and ANF can trigger and performs the verification procedure.

Observation 3: In order for RAN2 to proceed forward on NW verified UE location, input from both RAN1 and SA1/2 on the delay requirement of candidate solutions is essential.

Proposal 1: RAN2 wait for RAN1 to send the LS on the reliability of UE reported information.
Proposal 2: RAN2 postpone discussion on NW verified UE location until more progress in RAN1 and reply LS from SA1/2 on the delay requirement.
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