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0 	Discussion (to be deleted if/when approving LS)
This clause provides an analysis of a topic in the RAN3 LS and motivation for the proposed reply below. It is to be removed if/when approving the LS. 
RAN3 has provided a question to SA2: 
“RAN3 kindly asks SA2 to clarify whether uncertainty/reliability information for the reported NR CGI for the UE, is required in the AMF” 
RAN3 has been discussing two aspects of the provided CGI: uncertainty and reliability.
Uncertainty: 
It was discussed in RAN3 that gNB may not have sufficient information about UE location to determine a mapped CGI. The discussion seems to assume that the CGIs are all referring to small areas and gNB has to take a guess and pick one CGI even if gNB does not know to enough granularity where the UE is located in a cell. An operator may however have a more reasonable configuration of mapped CGIs, where e.g. some CGIs correspond to larger areas which can be used by gNB if the UE location is unprecise and other CGIs corresponding to small areas which can be used by gNB if the UE location is more precise (compare e.g. with small cells and larger umbrella cells in terrestrial networks). This avoids the need for gNB to guess and allows the RAN to always provide accurate information, although with different granularity depending on how well the gNB can know the UE location. 
It is further not clear what AMF (or any other CN NF) would do if such uncertainty information would be provided. What functionality would it trigger? The semantics of a parameter with values “certain” or “uncertain” is also not clear. Does “uncertain” mean that the CGI is basically random, or that there is some probability (25%, 50%, 75%?) for the UE to be located in that CGI, or something else?
Reliability: 
The other aspect is that RAN relies on UE-provided location information when determining the mapped CGI. This will likely be needed in most cases where the radio cells are large and if the operators have configured small “mapped CGIs”. In that case the UE may spoof its location which would lead to a different mapped CGI than where the UE is actually located. (it should however be noted that RAN can always make a sanity check that the UE-provided location is within the cell’s current radio coverage).
It is our understanding that in most cases the gNB will use additional information such as mobility measurements, timing measurements etc to verify the UE location, at least to some degree. RAN will thus always provide the best available CGI value and it is not “purely” UE-provided.
[bookmark: _Hlk94105554]Also in this case there is no action AMF (or other CN NF) could take based on the received indication. It can for example be noted that using such indications in AMF to decide whether to trigger LCS procedures will also not make any difference in rel-17. LCS for NTN will depend on UE-provided location (e.g. via NAS/LPP) and will thus not increase the reliability of the CGI. 
In case RAN adds features for NW-derived UE location in NTN in rel-18, it can be discussed if there is CN functionality that differ depending on whether this new functionality is applied. NGAP enhancements could then again be discussed at that time when the capabilities of rel-18 are known. This may impact both LCS capabilities and capabilities to verify NR CGIs, and related CN functionality should thus be discussed when that work is known. 
General:
It can further be noted that the AMF (and other NFs) are always aware of the RAT type indicating NTN (LEO, MEO, GEO). It is thus possible to take the general knowledge of that UE is using satellite access into account. For example, PCF may take the RAT Type into account for policy decisions.
Conclusion: It is therefore our understanding that new indications on NGAP related to CGI accuracy/reliability are not useful for AMF or other NFs or functionality under SA2 control. 
1 	Overall description
SA2 would like to thank RAN3 for the Reply LS on UE Location Aspects in NTN.
Regarding the reporting of TAC in the ULI SA2 would like to refer to a previously sent LS where the conclusions are provided (S2-2109337). 
Regarding the question “RAN3 kindly asks SA2 to clarify whether uncertainty/reliability information for the reported NR CGI for the UE, is required in the AMF”, SA2 would like to inform that no such information is required in AMF. SA2 has not identified any functionality in AMF or other entities under SA2 control dependent on additional information concerning uncertainty/reliability of the reported NR CGI.
2	Actions
To RAN3
ACTION: 	SA2 kindly requests RAN3 to take the above information into account
3	Dates of next TSG SA WG2 meetings
SA2 WG Meeting #150E		TBD, 2022 		Elbonia
SA2 WG Meeting #151E		TBD, 2022 		Elbonia





