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1	Introduction
One of the WID [1] objectives is:
4.1.3	Network verified UE location

[bookmark: _Hlk89953816]Pending on the conclusion of the RAN SI FS_NR_NTN_netw_verif_UE_loc study item, study and evaluate, if needed, solutions for network to verify UE reported location information [RAN2,RAN1,RAN3].

[bookmark: _Hlk86407450][bookmark: _Hlk102684345]RAN is expected to determine by RAN#98 whether the study has identified any need for Network verified UE location specification support in Rel-18.

The RAN SI FS_NR_NTN_netw_verif_UE_loc [2] was concluded at RAN#96 and is documented in the TR [3] where the following observation were made: 
The RAN can also request radio measurements (intra-RAT neighbours, inter-RAT neighbours, WLAN, etc.) from the UE; these may be used to drive NNSF and to learn from the environment.
Some further observations:
a)	At least some of the information the UE supplies to the network will have to be considered as trusted, to avoid extreme conclusions (at least RRC measurements cannot be faked); 
b)	Core networks connecting to the same shared RAN will always require some degree of common coordination / configuration: this is typically the case for network sharing (especially MOCN). For NTN, this may include e.g. specific timer settings/behaviour for UE connection attempts;
c)	Due to mere traffic load considerations, it may not be desirable to cover whole portions of a continent, including multiple countries, with a single cell. Therefore, in real deployments the served cell information may typically be more granular than in the extreme case envisaged so far.
The above has been deemed sufficient to mitigate the issue in Rel-17.

and the TR [3] make following recommendations: 
[bookmark: _Toc105678674]5	Recommendations
In this study, we have identified the need to define a network based solution which aims at verifying the reported UE location information.
The verification should be performed independently from the location information reported by UE.
The UE location information for the study is considered verified if the reported UE location is consistent with the network based assessment to within 5-10 km (similar to terrestrial network macro cell size), enabling country discrimination and selection of an appropriate core network in order to support all the regulatory services (i.e. emergency call, lawful intercept, public warning, charging/billing).
The solution should not impact significantly the latency of the targeted services nor infringe privacy requirements that apply to the UE location.
The study in [RAN2,RAN1,RAN3], which will study and evaluate solutions for the network to verify UE reported location information, shall consider the following aspects:
-	The scenario of single satellite (or HAPS) in view by the UE at a time is considered with higher priority.
-	Multiple satellite (or HAPS) in view by the UE may be considered if time allows
-	Assume that the UE is attached to a network (so that its context has been set up in the network) for the purpose of positioning
-	Different solutions or positioning methods for NGSO, GSO or HAPS are not precluded
-	When considering solutions based on positioning methods, existing 3GPP defined RAT dependent positioning methods shall be considered as baseline. Other methods are not precluded.
-	Solutions using existing NG-RAN architecture and procedures shall be considered

The following was agreed at RAN2#119bis
Agreements:
1. RAN2 assumes that the network is able to compute possible UE locations independently from the GNSS location reported by UE
2. RAN2 assumes that the UE location verification procedure can be triggered by the CN and it is up to the CN to decide when to trigger the procedure
3. RAN2 should consider in priority the NGSO case with earth moving and earth fixed beams for the definition of the UE location verification procedure
4. Multi-connectivity involving multiple NTN NG-RAN nodes or NTN NG-RAN node and TN NG-RAN node is not part of the Rel-18 study on UE location verification
5. RAN2 assumes that the verification of the consistency (within 5-10 km) between the actual reported UE location with the UE location(s) computed by the network is up to the 5GC. (this doesn’t mean that RAN2 has nothing to do for this WI objective)
These agreements were only confirmations of the WID/TR information. 

Further, this LS was sent:
[bookmark: Title][bookmark: DocumentFor]3GPP TSG RAN WG2#119bis-e	R2-2211044
Online, October 10-19th, 2022	
Title:	Latency impact for NTN verified UE location 
Release:	Release 18
Work Item:	NR-NTN-enh
Source:	RAN2
To:	SA1, SA2
Cc:	RAN1, RAN3, RAN
Contact Person:	
Name:	Quentin Baradat
E-mail Address:	quentin.baradat@thalesaleniaspace.com
Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org

[bookmark: _Hlk117028134]1. Overall Description:
[bookmark: _Hlk117028050]RAN plenary made a feasibility study, reported in the TR 38.882, on the need for the network to verify the UEs location to within an accuracy of 5 to 10 km in order to comply with regulatory services (e.g. Public Warning System, Charging and Billing, Emergency calls, Lawful Intercept, Data Retention Policy in cross-border scenarios and international regions, Network access). 
The TR contains one recommendation for the network to verify the UE location related to latency of services:
The solution should not impact significantly the latency of the targeted services nor infringe privacy requirements that apply to the UE location.
Therefore, RAN2 would kindly ask SA1 and SA2 whether they can provide any input on the requirement to “not impact significantly the latency of the targeted services”. 
Specifically:
•	Is there any constraint on the latency (from trigger to result) of the verification procedure?
•	Can the verification procedure be run independently from the targeted services (e.g. in parallel to prevent any set-up delay)? If not, what is the estimate of set-up delay?
2. Actions:
[bookmark: _Hlk46227635]To SA1; SA2
Cc RAN1; RAN3; RAN
ACTION:	RAN2 would like to respectfully ask SA1 and SA2 to provide some input on the questions above.

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
TSG-RAN WG2#120                 November 14th – 18th, 2022	Toulouse, FRANCE 
TSG-RAN WG2#121	             February 27th – March 3rd, 2023	              Athens, GR



In this contribution we discuss the options for the network to verify the UE reported location information, taking the observations and recommendations from the TR into account.

2	Discussions
As is apparent from the email discussion [POST119-e][108][R18 NR-NTN] NW verified UE location (Thales) [4], [offline-102] NW verified UE location [6] and online discussions [5], there are different interpretations of the observations and recommendations in the TR.

Issues with divergent view in RAN2 are listed below:

· How to evaluate different solutions for NW verification? 
· Shall RAN2 even handle such a question, as evaluation of solutions will be done by RAN1. 
· How to interpret the TR recommendation “The solution should not impact significantly the latency of the targeted services nor infringe privacy requirements that apply to the UE location.”. Shall a UE: 
· 1) not be allowed to access services before the NW has verified the UE location, or 
· 2) be allowed to access services and later, if NW verification fails, the UE can be switched to the correct AMF, or blocked. 
· What measurements from a UE can be trusted? For example, the UE’s reported Timing Advance can easily be faked by the UE. 
· Can network calculate alternative locations (for example two locations on either side of the satellites nadir path on the ground) and if one of them is “within 5-10 km of UE reported location” – then the UEs location is considered verified. 

In order to not stall progress in RAN2, we propose to require the assumptions to be stated in any agreements. 

[bookmark: _Toc118447057]RAN2 agreements shall state the assumptions. For example, “From a RAN2 point of view, assuming NW may trust the UE reported timing advance using RRC signalling, the NW can estimate the UEs position by receiving N measurements with at least T seconds in between each measurement.” or “From a RAN2 point of view, assuming UEs can be allowed access to services before the NW has verified the UE location, the latency of the verification is handled by the network.” or “Verification may be considered successful if reported UE location is within 5-10 km of one of NW estimated UE location symmetrical around the satellites nadir path o the ground”. 

2.1	Verification latency
We think this recommendation in the TR:
The solution should not impact significantly the latency of the targeted services nor infringe privacy requirements that apply to the UE location.
Shall be interpreted as: the network shall let the UE go into RRC_CONNECTED mode assuming the UE reported location is correct. This is further supported by the TR recommendations for the R1/R2/R3 study:
-	Assume that the UE is attached to a network (so that its context has been set up in the network) for the purpose of positioning
Eventually, when network verified UE location is available and differs from the UE reported location, then the core network can initiate a switch (change AMF, PLMN etc.) or block the UE. 
With this interpretation, only UEs that report an incorrect UE location will experience a possible extra delay in the service. If UEs connect and leave before the NW can verify the location, the NW may delay the UE leaving and/or learn which UEs (IMSI/IMEI) that does this and block further access.
[bookmark: _Toc118447058]From RAN2 point of view, assuming the NW may allow the UEs access to services before verifying the UE reported location, the latency of the NW verification can be handled by the NW.

Further, we note that the TR Annex A has examples of latency requirements for some jurisdictions, however the TR also have the following 
In order to define an appropriate network based solution to verify UE location, it is necessary to determine requirements for the verification accuracy. Note that these requirements should not be assumed to be the same as  the regulatory requirements applicable to the UE location in terms of Accuracy, Reliability (related to law enforcement and liability), Latency and Privacy as  identified in Annex A.


2.2	Trustworthiness of UE reporting 
Even though the UE reports an incorrect UE location, the UE must still use the true UE location for calculating the TA and doppler pre-compensation, otherwise the UE can likely not communicate with the NTN (or transmissions arriving at the gNB will be well outside the cyclic prefix and non-aligned with the intended frequency band). 
Thus, a fake reported UE location means the 3GPP chipset is already handling two UE locations, and it would be super simple for the UE to report a TA corresponding to the reported fake UE position. 
In this sense, the reported TA cannot be considered “independent from the location information reported by the UE” as stated in the TR recommendations. 
[bookmark: _Toc118447059]UE reporting of timing advance cannot be trusted in NTNs. 

The TR observation:
The RAN can also request radio measurements (intra-RAT neighbours, inter-RAT neighbours, WLAN, etc.) from the UE; these may be used to drive NNSF and to learn from the environment.
Some further observations:
a)	At least some of the information the UE supplies to the network will have to be considered as trusted, to avoid extreme conclusions (at least RRC measurements cannot be faked); 
We interpret this as RRM measurements may be trusted, so for example RSRP/RSRQ for multiple cells from the same satellite may be assumed to be correct. 

2.3	Solutions for NW verification 
The TR has the recommendation
The verification should be performed independently from the location information reported by UE.
Further, the TR recommends
-	The scenario of single satellite (or HAPS) in view by the UE at a time is considered with higher priority.
-	Multiple satellite (or HAPS) in view by the UE may be considered if time allows
We think that, if possible, we shall avoid methods where the UE is provided with measurement configurations that the UE can conclude are only for the purpose of verifying its location – as the UE then can cheat by not producing the measurement results (in case this happens repeatedly, the NW may block the UE from access). 
This leaves us with very few options. We see the following as most promising
· Angle of Arrival at the NTN payload
· Accuracy of 10 km will be challenging as the antennas must be advanced to reach the required angular resolution 
· As UE is not involved, UE cannot fake a position
· E-CID 
· Report measurements of neighbouring cells, possibly directing the beams of neighbours to increase the accuracy of the measurement

This may anyway be evaluated by RAN1, RAN2 can wait outcome of accuracy evaluations in RAN1. 
[bookmark: _Toc118447060]RAN2 postpone solution discussions for NW verification of UE position until RAN1 have evaluated the solutions.

3	Conclusion of the study item
The instructions from the plenary was to document the outcome of the study in chairman notes. 
[bookmark: _Toc118447061]RAN2 to summarize the discussion outcome in Chairman notes to conclude the SI. 

4	Conclusions
In this contribution we make the following observations:
No table of figures entries found.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 agreements shall state the assumptions. For example, “From a RAN2 point of view, assuming NW may trust the UE reported timing advance using RRC signalling, the NW can estimate the UEs position by receiving N measurements with at least T seconds in between each measurement.” or “From a RAN2 point of view, assuming UEs can be allowed access to services before the NW has verified the UE location, the latency of the verification is handled by the network.” or “Verification may be considered successful if reported UE location is within 5-10 km of one of NW estimated UE location symmetrical around the satellites nadir path o the ground”.
Proposal 2	From RAN2 point of view, assuming the NW may allow the UEs access to services before verifying the UE reported location, the latency of the NW verification can be handled by the NW.
Proposal 3	UE reporting of timing advance cannot be trusted in NTNs.
Proposal 4	RAN2 postpone solution discussions for NW verification of UE position until RAN1 have evaluated the solutions.
Proposal 5	RAN2 to summarize the discussion outcome in Chairman notes to conclude the SI.
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