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1. Introduction
Regarding to the user consent information propagation during inter-PLMN HO, there is an inconsistency between the description in RAN3 and SA5. This contribution aims to clarify it and an LS is proposed to be sent to SA5.
2. Discussion
Quote from TS36.423:
“The source eNB shall, if supported, include the Management Based MDT Allowed IE, if this information is available in the UE context, in the HANDOVER REQUEST message, except if the source eNB selects a serving PLMN in the target eNB different from the serving PLMN in the source eNB.”
Quote from TS25.413:

“In case of intra-system Relocation, the source RNC:…
-
shall include in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message the Source to Target Transparent Container IE. This container shall be encoded according to the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE definition. The Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE shall include:…
-
the Management Based MDT Allowed IE if this has been provided to the RNC.”
Quote from TS32.422:
“The eNB/RNC shall forward the received Management Based MDT Allowed IE during X2/Iur based handovers to the target node. The Management Based MDT Allowed IE is stored in the eNB/RNC as part of the UE context.”
The inconsistency can be observed from the above quotes. Firstly, there are no inter-PLMN restrictions to user consent (i.e. Management Based MDT Allowed IE) propagation in SRNS Relocation in TS25.413 compared to X2 HO in TS36.423. Although this inconsistency has been discussed in RAN3, no concrete conclusion was reached. But this handling misalignment may cause misunderstand in the target. For example, if the user consent was transferred to a target RNC with a PLMN in which the UE has no user consent, the UE may be selected by RNC for management based MDT. This is no allowed according to the UE’s privacy consideration. Hence RAN3 is proposed to fix this problem, at least in R10. Corresponding CR[4] is provided also.
Proposal 1: It is proposed that align the user consent propagation handling in SRNS relocation to X2 HO in R10, i.e. the Management Based MDT Allowed IE shall not be included in the Source RNC-to-Target RNC Transparent Container in inter-PLMN HO.

Similarly, there is no further restriction for the propagation of  user consent (i.e. Management Based MDT Allowed IE) in the case of inter-PLMN HO in TS32.422. This may lead to confusion in the subsequent research. So it is proposed to clarify the issue and send an LS to inform SA5. A draft LS is provided in advance for reference, see [5].
Proposal 2:  The propagation behaviour of Management based MDT Allowed IE during inter-PLMN HO should be stopped in order to keep consistent between the description in RAN3 and SA5 in R10.
3. Conclusion and Proposal
It is proposed to agree on the following proposal.
Proposal 1: It is proposed that align the user consent propagation handling in SRNS relocation to X2 HO in R10, i.e. the Management Based MDT Allowed IE shall not be included in the Source RNC-to-Target RNC Transparent Container in inter-PLMN HO.

Proposal2:  The propagation behaviour of Management based MDT Allowed IE during inter-PLMN HO should be stopped in order to keep consistent between the description in RAN3 and SA5 in R10.
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