[bookmark: historyclause]3GPP TSG RAN WG3 Meeting #114-bis-e									R3-220995
Electronic Meeting, January 17-26, 2022
	
Agenda item:	9.3.5.1
Source:	Apple
Title:	On user consent for RLF/CEF
Document for:	Discussion and Decision
1	Introduction 
In the RAN3#112 meeting RAN3 have received a LS [1] from SA3, which has important implications for the RAN3 specifications. However, at the time, the LS was overlooked (perhaps because RAN3 was mistakenly referenced in “CC”) and no actions were taken (the LS was noted without presentation as RAN3 was only in CC).
In the present contribution we describe the NG-AP and Xn-AP specifications impact of that LS, in particular the introduction of the user consent signaling for RLF/CEF, as requested by SA3 in [1].
2   	Discussion
2.1	Requirements
The UE may be requested by the network to report its precise location information in RLF-Report and ConnEstFailReport. In their LS [1], SA3 provided the requirement to define the signalling to enable user consent functionality – that is, to allow the network to receive the user consent for location information sharing in RLF/CEF. While SA3 acknowledged that not all jurisdictions may require the user consent for such functionalities, some do – and therefore our specifications should support that. 
Below we provide the text of the LS [1] for reference: 
	SA3 understands that regulations for collection of location information could vary around the globe. In some regulations, user consent may not be required on the basis of other legal grounds. In other regulations, user consent may be required regardless.
Therefore, SA3 opines that RAN2, RAN3, and SA5 do not need to make user consent mandatory for RLF/CEF cases but should provide a possibility so that the operator has an option to collect and handle user consent. SA3 also believes it is not required to update previous releases (R15 and prior).



Observation 1: SA3, in their LS [1], communicated the requirement for RAN3 signalling to support the user consent for location information sharing in RLF/CEF.
The said LS was provided in the context of the Rel-16 NR_SON_MDT WI. SA3 clearly indicated that there is no need to support the requested functionality in Rel-15 and prior, and therefore we should only do so for Rel-16 and Rel-17.
Observation 2: SA3 require the user consent for location information to be supported in Rel-16 and Rel-17.
Based on the SA3 requirements explained above, we propose to make the relevant changes to the NG-AP TS 38.413 and Xn-AP TS 38.423 specifications to support the user consent for location information reporting in RLF/CEF.
Proposal 1: to support the user consent for location information reporting in RLF/CEF through the CRs to NG-AP TS 38.413 and Xn-AP TS 38.423 specifications.
2.2	Signalling
When it comes to signalling, we suggest to model it based on the MDT user consent IEs and messages, both in NG-AP and Xn-AP. Specifically, we propose to define a new IE (e.g. “Location Reporting Allowed PLMN List”) as follows:
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The purpose of the Location Reporting Allowed PLMN List IE is to provide the list of PLMN allowed for UE location information reporting in RLF and CEF.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Location Reporting PLMN List
	
	1..<maxnoofLocationreportingPLMNs>
	
	

	>PLMN Identity
	M
	
	9.3.3.5
	



	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofLocationReportingPLMNs
	Maximum no. of PLMNs in the Location Reporting PLMN list. Value is 16.



The IE would then be added to INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST and HANDOVER REQUEST NG-AP messages and HANDOVER REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE Xn-AP messages. 
Proposal 2: NG-AP and Xn-AP signaling of user consent for location information reporting in RLF/CEF should be modeled based on the MDT user consent signaling.
For more details see the CRs in [2], [3], [4], and [5].
As we explained above, since the requirement from SA3 was proved in the context of the Rel-16 WI (i.e. NR_SON_MDT), RAN3 should approve both Rel-16 and Rel-17 CRs for TS 38.413 and TS 38.423.
Proposal 3: CRs for both Rel-16 and Rel-17 should be approved. 
Finally, RAN3 should communicate this decision to SA3 to let them know their requirements have been fulfilled, to RAN2 (to check whether RAN2 specifications may need to be updated) and to CT4, as 5GC signalling may also be impacted. A draft LS is provided in [6].
Proposal 4: to liaise our decision to SA3, RAN2, and CT4.
3	Conclusions
Observation 1: SA3, in their LS [1], communicated the requirement for RAN3 signalling to support the user consent for location information sharing in RLF/CEF.
Observation 2: SA3 require the user consent for location information to be supported in Rel-16 and Rel-17.
Proposal 1: to support the user consent for location information reporting in RLF/CEF through the CRs to NG-AP TS 38.413 and Xn-AP TS 38.423 specifications.
Proposal 2: NG-AP and Xn-AP signaling of user consent for location information reporting in RLF/CEF should be modeled based on the MDT user consent signaling.
Proposal 3: CRs for both Rel-16 and Rel-17 should be approved. 
Proposal 4: to liaise our decision to SA3, RAN2, and CT4.
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