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Introduction

This is the Sod for the following CB:

	CB: # SONMDT9_MDTEnh
- Valid RAT MDT configuration?

- Turn WA “It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17” into agreement?
- Introduce PDCP Excess Packet Delay? LS to RAN2 and SA5?
- Capture agreements, and provide TPs if agreeable.
(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-222425


Please Note: Plan to do two rounds of discussion in this meeting.
The first round email discussion plan to be finished 2 hours before the end of at 11:00 UTC of 1st week Friday.(2022-2-25)
The second round email discussion plan to be finished at the end at of email discussion 2nd  week.(Tuesday 13:00 UTC, 2022-3-1).

For the Chairman’s Notes
Agreements in the first round:

No consensus on a new cause value, e.g., “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in NGAP. No further discussion in Rel-17.

To enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17. 
WA :Take XnAP TP in  R3-221720 as baseline to solve the valid RAT MDT configuration issue.

For the second round discussion: 

Check update for TP in R3-221720.
Check TP in R3-222371.
Continue discussion on RAN3 impact of UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay per DRB based on RAN2’s progress.
Check whether the topics in Rel-17 can be closed.

First round Discussion
Valid RAT MDT configuration
For NGAP: 

In [1], the company provide the following proposal and corresponding TP :

RAN3 agree to trigger a logical error to AMF in case 1b and 2b and to introduce a new cause value, e.g., “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in NGAP.
For XnAP:
XnAP option 1: In [1], the company provide following update for XnAP:

-
the MDT Configuration IE If the target NG-RAN node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE context, and propagate it at the next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].
-
the MDT Configuration IE. If the target NG-RAN node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE context, and propagate it at the next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].
XnAP option 2:In [2], the company provide the following update :
	the MDT Configuration IE and if the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE,if available, shall be present, while if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE,if available, shall be present.


XnAP option 3: In [6], the company provide following update proposal for XnAP:
	-
MDT Configuration-NR IE and MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE may be included in MDT Configuration IE. If the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN Node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE contextfor propagating in next Xn handover, or send it to SN in case of MR-DC as described in TS 37.320 [43].


Q1: Please provide your view on proposal and TP for NGAP. 
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposal and TP for NGAP
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	Based on current specification, AMF should provide correct configuration of the RAT to NG-RAN node. But if not, the new cause value can be used by NG-RAN to provide the error to AMF.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It seems reasonable that if the AMF sends an MDT configuration to a RAN node that does not contain the right configuration for the RAT supported, this generates an error and that an appropriate cause value is provided for this error

	CATT
	No 
	I have concern about DC scenario. For example, if a UE in NGEN-DC and OAM need to configure s-based NR MDT, the ng-eNB connected to AMF could have transferred configuration to SN and then to UE. If we treat case 1b and 2b as logic error, it means such DC scenario cannot be supposed?

Current spec. truly not clear enough but we think introduce a new cause value is too absolutely, we prefer to keep this spec. not change in Rel-17 and send LS to SA5 about DC supporting.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	OK to introduce a new cause if such a logical error occurs.

Regarding CATT’s concern on DC scenario, it is not possible today that a MN receives an MDT configuration and is simply forwarded to the SN without starting the trace at MN, right? The scenario you have mentioned is a case where only SN has the valid RAT configuration; so, MN simply forwards it. We don’t think such a scenario exists today for MR-DC. 

	Huawei
	yes
	The NGAP TP is needed for those cases. And we don’t think the use case that CATT mentioned above is valid.

	Samsung
	No
	MDT configuration could be included in the UE Context Setup Request procedure, it is optional IE and criticality is ignore. In normal case, the AMF should filter the correct MDT configuration. We need to keep this principle. And if the NG-RAN can not decode the MDT configuration since wrong MDT configuration is received, according to the criticality, should ignore this IE. We think it will change the existing operation if we define the new cause value and let the NG-RAN send UE context setup Failure or NG based handover Failure to the CN.

	Nokia
	No
	Although we agree that there is no use case for MDT in "SN only" scenario (as discussed at last meeting), we still prefer to avoid introduction of logical error in e.g. Initial Context Setup procedure for trace/MDT… And as per XnAP mechanism, store and forward of other RAT MDT configuration is already agreed to be supported, so no strong need for this error cause in our view.   


Still at least 3 companies shown concern on the enhancement. Since the enhancement is not critical and can be considered as a correction in the late meeting, the Moderator would provide following conclusion:
Conclusion: No consensus on a new cause value, e.g., “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in NGAP. No further discussion in Rel-17.
Q2: Please provide your view on proposal and TP for XnAP. 
	Company
	XnAP option 1/2/3 or other view.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 1 or 3
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 3
	More clearness and the invalid IE not only can be saved for next HO, also can be sent to SN in case of DC.

The same change should be introduced in Retrieve UE Context procedure as [1] suggest.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	

	Huawei
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	Option 3 or option 1
	The common part for option 1 and option 3 is to remove “at least” sentence. For the MR-DC case, maybe we need to send a LS to SA5?

	Nokia
	Option 1 with possible update
	In order to address the concern mentioned by CATT we could remove "propagate at Xn HO" (just keep "store in UE context"). There is procedural text in HO Req and SN Addition that can handle those cases (and maybe some update of text in SN addition should be done to avoid the "MDT for SN only" scenario).


3 companies show support for option3 while 6 support option 1. One company wonder a LS to SA5 is needed, but Moderator think the correction is relate to Xn , then there is no need for the LS to SA5 for the time being.

Since majorities companies favor option 1, and one company think option 1 still need to be update, then Moderator would select option 1 as WA and check the update in the second round discussion.
Conclusion: WA :Take XnAP TP in  R3-221720 as baseline is to solve the valid RAT MDT configuration issue.
Update of TP can be continue in the second round discussion.
Optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message
In [5], companies try to prove that it is possible and necessary to update user consent during the activate of MDT measurement of the UE. However, an LS has been send to other group with out ACK before the meeting. Two approaches on the table:

Approach 1:  RAN3 makes decision after receiving LS response from CT4 and SA3.

Approach 2:  RAN3 to turn following WA into agreement and accept the TP in [5].

WA: It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17.

Q3: Please provide your view on Proposed way forward 
	Company
	Approach 1 or Approach 2
	Comment

	ZTE
	Approach 1
	

	Ericsson
	Approach 2
	Discussions in SA3 and CT4 are likely to confirm the assumptions in RAN3 and the WA above. Given that the WI on SON/MDT is supposed to close at this meeting, we propose to turn the WA into an agreement and to go ahead with the approval of TPs. If SA3 and CT4 reply negatively we can correct our agreements.

	CATT
	Approach 1
	Thanks for Ericsson elaborate in [5], but as RAN3 delegate may not fully understanding the spec. in other group, Approach 1 seems more reliable, we prefer to update our spec. after LS reply. 

	Qualcomm
	No strong view
	Either approach is fine. 

	Huawei
	Either way
	Fine with either way.

	Samsung
	Approach 1
	First we agree with CATT. 

RAN3 discussed before whether user consent can be included in the Modification procedure and no consensus was reached. Therefor SA5 remove the consent update content to align with RAN3 agreements. In old release, e.g. 32.422 version a.4.0, SA5 supported user consent update. Not sure if CT4 had the similar discussion. And a set of TSs will be impacted if we agree the user consent modification. To be safe, we can wait for the CT4 reply.

	Nokia
	Approach 1
	We don't see any reason to anticipate on replies from SA3 and CT4.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Approach 2
	We share Ericsson’s view.

	Ericsson 2
	
	Please note that SA3 and CT4 have respectively agreed to reply LSs in S3-220474 and in R3-222553.

SA3 states: 

SA3 believes that the update of user consent information shall be signalled to the RAN as soon as the update occurs.
While CT4 atates:

CT4 Answer: Accordingly to stage 2, the AMF subscribes to the UDM SDM API to get notifications on any changes of the UE AM subscription data, including the changes on MDT user consent information which is part of the UE AM subscription data. The AMF can subsequently signal the updated MDT User Consent Information to the RAN when being notified by the UDM.

Therefore, the WA can be turned into an agreement and RAN3 specifications can be enhanced accordingly

	ZTE2
	
	Acknowledge the progress in CT4 & SA3 as Ericsson ‘s comment.


Th moderator acknowledge the progress in CT4&SA3, it is appropriate to turn WA to agreement. The TP can be check at 2nd round discussion.
To enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17

RAN3 impact of UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay per DRB
In [2], the company notices At last RAN2#116bis meeting, a new L2 measurements for packet delay has been adopted for Rel-17. Since the mechanism of NR UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay per DRB is exactly same as UL PDCP Packet Delay per QCI in LTE, the company believes M6 Delay Threshold IE should supported in NGAP in order to alignment with LTE. 

Proposal : To introduce M6 Delay Threshold IE in NGAP as in TP R3-222189.
Proposal : To send LS on introducing M6 Delay Threshold IE in NGAP as in R3-222190 .
Q4: Please provide your view on these proposals. 
	Company
	Agree the TP and LS
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	
	There is an ongoing discussion in RAN2 on this topic. We need to wait for the outcomes of that discussion to understand how to modify our specifications

	CATT
	Yes 
	Slightly prefer to modify after RAN2 finishes the discussion on the value of threshold. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes, but..
	Perhaps we can agree on the inclusion of M6 Delay Threshold. Values can be FFS and can be updated based on RAN2 decision.

	Huawei
	Yes, but
	Since this WI needs to be closed at this meeting, leaving FFS in the BLCR seems not feasible. Maybe we could treat is in rel-17 as a correction considering RAN2 is still discussing?

	Samsung
	
	Agree with Huawei’s comments.

	Nokia
	No
	Strong preference to align NGAP configuration of M6 after RAN2 has finished the configuration details on their side. Regular support on NGAP configuration should follow RAN2 agreements as usual. So this is being discussed in RAN2 but nothing yet captured in RRC running CR to our knowledge.

	ZTE2
	
	RAN2 has got progress especially on threshold values as following:
Proposal 3: For D1 delay threshold values, the following values can be included:

250us, 0.5ms, 1ms, 2ms, 4ms, 10ms, 20ms, 50ms, 100ms, 500ms (10 values)

Then the FFS in the TP can be removed.

Can check at the 2nd round discussion.


The majorities view is to wait for RAN2’s progress regarding the definition of threshold value. 

RAN2 has got progress on this aspect. 
It is Moderator ‘s understanding that without the TP the function /measurement of UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay per DRB can not work in Rel-17. Therefore, the Moderator would check companies view on how to support the feature in 2nd round discussion.
Conclusion: continue RAN3 impact of UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay per DRB based on RAN2’s progress.
Any other issue left 
Q5: Please provide your view if anything missing.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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