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1 Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # SONMDT2_MDT

- For 38.401, the following terms are used without definitions in this or other specification: SgNB-CU-UP, SgNB-DU, MgNB? Aspects relative to MDT reporting are captured under section for MDT activation and duplicated? The text provides some description of how user consent is made available in the NG-RAN, but the description doesn't take into account the agreed support for user consent modification and revocation? Description of UE identity information sent from CN/AMF to TCE is not fully aligned with TS 32.422? The abbreviation IDC is used without definition? (Nokia)
- The current Excess Packet Delay specifications in RAN3 are not in sync with the RAN2 agreements on the subject? (Ericsson)

-To enable update user consent feature in section 8.13.2.6 of TS38.401and section 8.3.2.2, 9.2.2.4 in TS 37.483 and section 8.3.4.2, 9.2.2.7 in TS 38.473, and section 8.3.4.2, 9.1.2.5 in TS 38.423? (ZTE)

- The gNB can store invalid RAT MDT configuration in NGAP? Add M6 Delay Threshold IE in QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters for providing different value for the different DRBs? Introduce a new indicator from gNB to AMF for informing the NG-RAN node received an invalid RAT MDT configuration in NGAP? (CATT) 

- Capture agreements and provide CRs if agreeable, split the work if needed
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223678


Please Note: plan to do two rounds of discussion in this meeting.
The first round email discussion plan to be end 2 hour before on-line session  1st week.(Friday 11:00 UTC, 2022-5-13)

Depends on the progress, the second round email discussion plan to be end before deadline of email discussion 2nd week.(Wednesday, 8:00 UTC, 2022-5-18)

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Agreement for discussion:

.
3 First Round Discussion

3.1 Update user consent for MR-DC and split architecture 
During RAN3#114bis meeting, the following working assumption was achieved :

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.
An LS in R3-221210 was agreed for SA3 and CT4. 

During RAN3#115 meeting, responses received in SA3[R3-222870] and in CT4[R3-222553] and confirmed by these groups the user consent of MDT in the NG-RAN node should be updated when user consent in Core network changes. NGAP has capture the feature for Rel-17 in R3-222371. 

However the feature is still missing in split architecture. The TS38.401,TS 38.473,TS 37.483 need to be updated.

In addition, the update user consent feature is still missing in MR-DC with 5GC, the XnAP is also need to be updated.

Proposa 1-1：To enable update user consent feature in section 8.13.2.6 of TS38.401and section 8.3.2.2, 9.2.2.4 in TS 37.483 and section 8.3.4.2, 9.2.2.7 in TS 38.473, and section 8.3.4.2, 9.1.2.5 in TS 38.423. 

The corresponding CR can be found in [4][5][8][9].
Q1: Please provide your view on the proposals and corresponding CRs.
	Company
	Do you agree these proposals.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	The sections in corresponding CRs can be agreed or merged with other CR.

	Huawei
	yes
	In principle, the proposal is ok.
Better to have a 2nd round to check the wording of the CRs.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Excess Packet delay 
In [3] , the contribution provide the following proposals:

Proposal 1-2: Correct the value of the presence field of the M6 Delay Threshold to Optional and rename the M6 Threshold IE to Excess Packet Delay Threshold IE to align with RAN2.

Q2: Please provide your view on the proposal.
	Company
	Do you agree the proposal.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	The sections in corresponding CRs can be agreed or merged with other CR.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Depends on the conclusion of next question 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is important to ensure alignment between the RAN2 agreed Excess Packet Delay function and what RAN3 supports

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


In [3] , the contribution provide the following proposals, the contribution also provides CRs for TS 38.413 & TS 38.423.
Proposal 1-3: Enable multiple Excess Packet Delay Threshold configurations as proposed above.

In [6] [7], the contribution provide the following proposals:

Proposal 1-4: Add M6 Delay Threshold IE in QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters for providing different value for the different DRBs

Therefore there are two different approach to 

Option 1:  Add Excess Packet Delay Threshold IE in M6 Configuration.
Option 2:  Add M6 Delay Threshold IE in QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters.

Q3: Please provide your view on the options and corresponding CRs.
	Company
	Option 1 or Option 2.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 1
	It is straight forward to provide DRB level Threshold parameter in M6 configuration.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	First of all, we think that the Excess Packet Daly should be added into the M6 configuration as part of the MDT configuration.
The issue is how to support per DRB level configuration.

The proposal in [3] seems a compromised way which is to configure a whole list of thresholds for all ongoing and potential new Qos flows. And it is up to gNB implementation how to map the per 5QI level threshold to per DRB threshold.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We are the proponents of Option 1, so we obviously support it. 
Option 2 seems not in line with RAN2´s agreements because it implies that the M6 Delay Threshold IE is signalled by the AMF as part of the QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters. QoS Flow Level QoS Parameters are under CN domain, while the Excess Packet Delay Threshold is under the responsibility of the OAM. The CN has no visibility of the Excess Packet Delay Threshold.

As pointed out by Huawei, our intention is to at least enable an implementation that allows to associate different thresholds on a per DRB basis.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3 Invalid RAT MDT configuration in NGAP
In [6] [7], the contribution provide the following proposals:

Proposal 1-5: RAN3 agree that gNB can store invalid RAT MDT configuration in NGAP.

Proposal 1-6:RAN3 agree to introduce a new indicator from gNB to AMF for informing the NG-RAN node received an invalid RAT MDT configuration in NGAP
Q4: Please provide your view on the proposals and corresponding CRs.
	Company
	Do you agree the proposal.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Partial
	We can accept proposal 1-5, while for p1-6,AMF is not necessary to be informed by the indicator.

	Huawei
	No
	We still prefer option 2 which is the existing framework in the spec to handle invalid IE values in a message.
Option 3 seems a compromised solution, but it is not further proof. We may need many similar indicators for IEs of other new features in future.

	Ericsson
	No
	We believe that the current text is good

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.4 MDT stage 2 for split architecture
In [10], the contribution provide the following proposals
In MDT stage 2 for split architecture captured in TS 38.401, after review we detected the following issues:

· The following terms are used without definitions in this or other specification: SgNB-CU-UP, SgNB-DU, MgNB.

· Aspects relative to MDT reporting are captured under section for MDT activation and duplicated.

· The text provides some description of how user consent is made available in the NG-RAN, but the description doesn't take into account the agreed support for user consent modification and revocation.

· Description of UE identity information sent from CN/AMF to TCE is not fully aligned with TS 32.422.

· The abbreviation IDC is used without definition.

The corresponding correction captured in [2].
Q5: Please provide your view on these proposals and CR.
	Company
	Do you agree these proposals and CR
	Comment

	ZTE
	partial
	Except 8.13.x which can be covered by corresponding description in TS 37.320

	Huawei
	yes
	

	Ericsson
	Partially agree with the CR in [2] (no need to agree to the proposals)
	We suggest to change this text in the CR:
In Management Based Trace Activation towards a SN, the SN may send the CELL TRAFFIC TRACE message including the Trace ID and privacy indicator to the MN if the desired anonymization level is 'TAC should be sent' as described in TS 32.422 [20] clause 4.1.1.9.2.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.5 LS  LS on User Consent Updating
In [11], one company provides a draft LS on User consent updating. The issue has been solved at last meeting without LS out. The LS provide progress in RAN3 to SA5,CT4 and SA3.
Q6: Please provide your view on the LS.
	Company
	Do you agree the LS
	Comment

	ZTE
	Fine with the LS
	The ‘SA3’ is missing in the  SA3/CT4 Action part description. 

	Huawei
	ok
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We can submit a revision updating the “Actions” as per ZTE´s suggestions

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.6 Any other issue left 
Q7: Please provide your view if anything missing.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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