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1 Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # 1213_SONMDT_MDTEnh

-  Topics to discuss:

 - Claim that NR Frequency Band List is invalid in R16.

 -
Add condition about when is able to select Area Scope of Neighbour Cells.

 - Introduce the “Report amount” as an optional IE to M4, M5, M6, M7 measurement configurations.

 - Drop the value “infinity” from the M4, M5, M6 and M7 measurement configurations.

 - Introduce the “Report amount” as optional IE to M4, M5, M6, M7 measurement configurations.

 - Propagation of user consent:

   - LS in is noted

   - LS out to SA3

   - whether Management based MDT PLMN List will be propagated to the target node only if the target PLMN is included in the Management Based MDT PLMN List

   - AMF resends the Management based MDT PLMN list to the target node after Xn handover in Path Switch Request Ack message?

- LS out to SA5

- Any other issue base on contributions submitted

- start with summary of offline, proceed to TPs if there are agreements 

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-212669


2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Summary for the second round:

R3-212012 is revised in R3-212823, TP for MDT BLCR for TS 37.320, noted

Will start from R3-212823 after the issue of propagation of user consent at Xn inter-PLMN HO is concluded.

R3-212824 LS to RAN2, agreed.

R3-212939 LS to RAN2, SA5, agreed.

Proposals for agreement for the first round:

Issue 1:  PLMN checking during UE context retrieval

Proposal 1: Proceed the TP to TS 37.320 BLCR in 2nd round.
Issue 2: Adding missing procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List

Proposal 2:  Proceed the missing procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List after the issue about user consent propagation at Xn inter PLMN handover in section 3.6 is concluded.
Issue 3: Correction to Area scope configuration
Proposal 3: The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the area scope configuration is confirmed. Send a LS to RAN2 to check their preference.
Issue 4: Correction to Frequency band info

Proposal 4: The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the Frequency band info is confirmed. Send a LS to RAN2 to check their preference.
Issue 5: Introduction of the Report Amount to M4, M5, M6, M7

Companies support. 3 companies say no. two companies think that the detailed definition is defined by SA5 and RAN2. Checking RAN2 and SA5’s view is needed.

Proposal 5:  The proposal is noted. 

Issue 6: Propagation of user consent at Xn iner-PLMN ho

Proposal 6: Three options are discussed. No consensus, to be continued.

Proposal for next round:

Proceed the TP to TS 37.320 if proposal 1 is agreed.

Proceed the LS to RAN2 for proposal 3 and 4.

Summary of offline discussion:

Issue 1:  PLMN checking during UE context retrieval

6 companies think that the correction to MDT stage 2 spec TS37.320 is need. 1 companies think that the proposal is already supported by the spec. However double check, the current spec only cover the handover case, but not the UE context fetch case. Therefore, it is proposed to agree on:

Proposal 1: The source node propagates the signaling based MDT configuration if the signaling Based MDT PLMN List is available and contains one of the PLMNs of the target cell, and propagates the management based MDT allowed information if the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and contains one of the PLMNs of the target cell.
Issue 2: Adding missing procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List

5 companies say yes. Two companies think that it relates to the issue about user consent propagation at Xn inter PLMN handover in 3.6. Therefore, it is proposed:

Proposal 2:  Proceed the missing procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List after the issue about user consent propagation at Xn inter PLMN handover in section 3.6 is conclued.
Issue 3: Correction to Area scope configuration
The issue is to correct the misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the area scope configuration. Three companies think that OAM can handle the misalignment issue between RAN2 and RAN3… One company thinks that we should avoid impact on 38.331 ASN.1 and solve it by implementation. Two companies think that we should check with RAN2 on which way we should go. 

Proposal 3: The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the area scope configuration is confirmed. Send a LS to RAN2 to check their preference.
Issue 4: Correction to Frequency band info

5 companies are OK with the proposal. 3 Companies think that LS to RAN2 is needed to check their preference.

Proposal 4: The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the Frequency band info

 is confirmed. Send a LS to RAN2 to check their preference.
Issue 5: Introduction of the Report Amount to M4, M5, M6, M7

Companies support. 3 companies say no. two companies think that the detailed definition is defined by SA5 and RAN2. Checking RAN2 and SA5’s view is needed.

Proposal 5:  The proposal is noted. 

Issue 6: Propagation of user consent at Xn iner-PLMN ho

Three option 3 were discussed. 

Option 1: in stage 3, capture that:

“If the HANDOVER REQUEST message includes the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, the target NG-RAN node shall take it into account irrespective of the target PLMN being included or not included in the list, given the following conditions are met:

· MDT is not activated, or is stopped, when the UE is in a PLMN not covered by the consent.”

Option 2: always propagate the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE

Option 3: AMF sends the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE to RAN when UE moves back to a PLMN in the user consent info.
Three companies support option 1. Two companies are Ok with option 1 and 2. Two companies support option 3.

Proposal 6: No consensus, to be continued.

Proposal for next round:

Proceed the TP to TS 37.320 if proposal 1 is agreed.

Proceed the LS to RAN2 for proposal 3 and 4.

Ericsson: We would like to continue discussinos on Proposal3 and 4 at the next meeting and analyse the issues better. RAN2 is not responsible for 38.413, so it is not right to ask RAN2 whether a discrepancy between 38.331 and 38.413 exists.
3 2nd Round discussion

The second round discussion will proceed the following issues:

1) Review the TP to MDT BLCR to TS 37.320.

2) Review the draft LS to RAN2 for the misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3.

3) Continue discuss the issue of introduction of Report amount for other MDT measurements.

For the first two, pleases comment in the drafts directly.

For issue 3, please provide your views here.

Q: do you agree to send a LS to SA5 and RAN2 for the reporting amount for other MDT measurements?

	Company
	(Y/N)
	Comment

	Huawei
	yes
	

	Nokia
	yes
	

	ZTE
	yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We can volunteer to draft an LS


4 Discussion

4.1 PLMN checking during UE context retrieval

In R3-212012, it is proposed:

Proposal 1: The source node propagates the signaling based MDT configuration if the signaling Based MDT PLMN List is available and contains one of the PLMNs of the target cell, and propagates the management based MDT allowed information if the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and contains one of the PLMNs of the target cell.
Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Do you agree on the proposal? (Y/N)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	As mentioned in R3-212012, the source node can know the broadcast PLMNs of the new cell (where UE resumes from RRC_INACTIVE) using the Xn Setup Request/Response message and can check if this belongs to the MDT PLMN list.

Source node can then forward MDT config only if PLMN check is satisfied.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Technicaly reasonable, while the issue is related to stage 2 and relate to OAM,  consult RAN2/SA5 ‘s view is necessary.

	Samsung
	Maybe not needed
	Wondering why has this proposal. It is already defined in the stage 3.

	CATT
	Maybe not needed
	There is already similar text in 37.320:

For NR, the MDT configuration received by signalling based trace messages for a specific UE will propagate during intra-PLMN handover, and may propagate during inter-PLMN handover if the Signalling Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN. 
The management based MDT allowed information propagates during inter-PLMN handover if the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN
why has this proposal?

	Nokia
	Yes
	We believe this is within RAN3 realm, and can be agreed in RAN3 along the lines proposed. To Samsung: I checked again, but can't find this text included in TS 38.423 for the Retrieve UE Context procedure. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	To Nokia: It is within RAN3 and propagation for signaling MDT PLMN list already agreed. It is a matter of fact. And the propagation for management MDT PLMN does not align with SA5 incoming LS. Therefore we think we don’t need to agree this proposal. Could discuss TP directly. 

In stage 2, it is specified in which case the MDT configuration IE should be propagated. In stage 3, there are exactly same descriptions about Signalling based MDT PLMN List IE in Handover procedure and Retrieve UE Context procedure.  We don’t describe per Signalling based MDT PLMN List IE propagation condition in stage 3 since this IE is within MDT configuration IE. We only need to describe how MDT configuration IE is propagated and it is already covered in stage 2.




4.2 Adding missing procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List

In R3-212012, it says that the procedural text for the optional IE of Management Based MDT PLMN List in Retrieve UE Context Response message is missing, it is proposed to correct this issue as proposed in the TP.

Proposal 3: To agree on the procedural text for Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in Retrieve UE Context Response message.

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Do you agree on the proposal? (Y/N)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Okay to add the procedural text.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	It is related to the question 3.6. It is fine to make procedure text if it is missing for RRC-Inactive in stage 2. But we prefer to consider the conclusion in 3.6. Alignment between stage 2 and stage 3 is needed. We can revisit the procedure text it in second round.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Okay to add the procedural text in TS 38.423.

	Ericsson
	No
	We need to align this text to what we decide in section 3.6. the same principles of propagation apply. The current text proposed does not mention any of the conditions by which the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE should be propagated, so we think the text as it is, is not sufficient. 

We would suggest a text more in line with Option 1 in 3.6

	Huawei
	Yes
	OK, let’s wait till we have an agreement in 3.6


4.3 Correction to Area scope configuration
In R3-212012, it says that there is misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on the area scope configuration. And the following options are listed to fix this issue:

1) Send a LS to RAN2 to correct TS 38.331 which leads to a Rel-16 non-backward compatible change on Uu interface.

2) Restrict the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells to be configured if the Area Scope of MDT is not PLMN wide in Rel-16 and later releases.

3) Restrict the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells to be configured if the Area Scope of MDT is not PLMN wide only in Rel-16 and send a LS to RAN2 to correct TS 38.331 in Rel-17.

Please comment that which option is your preference?

	Company
	Which option is your preference?
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	Option 2 is the simplest as it doesn’t affect RAN2 (ASN.1) and can be solved via NG-RAN implementation (i.e. ignore Area Scope of neighbor cells if Area Scope of MDT is PLMN wide). 

	ZTE
	
	OAM can be informed to do the limitation.

	Samsung
	
	Agree with ZTE, those configurations are from OAM. OAM should ensure there is no collision between two IEs.

	CATT
	
	Agree OAM to make limitation

	Nokia
	
	According to R3-212012, the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells can’t be configured in case of PLMN-wide area scope, because in TS 38.331, the areaConfiguration-r16 is optional, and the interFreqTargetList-r16 is encoded inside the areaConfiguration-r16. The problem is therefore under RAN2’s responsibility, and only RAN2 can confirm the best way forward. We would be fine to send an LS to RAN2, who could decide whether action can be taken on their side or whether a network 
ignaling work-around is preferable.

	Ericsson
	
	Agree that this is not an issue for RAN3 to resolve

	Huawei
	Option 3
	


4.4 Correction to Frequency band info

In R3-212012, it says that there is misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 specs on NR Frequency Info in Area Scope of Neighbor Cells IE.

Therefore, the NR Frequency Band configuration in the Area Scope of Neighbor Cells IE should be removed to align to RAN2 specification. Since this IE is mandatory, a backward compatible way is to specify to ignore the IE when received in the semantics description part.

Proposal 5: the NR Frequency Band List IE in NR Frequency Info IE in the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells IE shall be ignored if received.

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Do you agree on the proposal? (Y/N)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Okay with Proposal 5

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	According to R3-212012, in TS 38.331, the NR Frequency Band configuration is missing in the InterFreqTargetInfo configured to the UE. Similar to the question above, the problem is therefore under RAN2’s responsibility, and only RAN2 can confirm the best way forward. We would be fine to send an LS to RAN2, who could decide whether action can be taken on their side or whether a network 
ignaling work-around is preferable.

	Ericsson
	
	Ok to send al LS to RAN2. Maybe RAN2 can correct this point and add the missing IE, if at all needed.

	Huawei
	Yes
	But OK to send a LS to RAN2 for confirmation together with the issue in 3.3


4.5 Introduction of the Report Amount to M4, M5, M6, M7

In R3-212264， it is proposed to introduce the “Report amount” as an optional IE to M4, M5, M6, M7 measurement configurations.
Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Do you agree on the proposal? (Y/N)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Probably No
	Although the intention is useful (provides flexibility in the number of samples to perform MDT measurements), this can be achieved indirectly via varying “Collection Period”. 
Also, this would need coordination with SA5 to provide the proposed “Report Amount” in MDT configuration from OAM. Also, D1 delay measurement as part of M6 involves UE and would then need NG-RAN to signal “Report Amount” to UE to be consistent with other parts of M6 measurement. 

	ZTE
	Probably yes
	Howerver, consult SA5 and RAN2 is necessary. To make sure the modification is useful for SA5 and feasible for RAN2.

	Samsung
	
	Detail configuration is defined by SA5/RAN2. Another way is to provide contributions directly to the decision group.

	CATT
	Probably No
	The requirement may need to ask SA5 and RAN2. But in my opinion, the Collection Period for M4, M5, M6, M7 is enough to control measure report.

	Nokia
	Yes
	The proposal seems beneficial. However, indeed this will impact TS 32.422, so need to consult SA5. There should be no RAN2 impact from these measurements.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We are fine to contact SA5 for this proposal. In reply to the comment from Qualcomm, we need to understand the issue a little better.

Taking the D1 part of the M6 delay measurement as an example. RAN2 defines the following measurement configuration in 38.331:

PeriodicalReportConfig ::=                  SEQUENCE {
rsType                                      NR-RS-Type,
reportInterval                              ReportInterval,
reportAmount                                ENUMERATED {r1, r2, r4, r8, r16, r32, r64, infinity},
reportQuantityCell                          MeasReportQuantity,
maxReportCells                              INTEGER (1..maxCellReport),
reportQuantityRS-Indexes                    MeasReportQuantity                                             OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

maxNrofRS-IndexesToReport                   INTEGER (1..maxNrofIndexesToReport)                            OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

includeBeamMeasurements                     BOOLEAN,
useWhiteCellList                            BOOLEAN,
…,
[[
measRSSI-ReportConfig-r16                   MeasRSSI-ReportConfig-r16                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

includeCommonLocationInfo-r16               ENUMERATED {true}                                              OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

includeBT-Meas-r16                          SetupRelease {BT-NameList-r16}                                 OPTIONAL,   -- Need M

includeWLAN-Meas-r16                        SetupRelease {WLAN-NameList-r16}                               OPTIONAL,   -- Need M

includeSensor-Meas-r16                      SetupRelease {Sensor-NameList-r16}                             OPTIONAL,   -- Need M

ul-DelayValueConfig-r16                     SetupRelease { UL-DelayValueConfig-r16 }                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
reportAddNeighMeas-r16                      ENUMERATED {setup}                                             OPTIONAL    -- Need R

]]
}
 As seen, the reportAmount is a mandatory field in RRC, so it needs to be set also for the ul-DelayValueConfig-r16 (namely D1). 

Given that the RAN does not receive from OAM any report amount for D1, the only option the RAN has is to set the reportAmount to “infinity”. The same is valid for all other MDT measurements, apart from M1, where the OAM provides a report amount to the RAN.

Given that the OAM does not de-configure an MDT configuration, the RAN is not able to decide when to stop measurements that do not have a report amount. Namely, to date, if a UE is configured with an immediate MDT measurement different from M1, the UE will collect that measurement until it goes to Idle, even if for example only a few measurement samples were needed.

This constitutes an inefficient and poorly controllable way of managing immediate MDT measurements.

In an eventual LS to SA5, we propose to explain the issue above.



	Huawei
	No
	We don’t see the need to involve report amount for other measurements. 


4.6  PROPAGATION OF USER CONSENT AT Xn INTER-PLMN HO
The reply LS in R3-211463 from SA3 says that:

SA3 likes to answer that the source NG-RAN node can be allowed, in case of inter-PLMN Xn handover, to propagate the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE to the target NG-RAN node irrespective of the target PLMN being included or not included in the list, given the following conditions are met:

· The source NG-RAN node and the target NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator.

· MDT is not activated, or is stopped, when the UE is in a PLMN not covered by the consent.

SA3 also wants to inform RAN3 that a Release 17 study on user consent (TR 33.867) is under progress in SA3,  in which several aspects and use cases including the definition of user consent are being discussed.

There are three options to address the reply LS form SA3:

Option 1: as proposed in R3-212120, to replace the following texts



by

If the HANDOVER REQUEST message includes the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, the target NG-RAN node shall take it into account irrespective of the target PLMN being included or not included in the list, given the following conditions are met:

· MDT is not activated, or is stopped, when the UE is in a PLMN not covered by the consent.

Option 2: as proposed in R3-211976, the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE is always transferred to the target node irrespective of whether the target PLMN is included in the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE or not. 

The proposal is:

Proposal 1: 
It is proposed to agree the source NG-RAN can forward Management Based MDT PLMN List to the target NG-RAN if the source NG-RAN selects a serving PLMN which is not included in the Management Based MDT PLMN List.

Option 3: as proposed in R3-212002, the original principle is kept no change. And the AMF will resend the user consent info to NG-RAN node when the UE handovers back to a PLMN in the Management Based MDT PLMN List.

The proposal are:
Proposal 1: RAN3 to confirm that the Management based MDT PLMN List will be propagated to the target node only if the target PLMN is included in the Management Based MDT PLMN List. 

Proposal 2: RAN 3 to agree that the AMF resends the Management based MDT PLMN list to the target node after Xn handover in Path Switch Request Ack message.

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Which option do you agree on? (Option 1,2 and 3)
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	UE does PLMN check each time it performs MDT measurements.  If PLMN check is not met, UE will not report MDT measurements and hence MDT is “stopped” (one of the conditions in SA3 reply LS).
The propagation of user consent during inter-PLMN handovers irrespective of target PLMN being in MDT PLMN list is useful in case there is a handover back to a PLMN belonging to the MDT PLMN list. The text proposed by Option 1 considers SA3 reply LS and should be more appropriate than Option 2. Option 3 has signaling impacts. 

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Option 1 enable target NG-RAN node continue check the situtaion, in case e.g UE reseletct PLMN in the target later.

	Samsung
	Option 1 or option 2
	We proposed option 2, but we are also fine to proposal 1. 

	CATT
	Option 1 or option 2
	Option 2 is preferred. In my opinion, the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE shall be always transferred to the target node no matter whether the condition are met or not. But proposal 1 is also fine.

	Nokia
	Option 3
	We believe it is beneficial to keep the original principle, and believe that this option will satisfy the functional need in terms of not losing user consent information in the RAN in case of multiple handovers.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	The LS from SA3 clearly states that 

the source NG-RAN node can be allowed to propagate the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE to the target NG-RAN node irrespective of the target PLMN being included or not included in the list, given the following conditions are met:

· The source NG-RAN node and the target NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator.

· MDT is not activated, or is stopped, when the UE is in a PLMN not covered by the consent.

The first condition is out of Stage 3 scope and cannot be included in the procedure text because RAN nodes cannot test if this condition is met. However, this condition is a policy condition that an operator can apply independently of stage 3.

The second condition is of relevance to stage 3 description.

Therefore, we should follow SA3 recommendations and agree t a stage 3 reflecting it. There is no need to unnecessarily restrict, or create more processes, to make the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE available to the RAN

	Huawei
	Option 3
	We prefer option 3.  In the LS from SA3, there are two pre-condition, while option 1 only captures the second one

Option 2 should be ruled out firstly, since it does not address SA5’s security concern.


5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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