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Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # SONMDT10_MDTEnh

- Propagation for Management Based MDT PLMN List?

- Propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT HO?

- Introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration?

- Capture agreements and open issues

- Provide CRs if agreeable

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-214174


Please Note: Two rounds of discussion.
The first round email discussion plan to be end 2 hours before 1st SON-MDT on-line session.(Friday 11:00 UTC, 2021-8-20)
Based on progress of on-line session to trigger 2nd round discussion. 
For the Chairman’s Notes

In case propagation of Management Based MDT PLMN List IE at Xn inter-PLMN handover, AMF provide User consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message.

R3-214452 was R3-214350 was R3-213221 MDT user consent NGAP TP
Send LS for beam level measurement for SA5 and RAN2.

R3-214463 was R3-213827 (LS on the Beam measurement reports for the MDT measurements ) with update can be agreed.

FFS: Xn propagation in any case. (The source and target RAN will always know if the target node belongs to a different operator or is supporting the same operator, as the source RAN knows the PLMNs served by the target node).

FFS For PLMN Check for UE retrieve procedure,two following TP can be agreed.
Can based on R3-214348 was R3-213220 TP for XnAP .
Can based on R3-214349 TP for 37.320.
FFS: Specification update for propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT HO.
Second round Discussion
 Propagation of Management Based MDT PLMN List IE at Xn inter-PLMN handover
AMF based solution is actually described as below:

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.

As correctly point out by Qualcomm, there is no user consent support in PATH SWITCH for LTE or NR.

Then the way forward could be :

Solution A:  Keep the specification as it is. 

If SA3 ‘s first requirement is not able to be meet, then no impact to current specification, including : 

Stage 2,keep the following description with out update :

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.

Stage 3, no IE introduced to PATH SWITCH ACK, just as what we have today.

Solution B: AMF provide User consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message.
Take [2] as baseline.

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Solution A /B /Other view
	Comment

	ZTE
	Solution A
	Keep the description as it is.

As defined in TS 32.422, 4.1.2.3
Inter PLMN Signalling Activation for UMTS and EPS

NOTE:
There is no intention to allow tracing of a home subscriber roaming in a foreign network i.e. the trace function is limited to PLMNs of a single operator.

If target PLMN is not in the user consent PLMN list, the AMF is also not need to aware the trace would happen in the target PLMN. 

If AMF not prepare to continue trace in that PLMN, then AMF will not provide “new” user consent of the target PLMN to the target RAN node. 

That is why inter-PLMN scenario has already introduced for many years but without introduce user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message.

	Huawei
	Solution b
	In this first round discussion, majority view is solution B.  Therefore, we prefer that the AMF resend the MDT user consent info.

Reply to QC’s comment in the first round:

After double check the NGAP, the IE name Management Based MDT PLMN List in the CR is correct. 

	Samsung
	
	Actually, AMF based solution in the first round is referering to [1]. I think we need to keep the conclusion for the first round and no comparision between the solutions in second round. Should focus on the TP. 

	Qualcomm
	Solution A
	Thanks for the moderator to confirm that “there is no user consent support in PATH SWITCH for LTE or NR”. 

Not sure what Huawei means by “After double check the NGAP, the IE name Management Based MDT PLMN List in the CR is correct.” ( My comment was on the PATH SWITCH not on the user consent IE name

	Huawei
	
	Feedback to QC’s comment:

The different between LTE and NG-RAN is that in NG-RAN, the group agreed in rel-16 to solve the MDT user consent missing issue when UE moves out of PLMNs in the user consent and moves back later.

If we do northing, which keeps the same as LTE, the UE will not be selected for management based MDT anymore even though it has moved back to the PLMN in the MDT user consent. This seems revert our agreements made in rel-16.
The previous propose in RAN3 is to always transfer the User consent on Xn, but this is concerned by SA3 with security reason.  

That’s why we had such propose. Hope it clarifies.

	Ericsson
	Solution B, but with additions
	We need first to clarify that, if the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE is signalled by the source to target RAN in all cases, it is not true that there are security concerns. The source and target RAN will always know if the target node belongs to a different operator or is supporting the same operator, as the source RAN knows the PLMNs served by the target node. 

We support Solution B, but we also see that, if we do not allow forwarding of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE even when the target does not support a PLMN contained in the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, then, in case the AMF does not support the new PATH SWITCH, we loose the information in the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE 

We therefore support both forwarding over Xn and over Path Switch.


Conclusion :Based on offline discussion, no objective to AMF based solution for inter PLMN scenario, the solution B can be selected.
If solution B is selected, please provide your comments on [2]

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Agreed unseen

	Samsung
	Agreed unseen

	Ericsson
	Let´s discuss the solution first. One general comment is that we should use some strong wording that mandates the AMF to always signal the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, while currently the TP seems to be quite relaxed from that point of view

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion:R3-214350 was R3-213221 MDT user consent NGAP TP can be agreed.

PLMN Check for UE retrieve procedure

Provide your comments on TP for MDT BLCR for TS 37.320 in  [1]

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Better change “  and inter-PLMN UE context retrieval  ” to “  or inter-PLMN UE context retrieval ”

	Huawei
	Agree with ZTE’ comment.

	Qualcomm
	Seems fine

	CATT
	OK

	Ericsson
	OK

	
	


Provide your comments on TP for MDT BLCR for TS 38.423 in [1]

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Fine with the update.

	Huawei
	agree

	Qualcomm
	Seems fine

	CATT
	OK

	Ericsson
	We propose the following wording:

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.

This reflects the LS from SA5 oin a better way

	
	


Propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT HO

Three companies support the update while four companies disagree.
Ericsson point out, the current description would not leading missing any important information during inter-RAT HO. Then there is no need to update for clarification.

The feedback from CATT is as below:

Take the following Xn handover as example: gNB1 -> ng-eNB -> gNB2. gNB1 receives s-based MDT Configuration-NR from CN. When XN handover to ng-eNB, only MDT Configuration-NR is sent to ng-eNB. ng-eNB shall keep it in order to propagate it to gNB2 during the next XN handover.This is  contradict with what is described in current spec if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.
Please provide your further comments based on the comments/feedback in the first round.

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	In current specification we have two optional IE , one is for NR, the other is for LTE. If my understanding is correct, then UE handover from gNB1 to ng-eNB, not only MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE but also MDT Configuration-NR will be sent to the target. Then same thing happen for HO from ng-eNB to gNB2.

I guess no configuration missing in the propagation. 

Current specification and CATT’s update both fine for me, I have no strong view and will follow majorities view.

	Huawei
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Same view as ZTE. No update needed.

	CATT
	Let’s have an example:

When UE initially accesses to a gNB, only “MDT Configuration-NR” is sent from AMF to gNB.

UE is handover to a ng-eNB and the gNB would forward the MDT configuration  to the target ng-eNB which only  MDT Configuration-NR is included.

However,in current text ,it is described as “if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.”It is not correct.

	Ericsson
	We keep on believing there is no need for changes. The standard should be interpreted in a way that the RAN is likely to receive both E-UTRAN and NG-RAN configuraitons from the AMF/OAM. When the text says that e.g. if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present, the standard of course means that the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE is available at the source node. The standard therefore ensures that, when both E-UTRAN and NG-RAN configurations are available, at least the right one is signalled to the target.

	
	

	
	


Introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration
LS on the Beam measurement reports for the MDT measurements for SA5 and RAN2.
Provide your suggestion on the [8],if any.

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	RAN3 has discussed the Beam level report configuration for MDT measurements and has decided to let SA5 decide whether to enable such configuration in Rel-17 for M1 MDT measurements, enhancing the M1 Measurement configuration with the possibility of beam measurement level reporting.

ACTION: 
RAN3 kindly asks SA5 to take the above information into account and feedback update the specificationif any. 



	Huawei
	Will comment on the LS directly.

	Samsung
	Agree with ZTE.

	Qualcomm
	Ok either way (Either ask SA5 to update the spec or let them decide). Probably the former is better. 

	CATT
	Agree to let SA5 to decide the requirement.

	Ericsson
	We should ask SA5 their view and then conclude the discussion in RAN3, as part of the SON WI. We cannot task SA5 to take actions on a discussion that is part of the SON WI objectives.


First round Discussion

AMF based solution for Propagation of Management Based MDT PLMN List IE at Xn inter-PLMN handover scenario.
FFS: Detail of solution,e.g whether to introduce Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE.
The user consent can propagate during Retrieve UE context if either the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN.

FFS: TPs for MDT BL CRs for TS 38.473, TS 37.320.
LS on the Beam measurement reports for the MDT measurements for SA5 and RAN2.
FFS: LS based on R3-213827.

FFS: Description update for propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT Handover 

Need 2nd round discussion.
Propagation of Management Based MDT PLMN List IE at Xn inter-PLMN handover
Based on the contributions, we have three options :

AMF based Option 1: AMF based solution AMF resend user consent
A company in [1] thinks to select option 3 for MDT user consent handling in case of handover:
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.

RAN based Option 2.1: User consent can be propagate when target not in the user consent list
A company in [4] thinks to apply SA3’s requirements in the following way:

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.

RAN based Option 2.2: The user consent  can propagate during inter-PLMN handover if either the Management Based MDT PLMN List or the Equivalent PLMN is available and includes the target PLMN.
A company in [6] thinks in order to fulfill 1st SA3’s requirement ( source NG-RAN node and the target NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator) , EPLMN can be used for PLMN check:

Management Based MDT PLMN List IE can also be propagated if Equivalent PLMNs list includes the target PLMN. 
Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Option 1/2.1/2.2
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 2.2 
	For Option 1, similar as RAN node, Core Network can not make sure whether source RAN node and target RAN node managed by the same Operator.

For Option 2.1, the 1st requirement SA3 can not be meet.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Reply to ZTE’s comments above:

AMF does not need to check the operator of the RAN node. It will resend the MDT user consent to the new node if the new node’s PLMN is included in the MDT allowed PLMN list like it does in initial UE context setup.

Option 2.2, EPLMN does not equal to the concept of operator. For example, in roaming case, PLMN A and PLMN B are Equivalent PLMNs, but they belong to different operators.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	The MDT user consent may be subject to changes. Such changes are known to the CN, but not to the RAN. We would therefore prefer to receive up to date MDT user consent from the CN, instead of relying on potentially stale consent. This could also solve the security issues from SA3.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	According to SA3 reply LS, MDT user consent can be propagated during inter-PLMN handover if the following conditions are met: 

The source NG-RAN and the target NG-RAN are under the same operator.

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

If the 1st condition (same operator constraint) can’t be ensured, we think it’s probably best if we reuse existing principle i.e., Option 1. 

However, we see that for option 1, it is proposed to introduce Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE – was this part of LTE specs; if not why is this being proposed for NR?

	Samsung
	Option 1 or Option 2.1
	Both fine to us.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	


Conclusion:  Based on Majorities view, select option 1.
PLMN Check for UE retrieve procedure

Option 1: 
A company in [1] thinks the user consent  can propagate during Retrieve UE context if either the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN.

Option 2:
A company in [6] thinks the user consent  can propagate during Retrieve UE context if either the Management Based MDT PLMN List or the Equivalent PLMN is available and includes the target PLMN..

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Option 1/ Option 2
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 2
	Since retrieve UE context is XNAP procedure, the SA3 ‘s requirement can be also apply.

In addition to PLMN check whether target PLMN is inside user consent list, the user consent can be retrieved when target PLMN is equivalence PLMN of any items of user consent list.

 

	Huawei
	Option 1
	We don’t think option 2 is aligned with SA3’s requirement.

Option 1 is aligned with the handling during handover.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We prefer to align the description for the Retrieve UE Context procedure with the description in the Handover procedure

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Similar view as Ericsson.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	Option 1
	


Propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT HO

One company in [3] thinks the revision on MDT configuration for inter-RAT HO scenario.

In R3-207015 [1], it has been agreed for the Propagation of immediate MDT configuration in case of Xn inter-RAT HO as below.
	-
the MDT Configuration IE and if the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present. 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 in next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].



The revision is inconsistent with the former part. It has been clarified that target NG-RAN including ng-eNB and gNB may receive a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them. So, the whole paragraph should be revised as:
-
 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 context, and propagate it in next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].
Please provide your view on this. 

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

	ZTE
	Y
	Fine with the update.

	Huawei
	yes
	It seems the cited TP from [1] is not correct?

For the TP in [3], we are OK. One comment is shouldn’t it be a rel-16 CR?

And please note that there are two TPs in [1], one for Xn and the other one is for stage 2.

	Ericsson
	No
	There is no contradiction in the text reported. The text that wants to be removed says that “the MDT Configuration IE and if the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.”

Namely, this text places conditions on what the receiver should expect and it makes sure that e.g. if the receiver is a gNB, then it shall receive the MDT Configuration-NR IE. Of course the gNB could also receive the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Same view as Ericsson. Don’t think the text needs to be removed.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Nokia
	No
	We don't see that the current text has any issue.

	CATT
	Yes
	To Ericsson

In my opinion, there is no requirement on “at least”, i.e. if the receiver is a gNB, it may not receive the MDT Configuration-NR IE. if the receiver is a ng-eNB, it may not receive the MDT Configuration- EUTRA IE
Considering the example below:

Xn handover: gNB1 -> ng-eNB -> gNB2. gNB1 receives s-based MDT Configuration-NR from CN. When XN handover to ng-eNB, only MDT Configuration-NR is sent to ng-eNB. ng-eNB shall keep it in order to propagate it to gNB2 during the next XN handover.


 Introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration
One company in [7] thinks the M1 configuration signalled over the NG and Xn interfaces does not specify whether beam measurements should be reported or not.
Please provide your view on this. 

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

	ZTE
	No 
	Depends SA5/RAN’2’s decision.

	Huawei
	
	We think it’s a RAN2 topic. And confirmation from SA5 on requirement pov is also needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a RAN3 matter because the IE that is missing information is the M1 Configuration IE, which is under RAN3 responsibility.

The issue is that the M1 measurement configuration 
ignaled over RRC includes a mandatory includeBeamMeasurements IE, which is used to instruct the UE on whether to collect beam measurements or not. While the M1 Configuration IE does not include any information that can guide on how to set the includeBeamMeasurements IE. Hence the problem is that the NG/Xn interface are inconsistent with the RRC protocol, which is a problem RAN3 needs to solve.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Seems fine. As Ericsson pointed out, this will just give flexibility in M1 configuration to enable/disable beam measurements. Spec impacts would be only for RAN3 and SA5.

	Samsung
	
	Agree with Huawei. Can send a LS to ask.

	Nokia
	
	This seems aligned with TS 32.422 and TS 37.320, but SA5 still didn't update the trace record. So it would be better to ask SA5 to ensure we don't enhance network signalling without full alignment with SA5 decisions.

	CATT
	
	It depends on the requirement of SA5


One company in [7] provide a LS for beam level measurement for SA5 and RAN2.
Please provide your view on this. 

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

	ZTE
	Yes
	Fine to send the LS.

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	
	Fine to send LS, with update as per our comment above.

	CATT
	Yes
	


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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