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1. Introduction

This is the Sod for the following CB:

	CB: # SONMDT9_MDTEnc
- Check Companies view on Propagation of user consent related information during Xn inter-PLMN handover.

- Check Companies view on EN-DC related MDT configuration.

- Trace Failure Indication for cross RAT logged MDT configurations

- Enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message

- ON demand SI.

- Capture agreements and open issues

- Provide TPs if agreeable

- LS to other groups?

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215858


2. For the Chairman’s Notes
        R3-214866 is revised in R3-215994, agreed.

R3-215995, agreed.

For agreement:

RAN may receive MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them from the AMF/OAM
No explicit configuration needed for On-demand SI measurement in NGAP.

Impact of On-demand SI measurement in XNAP depends on RAN2 progress.

Propagation of MDT user consent during Xn inter-PLMN handover

To be continued.
Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDTon NGAP to AMF? (FFS)

new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” on XNAP? (FFS)
In NG, will a gNB just receive a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE? (FFS)
In Xn handover, what will the gNB behavior when only received a MDT Configuration-EUTRA? Save it for potential handover to ng-eNB or regard it as an error? (FFS):
3. Summary of two rounds discussion
Propose the following to chair notes:

1. Addition of missing procedural text for MDT user consent

7 company say yes to the TP in R3-214866. One say yes with comment to the TP.

       R3-214866 is revised in R3-215994, agreed.

2. MDT user consent checking before UE context retrieval

5 companies say yes to the TP to TS 37.320. 2 companies are also OK with comments.

R3-215994 
(copied from R3-214866) with update to reflect comments, agreed.

3. Propagation of MDT user consent during Xn inter-PLMN handover

No consensus, to be continued.

4. MDT configuration propagation in Xn and NG

Use case: RAN may receive MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them from the AMF/OAM

5 companies confirmed the use case. 1 company don’t agree. 1 not sure. Therefore, moderator propose to make the following agreement:

RAN may receive MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them from the AMF/OAM
5. Trace Failure Indication for cross RAT logged MDT

Failure indication on NGAP to AMF? (FFS)

new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” on XNAP?(FFS)



6. On demand SI

Propose to agree on:

No explicit configuration needed for On-demand SI measurement in NGAP.

Impact of On-demand SI measurement in XNAP depends on RAN2 progress.

7. Issues proposing to confirm by other groups

RAN3 send LS to SA3 to confirm the interpretation of different NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator.

No consensus.

RAN3 send LS to RAN2/SA5 to confirm the MDT configuration in MR-DC No consensus.
Qualcomm: Don’t see the need of this LS to RAN2/SA5
4. Second Round Discussion

3. Propagation of MDT user consent during Xn inter-PLMN handover


1) MDT user consent always transfer on Xn handover?
Proposal 1: It is proposed that user consent information (Management Based MDT PLMN List IE) is always transferred from source RAN to target RAN, to avoid cases of loss of user consent

The argument for proposal 1 is:
When MDT user consent is lost in Xn inter-PLMN handover, and the AMF also does not support to send these info to the target NG-RAN node in path switch in following two cases. Which deduced that the MDT user consent shall be always transferred on Xn.
· If AMF is from a previous release
· If AMF does not support the feature
Please provide your companies views here.
	Company
	Do you think that the use case above is valid or not? (1 or 2)
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	No
	If AMF is from a previous release or AMF does not support the feature, AMF based propagation of user consent won’t work. 
But that doesn’t mean we should always mandate the propagation of user consent during handovers (as we can’t satisfy SA3 requirement that the source NG-RAN node and the target NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator; no way to check this)
AMF based solution can help in other scenarios.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The concern raised by Qualcomm on satisfying the SA3 requirements can be easily addressed because each node knows which neighbours are from the same operator and which are not. 
Think of this in these terms: it is well known that nodes from different vendors know which neighbour is from the same vendor and which is not. This happens via configuration. The same configuration is in place to identify nodes of different operators in RAN sharing cases. Besides, a RAN node is aware of the list of equivalent PLMNs and of the PLMNs supported by neighbour cells, which allows also to deduce if the neighbour cell is served by a different operator.


2) When the target RAN receives user consent information via NG: PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions?

In the first round discussion, 3 companies say no. because scenario is not valid. 3 companies say yes. 1 company say maybe. No consensus.
It seems that there are two understanding to the agreement of last meeting about sending the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK:

1) 1 understanding is that the AMF will send the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent.

For those inter-PLMN handovers where both source PLMN and target PLMN are in the MDT user consent, there is no MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK, because, in those cases, the MDT user consent will be transferred from source to target.

2) While the second understanding is that the MDT user consent will be sent to the target RAN via PATH SWITCH ACK when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent or if the user consent is updated and changes, which comes to the following proposal:

Proposal 2: it is proposed that, if the target RAN receives user consent information via NG: PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions.
Please provide your companies view here.

	Company
	Which understanding do you think is correct? (1 or 2)
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	Understanding 1
	From TS 37.340, “For NR, the MDT allowed information only consists of the Management Based MDT PLMN List. 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. A UE is configured with an MDT PLMN List only if user consent is valid for the RPLMN.”
Consider the following example:
MDT user consent = [PLMN A, PLMN B]

Scenario 1: HO from PLMN A ( PLMN B ( PLMN A
· Based on TS 37.340, user consent is already propagated and not lost. No enhancement needed
Scenario 2: HO from PLMN A ( PLMN C ( PLMN A

· User consent is currently not propagated and might get lost. 
· AMF can send user consent to PLMN C via PATH SWITCH ACK
· If AMF is from a previous release or doesn’t support the feature, user consent is lost.
With understanding 1, we don’t see a scenario where the user consent will be received by both AMF and NG-RAN and hence no need of Proposal 2.  

	Ericsson
	Understanding 2
	The main value of adding the user consent information in the PATH SWITCH ACK is to allow the CN to update the user consent in case it has changed. 
According to our agreements, this happens already during inter PLMN Hos where user consent is not forwarded over Xn. The AMF in fact only knows ther up to date user consent (AMF does not store stale versions of user consent). Hence AMF will always signal an up to date user consent to the RAN.
Hence, we would like the signalling of user consent via Path Switch Ack to also apply to cases when user consent changes, even if mobility was not inter PLMN. In this case the RAN will receive a stale user consent version over Xn and a valid user consent version over Path Switch Ack. The latter should overwrite the former.


3) Inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message?

6 companies say no, 1 says yes. Noted.
LS SA3 and ask if it is ok to use stale user consent information when a UE is in Inactive for a long time?
Please provide your companies view here.

	Company
	Do you think LS to SA3 is needed or not? (1 or 2)
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	Probably needed; but can simply check requirements with SA3 instead of mentioning stale user consent.
	Upon checking TS 33.867, there seems to be the following SA3 requirement upon modification or revocation of user consent:
5GS shall support to delete the data if the user consent is modified or revoked after prior user consent was given.

5GS shall support to halt gathering and sharing of data as soon as the user consent is modified or revoked after prior user consent was given.
Although the above requirements are for the data collection by NWDAF, it would be natural to assume similar requirements apply to MDT as well.
We are OK to either accept the proposal as it is or send LS to SA3 to whether the entity responsible for MDT data collection should immediately be informed of the updated user consent and should stop data collection.

	Ericsson
	Absolutely needed
	With Inactive mode, a UE can remain inactive for a very long time. We need to check with SA3 that using a stale user consent information for such UEs is ok. There might be legal consequences for an operator that gather information from a UE when user consent was revoked.


new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” on XNAP?

In first round discussion, 5 say no. 1 company supports.

Please provide your companies view here.

	Company
	Do you think the cause value proposed is needed or not? 
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	No
	The UE cannot resume in different RAT, so the scenario (UE goes to inactive in a gNB and resumes in ng-eNB) is not valid. 
If the Trace Activation IE is included in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message which includes 

-
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.
The highlighted text is for a ng-eNB to ng-eNB resume scenario. No need of a new cause value

	Ericsson
	Yes
	After checking we confirm QC´s understanding that resuming in a different RAT is not possible. Hence the scenario for resuming is not valid. 
However, the addition of the cause value is needed because of the agreement taken. We have agreed to maintain the following text for the Xn:
If the Trace Activation IE is included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message which includes

[…]
· 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 Trace Activation IE does not include the information as specified above, a logical error will be triggered. 

The “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” cause should be included in the logical error message, otherwise the reason for failure will not be known.



MDT configuration propagation in Xn and NG
Propagation on NGAP: 
As the agreement had achieved at first round discussion

RAN may receive MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them from the AMF/OAM
There are two understandings:

Option 1: a ng-eNB may just receive a MDT configuration-NR

Option 2: as the AMF can check the type of NG-RAN node, a ng-eNB can receive

· MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or :

· Both of MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE and MDT Configuration-NR IE
Which option should be supposed?
	Company
	Option1/Option2
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	If the Trace Activation IE is included in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message the NG-RAN node shall, if supported, initiate the requested trace function as described in TS 32.422. In particular, the NG-RAN node shall, if supported:
-
if the Trace Activation IE includes the MDT Configuration IE and if the NG-RAN node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the NG-RAN node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.

	Ericsson
	Option 2, but
	But errors due to missing of the appropriate MDT configuration cannot be avoided


Propagation on XnAP in case of inter-RAT HO
Take the following example: AMF-> ng-eNB1-> gNB-> ng-eNB2

From AMF to ng-eNB1: MDT Configuration-EUTRA
From ng-eNB to gNB: MDT Configuration-EUTRA, gNB save it for potential handover to ng-eNB

gNB to ng-eNB2: MDT Configuration-EUTRA
Is the above scenario reasonable？or unreasonable due to missing Valid RAT MDT configuration？

	Company
	Yes/ No 
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	If the Trace Activation IE is included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message which includes 

-
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 at the next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].


	Ericsson
	No
	Please note that the text quoted by Qualcomm states:
If the Trace Activation IE is included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message which includes 

-
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 information nthat “Shall be present” is not present, a Logical Error is triggered and the procedure is failed. This is also why we need a new cause value for this failure case, which we propose to call “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”


5. Discussion

7.1 Propagation of MDT user consent during Xn inter-PLMN handover

In LTE, the m-MDT user consent information will be propagated to the target node during handover only if the PLMN of target node is included in the Management based MDT PLMN List. While in NR, it is proposed to always transfer the m-MDT user consent information to target in handover to avoid the missing of m-MDT user consent during successive inter-PLMN handovers. With that, the m-MDT can be continued for the UE when it moves back to a PLMN included in the Management based MDT PLMN List.

SA3 confirmed that always transferring the m-MDT user consent information may have security risk, and gave RAN3 the conditions with which the m-MDT user consent information can be transferred to the target in the reply LS S3-211330.

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.
Because it’s not feasible for NG-RAN nodes to determine the first condition above, in RAN3 113-e meeting, the following agreement were made to solve the m-MDT user consent missing issue during successive inter-PLMN handovers.

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

The related CR in R3-214452 to reflect above agreement was noted at last meeting.

At this meeting, in R3-215452, it is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed that user consent information (Management Based MDT PLMN List IE) is always transferred from source RAN to target RAN, to avoid cases of loss of user consent

On the other hand, the related NGAP CR reflecting last meeting agreement is resubmitted in R3-214865.

Although proposal 1 above seems to contradict to the agreement of last meeting, and to make this issue step back to the starting point, the moderator wants to check companies’ views on the way to go.

· Option 1: stick to the agreement of last meeting, and agree the CR in R3-214865.

· Option 2: revert the agreement and agree on proposal 1 above.

Please provide your companies view here.

	Company
	Which option do you prefer? (Option 1 or option 2)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Option 1
	For option 2, we shown concern that this options may not fully meet the security requirement from SA3. It is possible that source RAN and target RAN node may not belong to the same Operator.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1

Need clarification on Proposal 1
	AMF providing user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK has already been agreed last meeting. The CR in R3-214865 just implements that agreement.

Regarding Proposal 1, a question to Ericsson who the author of is R3-215452.  In the text preceding Proposal 1 in the paper, the following is proposed to be added:

If the HANDOVER REQUEST message includes the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it in the UE context, and it shall take it into account if it includes information regarding the PLMN serving the UE in the target NG-RAN node. 

Our understanding is that this clarification is proposed so that the target NG-RAN will store the user consent in the UE context irrespective of whether its PLMN is within the Management Based MDT PLMN list, and not a proposal to always propagate user consent from source to target NG-RAN (as this is still optional as indicated by “If the handover request message…”). So, it’s unclear what’s the intention of Proposal 1.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	A few coverpage updates for the NGAP CR (4865): Revision?, tick CN box, add TEI16, "Allow CN re-forward user consent to gNB if UE has handed over to cell belonging to a different PLMN."

	CATT
	Option 1
	We preferred to start further discussion based on the agreements achieved on last meeting.
It will better to add “message” behind the “PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE” in R3-214865 to stay the same with above statement.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Reply to Nokia’s comment:

Although the content in 4865 is totally resubmission. However, the CR no. is new which was my neglect…

For the rest of comment, I will fix them in next revision. (Thanks for the comments)

	Ericsson
	Option 1, but this does not prevent nor it contradicts an agreement on Proposal 1 above
	We would like to point out that we did not reach an agreement to include the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE into the PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT message at last RAN3 meeting because there were questions raised (by Ericsson, see meeting minutes) about scenarios where the AMF is not supporting such enhancement. It was therefore decided to consider this use case as well and to move discussions to RAN3-114e.

Note: Proposal 1 above does not try to revert the following agreement:

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

We do not understand how this was deduced, because in our Proposal 2 we say:

Proposal 2: it is proposed that, if the target RAN receives user consent information via NG: PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions.

Hence, we too propose to include the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE into the PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (please check our TP in R3-215452!). 

The point of proposal 1 is that there are cases when the AMF will not provide the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE into the PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

. These cases are:

· If AMF is from a previous release
· If AMF does not support the feature 

In these cases, if the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is not propagated via Xn, it will be lost and there will be no possibility to run 
Management Based MDT even in PLMNs where consent is given. 

Our Proposal 1 states that, if the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE does not contain the PLMN ID serving the UE at the target, then it should be stored in the UE context and propagated at next HO without being taken into account. If the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE includes the PLMN ID serving the UE at the target, then the target RAN shall take it into account for Management Based MDT.
We hope this clarifies that Proposal 1 above complements the agreements from RAN3-113e

	Huawei2
	Reply to E’s comment
	Reply to E///’s comment:

It seems that the comments are contradicting with each other.

On one hand, you are saving that there are two cases that AMF are not be able to send the MDT user consent info to the NG-RAN node. 

On the other hand, you also are saving that In these cases, if the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is not propagated via Xn.
I am confused, please clarify that?

Our view is that the NGAP CR is complementary to the Xn. The CR enables the AMF resends the MDT user consent info to the NG-RAN node when it cannot be propagate in Xn due to inter-PLMN handover.

Furthermore, it is a NGAP CR to rel-16, therefore, I don’t think the two use cases are valid.

And SA3 has already confirmed that proposal 1 has security risk. The MDT user consent cannot always propagate to target.

	Ericsson
	Reply to Huawei´s comment
	The text in our comment explains that there are use cases where the AMF is not able to signal the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE to the target RAN.

In these cases, we need the source RAN to signal the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE to the target RAN, otherwise the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is lost and no more management based MDT would be possible.

This is why the text says:

In these cases, if the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is not propagated via Xn, it will be lost and there will be no possibility to run 

Management Based MDT even in PLMNs where consent is given. 

So the point is that we should enable propagation of the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE over Xn to avoid that the user consent information is lost.


Furthermore, in R3-215452, it is also proposed that the CN may update the m-MDT user consent information by:

Proposal 2: it is proposed that, if the target RAN receives user consent information via NG: PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions.

Proposal 3: It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message 

While, in R3-215452, the following quotation from TS 32.420 seems that the update is not needed.

According to TS32.422 (cl 4.9.2):

“If the user consent information is updated while a UE context is already set up in the gNB, the changed user consent should be taken into account in the next call/session setup.”
The existing specification as indicated by the above sentence does not put any strict timely requirements on the signalling associated with updates on user consent, but on the other hand it does put requirements on updating the associated stored information on user consent. 
Comments on proposal 2 and 3, please provided here.

	Company
	Do you agree with proposal 2 and/or 3? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	No
	As Moderator’s reference , it seems no need to update.

	Qualcomm
	P2 – Maybe

P3 – No
	P2 - Seems OK, but is there a scenario where the user consent received via NG will be different from any already stored versions at the target NG-RAN?  

P3 - the changed user consent should be taken into account in the next call/session setup. ( so can’t we use INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP during the next call/session setup and no need to change it immediately via UE Context modification?

	Nokia
	P2 Yes, P3 No
	Better to clarify as per P2. P3: No need to support dynamic change.

	CATT
	Proposal 2 Yes, Proposal 3 No
	

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with ZTE. Even P2 is aligning with the general principle, but three is no UE consent update currently. So scenario in P2 will not happen.

	Huawei
	P2 no, P3 No
	Dynamic update of MDT user consent should be clarified firstly. At least checking with SA5 is needed.

	Ericsson
	P2 Yes, P3 Yes
	Regarding P2: If the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is received as part of the HANDOVER REQUEST and then it is also received via PATH SWITCH, which version should the target RAN keep? Of course, it should keep the version from the AMF in PATH SWITCH ACK. This is the clarification made by P2.

Regarding P3. 

Answer to QC: To our understanding it is not possible to run an NG: INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST for a UE that is already connected.

Note that a UE may be sent to RRC_Inactive and remain in such state for a long time. Without a mechanism to update user consent for a UE already connected, the NG-RAN may wrongly configure management based MDT. For example, a user may revoke user consent, but the NG-RAN may still configure management based MDT for such UE.

If companies cannot accept the change from Proposal 3, we at least propose to send an LS to SA3 to confirm that user consent updates are not needed and that possibly stale user consent may be considered valid by the NG-RAN 

	Huawei
	Reply to E///’s comment
	P2 is not a valid use case.

The reason is that if the MDT user consent is transferred over Xn, the AMF will not send it again in path switch. Because, the AMF knows that its not a inter-PLMN handover.

The AMF will send it in PATH switch only in case it is a inter-PLMN handover and the UE is moving to PLMN in the MDT user consent from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent.
Proposal 3 needs further clarified at least from requirement pov.

	Ericsson
	Reply to Huawei
	We do not agree with the scenario from Huawei. The AMF will send the user consent information to the target RAN if they have changed. If the user consent information has changed, the RAN has stale information. It would be wrong for the AMF to signal to the RAN wrong and stale information on user consent.

Hence we see the usefulness of signalling the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE in PATH SWITCH ACK if the information is updated and valid.

If this is the case, then the RAN might have received the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE from source RAN. The RAN will then receive the same information (but updated) from the AMF. This is why we propose to clarify that the Management Based MDT PLMN list IE signalled from the AMF shall overwrite previous version of the same information.


7.2 Addition of missing procedural text for MDT user consent
In R3-214866, it is clarified that the first TP is a resubmission of R3-214349 and to add the missing procedural text for the optional Management Based MDT PLMN List IE. It is a different topic from the user consent transfer during inter-PLMN handover as discussed in section 3.1.
Therefore, it is proposed to agree on the TP for MDT BLCR for TS 38.423 in R3-214866.

The only change is to add the following procedural text to Retrieve UE context procedural.

If the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE is contained in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message, the new NG-RAN node shall, if supported, store the received information in the UE context, and use this information to allow subsequent selection of the UE for management based MDT defined in TS 32.422 [23].
Please provided your views here.

	Company
	Do you agree with the first TP in R3-214866.? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Yes
	Fine with the CR.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	User consent check should happen during Retrieve UE context similar to handover.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	We would like to agree to the same wording proposed for the Handover Request procedure, namely: 

If the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE is contained in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message, the target NG-RAN node shall, if supported, use this information to allow subsequent selection of the UE for management based MDT defined in TS 32.422 [23].

If the HANDOVER REQUEST message includes the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it in the UE context, and it shall take it into account if it includes information regarding the PLMN serving the UE in the target NG-RAN node. 



	Huawei
	Reply to E///’s comment
	Could you clarify that why the “store it in the UE context” is removed from the retrieve UE context part and added in the handover request part?
My understanding is that either we have it in both places, or we remove it in all cases.

	Ericsson
	Reply to Huawei
	Yes, I agree, we should have it in both places


7.3 MDT user consent checking before UE context retrieval

In R3-214866, it is clarified that the second TP is a resubmission of R3-214348 and to clarify in stage 2 about the user consent checking before UE context retrieval for inactive UEs. It is also a different topic from the user consent transfer during inter-PLMN handover.

Therefore, it is proposed to agree on the
TP for MDT BLCR for TS 37.320 in R3-214866.

The main changes are:

5.1.2.3
MDT context handling during handover

The measurements configured in the UE for Immediate MDT should fully comply with the transferring and reconfiguration principles for the current measurements configured in the UE for RRM purpose during handover (including conformance with Rel-8 and Rel-9).
The target node releases the measurements configured in the UE for immediate MDT which are no longer needed based on any MDT trace configuration it receives or does not receive.

In addition, MDT configuration handling during handover and UE context retrieval depends on MDT initiation from OAM defined in clause 5.1.3:

-
The MDT configuration configured by management based trace function will not propagate during handover.

-
For LTE, 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. This behaviour applies also for MDT configuration that includes area scope, regardless of whether the source or target cell is part of the configured area scope.

-
For UMTS, the MDT configuration received by signalling based trace messages for a specific UE will continue during intra-PLMN handover, and may continue during inter-PLMN handover if the Signalling Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN, except for the case of SRNS relocation.

-
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 or inter-PLMN UE context retrieval if the Signalling Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN. This behaviour applies also for MDT configuration that includes area scope, regardless of whether the source or target cell is part of the configured area scope.

NOTE:
In the case of SRNS relocation, MDT may be reactivated by the Core Network following a successful relocation.

7.3.1 5.1.3
MDT Initiation

There are two cases that RAN should initiate a MDT measurements collection task. One is that the MDT task is initiated without targeting a specific UE by the cell traffic trace, i.e. management based trace function from OAM. The other is that the MDT task is initiated towards a specific UE by the signalling trace activation messages from CN nodes, i.e. the Initial Context Setup message, the Trace Start message or the Handover request message in E-UTRAN or NR, the CN Invoke Trace message in UTRAN. The detailed procedures to transfer the MDT configurations to RAN are specified in TS 32.422 [6].

For signalling based MDT, the CN shall not initiate MDT towards a particular user unless it is allowed.

For management based MDT, the CN indicates to the RAN whether MDT is allowed to be configured by the RAN for this user considering e.g. user consent and roaming status (see TS 32.422 [6]), by providing management based MDT allowed information. For E-UTRAN/UTRAN, the MDT allowed information consists of the Management Based MDT Allowed indication and optionally the Management Based MDT PLMN List. For NR, the MDT allowed information only consists of the Management Based MDT PLMN List. The management based MDT allowed information propagates during inter-PLMN handover or inter-PLMN UE context retrieval if the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN.A UE is configured with an MDT PLMN List only if user consent is valid for the RPLMN.retreived 
Please provided your views here.

	Company
	Do you agree with the second TP in R3-214866.? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Yes
	Fine with the CR.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	This is the same topic as section 3.2, but to add the procedural text in TS 37.320

	Nokia
	In principle yes
	Still wondering whether "UE context retrieval" is clear wording in stage 2. Should we mention e.g. "UE context retrieval upon RRC reestablishment and transition from RRC_Inactive to RRC_Connected"? Similar for inter-PLMN.

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Samsung
	No
	Not sure if the “inter-PLMN UE context retrieval” if correct wording. 

· If using inter-PLMN UE context retrieval, then one may wonder what happen to intra-PLMN UE context retrieval.

· I think there is no concept for intra-PLMN/inter-PLMN UE context retrieval, since there is no selected PLMN Id in the retrieval procedure. 

	Huawei
	yes
	Reply to Nokia:
In general, I am ok with your proposed wording.

But is it really needed to specify like that way?

Handover and UE Context retrieval are function like concept.

While, the wording in “UE context retrieval upon RRC reestablishment and transition from RRC_Inactive to RRC_Connected” just explicitly describe the use cases when such procedure is invoked. Our view is that it’s apparent but redundant…
Reply to Samsung:
I think that if your comment is valid, it shall also be applied to the inter-PLMN handover in the standard text? 

Do you have any proposal rather than just saving no? Anyway, the issue needs to be clarified in stage 2.

For NR, the MDT allowed information only consists of the Management Based MDT PLMN List. The management based MDT allowed information propagates during inter-PLMN handover or inter-PLMN UE context retrieval if the Management Based MDT PLMN List is available and includes the target PLMN.A UE is configured with an MDT PLMN List only if user consent is valid for the RPLMN.retreived


	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	
	Thanks all for your comments, will update according above comments from Nokia and Samsung.


7.4 MDT configuration propagation in Xn and NG
Propagation on XnAP in case of inter-RAT HO: 

Use case validation:

As for the immediate MDT Configuration received by RAN, there are mainly two understandings as below: 
· Case1: RAN may receive MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE or MDT Configuration-NR IE or both of them from the AMF/OAM
· Case2: RAN receives both MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE and MDT Configuration-NR IE from the AMF/OAM each time
In R3-215250, it is proposed to confirm whether case 1 above is valid or not.

Please provide your views here.

	Company
	Do you think that case 1 is valid or not? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	No
	 AMF or OAM does not able to aware when RAN node decide to configure MR-DC, so option 2 is practical.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	RAN need not receive both NR and EUTRA MDT configurations from AMF/OAM each time, e.g., in case of standalone scenarios. If there is DC, AMF can include both NR and EUTRA MDT configurations to the MN.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Not sure to understand case 2, because OAM might not have configured MDT both for EUTRA and for NR (in line with CATT's discussion).

	CATT
	Yes
	MDT is configured when there are specific demands, so when only NR network should be optimization, just configure MDT Configuration-NR IE is enough.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Not sure
	Case 1 may happen, but I think that AMF may not send the E-UTRA MDT configuration to a gNB ? 
If yes, there seems no issue here even case 1 happens.

The current sentence is just to specify the normal case in the NG-RAN node. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	OAM configures MDT depending on the need to have performance information on one or more systems. For example, if the NR coverage map needs to be improved, but the E-UTRA coverage map is already well known, the OAM may not signal an E-UTRA MDT configuration.


If the answer to above question yes, the following are further proposed.

	-
 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].


Proposal 2: It is proposed RAN3 to agree the TP on 38.423.
Please provide your views here.

	Company
	Do you agree on proposal 2? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Not at this time
	Make decision before confirm from RAN2/SA5

	Qualcomm
	No
	If the target NG-RAN is a gNB, it can receive either
· MDT Configuration-NR, or
· MDT Configuration-NR and MDT Configuration-EUTRA

If the target NG-RAN is a ng-eNB, it can receive either
· MDT Configuration-EUTRA, or
· MDT Configuration-EUTRA and MDT Configuration-NR

The “atleast” part in the original text makes the above scenarios quite clear. No need to reword it.

	Nokia
	Yes
	An additional advantage with the TP is that it provides description of receiver behaviour. 

	CATT
	Yes
	To Qualcomm:

Sorry to say that we cannot agree the classification above, if our understanding is right, the target node will just save the received MDT configuration IE and propagate it in the next handover. So, the ng-eNB just receive a NR-configuration IE form the previous Xn handover is possible.

	Huawei
	NO
	See our comment above, basically, if the AMF may handle this, there is no issue in Xn.

	Ericsson 
	No
	We believe the current text is quite clear. The proposed change constitutes a functional change  


If proposal 2 is not agreed, then,
Proposal 3: If there is no consensus on 2.1, to send LS to SA5 to confirm the MDT configuration configured by AMF/OAM.
Please provide your views here.

	Company
	Do you agree on proposal 3 if proposal 2 is not agreed? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	No need to check with SA5. The configuration scenarios are quite clear.

	Nokia
	No
	LS to SA5 should not be needed.

	CATT
	No 
	If there is no controversy on case1，LS is not needed.

	Samsung
	No
	

	Huawei
	NO
	

	Ericsson
	No
	


Propagation on NGAP: 

In R3-215251, it is proposed to make the following change:
	· if the Trace Activation IE includes the MDT Configuration IE and if the 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].


Comments on above TP, please provided here.

	Company
	Do you agree with the TP above? (Yes/No)
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Not at this time
	Make decision before confirm from RAN2/SA5

	Qualcomm
	Probably No
	The reasoning provided in R3-2152521:

However, in RAN3, the common understanding is that AMF does not need to differentiate the NG-RAN node is gNB or ng-eNB. So the description “if the NG-RAN node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.” cannot be realized.
And one solution proposed is:
Solution 1: AMF would send the whole MDT configuration received from UDM to the NG-RAN node regardless the NG-RAN node is gNB or ng-eNB. The NG-RAN node will store the MDT Configuration IE received from AMF for the next handover, no matter ng-eNB or gNB the NG-node is.
Wouldn’t an AMF know whether an NG-RAN node is a gNB or ng-eNB via the global gNB ID or global ng-eNB ID? 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Thanks for Qualcomm to point out the Confusion,  and I’d like to clarify it.
As we provided in R3-2152521,
However, in RAN3, the common understanding is that AMF does not need to differentiate the NG-RAN node is gNB or ng-eNB. So the description “if the NG-RAN node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present.” cannot be realized.
Solution 1: AMF would send the whole MDT configuration received from UDM to the NG-RAN node regardless the NG-RAN node is gNB or ng-eNB. The NG-RAN node will store the MDT Configuration IE received from AMF for the next handover, no matter ng-eNB or gNB the NG-node is.
We agree the AMF can recognition the type of NG-RAN node by Global RAN Node ID(include global gNB ID or global ng-eNB ID ), but as we high light, AMF is not need to do that, just propagate the configuration from UDM regardless the NG-RAN node is gNB or ng-eNB. 

What’s more, if keep the specification as present, when the NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB, and UMD just configure MDT Configuration-NR IE, there will be a contradiction on “if the NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present ”.(same trouble as the Xn handover above )

	Huawei
	No
	We think that the AMF can handle all the cases. Because the AMF always checks when to send what parameters to NG-RAN node and when not to send.

	Ericsson
	No
	The current specifications make it clear what the target should expect to receive and for this they should not be changed


7.5 Trace Failure Indication for cross RAT logged MDT

In R3-215453, the following scenario for NR coverage map build-up is discussed:

1. Network has a signalling based logged NR MDT configuration 
2. UE goes to RRC_INACTIVE in gNB before receiving the Logged NR MDT configuration

3. UE moves to ng-eNB

4. gNB forwards the configuration to ng-eNB

5. UE goes to RRC_IDLE

6. Ng-eNB can’t configure the UE since the configuration is about NR

Then, it is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to enable Trace Failure Indication signalling for cases of missed Logged MDT configuration due to UE mobility to cells of different RAT type than that of the available Logged MDT configuration. The Trace Failure Indication shall include a new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” 

Comments on the proposal, please provided here.
	Company
	Do you agree with propoal1?
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	
	What is the benefit for OAM receive the cause value ? To select a better RAN node ? 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Logged MDT configuration received over gNB was never configured at the UE as it was in RRC_INACTIVE. So, it is not part of UE context and should not be propagated to target ng-eNB in Retrieve UE Context procedure. Hence there is no concept of missing MDT configuration here.

Also, the OAM/AMF can configure the target ng-eNB with an LTE MDT Configuration if desired. 

	Nokia
	No
	We believe that so far if a logged MDT configuration was received and the UE went to idle before the network could transmit the configuration, the CN is not informed. So we don't see any particular reason to cover this case.

	CATT
	No 
	The UE cannot resume in different RAT, so the scenario above may not valid. 

	Samsung
	No
	Same view as Nokia

	Huawei
	No
	We are not sure whether this is a failure case or not? Shouldn’t it be a normal case and no need any indication to AMF? Otherwise, what wil we do when the UE moves back to the previous RAT?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The use case is that a logged MDT configuration was received by an ng-gNB while the UE is in RRC_Inactive. The UE then resumes in an ng-eNB. In this scenario it has been agreed that the logged MDT configuration is signalled as part of the UE context from old NG-RAN to new NG-RAN. 
However, an NR MDT configuration cannot be configured at the UE while the UE is in E-UTRA. If the UE goes to Idle, the logged MDT configuration wil lbe lost.

Hence, the OAM assumes that measurements will be collected by this UE, but the UE has never been configured with logged MDT. At least, The OAM should be aware that the UE will not provide measurements. Maybe another UE can be selected.


Furthermore, it is proposed to add into the XnAP cause values a new cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”. 

Proposal 2: It is proposed to introduce a new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in the XnAP, to indicate failed Logged MDT configuration due to mis-matching RAT types between the Logged MDT configuration and the serving RAN.

Comments on the proposal, please provided here.
	Company
	Do you agree with proposal2?
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	see above

	CATT
	No
	We‘d better have a consensus about proposal 1 before the discuss on proposal 2 and 3.

	Samsung 
	No
	

	Huawei
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a natural consequence of the text from 38.423 stating that:

If the Trace Activation IE is included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message which includes

[…]
· 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 Trace Activation IE does not include the information as specified above, a logical error will be triggered. 

What cause value should be included in this logical error message?
We do not have a cause value today that reflects this erreor case, hence at least a new cause value is needed.




If Proposal 1 or 2 is agreed, it is proposed to inform RAN2 about the agreements.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to send an LS to RAN2 on the agreements taken by RAN3

Comments on the proposal, please provided here.
	Company
	Do you agree with proposal3?
	Comment/Reason

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	no reason to inform RAN2 about error indication towards the AMF

	CATT
	No
	We’d better have a consensus about proposal 1 before the discuss on proposal 2 and 3.

	Huawei
	no
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We propose to LS RAN2 and SA5. Note that a Trace Failure message received by the AMF is then forwarded to the OAM. Hence SA5 needs to be informed. It would be good to keepo RAN2 in Cc 


7.6 On demand SI

For on demand SI logging, R3-215754 proposes that:

Proposal 1: No explicit configuration needed for On-demand SI measurement in NGAP.
Proposal 2: Impact of On-demand SI measurement in XNAP depends on RAN2 progress.
Comments on the proposals, please provided here.
	Company
	Do you agree with the proposals above?
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


7.7 Issues proposing to confirm by other groups

In R3-215755, it is proposed to confirm with SA3 about the interpretation of different NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator.
Proposal 1: RAN3 send LS to SA3 to confirm the interpretation of different NG-RAN node are managed by the same operator.
Furthermore, it is also proposed to confirm with SA5 and RAN2 about the following RAN2 agreements.

	In signaling based immediate MDT, MME provides MDT configuration for both MN and SN towards MN including multi RAT SN configuration, specifically E-UTRA and NR MDT configuration. MN then forwards the NR MDT configuration towards SN (EN-DC scenario, SN is always NR)

In management-based immediate MDT, OAM provides the MDT configuration to both MN and SN independently. Inform other working group that Management based MDT should not overwrite signaling based MDT


Proposal 2: RAN3 send LS to RAN2/SA5 to confirm the MDT configuration in MR-DC. 
Comments on the proposals, please provided here.
	Company
	Do you agree with the proposals above?
	Comment/Reason

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	P1 – No

P2 – This depends on section 3.4
	This is the proposed LS for P1:
RAN3 can not achieve consensus on the following requirement :

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

RAN3 would like to ask SA3 for more clarification the definition of the same operator especially in network sharing scenario. In this scenario, it is possible more than one Operator manage on the same RAN node. In addition, it is RAN3’s understanding that it is also possible Operator would not deploy all PLMN in its whole network, then it is possible different RAN node support different PLMN while belong the same Operator in the network.
In the RAN sharing case, the SA3 requirement should still hold right? And in this case, there shouldn’t be a problem right as it the same operator?  Also, we don’t see any new RAN3 impacts other than what is being discussed now, so we don’t think there is a need for this LS.

	Nokia
	No
	for P1, it is up to RAN3 to determine handling at protocol level. No solution is available for this, but still no reason to send new LS to SA3. P2: RAN2's agreement is clear enough.

	CATT
	Proposal 1 may not need, proposal 2 not need 
	For proposal 1:

On the one hand, the source and target RAN will always know the target node belongs to the same operator or not, this is due to NG-RAN node configuration; On the other hand, as the agreements is achieved on #113e, there is no need to check whether different NG-RAN nodes are managed by the same operator, AMF provide User consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message will solve the problem of Management Based MDT PLMN List IE missing.

For proposal 2:

Same as 3.4, We discussed two understandings about immediate MDT Configuration received by RAN, the  proposal 2 in 3.7 is a special situation when NG-RAN is DC. If there is no controversy on case1of 3.4，LS is not needed.

	Samsung
	No
	

	Huawei
	No
	Neither is needed.

	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: No

Proposal 2: An LS to RAN2 and SA5 can be useful. See comments
	Regarding proposal 2: The MDT configuration that is passed to the RAN should be applicable to the RAT used by the RAN

Ericsson’s contribution R3-215453 on enabling a notification to the AMF on the lack of a valid RAT MDT configuration is supporting such functionality. An LS to RAN2/SA5 on this can be useful




8. Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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�R3-215995?


� This should be EUTRA right?


�Contradict with next highlight parts?


�No, there is no contradiction. The use case is that the AMF does not support signalling of Management Based MDT PLMN list IE. Therefore, if Management Based MDT PLMN list IE is not signalled over Xn, the information will be lost. If the information is lost, it will not be possible to setup management based MDT for the UE.





