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1. Introduction
This issue was discussed in last RAN3 meeting, during which two CRs [1] [2] were technically endorsed and one reply LS to SA5 was also approved [3] with two endorsed CRs being attached. During the latest SA5 meeting, SA5 discussed the reply LS from RAN3, and sent further reply LS to RAN3 in [4] with some further questions, this paper tried to further discuss these questions and some clarifications were suggested.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]2. Discussion
In the further reply LS from SA5, two questions were raised as follows:
· as specified by TS32.422, the Signalling Based MDT may be initiated by UDM or AMF. Therefore, SA5 has specified the new requirements on both AMF and UDM. It would be good if RAN3 specifications can also consider the corresponding UDM requirements. 
· In the agreed RAN3 CRs, the terminology “data type” is used. However, in SA5 “data type” has a different meaning. Therefore, in corresponding SA5 user consent procedures, the terminology “MDT measurement name” is used to align with exist SA5 specifications. It would be good if RAN3 specifications can use the same terminologies.
For the first question, actually the technically endorsed CR to 38.401 in last RAN3 meeting has considered the case of signalling-based MDT. Meanwhile, whether it is UDM or AMF to initiate the signalling-based MDT, from RAN3 perspective, RAN3 just receives the MDT measurement request directly from AMF, and how the behaviour of AMF or UDM would be updated is out of RAN3 scope, but up to SA5, and it is clear from this LS that SA5 has specified the new requirements on both AMF and UDM. With this understanding, the direct answer would just say that UDM requirements are out of RAN3. As to whether to mention UDM in RAN3 spec text for information, this could be discussed on line, maybe a note could work. 
Proposal 1: To answer SA5 that UDM requirements are out of RAN3.
For the second question, SA5 request should be straight forward and cause no impact to RAN3 specs, it is suggested RAN3 accept SA5 request, i.e., just to update the technically endorsed CRs to use MDT measurement name instead of data type.
Proposal 2: to update the technically endorsed CRs to use MDT measurement name instead of data type.
The updated CR drafts could be seen in [5] [6].
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the further incoming LS from SA5 [4], and suggested the following proposals to be reflected in the potential reply LS to SA5 and some updates to the technically endorsed CRs, if agreeable.
Proposal 1: To answer SA5 that UDM requirements are out of RAN3.
Proposal 2: to update the technically endorsed CRs to use MDT measurement name instead of data type.
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