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1. Introduction

This discussion paper serves to capture and summarize the MDT email discussion between RAN3#70bis and RAN3#71.  
The agreement coming out from this email discussion is already implemented in the draft version of the MDT stage 3 CRs. The open issues left from this email discussion are sorted out for face to face discussion during RAN3#71. 
2. Discussion
 2.1 MDT deactivation
Clarification: For immediate MDT based on event triggering reporting, there is no MDT period in MDT configuration parameters, so it may be necessary to deactivate MDT; while for logged MDT, there is MDT duration in MDT configuration parameters, moreover, for RNC/eNodeB there is no solution to inform Idle UE to stop logging, so from the viewpoint of air interface, it is not necessary to deactivate logged MDT. 
Open issue: Should we explicitly specify the MDT deactivation behaviour together with Trace deactivation. 
NTT DoCoMo: On the need of S1 deactivate trace, I don't see any use cases for which the NW deactivation is really needed. For immediate MDT, existing measurement mechanisms can be reused, i.e., the measurement configuration is deleted when the UE leaves RRC_CONNECTED or handed over to other RATs. The (e)NB can manage the measurement configuration and hence there is no need for the NW to tell the (e)NB to stop the MDT measurement. For logged MDT, in case UE specific measurements are performed, the NW cannot know where/when the UE enters RRC_CONNECTED and reports logged MDT data. For management based, i.e., area scope logged MDT, S1AP procedures are not used for configuring the area scope measurement. In that sense, the deactivation procedure is also not used for removing it.
ZTE: For the S1 deactivation, we share DOCOMO's view that it is not needed. For the S1 deactivation, we think that in case of Immediate MDT, since the period of configuration, measurement and reporting is short, so the deactivation is not needed.
Huawei: From air interface perspective, no additional mechanism is needed to support the deactivation of both Immediate MDT and Logged MDT. Yes, the UE’s Immediate MDT measurement configuration will be removed in case the UE transits from RRC_CONNECTED to RRC_IDLE.  But the eNB needs also stop UE’s  Immediate MDT via RRC Reconfiguration procedure before UE goes to RRC_IDLE (this should be the common understanding of RAN2). In this case, the eNB needs receive the deactivation message from MME in case of signaling based MDT. Currently eNB can already reconfigure the UE’s measurement configuration during RRC_CONNECTED regardless of MDT.  So the eNB can update the UE RRM measurements when receiving the deactivation from MME. I try to formulate a little bit more as follows. In case of Immediate MDT, when the eNB receives the Deactivation of a particular MDT session, he can immediately stop collecting MDT report from the UE and further stop sending the MDT report to TCE. This is a pure eNB behaviour. The benefit is to help eNB to release system resource as soon as possible. If no company supports the abovementioned use case, I will simply delete the changes against “deactivation in S1AP CR”. This is actually not a big deal.
NSN: We were talking about signalling-based trace in immediate MDT and it was clarified that the deactivation signalling on S1 may be needed only in order to stop reporting from UE in the middle of a call, when this reporting is not needed anymore (deactivation for management-based trace is different story, out of RAN3's realm). In one of earlier emails it was stated that eNB can command UE to stop MDT using RRC reconfiguration procedure. So, technically, if deactivation is added to S1, it could be used on RRC, as there is possibility to stop MDT at the UE. The gain would be that in this scenario (i.e. signalling-based trace in immediate MDT) reporting to OAM would be avoided if it is not needed anymore. An I right?   I've talked to Gosia Tomala from RAN2 and she says RAN2 indeed does not assume immediate MDT to be stopped, but the reason was that there is no deactivation information at eNB. So it feels a bit like a vicious circle: RAN3 does not specify deactivation because RAN2 does not assume to use it, and RAN2 does not assume to use it because RAN3 does not specify it.  To be honest, NSN does not have strong opinion if the gain, as described above, is relevant, so I do not want to undermine the current status at the reflector. But I prefer to make sure with you if you understand the situation in the same way?
Alcatel-Lucent: Network deactivation of immediate MDT: To me this is mandated by 32.422 sub-section 4.1.4.9: " In case of an immediate MDT trace session and the UE being in connected mode, the MME shall send trace session deactivation toward the eNodeB." My understanding of Xuelong's last version is that network trace deactivation is supported also for MDT, even without any specific mention of "MDT session" for the S1 DEACTIVATE TRACE message.
Email discussion rapporteur proposal: I agreed on that S1 deactivation may be needed only in order to stop reporting from UE in the middle of a call. I also think the potential gain is to avoid the report from eNB to other entity (e.g. OAM server).  My understanding of ZTE’s concern is that the call duration is not that long and then the gain is not very attractive. looking at the email from Hakon, there is a clear SA5 statement that specifies this: 

32.422 sub-section 4.1.4.9: " In case of an immediate MDT trace session and the UE being in connected mode, the MME shall send trace session deactivation toward the eNodeB."

I agree RAN2 has no agreement so far on this issue. But, from RAN3 CR implementation perspective, the current CR (without change on the S1 trace deactivation description) can also implicitly support the deactivation of MDT session. The reason is both TR and TRSR is also in the message (TR/TRSR can apply to both Trace and MDT session).Then, may I propose to adopt the current version of the CR  (without change on the S1 trace deactivation description). 
Conclusion 1:  No change on the trace deactivation message over S1 but actually implicitly allow MDT deactivation.  
2.2 X2AP CR
Clarification: For logged MDT, there is no need for X2AP transfer. For immediate MDT, it seems no impact on X2AP if the MDT context can be transferred within RRC context. 

Open issue: Should we provide X2AP CR? 

CATT: For the X2AP CR, both immediate MDT and Logged MDT are included. However, according to session 4.2.7 in 32.422, logged MDT need not to be transferred between two nodes. In logged MDT mode, no propagation of the MDT configuration is performed. So, in our opinion, logged MDT IE is not needed in X2 AP.
Yes, our original concern is that Logged MDT should not be included in the choice type of MDT configuration IE in the X2AP CR. However, after some consideration  about what Hideaki indicated, and also some discussion with our RAN2 guys, we are wondering if some other IEs are needed. In RAN2#71 meeting, there is the agreement as follows:

Agreements for IMM_MDT:

1:   The MDT configurations configured by management based trace function will not propagate during handover.

2:   The MDT configurations received from signaling based trace messages for a specific UE will propagate during handover if immediate MDT is chosen by RAN.

3:    The measurements configured in the UE for MDT should fully comply with the transferring and reconfiguration principles for the current measurements configured in the UE for RRM purpose during handover. (conform Rel89)
According to the agreement, anyway, immediate MDT configuration should be included in RRC context just like RRM measurement configuration. If these IEs are also included in Trace activation IE, there will be redundancy in the Handover request message(immediate MDT configurations are included in both RRC Context IE and Trace activation IE). For M3,I am not sure if it will be included in RRC context, and if it is, M3 need to be transferred to target. 
About the MDT configuration IE transfer, we don’t have very strong opinion. We just want to avoid the redundancy by not including the same information in two different IEs in one X2 AP IE. If most of the company is OK with the method in current draft CR, we are also fine with it.
NTT DoCoMo: Agree with Aijuan. Besides that, we should discuss the need of X2AP CR. For immediate MDT too, the MDT configuration has set on RRC level during the initialisation phase by initial context setup or trace start. During the HO, the MDT configuration is forwarded in the RRC context. In that sense, no additional IE is needed in the Trace Activation IE for X2AP. Of course, Trace ID and TCE IP address are needed for each eNB to deliver the MDT log to the TCE. In my view, the X2AP CR is not needed. 
Alcatel-Lucent: Following Aijuan/Hideaki's remark linked to the necessity of an X2 CR, I would like to support the current proposal where the MDT configuration is transferred in the Trace Activation IE. My understanding is that RAN2 prefer not to introduce the concept of MDT in RRC (so that the UE measurements may also serve other purposes now or in the future). Also, some MDT information doesn't concern the UE, like M3 and the TCE IP address for immediate MDT, and should therefore not be included in the RRC container.
NSN: we do support usage of Trace Activation IE to transfer MDT configuration and to stick to the SA5's way of defining area for MDT.
Huawei:  My understanding of CATT’s comment is to remove the choice of Logged MDT in the choice type of MDT configuration IE in the X2AP CR.  Please confirm this understanding. I am fine with the change anyway. 

With respect to the transportation of MDT configuration within RRC context, we do not think that is the right place. From Release-8, we already designed the transportation mechanism for Trace. As an extension of Trace application, I find no reason to transport the MDT configuration IE separately from Trace Activation IE structure. Furthermore, the RRC context within Handover Request was designed as a transparent container between the source and the target, and then the target will not resolve the container but deliver it to UE via RRC. Regarding MDT configuration we need not deliver the while IE to the UE. Some of the IE only apply to eNB himself (one typical example is M3).
Regarding the MDT configuration IE transfer, we do not think encapsulating it in RRC context is enough.  In case the MDT configuration is received by the source Node but not activated, the UE handed over to the target eNB Node will have any MDT configuration in the RRC context.  
Furthermore, not only M3, but also area scope and M2 should not be transparently delivered to the UE. The eNB relies on these IE to behave accordingly for the ongoing MDT session.  Even if for M1, the Target eNB need read the area scope before knowing if he need to configure M1 to the UE.
Conclusion 2:  We need X2AP for the context transfer of immediate MDT only.
2.3 RLF report trigger
Clarification: according to the LS received from RAN2 for MDT configuration, RLF report is one of the trigger for MDT report from the perspective of network.  

Open issue: Should specify the RLF report as one of the triggers for MDT report?
NTT DoCoMo: On the proposed CRs, RLF report is not needed as the reporting trigger. Since Rel-9, the UE indicates RLF availability whenever its report is available. No need for the NW to control the RLF report. 
I can point out the relevant RAN2 agreement made last week as follows (Agreement 2):
	Agreements: 

1:  FFS whether this feature is mandatory or optional for the UE to support 

                     - assumption is still that there would be no capability bit.

2:  Agree that there is no configuration from network side related to this (extended) RLF reporting

3:  A single RLF report procedure is used for both MDT and MRO.

4:   The R10 UE indicates in the R9 rlf-InfoAvailable IE at RRCConnectionReestablishment if it has information related to the last occurrence of radio link failure or handover failure.

5:   The R10 UE uses the same IE for RLF report no matter if the RLF report is provided from the UE after successful RRC connection re-establishment or at fresh RRC connection establishment.


In the attachment of the LS (R3-110021), actually RLF is defined as one of reporting triggers. However, it is not aligned with the RAN2 agreement and should be removed.
RLF report to the TCE is not mandated in the standard. It can be configured by operators on their own where and how the RLF report is sent to a O&M server. For instance, the eNB can store IP addresses of the O&M server statically and use them to report the RLF repot without relying on trace functions. Tight coupling of trace function would restrict the usage of RLF report and make it less attractive for operators.
Fine with the current CR implementation, we need provide modification when RAN2 settle down the RLF.  

(Final Reply to NSN comment)Since Rel-9, there is no capability signalling for RLF report. Furthemore, to my knowledge, it is unclear if the RLF report is mandatory or optional. Even if the eNB knows that RLF report is to be included as requesed by OAM, the eNB is still not sure if the UE can send the RLF report. In that sense, I'm not sure if such the trigger is needed for the eNB. The eNB can forward the RLF report to a O&M server configured by operator, which does not have to be a TCE whenever it is available from the UE and hence as agreed in RAN2 no network configuration is required. 
Alcatel-Lucent: Looking at 32.422 sub-section 5.10.5, I have a feeling that SA5 didn't consider that the network needs to explicitly enable RLF as trigger for M1 – to me it would be possible that RLF always triggers an M1 report, independently of the configuration being "periodic" or "event A2". This would allow us to use "choice", and then exclude the possibility of simultaneous setting of "periodic" and "event A2". 
I have some preference for Hideaki's view not to include RLF as part of the configurable MDT measurement triggers on S1AP. As already mentioned, currently SA5 doesn't list this trigger as part of the configurable triggers in 32.422 (but Xuelong mentioned that Huawei may propose this in SA5).
Add "FFS" to the RLF Trigger in the revised CR.
NSN: Regarding RLF, I would prefer to keep the information about the trigger in S1 signalling, as it is currently proposed. Even though it is unlikely the trigger will be signalled to UE over RRC (indeed, RLF reporting is assumed not configurable), the eNB may need it to know what information is to be included in the trace.
Huawei: I put here RLF report as one of the triggers for Immediate MDT just following the principle in our received LS (in R3-110021) from RAN2. I was informed that the RLF had been introduced by RAN2 from Release 9. My interpretation of the intention here is not to control the UE RLF report, but to decide when to report the MDT related measurements to TCE, which is well in Release 10 scope. Your reference is correct. But you may misunderstood the intention of the triggers. The intention of the definition of the triggers is not to specify any configuration from NW to UE (for e.g. extended RLF). The intention of the definition of the triggers is only to specify the eNB behavior. Without this triggers, the eNB will not know when/where to report the MDT report to TCE.
Regarding the triggers of RLF report, sorry, I am not convinced by Hideaki so far.  The reason for us to put RLF report as one of the triggers is to follow the LS from RAN2 (R3-103134/R2-106021) as attached for your reference.  Yes, the RLF report to the TCE is not mandated in the standard. It can be reported to the O&M server and the OAM server can report to TCE then. No problem for that.  I can also understand your concern on the potential coupling between trace function and RLF report. However, the semantics of the trigger should cover also “when to report”(meaning when to report to O&M server or TCE). Maybe now we are debating on RAN2 agreement. Is there strong reason to change RAN2 agreed three potential triggers Periodical /event/ RLF?  Or do you get any update from RAN2? 

Conclusion 3: This is still an open issue. FFS on the RLF Trigger. We can wait for the progress of SA5 for this trigger.   
2.4 Trace Failure Indication
Clarification: in case of management based trace activation of MDT, if the eNB cannot find even one appropriate UE for MDT or fails on other reason, the eNB may need to feedback the reason to the NW, so the Trace Failure Indication procedure may need some modification.  

Open issue: Should we specify MDT session start failure indication together with Trace failure indication?
ZTE: ZTE prefers to introduce the MDT session start failure with Trace failure in section 8.10.2 (with cause “MDT configuration failure”introduced).

Huawei: Please note that in this version I did not introduce the cause value“MDT configuration failure” proposed by ZTE email.  My understanding is this cause value “MDT configuration failure”does not make sense to MME. MME can already correlate the EUTRAN Trace ID with its initiated MDT session before. This means the MME will know there is a MDT configuration failure when he receives a corresponding TRACE FAILURE INDICATION message. So adding this cause value can not provide any additional information.
Ericsson: Regarding the proposed changes to the Trace failure Indication. I don't agree with the proposed changes. The Trace Failure indication was added with a specific purpose, to introduce a possibility to inform the MME about failures in specific procedures due to interaction with the handover procedure. The proposed changes completely change the scope of the procedure, and make it very unclear. I don't see why any changes are needed for this procedure. The current specification text will also cover for the case when a Trace Start procedure containing an MDT activation fails due to an interaction with the Handover procedure (the context has already been sent to the target eNB). I don't see why the MME would ask the eNB to activate MDT for a UE that is not MDT capable, so this is not a case we need to cover in our specifications.
[NTT DoCoMo]:The MME is not aware of UE AS capability and hence would ask for the non-MDT capable UE. RAN2 agreed to introduce capability signalling for Logged MDT and standalone GNSS support. The eNB can reject the MDT activation request based on the Logged MDT and standalone GNSS support capabilities. I however agree that the need of failure indication from the eNB to OAM is still an issue to be clarified. One possible use case is that OAM can learn about the non-MDT capable UE and will not request MDT measurements subsequently.
Conclusion 4: We should not change the principle of Trace Failure Indication. No change on the Trace Failure Indication principle. We already in the past remove all trace abnormal condition from S1/RANAP.   
2.5 MDT measurements optionality 
Clarification: M1, M2 and M3 are all optional measurements for MDT according to stage 2 specification.  

Open issue: Should we specify MDT measurements optionality for M1, M2 and M3?

NTT DoCoMo: On the following text, 
if the choice of MDT mode is “immediate MDT” within MDT Configuration IE, then the Measurements to be collected IE should be M1 IE and/or M2 IE and/or M3 IE.

 everytime RAN2 defines a new measurement, we have to add "and/or M* IE"... From 37.320, it is obvious that M1/2/3 are measurements for RRC_CONNECTED and hence no need to describe on stage-3 level. 

I would like to ask if this sentence itself is really needed. To me, it is obvious from the tabular. 
As I said, I don't like to say, "M1, M2, ... M100, ...". We can also say as follows:
"if the choice of MDT mode is "immediate MDT" within MDT Configuration IE, measurement(s) defined in [xx (TS 37.320)] should be included in the Measurements to be collected IE."

Huawei: I do not have strong opinion on this. Yes, in TS37.320, it is clearly captured that M1/2/3 apply to only RRC_Connected state. However, according to my understanding of the stage 3 specification, it makes sense to describe the condition for a particular behavior, otherwise the eNB will be lost. Maybe, the wording of the sentence is not so perfect. Can we simply change the wording like below:  

if the choice of MDT mode is “immediate MDT” within MDT Configuration IE, the Measurements to be collected IE should be the full set or subset of M1, M2 and M3.
The sentence is needed if we follow the principle agreed before for RAN3 stage 3 specification. It is required to express the optionality of the IE within tabular.
Ericsson: I don't see why we need to specify which IE the sender should include in case of immediate MDT. According to the specification principles in section 4.1: 

"The principle for specifying the procedure logic is to specify the functional behaviour of the terminating node exactly and completely."

and the only requirement related to optional IE's is that we shall specify any inclusion of optional IE's in response messages:

"Any required inclusion of an optional IE in a response message is explicitly indicated in the procedure text. If the procedure text does not explicitly indicate that an optional IE shall be included in a response message, the optional IE shall not be included.".
 My understanding is that we don't need the 3rd pargraph (many places): 

"If the Trace Activation IE is included in the TRACE START message and includes the MDT Activation IE and if the choice of MDT mode is “immediate MDT” within MDT Configuration IE, then the Measurements to be collected IE should be M1 IE and/or M2 IE and/or M3 IE."
Alcatel-Lucent:  Follow Ericsson approach. 
Conclusion 5:  Remove the optionality expression in the 3rd paragraph of the introduced MDT description from the draft version of the CR.
2.6 MDT PLMN
Clarification: According to RAN2 the UE shall limit logged measurements to the "MDT PLMN" if Area Scope is not provided. In the current approach we let this responsibility to the eNB in case of immediate MDT (however using the MME for this purpose would also be in line with 32.422 which only states " If the parameter is not present the MDT data collection shall be done in the whole PLMN."). 

Consequently an "MDT PLMN" IE is needed on X2, and also on S1 (in case of S1 HO, if the UE is served by a PLMN different from the MDT PLMN). I included as an additional choice. Still I have some doubt for the case of RAN sharing, perhaps the "MDT PLMN" would be needed also in addition to the cell list?  

Open issue: Should we specify MDT PLMN in the tabular of the area scope for MDT? 
NTTDoCoMo: This is intended for Logged MDT and hence described only in the Logged MDT part of TS 37.320. I was told with RAN2 delegates internally and understood that RAN2 had not discussed yet if it is also applied for Immediate MDT.  For Immediate MDT, I'm not sure if the UE can limit logged measurements, when the UE is handed over to different PLMNs than MDT PLMN. This is because, Immediate MDT measurements are the same as existing measurements, i.e., the same measurements used for mobility. No new measurement ID for MDT is introduced. I mean if , for Immediate MDT, the meaning of "the UE can limit logged measurements" is not to perform e.g., A2 measurements and not to report measurements in different PLMNs than MDT PLMN, it is not feasible. Of couse, an A2 measurement is used for mobility purpose and if it is limited, HO will fail...

If the meaning is just to remove the measurement configuration due to R-PLMN change, the need of MDT PLMN IE may be considered. However, at first, we should clarify if the logged measurement limitation is also applied for Immediate MDT. I'm also not sure if RAN2 has the common understanding on this. 

To make the common understanding in both WGs, perhaps it would be better to send an LS to RAN2 at next meeting. If you're fine to do this, I'll prepare the draft LS for the next meeting.

Alcatel-Lucent:  By further looking into this I believe we have an open point linked to inter-PLMN HO in case of signalling-based Immediate MDT:

I believe RAN2 hasn't discussed PLMN limitation for immediate MDT because there is no UE impact (eNB will just configure or deactivate the appropriate measurements – the UE has no notion of an Immediate MDT session nor that the measurements it is performing are done for the purpose of MDT). To me RAN3 and SA5 are concerned. 
I see in 32.422 sub-section 4.2.6: "In case of inter-PLMN handover, the eNB/RNC shall always deactivate the MDT in the UE in the source cell.". I'm not sure this statement is sufficiently clear, because it doesn't tell which node is responsible for reactivation of MDT if the UE reenters the MDT PLMN. I guess it must be the eNB, if not I can't see how to handle the case where the UE reenters the MDT PLMN during an X2 HO. If this is the case, the immediate MDT configuration (signalling based MDT) must be propagated also in case of inter-PLMN handover, even if the target node will not use it for any other purpose than forwarding it during next HO. 
Will the source cell have time to stop MDT before a HO? To me this will need discussion during coming meeting, and possibly an LS to SA5.
Ericsson: Regarding your bullet two below. My understanding is that the only requirement is to de-activate the MDT. I can not see any requirements to restart MDT again. My understanding is that MDT will not be restarted when/if the UE returns later.
Alcatel-Lucent: I can't see such requirement in 32.422 either, but I derive such requirement from RAN2 specifications:

1) In my understanding the principle RAN2 applies for Logged MDT is to keep the MDT configuration in the UE also in case of inter-PLMN HO.  

This understanding of Logged MDT is based on stage 2 (37.320: "the UE will log measurements throughout the MDT PLMN") as well as stage 3 (36.331 sub-section 5.6.7.2 doesn't specify context release in case of inter-PLMN HO, but specifies context release in case of "receiving a configuration of logged measurement reporting in another RAT", power off (optional release) and detach (optional release) (R2-110635)).

2) My proposal in bullet 2 below is in line with 37.320 which says for Immediate MDT: "The MDT configuration received by signalling based trace messages for a specific UE will propagate during handover".
Ericsson: Yes, but not for Immediate MDT in the inter-PLMN case. 

 4.2.6  Handling of MDT Trace sessions at handover for Immediate MDT

The eNB/RNC shall activate and deactivate the Immediate MDT in the UE according to whether the trace recording session is to be continued or not in the target cell after a handover that is made over X2 or S1 (or over Iur or Iu in case of UMTS). In case of inter-PLMN handover, the eNB/RNC shall always deactivate the MDT in the UE in the source cell. The trace sessions and trace recording sessions are not visible for the UE.

In case of signaling based trace activation (subscription based MDT), the eNB/RNC shall propagate the Ttrace Session parameters together with the MDT specific parameters to the target cell in case of an Intra-PLMN handover over X2 or S1 (or Iur or Iu in case of UMTS). Any trace recording session shall be maintained, stopped or started in the target cell according to the evaluation of the selection criteria.
...........
 For signaling based MDT configuration (i.e. subscription based MDT), when a UE that has been configured with MDT hands over to another eNB:

·         xxx 
·         with MME relocation: MDT configuration shall be passed on to the new MME on MME relocation. The new MME, shall get the MDT configuration in the S1 HO message in case of intra-PLMN HO. The MME shall then decide whether to send the MDT info to the target eNB based on the MDT UE selection criteria (e.g. area selection condition). 

I find the text above very clear. The source eNB/RNC shall always de-activate the MDT before inter-PLMN handover, and no propagation of MDT for this case. 

Alcatel-Lucent: It seems I'm reading the SA5 specification somewhat differently from you. First of all I believe there's an end-to-end requirement to reactivate MDT for a UE reentering the MDT PLMN (32.421):

REQ-MDT-CON-1           The Operator shall be able to collect measurements for Network Performance Management purposes from UEs attached to their network.

In my understanding the 32.422 specifies a work-split between the MME and the eNB with the aim to satisfy this requirement. However I believe this work-split doesn't work for inter-PLMN HO in RAN sharing scenarios, so RAN3 would need to propose another mechanism. I therefore proposed below to propagate the immediate MDT configuration "also in case of inter-PLMN handover, even if the target node will not use it for any other purpose than forwarding it during next HO".

1) Maybe we need to send an LS to SA5 to verify the requirement (however to me the requirement is there, and already applied for Logged MDT by RAN2).

2) I believe we need to send an LS to SA5 to inform about the issue linked to inter-PLMN HO in RAN sharing scenarios, impacting SA5 specification.

In my view we need to discuss this in Taipei, and keep in mind that there's impact on the stage 3 CRs.
NTTDoCoMo: > In case of inter-PLMN handover, the eNB/RNC shall always deactivate the MDT in the UE in the source cell. I'm not sure how the source eNB can know that R-PLMN at the target cell is not equivalent to MDT PLMN and not sure if this is feasible from RAN2 point of view. So, technically and due to the meeting schedule, asking SA5 will not help us to finalise our stage-3 work in Taipei. The better way to clarify the S1/X2 IF impact to support Immediate MDT in this case is to ask RAN2 for their consultation. Though I wanted to discuss offline, I would like to share the draft LS to RAN2 FYI. Please find the attached document.  RAN2 usually discuss MDT on 1st day. So, if agreed, the LS should be sent earlier in the next meeting.
Ericsson: The source eNB only have to know if the target is not in the same PLMN, and my understanding is that this is known.
Huawei: For this PLMN, we have the same understanding as Ericsson.
Alcatel-Lucent:Thanks for sharing the draft LS. I think you're right that an LS to RAN2 could be beneficial, but would like to suggest the following contents:

- Ask whether R-PLMN should be used for the MDT PLMN definition also for Immediate MDT (UE in connected mode), or even perhaps kindly request that "Serving PLMN" is used.

- Ask whether the eNB will have time to "deactivate the MDT in the UE in the source cell" before an inter-PLMN HO as required by 32.422. RAN2 already provided some guidance in 37.320: "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)." My understanding is that the current "reconfiguration principles" imply that UE measurements may be reconfigured in the target cell. The source eNB will know or determine the serving PLMN in the target cell in case of X2 inter-PLMN HO. This is not the case of S1 HO I believe. 

In your draft LS you didn't explicitly mention the reactivation of Immediate MDT in case the UE reenters the MDT PLMN, which is probably not a RAN2 issue. I believe that a clarification of the definition of the MDT PLMN for Immediate MDT may anyway help the RAN3 discussion on this aspect.
The suggestion in my first bullet (below) was not complete, so I attempt a "text proposal" (LTE) hoping this makes it clearer:

Definition of MDT PLMN in case of Immediate MDT: The PLMN contained in the Trace Reference.

Effectiveness of the Immediate MDT configuration: The MDT configuration is valid only in the MDT PLMN. Immediate MDT measurements are performed as long as the serving PLMN is the MDT PLMN.
NTTDoCoMo: As Hakon commented, RRC level configurations are decided by the target eNB performing delta configuration. the source eNB will not touch the configuration. If we or SA5 want to do this, it should be asked to RAN2. Also I'm not sure if the requirement on inter-PLMN handover was agreed taking operator's voice into account in SA5... For Logged MDT, There was a operator's voice in RAN2 that MDT log should be reported even in staying different PLMNs, if there is a partnership contract between operators. Although it has not been discussed for Immediate MDT in RAN2, it can be assumed that the same idea should also be applied for Immediate MDT. Therefore, we should ask for RAN2 opinion on Immediate MDT handling in case of inter-PLMN HO. 
Huawei: I checked with my SA5 colleagues. The reply said the operator’s voice was already reflected in the agreed text for Inter-PLMN handover. We think the eNB needs resolve the MDT configurations in order to correctly collect MDT measurements for reporting before any handovers.  Theoretically speaking, the eNB will know which operator (PLMN)  the MDT should apply when he receives the MDT configurations including area scope information. And then the eNB will decide if he delivers the MDT configuration to the target eNB based on the fact if the target eNB serves to the same PLMN of the source eNB or not. The behavior of eNB for Inter-PLMN handover perhaps needs to be described in MDT stage 2 TS.  We anyway already approach the deadline of this email discussion. I will provide a tdoc to discuss different scenarios for the said issue.
Conclusion 6: The MDT PLMN issue is still open. Discussion is expected in Taipei meeting and an LS can be sent to SA5/RAN2 to ask for clarification.
3. Conclusion

Following the discussion over RAN3 exploder between RAN#70bis and RAN3#71, the conclusions below are provided:
Conclusion 1:  No change on the trace deactivation message over S1 but actually implicitly allow MDT deactivation.  

Conclusion 2:  We need X2AP for the context transfer of immediate MDT only.
Conclusion 3: This is still an open issue. FFS on the RLF Trigger. We can wait for the progress of SA5 for this trigger.  

Conclusion 4: We should not change the principle of Trace Failure Indication. No change on the Trace Failure Indication principle. We already in the past remove all trace abnormal condition from S1/RANAP.
Conclusion 5:  Remove the optionality expression in the 3rd paragraph of the introduced MDT description from the draft version of the CR.
Conclusion 6: The MDT PLMN issue is still open. Discussion is expected in Taipei meeting and an LS can be sent to SA5/RAN2 to ask for clarification.
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