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1. Introduction
In this meeting, an LS is received about Equivalent PLMN identities and MDT. However, according to the LS and the needed action, there is still some confusion on when MDT should be continued. This contribution tries to do some analysis and give the proposals accordingly.
2. Discussion and proposal
2.1.  Assumption for the relationship between EPLMN and EHPLMN
The action to RAN3 in the LS is as follows:
These groups are kindly requested to investigate the necessary changes, in Release 10 or 11, to MDT to make it also applicable in a context where Equivalent PLMN identities are applied within a single operator’s network and where the country as identified by the MCC of the RPLMN is the same as the country identified by the MCC in the IMSI. It should be equally applicable to MDT

… that is started in a PLMN, equivalent to the HPLMN 

… as well as for mobility between a PLMN equivalent to the HPLMN and HPLMN 

….and for mobility between PLMNs equivalent to the HPLMN. 
According to the LS, from the first sentence, it could be understood that MDT should be continued (signaling based MDT) or applied (management based MDT ) for this UE when the UE is handed over to a cell that satisfies the following conditions.
1) The selected PLMN of the target cell is in UE’s Equivalent PLMN list

2) The selected PLMN of the target cell and the source cell is within a single operator(the same with its HPLMN)

3) The MCC of the target cell is the same as the country identified by the MCC in the IMSI
However, according to the second sentence, it may be considered that only when the UE is in its HPLMN or roaming in a PLMN equivalent to the HPLMN, MDT should be applicable.
So a question is, do we have the assumption that the PLMNs in the HPLMN and EHPLMN list equal to the PLMNs in the EPLMN list which are in the same operator and have the same MCC with the PLMN indicated in the IMSI.
Proposal 1: It is suggested for RAN3 to discuss and confirm if there is an assumption that the PLMNs in the HPLMN and EHPLMN list equal to the PLMNs in the EPLMN list which are in the same operator and have the same MCC with the PLMN indicated in the IMSI.
2.2.  Definition of EPLMN and the impact to RAN3 spec
As indicated in the LS, MDT is applicable when UE is in a PLMN that is in same operator and the same MCC with its PLMN ID of IMSI (of course, the PLMN is in UE’s EPLMN list), we could analyse with an example 

A UE’s current RPLMN is its HPLMN and with the change of its position, UE is handed over to another cell through X2 interface. In this case, source cell should decide if MDT configuration or management MDT allowed IE should be transferred to the target. However, for the UE’s equivalent PLMN list, there maybe two possibilities:
1) the UE’s equivalent PLMN list is within a single operator

2) the UE’s equivalent PLMN list is not within a single operator

For the first case, source eNB may make the decision according to the MCC of the selected target PLMN and its original PLMN. If they are the same, MDT configuration or management MDT allowed IE would be transferred to the target eNB, otherwise MDT applicability should be stopped.
For the second case, since eNB doesn’t have the information of whether the two PLMNs belong to the same operator, it could not decide when it should send MDT configuration or management MDT allowed IE to target during X2 handover procedure. Moreover, MME also doesn’t know whether the two PLMNs belong to the same operator and could not decide if MDT should be activated when S1 handover occurrs. In this case, O&M configuration to eNB and MME about the operators of its supported PLMNs or other solutions need to be considered.
Proposal 2: It is proposed for RAN3 to clarify whether EPLMNs are always within the same operator and make the necessary change to RAN3 spec based on the conclusion.
3. Conclusion
Proposal 1: It is suggested for RAN3 to discuss and confirm if there is an assumption that the PLMNs in the HPLMN and EHPLMN list equal to the PLMNs in the EPLMN list which are in the same operator and have the same MCC with the PLMN indicated in the IMSI.

Proposal 2: It is proposed for RAN3 to clarify whether EPLMNs are always within the same operator and make the necessary change to RAN3 spec based on the conclusion.
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