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1
Decision/action requested

The group is asked to discuss the handling of MDT in RAN sharing scenrario and get agreement.
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References
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3
Rationale

There are following two scenarios mentioned in RAN2 LS that needs to be considerd by SA5.
1. If a UE is connected to the shared RAN and user consent has been provided to Operator 1 (resulting in the Management Based MDT Allowed information in the UE context set to true), it is possible that the UE is selected/configured for management-based MDT initiated by Operator 2.  This is because the eNB is not required to validate that the MDT is initiated by the same operator to whom user consent was given, resulting in a potential violation of user privacy.
Discussion:

This is a valid problem. The current UE selection procedure in eNodeB only checks the user consent and MDT capable capability. UE user will only provide one MDT allowed consent information to his home operator. There are two scenarios which may need to be considered:

Scenario 1: For shared RAN scenario, it’s prohibited that a UE which belongs to Operator 1 to be selected by the shared RAN operator 2.

Consideration: it could be easily solved by requesting eNodeB to compare the PLMN of the Trace reference and the Serving PLMN(RPLMN) of the UE when eNodeB makes the UE selection. If PLMN of the TR is equal to Serving PLMN(RPLMN) of the UE, then the UE can be selected for MDT data collection with the user consent. 
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Scenario 2: For shared RAN scenario, whether a UE can be selected by a shared RAN operator can be configured according to the operators’ RAN shared agreement. 
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There are two possibilities.

Option1: UE user will only provide one MDT allowed consent information which means he agrees to do MDT for no matter which operator he could connect to. UE user’s home operator will decide whether UE user can be selected by other operators according to the RAN sharing agreement between home operator and other operators. 
In this option,

(1) The agreement information between different operators on PLMNs should be known by eNodeB which allows eNodeB can select correct UE accordingly. eNodeB can compare the UE’s HPLMN and the configured MDT PLMN List information to decide whether the UE can be selected for MDT.
Option 2: UE user will need to provide many MDT allowed consent information for each operator which he may connect to.
In this option,

(1) The existing user consent information should be extended to include per operator’s information.
(2) This approach will introduce extra configuration efforts from operators as it’s a per UE configuration.
Proposal:

Proposal 1: It’s proposed to consider scenario 2 as a valid scenario to be considered.
Proposal 2: It’s proposed to discuss the preferable approach for scenario 2.

2.
If a UE is configured for Logged MDT while connected to Operator 1’s (non-shared) RAN and subsequently reselects to the coverage area of the shared RAN without changing RPLMN, it is possible that the UE reports a measurement log to Operator 2 which contains data from Operator 1’s RAN.  This is because the UE does not know which operator of the shared RAN is retrieving the measurement log, resulting in potential user privacy and network spying issues, as well as potential loss of the log.
Discussion:

This is a valid problem. The possible solution is it should have TCE ID/IP mapping information separately defined for different operators in shared RAN scenario. So that when eNodeB received MDT log from UE, it could get the TCE IP information from the corresponding UE’s HPLMN’s TCE ID/IP mapping information.
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Proposal:

Proposal 3: It’s proposed to add support for separate TCE ID/IP mapping information according to different operators in RAN sharing scenario.
4
Detailed proposal
It’s proposed to discuss the proposal and the agreement should be captured in corresponding specifications.
Proposal:

Proposal 1: It’s proposed to consider scenario 2 as a valid scenario to be considered.
Proposal 2: It’s proposed to discuss the preferable approach for scenario 2.

Proposal 3: It’s proposed to add support for separate TCE ID/IP mapping information according to different operators in RAN sharing scenario.
