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Introduction

CB: # SONMDT4_NPN

- Check if any revisions are needed for the NGAP TP for MDT in the PNI-NPN? XnAP mirror TP?

- Discuss the solution on MDT in the SNPNs

- Capture agreements and open issues, provide TPs if agreeable
(moderator - ZTE)

Summary of offline disc R3-231871
For the first round, the deadline is Thursday, April 20th, 08:00am UTC. 
For the second round <TBD, if needed>  we focus on the left issue and clean up the TPs. The deadline is xxxx. 
For the Chairman’s Notes

The following are proposed for agreement or working assumption.

Continue to discuss corresponding TPs in second round based on the agreements achieved in 1st round.

For the improvement of the agreed NGAP TP for PNI-NPN solution:

Proposal 1: Remove the semantics description of "This IE is ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to “PNI-NPN based",and capture it in the description of abnormal case.

Proposal 2: The old choices in CHOICE Area Scope of MDT IE only indicate PN area. (Note: This proposal is depends on the assumption that old choices will not be reused for SNPN).
Proposal 3 : Revise the current semantics of "If the PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT information element is present, it only covers non-CAG cells." to "This IE only covers non-CAG cells".

Proposal 4: Remove the Editor's Note 2 of "Further checks are needed on whether the newly added information is compatible with configuration of MDT measurements and MDT Area Scope over RRC".

Proposal 5: Set the range of maxnoofCAGforMDT to 256 .
FFS whether there is a need to preserve the legacy functionality of the NGAP "PLMN wide" choice, namely, this choice is equivalent to absence of area scope over Xn and RRC, i.e. MDT is performed within the MDT PLMN List without any restriction.

For MDT area scope in SNPNs:

Proposal 6:  Introduce the "SNPN based", "SNPN cell based", and "SNPN TA based" choice IEs into the existing CHOICE structure, this would allow for the specification of interested SNPNs, interested cells of SNPNs, or interested TAs of SNPNs. 

FFS Whether there is a need to introduce a NGAP "SNPN wide" choice.
For XnAP TP:

WA 1: Adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed/revised NGAP TP.

WA 2: Adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in SNPN based on the agreed NGAP TP.

For LS to RAN2 to inform the progress of MDT support in NPN:

Proposal 7: Send an LS to RAN2 and other WGs after both PNI-NPN and SNPN solution for MDT area scope are stable.

For MDT user consent:

Proposal 8: No LS to SA5 for MDT user consent in SNPN at this meeting.
Discussion  (1st round )

Revisions for the agreed NGAP TP for MDT in the PNI-NPN 
During the RAN3#119 meeting, the solution of Area scope of MDT in PNI-NPN and the corresponding NGAP TP in R3-231022 were agreed.  

If only CAG cells are measured, the new choice of PNI-NPN based in CHOICE IE is used to indicate the CAG list. The outside PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is not present.

If both CAG cell and normal PLMN cell are measured, both the outside PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE and the legacy choice IE should be present.
The agreed tabular in R3-231022 is shown below:
	CHOICE Area Scope of MDT
	M
	
	
	

	>Cell based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>Cell ID List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofCellIDforMDT>
	
	

	>>>NR CGI
	M
	
	9.3.1.7
	

	>TA based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>TA List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofTAforMDT>
	
	

	>>>TAC
	M
	
	9.3.3.10
	The TAI is derived using the current serving PLMN.

	>PLMN wide
	
	
	NULL
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>TAI based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>TAI List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofTAforMDT>
	
	

	>>>TAI
	M
	
	
	

	>PNI-NPN based
	
	
	
	

	>>CAG List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofCAGforMDT>
	
	

	>>>PLMN ID
	
	
	9.3.3.5
	

	>>>CAG ID
	M
	
	9.3.3.43
	

	……
	
	
	
	

	PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT
	O
	
	9.3.3.x
	This IE is ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to “PNI-NPN based”


Some companies provides the further changes to this TP, seen below:

Proposal A : R3-231337(Samsung) and R3-231556(CATT) propose to remove the description of "This IE is ignored..." in the tabular, and add new text procedure in the abnormal case. Both companies think  this sentence may have conflict with the text procedure due to it is a "shall" behaviour.
Proposal B : R3-231337(Samsung) and R3-231556(CATT) propose to remove the description of  "...it covers non-CAG cells only”in all choices in the tabular.  
Moderator observes that although this proposal given by two companies is the same, it is based on completely different reasons.  

1337 thinks  without adding the semantics description, the Old Choices already describes only normal PLMN cells, then this sentence can be removed.
1556 gives different reason for the same change, that is "when we only what to measurement PN cell and select the PLMN wide, all the cells in the PLMNs will be measurement, including the PNI-NPN cells." and "the PNI-NPN is based on the PN network, and MDT’s measurement result is almost the cell quality instead of some private information, no need to add this Semantics description.One acceptable way is that once PLMN wide/cell based/TA based/TAI based and PNI-NPN Area Scope for MDT appears together, UE will measure the union set of both two IE". Moderator believes that the latter reason is inconsistent with the RAN3's consensus achieved at the last meeting.
Proposal C : R3-231588(Ericsson)  proposes to modify "..., it covers non-CAG cells only” as follows: "..., it covers non-CAG cells only, where non-CAG cells refer to cells that only provide public access."
R3-231629 (Nokia) provides the following proposals:

Proposal D : Keep legacy functionality for existing NGAP PLMN Wide choice alternative, and add a new NGAP PLMN wide choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only.( the PLMN Wide choice alternative is not available in the XnAP Area Scope nor in the the RRC AreaConfiguration CHOICE structures. Over these interfaces the functionality corresponding to the PLMN Wide choice alternative, i.e. absence of area restrictions, is achieved by not including area scope information) (seen yellow highlight in below table.)
Proposal E :  Add a new choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only (intended for NGAP, XnAP, RRC)  (seen green highlight in below table.)
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Proposal F:  R3-221710(ZTE) proposes to remove the description of  "..., it covers non-CAG cells only”in all choices to avoid duplicated description, and add the description in following table in the top of  CHOICE IE to indicate the  choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only, and clarify this CHOICE IE is used for UE not operating in SNPN access mode, seen below.
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Proposal G: Remove Editor’s note 2  “Further checks are needed on whether the newly added information is compatible with configuration of MDT measurements and MDT Area Scope over RRC”.

Proposal H: Set the range of maxnoofCAGforMDT to 256.

Moderator provides a concise summary of these proposals, seen below:

A:  remove "This IE is ignored...";

B: remove "...it covers non-CAG cells only";

C:   modify "..., it covers non-CAG cells only” as follows: “..., it covers non-CAG cells only, where non-CAG cells refer to cells that only provide public access.”.
D: add a new "PLMN wide for non-CAG cells" choice item,  keep the existing NGAP PLMN Wide choice for "PLMN wide, i.e, CAG cells and non-CAG cells".
E: Add the description for the new choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only (intended for NGAP, XnAP, RRC) 
F: remove the duplicated description of  "..., it covers non-CAG cells only”in all choices,  and only add the description in the top of CHOICE IE to indicate the  choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only.
G: remove editor's note 2.
H: Set the range of maxnoofCAGforMDT to 256.
Q1: Please Companies provide their views on the above proposals?

	Companies
	Yes/No for above proposals
	Comments

	ZTE
	A: Prefer no , see comments
B: No

C: No strong view, Slightly prefer not needed.

D: Yes.

E: Yes, but see comments

F:Yes, but see comments

G,H: yes
	For proposal A, We think this semantics description makes IE easier to understand, it is better to keep it. if companies concern the "shall" behaviour,  we suggest to modify the procedure text as follows:

If the PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is included in the MDT Configuration-NR IE included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message and not ignored, the NG-RAN node shall, if supported, use it to derive the MDT area scope for MDT measurement collections in PNI-NPN areas, the NG-RAN node shall consider that the area scope for MDT measurement collections of PNI-NPN areas is defined only by the areas included in the PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE.

For proposal B,  we find that there are still different understandings of this IE, so we think the semantics description of this IE is necessary.

For proposal E,  we propose to add description in the top of CHOICE IE to indicate the  choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only, like our proposal F.

For proposal F,  we propose to remove the added description in all choices to avoid duplicated description, and add the description in the top of CHOICE IE. In addition, it needs to be clarified whether this IE will be used for SNPN.   We also agree the proposal D, so we modify description in F as follows:
In case of UE not operating in SNPN access mode, if PNI-NPN based CHOICE item is chosen, this IE indicates CAG cells only;otherwise, Non-CAG cells only if the IE is not set to "PLMN wide".



	Samsung
	A: Yes

B, C and F see comments.

D, E, see comments.

G, H: Yes
	For A, OAM will not configure two IEs with confliction. It is wrong configuration. Should be the abnormal case. Changing the procedure text by mixing the normal case and abnormal case, will make it is not easy to understand. 

B, C, F: I think there are multiple ways to address our concern. Our main concern is just to make the RAN behavior clear and consistent. i.e. whether the existing choice are used for non-CAG cell are forbidden or not. From semantic description in " If..., it covers non-CAG cells only”there are two implementations when If condition is not fulfill
Can use cell based, TA based choice for CAG cell. 

Forbidden to use cell based, TA based choice for CAG cell.

So there will be problem to inter-operation if different company has different understanding.

D, E: Can use a new indicator, or use the existing indicator. Re-use is efficient. Slightly prefer to reuse.

	CATT
	A, yes

B, ok to compromise
C,F: prefer the form of F, try to make the Semantics description concisely.

D,E: no 

G,H ok 
	A, usually the abnormal case is not reflected in the tabular, so we’d better to use the text procedure in the abnormal condition section
B, ok to follow the principle that the original IE is only for the PN cell unless is chosen PNI-NPN based. And discuss how to reflect this principle concisely.

The two options are both for reflect the above principle, as this Semantics description is needed for all the sub IE in the original choice area scope IE, we prefer just list this put it the choice area scope IE as F, not add them separately. 

Don’t want to introduce a new PLMN wide for no-CAG cell, and if the original PLMN wide is for both CAG and no-CAG, seems it inconsistent with the RAN3's consensus achieved at the last meeting.

	Ericsson
	A), C), D), G), H) ok

B), E)  No

F) see comments


	Regarding C) the motivation for providing such clarification is that, according to SA2´s definitions, a cell can be a CAG cell also without broadcasting a CAG ID. 
Hence the clarification spells out that non-CAG cells are cells only providing public access. The latter is a definition detached from whether the cell broadcasts a CAG ID or not.

For B) we believe the semantics is need to explain when the IE is applicable. We propose in C) to clarify the semantics so to better define what a non-CAG cell is.

For F) this could be ok, but normally, when there is a semantic that applies to an IE in a list, we add it to the specific IE and not to the list.

	Qualcomm
	Yes: A, G

No:; C, E, F, H

See comments: B, D


	A – OK if this is captured in the abnormal case

B –On Samsung’s comment, agree we should discuss whether the “cell based” and “TA based” CHOICE structure are allowed for CAG cells or not
C –  Not needed, also see our comment to E/// above
D - We need to discuss what “PLMN wide actually means”

Option 1: Includes both CAG and non-CAG cells

Option 2: Includes only non-CAG cells

But don’t think we need to have a separate choice structure for the two options.

E – No, words like “this alternative corresponds to” are confusing

F – same concern as E///, we generally add semantics to each IE right and not at the top? 

G – OK to remove editor’s notes

H – Even though there can be up to 256 CAG IDs in PLMN, a UE can be configured by only 12 CAG IDs (max allowed in a cell). Therefore, OAM should also indicate a max of 12 CAG IDs in MDT configuration

As per TS 38.423, 

maxnoofCAGs = 12 (Maximum no. of CAG-Identifiers broadcast in a cell)

maxnoofCAGsperPLMN  = 256

As per TS 38.413,

maxnoofCAGsperCell = 64 (Max is 12 in this release)

As per TS 38.331,

maxNPN-r16 = 12 (Maximum number of NPNs broadcast and reported by UE at establishment)

	Nokia
	Yes: D
	Replies to QC: 

“PLMN wide” choice alternative in NGAP is equivalent to absence of area scope over Xn and RRC, i.e. MDT is performed within the PLMNs listed in the MDT PLMN List. Maybe the problem is that absence of such restriction will result in different MDT areas for different UEs, depending on NPN capability and CAG subscription.

The CHOICE structure contains n choice alternatives – hence our proposed wording, at least we believe that the current term “it covers” need to be improved.

	Intel
	Yes: A (see comments), F, G, H
	A or we think an updated semantics description "This IE is ignored if PNI-NPN based IE in the Area Scope of MDT IE is present." is also ok.

	Huawei
	Yes: A,B,G,H

No: Others
	Basically, the options are not orthogonal with each other. Some of them are overlapped and for the same issue, and some are for independent issues.

May I suggest the moderator to re-group them into separate issues and for each issue, we list the possible alternatives.

Because, in our understanding, if we go with A and B, all other options seems not needed any more. 




Moderator’s summary:

The proposal A, B,C and F are relate to the improvements for the semantics description of IEs.
A:  remove "This IE is ignored...", and capture it in the abnormal case ;  
B: remove "if, ...it covers non-CAG cells only";

C:   modify "..., it covers non-CAG cells only” as follows: “..., it covers non-CAG cells only, where non-CAG cells refer to cells that only provide public access.”
F: remove the duplicated description of  "..., it covers non-CAG cells only”in all choices,  and only add the description in the top of CHOICE IE to indicate the  choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only.
A clear majority of companies  (6/8)  support proposal A, so moderator thinks we can follow the majority, and gives the following proposal for agreement:

Proposal 1: Remove the semantics description of "This IE is ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to “PNI-NPN based",and capture it in the description of abnormal case.

There is no clear majority of companies to support B . However, some companies' concern is reasonable, now, we have semantics for old choice IEs that state "If the PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT information element is present, it only covers non-CAG cells." This can cause confusion, if this PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is not present, what do the old choices represent? Moderator assumes the consensus in RAN3 is that old choices are only used for PN area, and tries to give the following proposals.

Proposal 2: The old choices in CHOICE Area Scope of MDT IE only indicate PN area. (Note: This proposal is depends on the assumption that old choices will not be reused for SNPN).
Proposal 3 : Revise the current semantics of "If the PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT information element is present, it only covers non-CAG cells." to "This IE only covers non-CAG cells".
There is no clear majority of companies to support F,Some companies believe that it is a common practice to add semantics to individual IE rather than at the top level.

There is no clear majority of companies to support  C, more clarifications for this proposal may be needed.
The proposal D and E try to address that "PLMN wide" choice alternative in NGAP is equivalent to absence of area scope over Xn and RRC, i.e. MDT is performed within the PLMNs listed in the MDT PLMN List. But now, we restrict the NGAP "PLMN wide" only covering non-CAG cells.
D: add a new "PLMN wide for non-CAG cells" choice item,  keep the existing NGAP PLMN Wide choice for "PLMN wide, i.e, CAG cells and non-CAG cells".
E: Add the description for the new choice alternative for area scope including non-CAG cells only (intended for NGAP, XnAP, RRC) 
There is no clear majority of companies to support D and E, but moderator  want to list it as an open issue.

FFS whether there is a need to preserve the legacy functionality of the NGAP "PLMN wide" choice, namely, this choice is equivalent to absence of area scope over Xn and RRC, i.e. MDT is performed within the MDT PLMN List without any restriction.

G: remove editor's note 2.
A clear majority of companies support it. Moderator gives following proposal for agreement.

Proposal 4: Remove the Editor's Note 2 of "Further checks are needed on whether the newly added information is compatible with configuration of MDT measurements and MDT Area Scope over RRC".
H: Set the range of maxnoofCAGforMDT to 256.
There is a clear majority of companies to support this change, only one company thinks a UE can be configured by only 12 CAG IDs (max allowed in a cell). Therefore, OAM should also indicate a max of 12 CAG IDs in MDT configuration. 

Moderator thinks that an operator can configure UEs to collect MDT for up to 256 interested CAGs within a PLMN. The UE will only collect MDT data in a CAG cell if the cell supports at least one CAG that is present in both the UE's allowed CAG list and the operator's interested CAGs in the MDT area scope.  Moderator tries to give the following proposal for agreement.

Proposal 5: Set the range of maxnoofCAGforMDT to 256 .
XnAP TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN 
R3-231184 (Huawei) and R3-221710(ZTE) provide the XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed NGAP TP in R3-231022.

Q2: Does company agree to adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed/revised NGAP TP?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes but not exact mirror
	We propose to work on XnAP after having stabilized NGAP. It can’t be an exact mirror due to optionally present MDT area scope in NGAP. So e.g. any PLMN Wide choice alternative is not applicable.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree that we can adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed/revised NGAP TP, so the moderator gives the following working assumption. 
WA 1: Adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed/revised NGAP TP.

MDT support in SNPN 
According to the approved eNPN WID in RP-230788, the Inter-SNPN mobility within equivalent SNPNs needs to be supported in Rel-18. Furthermore, during the previous RAN3 meetings, RAN3 agreed to discuss how to support MDT Area Scope for specific cells or Tas of an SNPN.
RAN3 to focus on the following use case for SNPN and to continue discussions on how to address MDT Area Scope for specific cells or Tas of an SNPN:

There are different solutions in the contributions.
Option A: R3-231301(Intel) : add a list of SNPN into the existing Choice structure.

Option B: R3-231588(Ericsson) : add a list of SNPN outside the existing Choice structure.
Option C: R3-231342(Qualcomm), R3-231629(Nokia) : add “SNPN cell based” and “SNPN TA based” choice into the existing Choice structure.

Option D: R3-231629(Nokia) : add “SNPN wide” choice into the existing Choice structure.
Option E: R3-231556(CATT) and R3-221710  (ZTE): reuse the legacy Choice structure for SNPN, i.e, OAM configures the cell list or TA list within interested SNPN(s), there is no need to introduce a SNPN list for MDT.
Option F: R3-231742(Huawei): add NID under each existing branch in the area scope IE. It will looks like:

	CHOICE Area Scope of MDT
	M
	
	
	

	>Cell based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>Cell ID List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofCellIDforMDT>
	
	

	>>>NR CGI
	M
	
	9.3.1.7
	

	>>>NID
	
	
	
	

	>TA based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>TA List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofTAforMDT>
	
	

	>>>TAC
	M
	
	9.3.3.10
	The TAI is derived using the current serving PLMN.


	>>>NID
	
	
	
	

	>PLMN wide
	
	
	NULL
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>TAI based
	
	
	
	If PNI-NPN Area Scope of MDT IE is present, it covers non-CAG cells only

	>>TAI List for MDT
	
	1..<maxnoofTAforMDT>
	
	

	>>>TAI
	M
	
	
	

	>>>NID
	
	
	
	


Q3: Companies are invited to provide their preference of the above options.
	Companies
	A, B, C, D, E
	Comments

	ZTE
	E
	It shall be supported to configure MDT Area Scope for specific cells or Tas of an SNPN. Since in the solution of PNI-NPN, we assume that OAM can configure legacy Cell/TA list in the choice only covering non-CAG cells, for the same reason, we believe that OAM can  configure the cell list or TA list within the interested SNPN(s), there is no need to introduce a SNPN list for MDT.

	Samsung
	E
	E is workable and can avoid to define many choice with similar functions.

	CATT
	E
	Current spec. is enough for supporting one SNPN in REL-18. Use PLMN/SNPN wide can better reflect that this IE can be used in SNPN. 

	Lenovo
	E
	Agree with ZTE

	Ericsson
	A and C
	We made a mistake with our proposal, which should have reflected more proposal A. We are also ok with proposal C.

Option E does not work in case of SNPN wide options. Proposals in E assume that there is a single SNPN in a PLMN, but that is not the case. There can be multiple SNPNs in a PLMN. Hence if the current choice structure is reused and if “PLMN Wide” is selected, there is ambiguity about which SNPN in the PLMN is interested. With a dedicated structure for SNPNs, as in A) or C) it is clear which SNPN is interested because the PLMN and NID are indicated

	Qualcomm
	A+C+D might be cleaner than E


	We should discuss the following:

Does “PLMN wide” apply to SNPNs?

If yes, does it mean 

a) all the cells/Tas in the current SNPN are allowed or 

b) all the cells/Tas in the current SNPN and equivalent SNPNs are allowed

If no, do we define a new “SNPN wide” indication?

We can try reusing E) but concerns on “PLMN wide” as raised above need to be addressed

	Nokia
	A+C+D might be cleaner than E
	We probably need an MDT SNPN List to cover the case of multiple SNPNs. Using cell list or TA list would be too cumbersome.

	Intel
	A
	In order to support equivalent SNPN, the whole SNPN ID (PLMN ID+NID) needs to be included to configure an area scope for SNPN. Besides, we’re not sure whether SNPN and PN can use a same PLMN ID, so in order to avoid any possible confusion, we prefer to use a specific SNPN based area scope instead of sharing the existing PLMN wide for SNPN.

	Huawei
	F
	See a new option F above.

Sorry for the late reply. It seems that the main change is missing in our TPs…


Moderator’s summary:
In fact, we have discussed the SNPN solution for a long time. there are (4/9) companies supporting to reuse legacy choices for SNPN, and (4/9, intel ?) companies supporting A and C to introduce new choice IEs into the CHOICE structure, e.g,  to specify cells or TAs of an SNPN. 

For the new option F, considering the agreed PNI-NPN solution, to add NID under each existing branch in the area scope IE will lead to complex semantics of IEs. So, the option F is not considered.
The moderator has switched to supporting options A and C not only to reach a conclusion but also due to concerns that reusing may lead to more complex semantics description of IEs. Now, there is a slight majority of companies (5/9) to support A and C, then moderator tries to propose the following for agreement.

Proposal 6:  Introduce the "SNPN based", "SNPN cell based", and "SNPN TA based" choice IEs into the existing CHOICE structure, this would allow for the specification of interested SNPNs, interested cells of SNPNs, or interested TAs of SNPNs. 

There is no consensus on introducing the NGAP "SNPN-wide" choice into the existing Choice structure. The moderator suggests listing it as an open issue.

FFS Whether there is a need to introduce a NGAP "SNPN wide" choice.
For PNI-NPN solution, since all  companies agree that we can adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in PNI-NPN based on the agreed/revised NGAP TP, so moderator believes same principle can be applied for SNPN solution.
WA 2: Adopt an XnAP mirror TP for MDT support in SNPN based on the agreed NGAP TP.
stage 2 TP for MDT support in NPN
R3-231185(Huawei) provides stage 2 TP for MDT support in NPN for TS 37.320, seen below:

5.4.x
Support of NPN

MDT is supported in both PNI-NPN and SNPN.

For signalling based MDT in PNI-NPN, the AMF indicates a list of CAG ID in MDT Configuration to specify the area scope of the MDT task.
Q4: Please companies provide their views on the stage 2 for MDT support in NPN.

	Companies
	Comments

	ZTE
	Wait until SNPN solution is chosen, then discuss how to capture agreements into stage 2.

	Samsung
	No strong view. 

	CATT
	Ok, no harm to capture the current agreement.

	Lenovo
	Seems fine

	Ericsson
	Agree with ZTE. It would be better to converge also on the SNPN solution before adding stage 2

	Qualcomm
	OK to wait

	Nokia
	Need to wait

	Intel
	Also need to add one sentence/paragraph for SNPN case

	Huawei
	Based on the discussion status above on SNPN, agree to wait till the SNPN part is stable.


Moderator’s summary:
Most companies have agreed to wait until the SNPN part is stable before proceeding stage 2.
3.5 LS to RAN2 for MDT area scope in NPN
In order to support MDT in NPN, RAN3 has introduced some restrictions on legacy choice item in CHOICE Area scope for MDT IE , and some new area scope information in/outside the CHOICE IE. These updates will affect the relevant RRC AreaConfiguration definitions of RAN2. Is it time for us to send an LS to RAN2 to inform the progress of MDT support in NPN of RAN3, and CC to other some WGs?
Q5: Does company agree to send an LS to RAN2 to inform the progress of MDT support in NPN of RAN3?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	if the SNPN solution is agreed, RAN3 needs to send an LS to RAN2, and CC to SA2,SA5.

	CATT
	maybe
	We prefer to send the LS after SNPN solution is also agreed.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE

	Ericsson
	No
	There is no impact at protocol level because the Area Scope in RRC is defined in terms of cells and TACs, hence the area scope we are defining can be translated into an Area Scope configuration over RRC. Again, we should wait for full progress, including SNPN, before sending a summary of our agreements to RAN2

	Qualcomm
	Once we have the SNPN solution
	LS to RAN2 can include some requirements such as:

Whether to include CAG ID(s) in Area scope over RRC

Whether to include NID(s) in Area scope over RRC

To Ericsson: Just like over NG/Xn, Area scope over RRC can also include CAG IDs or NID(s) (not necessarily always cells and TACs) to save Uu overhead

	Nokia
	Once we have the SNPN solution
	

	Intel
	Once we have the SNPN solution
	

	Huawei
	Once we have the SNPN solution
	


Moderator’s summary:
There is a clear majority of companies (7/8) to support sending  the LS to RAN2 after SNPN solution is also agreed.

Proposal 7: Send an LS to RAN2 and other WGs after both PNI-NPN and SNPN solution for MDT area scope are stable.

3.6 LS to SA3 for user consent
SA3 has sent an LS to RAN3 in S3-231399, where the following answers are provided in response to questions asked by RAN3:

--------------------------------------------------Start of Excerpt From S3-231399-----------------------------------

In reply to document R3-226006, SA3 has the following view:

"Question 1: To denote that user consent for MDT in PNI-NPN is given, whether there is a need for signaling of private network identifiers (CAG ID) to the NG-RAN or if it can be covered by signalling public network identifiers (PLMN ID) to the NG-RAN?"

SA3 considers that using public network identifiers (PLMN ID) is sufficient.

"Question 2: Whether user consent needs to be supported for MDT in SNPN, and if yes, to denote that user consent for MDT in SNPNs is given, whether there is a need for signaling of private network identifier (SNPN ID) to the NG-RAN?"

SA3 notes that the business models for SNPN are varied and SA3 assumes that the SNPN operator itself will develop operational functions that are specific to their use case. As such, SA3 has not identified any requirements for user consent in this case.

-------------------------------------------------- End of Excerpt From S3-231399-----------------------------------

R3-231588(Ericsson) thinks  the user consent framework in place for MDT should not apply to SNPN networks, and suggest to send an LS reply to SA3 and SA5 to inform them that RAN3 awaits SA5´s changes to TS32.422 to align with the inputs from S3-231399.

Q6: Does company agree to send an LS to SA5 for MDT user consent in NPN?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	S3-231399 is already CC to SA5.

	CATT
	No 
	Agree with ZTE

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with ZTE

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Please note that SA3 does not specify any interface protocol or Stage 3 and it has only given their opinion from a security point of view. RAN3, who is responsible for defining interface protocols, should confirm what is eventually decided at Stage 3 level. 

SA5 is likely not to react to this LS from SA3 because SA5 is in Cc. RAN3 is responsible for defining requirements on OAM. So it seems appropriate for RAN3 to confirm what Stage 3 will reflect, namely that MDT user consent currently specified in RAN3 specifications does not apply to SNPNs.

If companies are not fine with an LS, at least RAN3 should capture this agreement in their minutes, so that SA5 can react upon it and modify their specifications.  

	Qualcomm
	Needs more discussion in RAN3
	We are not even sure why SA3 thinks there is no need of specifying user consent for MDT in SNPN as below:

SA3 notes that the business models for SNPN are varied and SA3 assumes that the SNPN operator itself will develop operational functions that are specific to their use case. As such, SA3 has not identified any requirements for user consent in this case.
In PN, we used “MDT PLMN list” as the user consent for MDT. Ideally, it makes sense to also define a “MDT SNPN list”. 

If we don’t define a “MDT SNPN list”, does this mean MDT can collected in SNPNs without user consent? We propose RAN3 to discuss this further.

	Nokia
	Not needed at this meeting
	OK to first capture agreement

	Intel
	No
	SA5 can decide whether they need to update TS32.422 when they received SA3 LS even in cc. we don't see the need for a duplicate LS.

	Huawei
	No
	Wait till we have a whole picture on the SNPN part.


Moderator’s summary:
In the LS, SA3 believes business models for SNPN are varied, and states that they will not specify the MDT user consent for SNPN. From moderator's view, when OAM configures the MDT area scope in  SNPNs for users, it takes into account different SNPN management rules,business models, regulations, and local legal obligations. A clear majority of companies (7/8) do not support sending the LS to SA5. As a result, RAN3 will not send the LS.
Proposal 8: No LS to SA5 for MDT user consent in SNPN at this meeting.
3.7 Other issues

if needed, some issues not covered in 1st round can be discussed in second round.
[Huawei] I saw a proposal from one company’s contribution about the MDT data discard issue in SNPN.

We think it needs to discuss and decide whether this issue should be pursued.
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Are you referring to the case where PNI-NPNs can be based on S-NSSAIs and not CAGs?





Do we really need to consider that case in our scope? Can we limit our scope to SON/MDT in PNI-NPNs identified by CAG cells?





