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1. Introduction
RAN2 has sent a reply LS (R2-2010894 [1] ) as a response to SA5 LS (S5-204542[2]) which “asks RAN2 to confirm that does this mean use consent should be applied in RLF reporting and RCEF reporting procedures for NG-RAN”.
In this paper, we discuss how to correctly interpretate the RAN2 response on this issue.
2. Discussions

In an earlier LS from RAN2 (R2-2006372 [3]), RAN2 has indicated that:

RAN2 would like to inform SA5 that from RAN2 understanding, network shall not configure UE to report location information for SON/MDT purpose if network doesn’t get the user consent for this UE. The user consent requirement should also be applied to RLF reporting, CEF reporting and SCG failure case.

In the latest LS from RAN2, RAN2 has replied:

· Network configuration for detailed location provision in Logged and Immediate  MDT reports,  respects the user consent and configuration should not happen if there is no user consent of location reporting. 
· For for RLF, CEF no configuration is sent from NG-RAN to the UE, there is no need for consent check for these report as such
Those two highlighted texts seem contradictory to each other, but they are actually not. This is because the original statement in [3] is more focused on the user consent of “location information” in RLF/CEF, not necessarily mean all the information in RLF/CEF reports. RAN2 understand that the LTE framework for user trace does not involve user consent for RLF and CEF. For the location information included in NR RLF and NR CEF, SA5 may still reuse the same framework, as long as the RRC configuration for MDT reporting has a clear indication about whether UE is requested to include location information or not. This “indication” in RRC [4] is only to be set to true when user has consented to NR SON/MDT trace collection.
Observation 1: RAN2 intention is to clarify user consent is limited to location information included in RLF and CEF, and SA5 may not need change existing framework because there is no RRC configuration needed for RLF/CEF.
For NR SON/MDT feature, we think it is still important to require user consent for sensitive information collection, such as UE location. So, in order to not violate this key principle, it is necessary to confirm this understanding in SA5 work. 
Proposal : SA5 confirms that for RLF and CEF trace management in NR SON/MDT, NW should not configure UE to report location information (GNSS, WLAN/BT, Sensor, etc.) if there is no user consent.
3. Conclusions

In this paper, we have discussed the user consent issue in RLF and CEF reporting and have the following proposal:
Proposal : SA5 confirms that for RLF and CEF trace management in NR SON/MDT, NW should not configure UE to report location information (GNSS, WLAN/BT, Sensor, etc.) if there is no user consent.
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