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1	Introduction
RAN3 has sent as LS to RAN2 [1] asking for RAN2’s opinion on the necessity of report amount for M4, M5, M6, M7 measurements. 
RAN3 would like to check with RAN2 whether the above understanding is correct or not and whether it incurs in any drawbacks (given the absence of the Report Amount for M6 in RAN3 specifications). RAN3 would like to check with SA5 whether SA5 considers the report amount beneficial for M6 and other MDT measurements.

The following email discussion has been assigned to be initiated during the first week of RAN2#115 meeting so that a reply LS can be sent to RAN3 asap.
[AT115e][890][SON/MDT] Report Amount for M4, M5, M6, M7 measurements (Ericsson)
Step 1: Collect companies’ views on the draft reply LS based on R2-2108310.
Step 2: Update the draft based on companies’ views
Step 3: Upload final version for approval
      Intended outcome: Approved LS
      Deadline:11:00 UTC, Friday August 20th
This document provides the summary of the opinions of different companies and also provides the agreeable version of the LS response to RAN3. The final LS response document will be created based on the agreeable version captured in this email discussion. To ensure that there is some time for everyone to look into the final version of the LS response, the rapporteur proposes the deadline to be Thursday, 19th August, 23:59 UTC. 
2	Contact Information
To make it easier to find the correct contact delegate in each company for potential follow-up questions, the rapporteur encourages the delegates who provide input to provide their contact information in this table:
	Company
	Contact: Name (E-mail)

	Ericsson (Rapporteur)
	Pradeepa Ramachandra (pradeepa.ramachandra@ericsson.com)

	vivo
	Wen-Ming (ming.wen@vivo.com)

	ZTE
	Zhihong Qiu (qiu.zhihong@zte.com.cn)

	Qualcomm 
	Rajeev Kumar (rkum@qti.qualcomm.com)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Jun Chen (jun.chen@huawei.com)

	CATT
	Erlin ZENG (erlin.zeng@catt.cn)

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Malgorzata Tomala (malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com)

	
	

	
	



[bookmark: _Ref178064866]3	Discussion
The contribution in [2] has the following observations.
Observation 1: The UE needs to be configured with both reportInterval and the reportAmount while being configured for D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reporting.
Observation 2: Configuring a UE with infinity as the reportAmount would increase the Uu interface overhead in terms of UE reports.
Observation 3: If the RAN node arbitrarily choses a different value that the ‘infinity’ then the OAM does not understand why the RAN is not sending any M6 measurements for this UE although other measurements like M1 measurements are continuously being updated.
Observation 4: Report Amount is needed for RAN to know how long M4-M7 measurement should be logged at a periodicity of reportInterval.

Rapporteur would like to ask the companies to provide opinions on the following proposals based on the above observations as listed in [2].
Question-1: Do you agree with the following proposal-1 and proposal-2 associated to the inclusion of reportAmount in RAN3 specification for M4, M5, M6 and M7 measurements?
[bookmark: _Hlk80281813]P1: reportAmount is needed to configure the UE with D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reporting.
P2: reportAmount is needed needed for M4, M5 and M7 as well so that the RAN can identify how long the measurement should be performed.
	Company name
	Agree with None, P1, P2, Both
	Comments 

	vivo
	Comments with P1;
No to P2.
	For P1:
At the first glance we are ok with this proposal, but after we checked the draft Reply LS in Q2, we are afraid that there is a subtly different understanding towards P1.
In case D1 (D1 is an optional field in PeriodicalReportConfig) is NOT configured to UE, reportAmount still should be set by RAN node (see our paper in R2-2107719). This implies that even though there is no means for AMF to set restriction on the reporting of M6 (given the absence of the Report Amount for M6), still RAN node is able to pose such a restriction on the UE side via the field (reportAmount). By means of this, the radio resource efficiency and battery consumption can still be optimized, there are no drawbacks incurs even though Report Amount (configured by AMF) is absent for M6.
In other words, the value of reportAmount (configured by RAN-node) also restrics the amount of D1 samples that UE reports to network. More specifically, the understanding should be ‘the reportAmount is a mandatory field in RRC, so it also applies to the reporting of ul-DelayValueConfig-r16 (namely D1)’.
We offered another version of Reply LS in Q2 based on the above understanding.
For P2:
We see benefits of introducing reportAmount for M4-M7, but this is not within RAN2’s realm. Actually the benefits should be acknowledged by SA5 (as the LS required) and the introduction of this parameter should be decided by RAN3. Therefore we think P2 is NOT needed.
In addition, if Report Amount is introduced for M6 (or other MDT measurements), RAN node should align the value that it received from AMF and the value it originally decided to configure to UE. We think this should also be reflected in the Reply LS. 

	Ericsson
	Yes to both
	For P1 :
As we have listed in our contribution, there are impacts of not including the reportAmount in the OAM configuration recevied by the RAN via AMF.
The UE needs to be configured with both reportInterval and the reportAmount while being configured for D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reporting. If the OAM has not configured the reportAMount then the RAN needs to configure infinity as the reportAmount. Configuring a UE with infinity as the reportAmount would increase the Uu interface overhead in terms of UE’s UL reports and the UE battery consumption.
If the RAN node arbitrarily choses a different value that the ‘infinity’ then the OAM does not understand why the RAN is not sending any M6 measurements for this UE although other measurements like M1 measurements are continuously being updated.
Based on the above, we believe it is best to give the OAM the freedom to enable a specific reportAmount configuration. 
 
For P2:
reportAmount is needed for RAN to know how long M4-M7 measurement should be logged at a periodicity of reportInterval. Without this field, the RAN should send all the measurements until the UE is transitioned to Idle/Inactive which might not be of any interest to OAM.    
Further, considering RAN2 has been the leading group for MDT related discussions in the RAN and standardized most of the L2 measurements associated with the MDT, it is fair that RAN2 replies what it thinks.

Based on the above, we support both the proposals.

	ZTE
	Yes for P1, not P2 since it is not within RAN2 scope.
	For P1:
M6 measurement includes configuration on D1, where the reportAmount is mandatory in ASN.1. Based on 38.314, NW can by its implementation to aggregate the D1 with NW performed delay measurements to obtain the total delay measurements, therefore it is required in M6 with reportAmount configuration to align the configuration. Moreover, it is also specified in TS 32.422 subclause 5.10.6 that reportAmount is mandatory if the reporting trigger is configured for periodical UE side measurement and the jobtype is configured for Immediate MDT or combined Immediate MDT and Trace, therefore it is needed to be include in RAN3’s specs to align the specification among different WGs.

For P2:
Whether to have reportAmount in M4-M5/M7 measurement configuration has no impact on RAN2 interface, which shall be discussed in RAN3.


	Qualcomm
	Yes for both
	I believe that the reporting interval and reporting amount should be aligned at least for M6 measurement across RAN and UE measurements.
Aligning M4-M5 and M7 measurements together with M6 measurements can provide more visibility to the network on QoS verification and correlation. Therefore, the reporting interval and reporting amount can be defined for M4-M5 and M7 measurements, where the reporting interval and amount can be aligned together with D1 and M6 measurement interval and amount. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No for P1 and P2
	For P1, we would like to mention the delay ratio measurement in LTE.
In Rel-13, the delay ratio measurement was introduced in LTE, and it used periodical reporting and it was defined in 4.2.1.1	UL PDCP Packet Delay per QCI in TS 36.314. The delay ratio is part of M6 measurements, and TS 36.413 has not defined report amount for M6 measurements. In our understanding, RAN will decide on the report amount and configure it for the UE, and then RAN collects delay ratio measurements from the UE, and then send it to OAM. In other words, we share similar views as Vivo’s view:
there are no drawbacks incurs even though Report Amount (configured by AMF) is absent for M6.

For D1 measurements in P1, we also see no problem even though report amount is absent for M6. In addition, for D1 measurements, we have a different view from observation 2+3. On one hand, it is network implementation to choose the value for report amout. On the other hand, we do think that E2E delay functionality is important for some cases/some users, and then D1 measurements should continue if configued. Regarding the overhead, our understanding is that if the network does not collect D1 or limited number of D1, it is impossible to identify any problem due to D1; OR, if the network can continuously monitor D1, it can identify the problem and then do efficient actions, and this handling is the same as network handling of other delay components (the network is likely to continuously monitor DX delays).

For P2, we share similar views as ZTE.


	CATT
	Yes for P1,
Not P2
	For the P2, it should not be discussed in RAN2.

	Nokia
	Maybe yes for P1
	reportAmount is integral part of the ReportConfig field used to configure ul-DelayConfig, thus it is needed to cofigure the UE Ul delay measurement (however will be set by gNB even if not provided by CN).
M4, M5 and M7 are RAN measurements (not conveyed by RRC protocol), thus the RRC configuration parameter reportAmount is not required from RRC specification standpoint for these measurements.  
It might make sense to have alignment of the periodicity for the UE-based and RAN-based measurements, but it shouldn’t be required: can be left to NW implementation but would make sense that Trace Records are capable of capturing the measurement with the same periodicity. 
 




Rapporteur Summary:
Companies supporting P1: 4/7 + 1 may be
Companies supporting P2: 2/7
Based on the above, it seems like there is majority support to reply to RAN3 stating that RAN2 believes that having the reportAmount configuration in RAN3 specification so that the reportAmount can be configured to the UE. Some of the main comments provided in the discussion is summarized below.
· [bookmark: _Hlk80281855]Configuration of reportAmount is mandatory in TS 38.331 for the D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) to be received from the UE.
· Even when the OAM has not configured the reportAmount for M6, the RAN can configure reportAmount based on its implementation. When the RAN configures reportAmount based on its implementation it could lead to the following: 
· If the OAM has not configured the reportAmount then the RAN might configure infinity as the reportAmount which would lead to unnecessary wastage of radio resources and UE battery consumption.
· If the RAN node arbitrarily choses a different value than the infinity then the OAM does not understand why the RAN is not sending any M6 measurements for the UE although other measurements like M1 measurements are continuously being updated for the same UE.

[bookmark: _Toc80283322]RAN2 confirms that reportAmount is needed to configure the UE with D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reporting. 


For M4, M5 and M7 measurements, RAN2 does not have any views on this as there is no direct UE impact.
[bookmark: _Toc80283323]repotAmount for M4, M5 and M7 measurments is not within the scope of RAN2.

As we need to have a final LS response by Friday, the 20th August 11:00 UTC, the main content of the draft LS response provided in [2] is captured below. Rapporteur would like to request companies if they agree with the draft LS response captured below.
Question-2: Do you agree with the main content of the LS response as captured below?
  1. Overall description:
RAN2 thanks RAN3 for the the LS in R3-212961.
RAN2 confirms that reportAmount is necessary so that the RAN can configure the UE with a finite value of D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reports from the UE. Configuring the UE with infinity as the reportAmount would increase the Uu interface overhead and UE battery consumption. Therefore, if it is possible to avoid such an overhead by configuring a finite value as reportAmount, then it should be used.
RAN2 also confirms that configuring reportAmount for M4, M5 and M7 would aid the RAN to identify the duration for which these measurements need to be performed by the RAN at a periodicity of reportInterval. Without the reportAmount, the RAN is expected to perform these immediate MDT measurements continuously until the UE moves to Idle mode or inactive state and this would unnecessarily increases the overhead on the RAN.   
Based on the above, RAN2 kindly requests RAN3 to enable the inclusion of reportAmount in RAN3 specification for M4, M5, M6 and M7 measurements.
	Company name
	Yes/No
	Comments (please provide any change proposal here)

	vivo
	No 
	We offered another version of Reply LS based on our comments in Q1:
RAN2 confirms that reportAmount is necessary mandatory present in IE PeriodicalReportConfig so that the RAN can configure the UE with a finite value of D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reports from the UE. If D1 is configured in PeriodicalReportConfig, the value of reportAmount (configured by RAN-node) also restrics the amount of D1 samples that UE reports to network.Configuring the UE with infinity as the reportAmount would increase the Uu interface overhead and UE battery consumption.
This implies that even though there is no means for AMF to set restriction on the reporting of M6 (given the absence of the Report Amount for M6), still RAN node is able to pose such a restriction on the UE side via the field (reportAmount). By means of this, the radio resource efficiency and battery consumption can still be optimized, there is no drawbacks incurs even though Report Amount (configured by AMF) is absent for M6.
In addition, RAN2 has the following observation:
If Report Amount is introduced for M6 (or other MDT measurements), RAN node should align the value that it received from AMF and the value it originally decided to configure to UE.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We prefer to keep the existing message of the reply LS but we are open for small corrections.

	ZTE
	No for M4-M5 and M7 related part
	As commented in previous question, we think M4/M5 and M7 is not within the scope of RAN2 and shall be decided by RAN3.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The report amount is a mandatory functionality for periodical reporting from RAN2 point of view, and network can configure any value based on its implementation. We do not see no problem even though report amount is absent for M6. It is noted that with the introduction of Rel-13 delay ratio measurement in LTE, RAN3 did not introduce report amount for M6 configuration.

	CATT
	No for M4-M5 and M7 related part
	

	Nokia
	See comment
	Some periodicity for the RAN measurements has to be allowed (e.g. measurement collection period). For the sake of alignment of the metrics provided by the UE with the metrics by RAN, it makes sense to enable same set of values as reportAmount, but it shouldn’t limit the network implementation options. 

	
	
	



Rapporteur Summary:
Based on the answers to Q1, the draft LS would be created.



3	Conclusion
The following proposals were captured in the section 2.
Proposal 1	RAN2 confirms that reportAmount is needed to configure the UE with D1 measurement (part of M6 measurement) reporting.
Proposal 2	repotAmount for M4, M5 and M7 measurments is not within the scope of RAN2.
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