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1	Introduction 
In this contribution we provide our views on the issue of MDT override protection (from NR to LTE, as the only agreed scenario to support in Rel-18). 
2   	Discussion
In the RAN2#119-bis meeting three solutions for MDT override protection have been brought up [2], specifically:
1. Override protection by simultaneous LTE and NR configuration
2. Override protection by cross-RAT signaling but no cross-RAT reporting of LTE logged MDT report
3. Override protection by cross-RAT reporting of LTE logged MDT report
In the analysis below, we first argue that solution 3 is the worst option among the 3, and therefore shall be ruled out. We then proceed to the analysis of pros and cons of solutions 1 and 2, which may be considered further. 
According to [2], solution 3 works as follows:
· A UE capable of sending cross-RAT report can indicate that it is capable of indicating if UE is previously configured with logged MDT configuration or it has unretrieved logged MDT data 
· UE can additionally indicate if it supports cross-RAT reporting of LTE logged MDT from NR to LTE
· gNB does not configure NR logged MDT until it extracts unretrieved logged MDT and until logged MDT configuration remains valid  
2.1   	Solution 3
As was pointed out by many companies in [2], solution 2 is the most complex among the ones being discussed, as it requires not only cross-RAT signalling but also cross-RAT reporting. However, we further note that the steps outlined above describe only the air interface impacts (which are in RAN2 scope), however that description does not account for network impacts (which would be in RAN3 domain). As we show below, such network impacts are not negligible and add to solution 3 complexity. 
Observation 1: solution 3 is the most complex, as it requires not only cross-RAT signalling but also cross-RAT reporting.
Observation 2: furthermore, solution 3 description in [2] does not account for network impacts, which are not negligible and add to solution 3 complexity.
Once an LTE eNB has fetched the NR logged MDT, it would need to either send it to an NR gNB (for it to send the measurements to TCE or MME) or, alternatively, it can send them directly to TCE or AMF. The latter may appear simpler, however that is not necessarily the case, as LTE and NR networks may or may not use the same OAM and TCE.  Furthermore, in the case of signalling based MDT (where the results would go to AMF), it would have further 5GC impacts as the AMF may or may not be connected to the same TCE as the MME. Full analysis of such network and OAM impacts is beyond RAN2 scope and would require further analysis in RAN3 and SA5. 
Observation 3: full analysis of solution 3 network and OAM impacts is beyond RAN2 scope and would require further analysis in RAN3 and SA5.
One may think that such complexity may be justified by the advantages of solution 3, but we don’t think there are any. All the solutions on the table achieve the goal of protecting signalling-based MDT. The additional advantages of solution 3 could be that it allows, after retrieved the MDT measurements from a UE, to immediately configure it with management-based MDT. However, in management-based MDT, there is never a need to use a specific UE – if some UEs cannot be used for management-based MDT, the network can select a different one. Therefore, we concluded that there are in fact no advantages to solution 3, which could have justified its complexity. 
Observation 4: there are in fact no advantages to solution 3, which could have justified its complexity. 
With the above in mind, RAN2 can either rule out solution 3 (which is our preference) or ask RAN3 and SA5 to assess its complexity (which, in our view, would a waste of RAN3 and SA5 time).
Proposal 1: RAN2 to either rule out solution 3 or ask RAN3 and SA5 to assess its complexity.
2.2   	Solutions 1 and 2
As we’ve shown above, RAN2 should focus on selecting between solutions 1 and 2, which offer the best trade-offs between complexity and functionality. 
In terms of signalling impacts, solutions 1 and 2 are rather similar in complexity – both would require new capability signalling, but solution 2 would also require cross-RAT indication that it has been previously configured with logged MDT configuration or it has unretrieved logged MDT data. While it is generally beneficial to avoid cross-RAT indications, in this particular case the burden on a UE is rather small. All that is needed is an indication (which would be internal to a UE) from NR MDT to LTE MDT. 
Observation 5: in terms of signalling complexity, solutions 1 and 2 are rather similar, with small benefit to solution 1.
The main potential issue with solution 1 is UE memory, increasing which would negatively impact UE cost and complexity, which should be avoided. One potential way to mitigate the problem of UE memory impact is to agree that in such a case (when both NR and LTE MDT are configured), the overall UE memory requirements should not change. Specifically, as of now, UE shall support 64kB memory for log storage for logged MDT. A UE capable of cross-RAT MDT override protection shall support not more than 64kB memory for both LTE and NR logged MDT storage. 
Proposal 2: to agree that solution 1 should not impose additional memory requirements on a UE.
If proposal 2 above is not agreeable, the only alternative would be to introduce yet another UE capability, so that an implementation can chose between supporting inter-RAT MDT override protection with overall (for both LTE and NR) 64kB memory storage and a higher value (if agreed), which shall be optional. 
As a side note, the benefit of such additional capability is not clear, as we doubt there would be many UE implementations that chose to do so.
Proposal 3: if proposal 2 is not agreeable, additional UE memory increase (above 64kB for both LTE and NR MDT simultaneously) should be optional. 
In summary, we suggest to ruled out solution 3 and continue discussing both solutions 1 and 2, with the agreement that solution 1 shall not require additional UE memory. 
3	Conclusions and Proposals
Observation 1: solution 3 is the most complex, as it requires not only cross-RAT signalling but also cross-RAT reporting.
Observation 2: furthermore, solution 3 description in [2] does not account for network impacts, which are not negligible and add to solution 3 complexity.
Observation 3: full analysis of solution 3 network and OAM impacts is beyond RAN2 scope and would require further analysis in RAN3 and SA5.
Observation 4: there are in fact no advantages to solution 3, which could have justified its complexity. 
Observation 5: in terms of signalling complexity, solutions 1 and 2 are rather similar, with small benefit to solution 1.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to either rule out solution 3 or ask RAN3 and SA5 to assess its complexity.
Proposal 2: to agree that solution 1 should not impose additional memory requirements on a UE.
Proposal 3: if proposal 2 is not agreeable, additional UE memory increase (above 64kB for both LTE and NR MDT simultaneously) should be optional. 
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