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Introduction

This is the Sod for the following CB:

	CB: # SONMDT9_MDTEnh
- Check LSs from other groups
- Propagation of user consent related information during Xn inter-PLMN handover? Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDT over NG?  New Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”on XNAP? Whether a gNB only receives a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE in NGAP? What’s behavior of the gNB when it only receives a MDT Configuration-EUTRA in XNAP? 

- LS reply to other groups?

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

Summary of offline disc R3-221024


Please Note: Plan to do two rounds of discussion in this meeting.
The first round email discussion plan to be finished at 21:00 UTC of 1st week Wednesday.(2022-1-19)
The second round email discussion plan to be end 2 hour before on-line session  1st week.(Friday 11:00 UTC, 2022-1-21).

For the Chairman’s Notes
Agreements in the first round:
The AMF provides the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent, and the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions, if different.

WA: It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17. 

Please Ericsson prepare an LS R3-22XXXX to CT4 and SA3 cc SA2 and SA5 to check whether HSS will send the update user consent to AMF or not when the UE is in active.

Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDT on NGAP to AMF is not needed.

NR Frequency Band List IE shall be ignored in Rel-16 NGAP and future NGAP specifications. The Area Scope of Neighbour Cells IE shall be ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to PLMN wide in Rel-16 NGAP specification.

Second round discussion agreement:
To introduce beam level measurements for M1 in NGAP and XnAP.

Following LS/TP can be agreed by further check during this meeting:
Agree the CR R3-221177 was R3-220381 Propagation of user consent related information during Xn inter-PLMN handover(Huawei, Samsung).
Agree the LS in R3-222178 was R3-220743 Reply LS on Area scope configuration and Frequency band info in MDT configuration.
Agree R3-22xxxx - LS_on_user_consent_transfer_to_CT4_SA3_SA5_SA2

Agree the the NGAP CR R3-22xxxx revision of R3-220584(TP for MDT BL CR for TS 38.413, TS38.423) Introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration (Ericsson).

Agree the the XNAP CR  R3-221180 was R3-220761(TP for MDT BL CR for TS38.423) TPs for the introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration

Can be discussed at next round discussion:

R3-22xxxx CR for NR Frequency Band List IE and Area scope configuration in NGAP for Rel-16 /17
FFS LS in R3-22xxxx revision of R3-220586[DRAFT] Reply LS to SA5 on beam measurement reports (Ericsson) about whether further parameter (e.g reportQuantityRS-Indexes)  is needed for M1 measurement.
Second round Discussion
new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” on XNAP

During the first round discussion, 4 companies support while 2 companies disagree.

Since the topic is discussed as first time, then it is worth discuss in the second round.

Based on the comments collected in the first round , the main concern of the objector is CN does not need to know the debug reason or this scenario is not a failure case.

But from Moderator’s view, the main concern is only related to NGAP. Then the moderator would like to propose:
Proposal 2-1: To introduce cause value in XnAP as in R3-220583(TP for MDT BL CR for TS 38.413, TS38.423).

Proposal 2-2: FFS for new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”in NGAP.
Q2-1: Please provide your view on Proposal 2-1&2-2.
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposals.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes for P2-1,P2-2
	

	CATT
	P2-1: we have concern about the necessity and proposed to be FFS

 P2-2:ok
	P2-1: As for introduce a new cause value in Xn, it may benefit on informing AMF a specific MDT is stop, but we have no idea whether OAM need know that? MDT is a long time produce, when UE back to the suitable RAT the MDT will restart if the configuration information was stored in UE context. And frequently notifications to OAM may not be what OAM expects.

We only think the cause value is needed in case of UE stay in a unsuitable for a long time, and the cause value name should be reconsider according to the function. 

P2-2: that should be discuss after we have an agreement on P2-1.

Actually, we found a similar question that a NG-RAN node may just receive an unsuitable MDT configuration IE, and this the presupposition of the discuss on “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”(a ng-enb just receive a MDT configuration-NR). But this presupposition is conflict with the current spec., so we give a discussion in 3.4 about the modification on 38.423. We would appreciate it if you can show your view about that issue.

 

	Ericsson
	Yes for P2-1, Need clarifications for P2-2
	We need to clarify that there is a need to inform the AMF about the cause of a logical error, otherwise future similar errors cannot be avoided. The gravity of this logical error may be very high, e.g. failure to setup a UE context. Therefore the error needs to be traceable with an appropriate cause value.

With respect to the OAM, it needs to know that the MDT configuration it wanted to configure has not been activated due to an error in providing the right MDT configuration matching the serving RAT.

We do not agree with the argument from CATT for the two following reasons:

If OAM needs to collect MDT measurements, there might be an immediate reason for that. It is sub-optimal to claim that an error due to wrong MDT configuration can be neglected because the OAM is going to trigger MDT later on

Without an appropriate cause value, it will not be possible to trace the root cause of the error. The root cause of the error boils down to OAM not sending the right MDT configuration for the serving RAT.

	Huawei
	Yes for both proposals.
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


LS response of Area scope configuration and Frequency band info in MDT configuration
Proposal 2-3: Agree the LS in R3-220743[Draft] Reply LS on Area scope configuration and Frequency band info in MDT configuration.
Q2-2: Please provide your view on Proposal 2-3.
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposals.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Ericsson
	Yes, with amendments
	The LS from RAN2 states that “RAN2 confirms that frequency band list configuration is not supported in interFreqTargetList configuration”, which is a statement not only for Rel16, but for all releases.

The LS should therefore say:

“The NR Frequency Band List IE shall be ignored in Rel-16 and future NGAP specification ”

	Huawei
	Yes
	New version uploaded.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


LS response of Beam measurement reports for the MDT measurements
During the first round discussion, 5 companies support option 2 and 2 companies support option 1.

The additional parameter (e.g .reportQuantityRS-Indexes) does not achieve consensus.
For option 1, consider the stringency time ( SA5’s next meeting will hold at the same time with RAN3), it is challenge to complete this feature by the end of the SON/MDT WI. So the Moderator plan to 

agree the option 2 in this meeting and send LS for SA5 whether further parameter for M1 is needed.
Proposal 2-4:To introduce beam level measurements for M1 in NGAP and XnAP.

Proposal 2-5: 

Agree the the NGAP CR R3-22xxxx revision of R3-220584(TP for MDT BL CR for TS 38.413, TS38.423) Introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration (Ericsson).

Agree the the XNAP CR  R3-22xxxx revision of R3-220761TPs for the introduction of the on Beam level measurement report configuration in TS38.413 and TS38.423 (ZTE)
Proposal 2-6: Agree the LS in R3-22xxxx revision of R3-220586[DRAFT] Reply LS to SA5 on beam measurement reports (Ericsson) about whether further parameter (e.g reportQuantityRS-Indexes)  is needed for M1 measurement.
Q2-3: Please provide your view on Proposal 2-4,2-5,2-6.
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposals.
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Ericsson
	Ok with the compromise, see comments
	We need to clarify that beam measurement configurations in TS38.331 can provide these measurements:

Only the index of the strongest SSBs (reportQuantityRS-Indexes)

The index of the strongest SSBs plus one or more of the following measurements:

RSRP

RSRQ

SINR

Hence it is plausible to assume that the OAM may want to choose between these many options. As an example, if the OAM may want to understand the interference levels in the system, in which case it can select RSRQ reporting.

Hence, we need to send an LS to both SA5 and RAN2 because 

SA5 needs to express their view on whether OAM is interested in detailed beam measurements configurations

RAN2 needs to express their view about leaving it totally up to the RAN to select a measurement configuration for MDT. 

	Huawei
	Yes, but with comments
	Proposal 2-4 should clearly state that option 2 is agreed.

And also think that the LS should send to SA5 as well.

	Nokia
	2-6: no
	The LS from SA5 is already clear enough. We don't need to propose anything on top

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other issue if left.

Q2-4: Please provide your comments.

	Company
	Comment

	left Issue 1


	As we talk about 3.1, we can have a WA that a NG-RAN node may just receive a unsuitable IE (a ng-eNB just receive a MDT configuration-NR due to HO), and then lead to the discussion on whether introduce a new cause value when receiving an unsuitable MDT configuration IE. However, the spc. is as blew after R3-207015 had been agreed in  RAN3#112e:

the MDT Configuration IE and if the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB at least the MDT Configuration-NR IE shall be present, while if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present. If the target NG-RAN Node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN Node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE context, and propagate it in next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].
We can see “at least” in the spec. that means, a ng-eNB will never only receive a MDT configuration-NR, that was conflict with our WA.

So We want to modify the above spec., delete the restriction between type of NG-RAN node and type of MDT configuration IE. The TP is given in R3-220735.
This issue is raised by CATT and look forward to your comments, maybe the TP can be revised, but we want to informs others the question is exist(no matter the what the conclusion of 3.1 is) and should be modify.

Welcome to add your comments blow about whether the spec. should be modify and whether the modify in R3-220735 is ok for you .

	CATT
	Agree the spec. should be change and agree with R3-220735

	
	


First Round Discussion

Propagation of user consent related information during Xn inter-PLMN handover.
View 1:
In [4] the company propose AMF provides the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent.

In [11] the company proposed that Enhance the PATH SWITCH ACK message for m-based user consent as per earlier RAN3 agreement.

In [17] the company have observation that AMF will send the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent.
View 2:
In[7] the company proposes the following two:
Proposal : it is proposed that, if the target RAN receives user consent information via NG: PATH SWITCH ACKNOWLEDGEMENT, the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions.

Proposal : It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message
This topic has been discussed for three meetings without consensus. The Moderator would go with compromise way to see whether it is possible for this meeting as following:
Proposal 1:The AMF provides the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent, and the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions, if different.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17. The feature is not pursue in the previous release.
Q1: Please provide your view on Proposal 1 and 2.
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposals.
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We have proposed view 2 in order to allow for changes of the user consent to be signalled to the RAN. However, the compromise proposed by the moderator also allows for an update of the user consent via NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST, so we would be fine with that.

Signalling to the RAN an update of the user consent is also in line with the SA3 specifications in TS33.501, which state:

Any NF that is deemed an enforcement point for user consent shall support subscription to the user consent parameter change notification provided by the UDM. 
Following a notification event, any NF that is deemed an enforcement point for user consent shall no longer accept any service request for data processing subject to a revoked user consent. 

Following a notification event, any NF that is deemed an enforcement point for user consent may notify other NFs to halt the processing of the data subject to the revoked user consent.

Upon notification of consent revocation, NFs (possessing the data pertaining to the revoked consent) shall halt processing and collection of the data.

Upon notification of consent revocation, the data may have to be deleted, or quarantined, or temporarily retained.
In certain jurisdictions it is against the law to operate against user consent, hence the change is strictly needed.


	Huawei
	OK to compromise, but need check with CT4
	Although we donot see any requirement to update the user consent within a call session as specified in SA5 stage 2 spec, we are fine to go with the compromise way proposed by the moderator.

Before we agree on the compromised way, we think that checking with CT4 is needed, because we don’t know whether the HSS will send the update user consent to AMF or not when the UE is in active as we are going to do in NGAP.



	CATT
	Ok
	But same as Huawei, we do not think that the user consent of configured MDT needs to be updated, once the user consent changed, OAM just stop the current MDT and start a new one. 

	Nokia
	OK for path switch.

For full dynamic configuration update, need to check with SA3, CT4.
	The discussed issue was originally related to propagation of user consent related information during Xn inter-PLMN handover, and is actually still handled under that title. But the main point now seems to be alignment of the Management Based MDT PLMN List information in the RAN with corresponding information in the HSS (m-based MDT is anonymized). We also notice that SA3 in their description refers to Network Functions, and we therefore believe direct RAN impact was not foreseen from their side. And we should not forget that s-based MDT (by nature not anonymized) is left fully under CN control as per legacy RAN specification.

	Qualcomm
	P1 – OK

P2 – Not sure
	Same question as Huawei/CATT/Nokia for P2

	Samsung
	P1 is fine

P2 not sure
	Same question as Huawei/CATT/Nokia for P2

	ZTE
	P1 -OK

P2 -not sure
	

	
	
	


Conclusion：Based on majorities view:

The AMF provides the MDT user consent in PATH SWITCH ACK message only when the UE handovers from a PLMN not in the MDT user consent to a PLMN in the MDT user consent, and the newly received user consent information overwrites previously stored versions, if different.
WA: It is proposed to enable optional inclusion of the Management Based MDT PLMN List IE in the NG: UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in Rel-17. The feature is not pursue in the previous release.

Please Ericsson prepare an LS R3-22XXXX to CT4 cc SA2 to check whether HSS will send the update user consent to AMF or not when the UE is in active.
Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDTon NGAP to AMF.& New Cause value Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing”on XNAP.

In [11], the company thinks failure indication for cross RAT logged MDT on NGAP to AMF is not needed.

In [17], the company thinks Failure of cross RAT Logged MDT can be covered by legacy specification
Based on above two contributions the following proposal provided:
Proposal 3: Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDT on NGAP to AMF is not needed.
Q2: Please provide your view on Proposal.
	Company
	Do you agree the  proposal.
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree 
	Cross RAT Resume is not suppose, so the scenario is invalid.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	
	
	


Conclusion:Failure indication for cross RAT logged MDT on NGAP to AMF is not needed.
Configuration propagation in Xn inter-RAT HO and NG HO in case of s-based  MDT
This section covers following left issues of last meeting.

1 new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” on XNAP? (FFS)
2 In NG, will a gNB just receive a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE? (FFS)
3 In Xn handover, what will the gNB behavior when only received a MDT Configuration-EUTRA? Save it for potential handover to ng-eNB or regard it as an error? (FFS)
For NG based Handover:
In [7], the company have the following proposal:

 It is proposed to introduce a new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in the NGAP, to indicate failed MDT configuration due to mis-matching RAT types between the available MDT configuration and the serving RAN.
In [12] ,the company thinks in signal-based MDT, if the AMF checks the type of NG-RAN node and not sent unsuitable MDT configuration IE alone to the NG-RAN node, sometimes MDT configuration information may lost. The company propose RAN3 to discuss the propagation of MDT configuration in NG and agree the TP on TS38.413 as following:

	if the Trace Activation IE includes the MDT Configuration IE and if the NG-RAN node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE context, and propagate it in next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43]


For Xn based handover:

In [7], the company have the following proposal:

 It is proposed to introduce a new Cause value “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in the XnAP, to indicate failed MDT configuration due to mis-matching RAT types between the available MDT configuration and the serving RAN.
In [12], the company proposes RAN3 to discuss the propagation of MDT configuration in Xn with following options:

Option 1: introduce a new cause value to inform configured failure
Option 2: just save the unsuitable MDT configuration for next HO and change the spec. as follow: 
	-
 MDT Configuration-NR IE and MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE may be included in MDT Configuration IE. If the target NG-RAN node is a gNB receiving a MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or the target NG-RAN node is a ng-eNB receiving a MDT Configuration-NR IE, the target NG-RAN node shall store it as part of the UE context, and propagate it in next Xn handover as described in TS 37.320 [43].


Based on the above , please provide your view whether the TP and new cause value are needed in Rel-17?
Q4: Please provide your view on above TPs and new cause value in NGAP and XnAP.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We support the addition of a new cause value and we do not see the need to update the procedure text. Our point is purely that, as per current specifications, an eNB or a gNB are mandated to receive an MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE and an MDT Configuration-NR IE, respectively. If such IE is not received a Logical Error will be triggered. In such case 38.413 states that:

Where the logical error occurs in a message of a class 2 procedure, the procedure shall be terminated and the Error Indication procedure shall be initiated with an appropriate cause value.

Hence, the need for an appropriate cause value is purely to provide correct information in case a logical error occurs.

	Huawei
	Either way is workable, The cause value option with less spec impact is slightly preferred.

From function pov, a logic error to inform the AMF is more reasonable in this case.

	CATT
	Agree to accept the TP, 

Currently, the only scenario that initiates Trace Failure Indication procedure is as in TS38.413:

The purpose of the Trace Failure Indication procedure is to allow the NG-RAN node to inform the AMF that a Trace Start procedure or a Deactivate Trace procedure has failed due to an interaction with a handover procedure.

AMF may trigger trace again after handover finished. If we introduce a new cause value for Trace Failure Indication procedure, it is AMF’duty to store MDT configuration and try another time as AMF is not ware of NG-RAN RAT.

We believe it is more reasonable for NG-RAN to store and propagate MDT configuration. 
Change the spec. is the simplest way to cover the logic error.

	Nokia
	We think the current procedural text covers what we want to achieve (i.e. primarily receive MDT configuration for the current). A new cause value is not needed because it would only serve the purpose of debugging the CN in our understanding (the CN is already aware of the serving RAT).

	Qualcomm
	A gNB receiving an MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or an ng-eNB receiving an MDT Configuration-NR IE is an error scenario (AMF should typically know the serving RAT) and should not happen in a typical case.

However, if this error scenario happens, we are OK to include a new cause saying “Valid RAT MDT configuration is missing” in TRACE FAILURE INDICATION. AMF should then resend 3with the proper RAT configuration.

Also, no need to update the procedural text as that mentions the proper AMF behavior.

	Samsung
	First the group need to have the same understanding if A gNB receiving an MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE, or an ng-eNB receiving an MDT Configuration-NR IE is an error scenario. 

If it is an error case, seems AMF need to know by the new cause. 

If it is not an error case, then TP to correct the description is needed. 

To me, it is not an error case. When OAM configure the MDT, the OAM may not know the UE will be in gNB or in ng-eNB. Probably OAM make the configuration based on the current serving RAN node. And when UE moves to another RAT, the target store the configuration and pass further. In case the UE moves back, the MDT can continue. Otherwise, it is mandate OAM shall pass two MDT configurations in the area where two type of NG-RAN node are deployed. 



	CATT
	We want to further clarify that there are 2 issues in 3.3. One is about unsuitable MDT configuration propagation in NGAP and another is in XnAP. Similar logic error exist in the descriptions of the two spec., but there are certain differences. To be simple, whether the error exists in NGAP depends on the behavior of the AMF, but the error in XnAP is always exists.

For NGAP
We need further confirmation with SA2 that whether AMF will only send MDT configuration E-UTRA to a gNB. 

If AMF not send, the AMF is responsible for storing the IE, and send it to the NG-RAN node when UE HO to a suitable RAT; in this case, the logic error is not exist.

If the AMF send, that means AMF not expect to store the IE(otherwise the AMF will choose not send the IE), if we introduce a new cause value to inform the AMF, the AMF still needs to store IE, which is not consistent with the expectations of AMF. In this case, we believe that the RAN node should be responsible for storing relevant information and modifying TP accordingly.
Maybe we should send an LS to SA2 to explicit the behavior of AMF.

For XnAP
Considering the case when a UE moved:gNB1->ng-eNB->gNB2, and AMF sends a MDT configuration-NR to the gNB1 according to the OAM requirement, and when UE HO to ng-eNB, gNB1 only can sent the MDT configuration-NR to ng-eNB, then ng-eNB will save it in context. This produce isreasonable but contradict with the spec. if the target NG-RAN Node is an ng-eNB at least the MDT Configuration-EUTRA IE shall be present. So we suggest revising the spec. to reduce restrictions in XnAP. In this case, introducing a new case value will have trouble as the previous NG-RAN node don’t know how to deal it and will increase complexity. 

	ZTE
	Fine to have the cause value.


For cause value :  2 disagree vs 4 agree. To be continue in the second round.
For TPs: 2 disagree VS 1 agree ,because this topic has been last for 3 meeting without consensus, the moderator would like not to continue discuss this topic in this meeting.
LS response of Area scope configuration and Frequency band info in MDT configuration.

In [6], the company propose to clarify that the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells IE shall be ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to PLMN wide in Rel-16 NGAP specification
In [6], the company propose too clarify that the NR Frequency Band List IE shall be ignored in Rel-16 NGAP specification.

In [13], the company thinks for Rel-16, it is proposal to ignore the Area Scope of Neighbour Cells IE if the PLMN wide is configured in TS38.413.

In [13], the company thinks to ignore NR Frequency Band List IE in NR Frequency Info IE to consist with RAN2.

Based on above , please take into account following proposals:

Proposal 4: Area Scope of Neighbour Cells IE shall be ignored if the Area Scope of MDT IE is set to PLMN wide in Rel-16 NGAP

Proposal 5: NR Frequency Band List IE shall be ignored in Rel-16 NGAP.
Q5: Please provide your view on these proposals.
	Company
	Do you agree the proposals
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Both agree, but
	NR Frequency Band List IE may should be ignored in all further spec., so might no need to highlight in Rel-16 NGAP

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	


Conclusion: NR Frequency Band List IE shall be ignored in Rel-16 NGAP.

LS response of Beam measurement reports for the MDT measurements.

In [8][13], the company propose to enhance the M1 Measurement configuration with the possibility of beam measurement level reporting .e.g Beam MeasurementsReportConfiguration IE

In [17], the company propose only introduce Include Beam Measurements Indication IE as indicated from SA5.

Based on the contributions, we have two options on the table:

Option 1: Introduce Include Beam Measurements Indication IE and Beam MeasurementsReportConfiguration IE for M1 

Option 2: Introduce Include Beam Measurements Indication IE for M1
Q6: Please provide your view on these proposals.

	Company
	Option 1 or Option 2
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We prefer the encoding of option 1 in [8]. Without information about the beam measurement configuration (namely the reportQuantityRS-Indexes IE in RRC) we do not solve the problem identified. 

In fact, once the RAN is instructed that an M1 configuration includes beam measurements, the RAN also needs to know what types of measurements to configure. This is specified in TS38.331

In [8] we have included the M1 reportQuantityRS-Indexes IE to reflect this need

	Huawei
	Option 2
	We think that a single indicator is sufficient.

The RAN2 reply LS does not states that beam measurement configuration is needed from NGAP.

Furthermore, a general principle for M1 measurement is that the measurement configurations should be subject to the RRM configurations.

Therefore, beam measurement configuration from NGAP seems not needed.

	CATT
	Option 1
	Option 1 can enable OAM to choose more specific configuration.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	Can’t the RAN decide which type of reportQuantityRS-Indexes (RSRP or RSRQ) it wants to measure when it is configuring RRM measurements? 

In our understanding, NG-RAN is responsible for configuring the RRM measurements while OAM can only provide its preference via M1 configuration.

	Samsung
	Option 2
	

	Nokia
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option 2
	Share the view as Qualcomm, the only information contain in reportQuantityRS is RSRP and RSRQ.

RSRP and RSRQ are only different in the calculation method for M1. RSRP is the signal strength of reference. RSRQ will also take into account the influence of interference and noise and reflect the ratio of RS to the overall strength of all signals. The two parameters, can be decided by RAN node itself, and whatever of the measurement result is benefit for TCE to evaluate the M1 measurement.

The logical of this feature is clear:

OAM only need to provide indicator to request for beam level measurement for M1.

RAN node can decide which reportQuantityRS  needed for the measurement.

RAN node report the result to TCE.


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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