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1 Introduction
CB: # 3_LTEM8M9_Alignment
- Align the semantic description change on M8 and M9 needed over S1 and X2? Update needed in R15 and/or R16?
- LS to SA5?
- Provide CRs if agreeable, work split
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-222392 rev in R3-222524

Please Note: 
There would be two rounds of email discussion.
The 1st round is to be ended by Thursday (23:59 UTC, 2022-2-24).
The 2nd round is to be ended before the email deadline at second week (13:00 UTC, 2022-3-1).

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose to capture the following:
R15 CR(Cat.F) for TS 36.413: Ericsson           R3-222105 rev in R3-222594  Aagreed
R16 CR(Cat.A) for TS 36.413: Samsung         R3-222321 rev in R3-222616 Agreed
R15 CR(Cat.F) for TS 36.423: CMCC             R3-222557 Agreed
R16 CR(Cat.A) for TS 36.423: ZTE                 R3-222344 rev in R3-222615 Agreed
     
Draft LS to SA5 (R3-222345) is noted 

[bookmark: _GoBack]There is no need to send another LS to SA5 on LTE M8/M9. But RAN3 correction on LTE M8/M9 configurations needs to be taken into account by SA5 when they handle specification update on NR M8/M9.




4 Discussion (2nd round)
The following agreements were achieved during the online session:
The semantic description of Name List IE in WLAN/Bluetooth measurement configuration of S1 and X2 should be updated the same way as in NGAP and XnAP CRs. 
Introduce the CRs for both R15 and R16.
The work for 2nd round was captured as:
Work on the R15 and R16 CRs
LS to SA5?
We would continue our work based on the minutes in the second round.

4.1 Work Split for R15 and R16 CRs
	Work split :
R15 CR(Cat.F) for TS 36.413: Ericsson           R3-222594  to be agreed
R16 CR(Cat.A) for TS 36.413: Samsung         R3-222321 rev in R3-222616 to be agreed
R15 CR(Cat.F) for TS 36.423: CMCC             R3-222557 to be agreed
R16 CR(Cat.A) for TS 36.423: ZTE                 R3-222344 rev in R3-222615 to be agreed


There  are 4 CRs [6][7][8][9] submitted at this meeting for the R16 corrections.  The main difference of the papers is in the WI code, where [6][7] put ‘TEI16’ as the WI code, while [8][9] put ‘LTE_MDT_BT_WLAN-Core, TEI16’. It is indeed confusing that sometimes only one WI code is expected, but sometimes two WI codes are needed. After Moderator’s double check, the R16 CRs are supposed to have both ‘LTE_MDT_BT_WLAN-Core’ and ‘TEI16’ as WI codes, where the former one is related to the R15 WI which introduces Bluetooth and WLAN measurements, and the latter one is for TEI16 correction. With this consideration, [8]and [9] can be directly agreed without any revision, if there is no other concerns.
Please see the discussion in the second table and the email reflector for clarification on WI code. 
For the R15 CRs, Moderator would like to task Ericsson and CMCC for the work, based on their contributions for this CB (note that CMCC was the Rapporteur of the R15 MDT_BT_WLAN WI).
If you have any comments about the work split, pls list in the table below:
	Company
	comments

	Samsung
	Ok

	CMCC
	Ok, we are fine to take the Rel-15 CR for TS 36.423, the draft has been uploaded

	Ericsson
	Ok for us



For the details of the CRs, pls provide your comments in the table below, if any.
	Company
	comments

	ZTE
	The WI code things is confusing sometimes. We would suggest that all the drafters of the CRs check with young ik, if you are not 100% sure about your decision.

	Samsung
	Agree with ZTE’s understanding for the WI code.
Besides WI code, when revised R3-222105 and 222106, pls correct the below typo in the cover page.
Summary of change:
For WLAN Measurement Configuration IE, adding a semantics description that WLAN Measurement Configuration Name List shall be present if Bluetooth WLAN Measurement Configuration IE is set to be Setup.
For Bluetooth Measurement Configuration IE, adding a semantics description that Bluetooth Measurement Configuration Name List shall be present if WLAN Bluetooth measurement Configuration IE is set to be setup.


	Samsung-2
	Correct my comments for the WID code. Since we have Rel-15 CRs. Rel-16 CRs should be the mirror CRs for Rel-15. Then the WID code should be same for Rel-15 and Rel-16 CR. Maybe only “LTE_MDT_BT_WLAN-Core” should be used for Rel-15 CRs and Rel-16 CRs.

	ZTE
	Yes, Samsung’s understanding is right. After final check with Young Ik, we can confirm that the WI code should be only “LTE_MDT_BT_WLAN-Core”.



4.2 LS to SA5?
An LS[5] was sent to SA5 to notify about RAN3 correction for NR M8/M9. But that is only for NR, and only the NR CRs are attached with the LS. If we have corrections for LTE this time, it is reasonable that we send another CR, which attaches the LTE CRs. 
A draft LS was provided in [10]. It is not a duplication on the previous one, but a new one in sequence with the previous one, providing the latest information from RAN3, for SA5 to get their corresponding specification update. Besides, since we sent the LS last time for NR, Moderator think it would be better we also send an LS for LTE this time, officially from RAN3 with the CRs attached, instead of just by company coordination.
Please provide your comments below about the LS. 
	Company
	comments

	ZTE
	We should send this LS, to complete the coordination from RAN3 and SA5 about the specification alignment. Last time it was for NR, this time for LTE, no duplication, rational enough. 
And we would appreciate it a lot if companies can take a look at our LS in [10]. It is not a duplication of the previous LS, but a new one which mentions our previous correction on NR and explains our correction for LTE this time. We don’t think there is any strong reason why we don’t send this LS.

	Samsung
	Fine to us

	Ericsson
	We do not see a strong need tto send another LS on the same topic. Maybe it can be minuted that SA5 should take this change into account and mentioned in SA5 by companies´delegates


Moderator: ok for not sending the LS and accept Ericsson’s suggestion.
3 Discussion (1st round)
In RAN3#114bis-e, The following issue of the name list in MDT M8/M9 configuration over NG and Xn is acknowledged, the situation of which can be described as follows:
The name list IE in the WLAN/Bluetooth configuration, the range of which represents as (0..1), which means the name list might never been configured by the OAM, thus it might never been configured by network to the UE, resulting in the consequence that the WLAN/Bluetooth measurement reporting would never start in the UE.
RAN3 has agreed on the NGAP and XnAP CRs [1][2] to solve the problem above, where a semantic description is added for the name list IE in the WLAN/Bluetooth configuration, which says the name list shall be present if the Bluetooth/WLAN configuration is set to be Setup. An LS has been sent to SA5 to notify about our correction and request for corresponding update in SA5 specification. With this correction, the name list would always be configured by OAM as long as M8/M9 configuration is to be setup, and then the potential issue mentioned would be well avoided. 
The agreement of RAN3#114bis-e is captured below:
Add semantics descriptions to the name list of Bluetooth/WLAN configuration that says, the name list should be present if the Bluetooth/WLAN measurement configuration is set to be Setup. And also notify SA5 about the mandatory presence of name list the LS to SA5.
It was noticed that same issue also exists in S1 and X2, with the left issue captured as follows:
The semantic description change on M8 and M9 needed over S1 and X2?
To be continued...
Take 36.423 as an example, the WLAN/Bluetooth configuration is of the same structure as in Xn, with the name list range from 0 to 1.
	TS 36.423 v16.8.0
[bookmark: _Toc51764307][bookmark: _Toc45891663][bookmark: _Toc45104353][bookmark: _Toc73980004][bookmark: _Toc45227849][bookmark: _Toc64382275][bookmark: _Toc29906606][bookmark: _Toc88650728][bookmark: _Toc36550596][bookmark: _Toc66283850][bookmark: _Toc67911226][bookmark: _Toc20954597][bookmark: _Toc56528308][bookmark: _Toc29902602]9.2.134	Bluetooth Measurement Configuration
This IE defines the parameters for Bluetooth measurement collection.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Semantics description

	Bluetooth Measurement Configuration
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (Setup, …)
	

	Bluetooth Measurement Configuration Name List
	
	0..1
	
	

	>Bluetooth Measurement Configuration Name Item IEs
	
	1 .. <maxnoofBluetoothName>
	
	

	>>Bluetooth Measurement Configuration Name
	M
	
	OCTET STRING (SIZE (1..248))
	

	BT RSSI
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (True, …)
	In case of Immediate MDT, it corresponds to M8 measurement as defined in 37.320 [31].



	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofBluetoothname
	Maximum no. of Bluetooth local name used for Bluetooth measurement collection, the maximum value is 4.






Two discussion papers were[3][4] submitted to discuss the issue in LTE.
Q1: Do you think the same issue on Name List of MDT M8 and M9 configuration also exists in S1 and X2?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	CMCC
	Yes
	We should align between S1/X2 and NG/Xn

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Alignment is needed

	CATT
	Yes 
	Same Semantics description should be added

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	



If the issue is confirmed, the same correction should be applied in S1 and X2. 
Proposal 1: The semantic description of Name List IE in WLAN/Bluetooth measurement configuration of S1 and X2 should be updated in the same way as in NGAP and XnAP CRs. 
Q2:  Do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Huawei
	yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	



WLAN/Bluetooth measurement were first introduced in S1 and X2 in Rel-15, since v15.3.0. So if the S1 and X2 specifications are to be corrected for the name list of M8/M9, it should be discussed whether only Rel-16 specifications should be corrected or both Rel-15 and Rel-16.
There are two options provided:
Option A: Only Rel-16 specifications should be corrected.
Option B: Both Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications should be corrected.
Q3: Which option do you prefer?
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	CMCC
	A or B
	Slightly prefer B, but there is no Rel-15 CR is provided,  we are fine with A

	Ericsson
	B
	As this is a rather critical error, we think it should be corrected from Rel15

	CATT
	B
	Prefer B, handle the similar issues together is encouraged, and the WI code should be checked.

	Huawei
	A
	Rel-15 CR is not acceptable for LTE for us at this stage. We need to minimize the impact on PL implementation.
I think that all companies have agreed that we only fix this issue in rel-16 in the email discussion before the meeting.
That’s why we don’t see any CRs for rel-15 submitted to this meeting.

	Nokia
	A
	We believe Rel-16 CR is sufficient as submitted to this meeting.

	ZTE
	B
	R15 should also be corrected. It’s not a big correction, we think there would not be too much impact on current products.



An LS[5] was sent to SA5 to notify about RAN3 correction for NR M8/M9. If the correction for LTE M8/M9 is agreed, a further LS might be needed to SA5 to inform about our further correction.
Q4: Do you think an LS to SA5 is needed to inform SA5 about our correction for LTE M8/M9?
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	CMCC
	
	No harm to have it

	Ericsson
	
	Not essential

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Huawei
	
	Seems not needed.

	Nokia
	No
	Company coordination is sufficient here

	ZTE
	Yes
	We sent an LS to SA5 to inform about our correction in NR at last meeting. The LS for LTE would be also needed, to make this alignment circle complete.



Pls note: We would wait until second round for the work split, if necessary.

Other issues:
If there are any other concerns not covered in the discussion above, please list in the table here.
	Company
	concerns

	CMCC
	We didn’t know there is the other camp who will submit the same contributions when we co-source the paper from one camp. Since the correction is quite straightforward, it is fair to split the work to make each camp comfortable.

	
	

	
	



4 Conclusion, Recommendations
See section 2.
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