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1 Introduction
	CB: # 5_R17SONMDT

- Review the details of CRs

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-226779


Since the time of F2F meeting is limited, the deadline for companies to provide their comments is Wednesday, November 16th, 11:00am UTC.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

For LTE UE RLF Report:

R3-226290 revised in R3-226853 agreed

R3-226291 revised in R3-226854 agreed
For MLB:
R3-226470 revised in R3-226821 agreed
R3-226469 revised in R3-226820 noted
FFS on the addition of MLB function in TS38.401. To be continued…
For Excess Packet Delay:
R3-226306 revised in R3-226873, agreed unseen
R3-226502 revised in R3-226879, agreed unseen
R3-226635 revised in R3-226874. agreed
For Management Based MDT:
R3-226503 revised in R3-226843 revised in R3-22xxxx, agreed unseen
For UHI:
FFS on the stage 2 corrections for MN UHI. To be continued…
FFS on the corrections for Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information IE. To be continued…
3 Discussion-First round

3.1 Correction on LTE UE RLF Report  
	R3-226290
	Correction on LTE UE RLF Report in TS38.423 (China Telecom,CATT,ZTE)
	CR0942r, TS 38.423 v16.11.0, Rel-16, Cat. F

· Change the presence from “O” to “M”?
· Update the semantic description in order to align the new rules agreed, e.g., Includes the” <reference> “as defined/specified in 38.331

	R3-226291
	Correction on UE RLF Report in TS38.423 (CATT,China Telecom,ZTE)
	CR0943r, TS 38.423 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F


Q1: Companies are invited to provide their views on the XnAP CRs with two changes agreed online. 

	Companies
	Agree the CRs?
	Comments

	CATT
	Agree 
	

	China Telecom
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree with changes to semantics
	>LTE Extension
 
 
 
 
>>LTE UE RLF Report Container
M
 
OCTET STRING
RLF-Report-r9 IE contained in the UEInformationResponse message defined in TS 36.331 [14] or measResult-RLF-Report-EUTRA-r16 IE contained in the UEInformationResponse message defined in TS 38.331 [10]
>>LTE UE RLF Report Container for extended bands
O
 
OCTET STRING
RLF-Report-r9e0 IE contained in the UEInformationResponse message defined in TS 36.331 [14] or measResult-RLF-Report-EUTRA-v1690 IE contained in the UEInformationResponse message defined in TS 38.331 [10]
I don’t think the highlighted part in semantics is not needed. We simply mention RLF-Report-r9 or RLF-Report-r9e0

Also OK with making the 2nd IE mandatory because this CHOICE will only be selected in case UE have to report both RLF-Report-r9 and RLF-Report-r9e0

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Wording needs to follow rules established in AI 32

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree with the removal of the part highlighted by QC
	With the highlighted part, it seems that the LTE UE RLF Report Container in the new choice is different from the existing LTE UE RLF Report Container. Actually they are the same. If they are different, then LTE UE RLF Report Container for extended bands can be optional.


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree with the two updated CRs
For chairman notes:

R3-226290 revised in R3-22xxxx agreed
R3-226291 revised in R3-22xxxx agreed
3.2 Correction on Mobility Load Balancing
	R3-226469
	Correction on MLB function in TS38.401 (ZTE, China Telecom, China Unicom)
	CR0271r, TS 38.401 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F

	R3-226470
	Correction on Resource Status Reporting procedure over F1 (ZTE)
	CR1091r, TS 38.473 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F


In R3-226469, it is proposed to add the description of MLB function in the TS38.401, since the other SON/MDT functions, including PCI Optimization, CCO, MRO and MDT, have been introduced in Rel-17.
Q2-1: Companies are invited to provide their views on R3-226469?
	Companies
	Agree the CR or not?


	Comments

	Noki
	Yes
	Suggestion for edition, if possible:
“In the split gNB architecture, the gNB-CU requests the reporting of load measurements from the gNB-DU. The gNB-DU reports the results of admitted measurements.”

	Huawei
	Yes
	The abbreviation MLB should probably be added in section 3.2?

	CATT
	Agree 
	

	China Telecom
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	OK with Nokia’s change and Huawei’s proposal to add abbreviation for MLB as well

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Does not bring additional information compared to stage-3 (i.e. request/report). This is different for CCO (several sub sections), PCI Optimisation (additional info) and MRO (call flow)

	ZTE
	Agree
	To Ericsson, we think the addition is beneficial, since it could bring a whole picture of the MLB. And the similar addition of RV QoE measurement has been introduced.
We are fine with Nok’s and Huawei’s comments, this CR will be revised to capture the comments.

	Samsung
	Agree 
	


Moderator’s summary:

8 of 9 companies agree with this CR, only one company think it is no necessary.
For chairman notes:

FFS on the addition of MLB function in TS38.401, Some offline discussion is needed.
In last meeting, R3-226072 was endorsed to add some clarification on Resource Status Reporting procedure over Xn to avoid inter-operability issues when some measurements are missing from the report. In addition, how to interpret “the requesting node can change the periodicity while adding new cell(s)” could also lead to potential inter-operability issue. And the same issues also exist over F1.

In R3-226470, it is proposed to align with the correction agreed in R3-226072.
Q2-2: Companies are invited to provide their views on R3-226470?
	Companies
	Agree the CR or not?


	Comments

	CATT
	Agree 
	

	China Telecom
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Just please correct typos:

If some results of the admiited measurements in RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message are missing, the gNB-CU shall consider that these results were not available at the gNB-DU.
Reporting Periodicity

O

 
ENUMERATED(500ms, 1000ms, 2000ms, 5000ms,10000ms, …)

Periodicity that can be used for reporting of indicated measurements. Also used as the averaging window length for all measurement object if supported.

This IE is ignored if the Registriation Request IE is set to “add”.
YES

ignore



	Ericsson
	Agree
	Correct typo admiited -> admitted

	ZTE
	Agree
	OK to correct the typo issue in the revised version.

	Samsung
	Agree 
	With the typo corrected.


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree with this CR, and the typo issues need to be corrected.
For chairman notes:

R3-226470 revised in R3-226821 agreed
3.3 Excess Packet Delay
	R3-226501
	Corrections related to Excess Packet Delay (Ericsson, AT&T, Deutsche Telekom, Huawei, CATT, BT)
	discussion

	R3-226502
	XnAP Corrections related to Excess Packet Delay (Ericsson, AT&T, Deutsche Telekom, Huawei, CATT, BT)
	CR0946r, TS 38.423 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F

	R3-226306
	[draft] LS on Excess Packet Delay for MDT (Huawei)
	LS out To: SA5 CC: RAN2

	R3-226537
	Handling of UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay measurement configuration for MDT in NGAP and XnAP (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	discussion

	R3-226635
	NGAP Corrections related for Excess Packet Delay (CATT, Ericsson, AT&T, DT, Huawei)
	CR0922r, TS 38.413 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F


In R3-226537, the proponent company provides the following proposals:

Proposal 1: RAN3#118 should update its specification in a way that avoids later non-backwards compatible changes for the UL PDCP Excess Packet Delay measurement.

Proposal 2: RAN3#118 to elaborate and agree NGAP and XnAP correction CRs ensuring alignment with OAM support provided by SA5, and hence ensuring interoperability between vendors
In other contributions related to Excess packet delay, the following proposals are provided:

Proposal 1 Correct the presence field of the M6 Delay Threshold IE to Optional and rename the M6 Delay Threshold IE to Excess Packet Delay Threshold IE to align with RAN2.

Proposal 2 Encode the Excess Packet Delay Threshold as a list of multiple values, where each threshold value is associated to a 5QI.

During the online discussion, one company raised the concern that SA5 are solving the same issue at this meeting and a conflict may happen if the two working groups make different decisions.
Q3: Companies are invited to provide their views on CRs and LS for Excess Packet Delay. 

	Companies
	Agree the CRs and LS in this meeting? 
Or Waiting SA5’s progress.
	Comments

	Huawei
	Agree the CRs and send out the LS at this meeting.
	

	CATT
	Agree the CRs, and we upload the draft NG CR in the folder 
	RAN3 should solve this issue in RAN3#118 as mentioned in previous meeting, we suggest to agree the CRs in RAN3 and send new LS to SA5, not just waiting for SA5 reply. Only if SA5 response the previous LS during this meeting with negative attitude on 5QI, this issue will be further discussed. If SA5 not reply the LS or hold a positive attitude, the CRs above can satisfied SA5’s demands. 

	Qualcomm
	OK to send CRs and LS
	Just a question: how did we come up with these thresholds for Excess Packet delay? TS 38.314 definition of Excess Packet Delay is based on 32 quantized levels.

ENUMERATED (ms0.25, ms0.5, ms1, ms2, ms4, ms5, ms10, ms20, ms30, ms40, ms50, ms60, ms70, ms80, ms90, ms100, ms150, ms300, ms500, …)
Also not sure why SA5 is discussing this parallelly, we think RAN3 can decide and send LS.

	Ericsson
	CRs and LS can be agreed at this meeting
	We support the CRs in R3-226502 and R3-226635.

The approval of these CRs will also give SA5 reference RAN3 specifications on which the SA5 needs to align. The discussion in SA5 is quite mature and moving towards agreeing to the enhancements proposed in the CR, hence approval of the CRs would ensure coordination between the corrections RAN3 and SA5 need to apply. 

Note that SA5 has just agreed to S5-226830, where the following is stated:

4
Detailed proposal
The group is asked to endorse Solution 3 above, as this solution can totally transfer the intention of OAM to UE. If endorsed Ericsson takes an action item to write CR on relevant SA5 TSs…..

The main issue to be solved is what reference information should be used. OAM transfers 5QI as the reference information for reflecting the relationship between thresholds and services. 

And where Solution 3 states:

Solution 3: OAM provide threshold and the corresponding reference information.
With respect to the LS in R3-226306, please consider these rewordings:

RAN3 discussed how to introduce the Excess Packet Delay configuration into the M6 Configuration IE contained in the MDT Configuration-NR IE in Rel-17. RAN3 agreed that a new IE named as Excess Packet Delay Threshold IE is introduced to replace the previous M6 Delay Threshold IE. The Excess Packet Delay Threshold IE contains an Excess Packet Delay Threshold Value per 5QI.



	
	
	The range of some parameters may be different between us and SA5. If RAN3 can agree the 

	ZTE
	OK to send the LS and the CRs
	The LS and CRs are needed.
Regarding the CRs, it seems that the range of some IEs may be different between RAN3 and SA5. We should send the LS to SA5 attached with CRs as soon as possible to avoid any misalignment.

	Samsung
	Ok to agree the NBC CRs as early as possible.
	Regarding the LS, it is needed if LS reply from SA5 is not received this week.

	Nokia
	Ok to agree the NBC CRs as early as possible.
	The CR looks aligned with what we understand is being agreed in SA5. Some updates uploaded for the NGAP CR (cover-page, IE name, semantics, ASN.1). Similar changes needed for the XnAP CR. We expect LS from RAN3 is needed, maybe SA5 is sending a reply LS?


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree with the CRs and send the LS to SA5. Regarding the CRs, the comments from Nokia should be considered.
For chairman notes:

R3-226306 revised in R3-22xxxx, agreed
R3-226502 revised in R3-22xxxx, agreed
R3-226635 revised in R3-22xxxx. agreed
3.4  Management Based MDT PLMN Modification List
	R3-226503
	Correction related to Management Based MDT PLMN Modification List (Ericsson)
	CR0947r, TS 38.423 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. F


In R3-226503, it is proposed that the text describing the operations related to the Management Based MDT PLMN Modification List IE needs to be moved within the description for the successful operation of the M-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification Preparation procedure.
Q4: Companies are invited to provide their views on the CR related Management Based MDT PLMN Modification List. 

	Companies
	Agree the CR or not?
	Comments

	Huawei
	Agree.
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	There is an obvious correction needed as the description on the reception the Management Based MDT PLMN Modification List IE is misplaced as it is wrongly included under the successful operation of the S-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification procedure. The text needs to be moved under the M-NG-RAN node initiated S-NG-RAN node Modification Preparation procedure

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree with the CR.
For chairman notes:

R3-226503 is agreed

3.5  Stage 2 corrections for MN UHI
	R3-226638
	Discussion on corrections for UE History Information (ZTE, Samsung, Lenovo, China Telecom)
	discussion

	R3-226639
	Correction for TS 37.340 on UHI MR-DC (ZTE, Samsung, Lenovo, China Telecom)
	draftCR


R3-226638 believes that a correlation error may also be caused if the PCell dwelling time exceeds the maximum value. The legacy UHI is used to detect Ping-pong issue which focuses on short dwelling time, and it is not needed to know the exact dwelling time for each PCell. While in R17, UHI is further enhanced to be applied to MR-DC scenarios. The correlated MN and SN UHI will be sent to the target NG-RAN node, and the target NG-RAN node will use the SN UHI included in the correlated UHI to detect SN Ping-pong issue, select the appropriate SN and determine whether the DC needs to be supported. Therefore, an accurate correlated MN and SN UHI would be helpful for the target NG-RAN node to make the right decision. When the UE stays in a PCell longer than the maximum value, the target NG-RAN node will get a wrong correlated MN and SN UHI if the MN makes the correlation with the maximum time duration. So [R3-226639] proposes to introduce stage 2 clarifications for MN UHI to solve the correlation error issue introduced by the MR-DC scenarios when the PCell dwelling time exceeds the maximum value.

Q5: Companies are invited to provide their views on stage 2 CR in R3-226639 related to MN UHI.

	Companies
	Agree the CR or not?
	Comments

	Nokia
	Not really
	As commented before, this note does not help correlation of the MCG and SCG UHI, because it does not explain anything. So not really needed.

	Huawei
	No
	In order to do correlation, we would need to use the actual stay time. It seems this is added just to avoid bad implementation. But if we start adding this, we would need to add many such notes in the spec.

	CATT
	No
	If the PCell dwelling time exceeds the maximum value, it can set to 4095. For the correlation of PCell and PSCell list, it is an implementation issue from MN side based on the receiving accurate PSCell dwell time. 
Also for the “reason for change”, it believes target NG-RAN node may get a wrong correlated MN and SN UHI. However, we think this is another implementation issue from MN side. MN can still use accurate PCell for correlation but send 4095 to target NG-RAN.

	China Telecom
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	No strong view
	Doesn’t harm to add this Note for clarification.  But as others said, maybe no need to add because this is just guidance for implementation.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	It is beneficial to have such clarification.

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	Not needed for correlation. UHI entries allow a maximum value of 4096s, but the MN can keep the real value as part of the UE Context., in order to perform the correlation. But we would be ok to align Pcell and PSCell for a better precision, which could be used at target, or for some new rel-18 use cases (e.g. trajectory prediction in AI/ML)? Now the question is: should it be rel-17 or rel-18? Is there any functional backward compatibility issue here?

	ZTE
	Yes
	This clarification is needed to aviod IoT issue. UHI is normally used for pingpong detection, thus it is not needed to record the actuall cell dwelling time when it exceeds the maximum value. Therefore, it is reasonable for the MN to only record that the PCell dwelling time is only 4095s since it is the time recorded in the time stay IE and the MN may not realize that using 4095s to calculate the correlation may cause error. While some MN may realize that using 4095s for correlation would cause correlation error so the the actual dwelling time is used. So we think it is beneficial to introduce a small stage 2 correction to make everything crystal clear and avoid the potential IoT issue.

	Samsung
	Agree
	


Moderator’s summary:

4 of 9 companies agree with this CR, 3 of 9 companies disagree, and 2 companies have no strong view.
For chairman notes:

FFS on the stage 2 corrections for MN UHI, some offline discussion is needed.
3.6  Corrections for Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information IE
	R3-226533
	Correction of Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	CR0912r, TS 38.413 v15.13.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	R3-226534
	Correction of Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	CR0913r, TS 38.413 v16.11.0, Rel-16, Cat. A

	R3-226535
	Correction of Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	CR0914r, TS 38.413 v17.2.0, Rel-17, Cat. A


The above CRs point out that the definition of Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information entry in UE History Information is unclear since the current specification could be misunderstood so that gNB implementations might avoid storing entries resulting from e.g. intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility. Therefore, it is proposed to update the description text of the Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information IE to clarify the meaning of “set of NR cells”.
Q6: Companies are invited to provide their views on the above three CRs.

	Companies
	Agree the CR or not?
	Comments

	Huawei
	Agree
	As discussed in last meeting, we think this change is useful. The current text is confusing. Another option is to remove this text.

	CATT
	
	We think the UHI should focus on the UE mobility. If a UE dwell in the same physical cell, it is not necessary to recode a new entry in UHI even the PLMN or cell configuration changes.

	Qualcomm
	Not sure
	Not sure how adding the highlighted text is clarifying that we should still consider intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility.

The duration of time the UE stayed in the cell or set of NR cells included in the CellAccessRelatedInfo IE in SIB1 (see TS 38.331 [18]) with the same NR ARFCN for reference point A, in seconds. If the duration is more than 4095s, this IE is set to 4095.



	Ericsson
	No
	Up to implementation. Not sure how the existing definition forbid this (avoid storing entries resulting from e.g. intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility)

	ZTE
	No
	We think a good implementation can decide whether to create a new entry in such case. In addition, we believe that no issue would be caused even though a new entry cannot be created for intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility. The source NG-RAN node can be aware of the intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility via UE context to avoid pingpong if this information is not provided by UHI. The target NG-RAN node does not care about whether there is intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility happened at the source NG-RAN.

	Samsung
	Ok for the CR
	Maybe R17 correction is enough considering it is only clarification

	Nokia
	Support the CR
	OK to have it only in Rel-17. On comment from ZTE: The UHI may be used to e.g. determine the path followed by the UE which can be useful information e.g. when determining the target cell or estimate the speed of the UE. It is therefore important that all cells are stored in the UHI.

On comment from QC: we are also ok to consider better wording, the point is indeed to ensure that an entry is created in case of intra-gNB intra-frequency mobility.


Moderator’s summary:

3 of 7 companies agree with this CR, 4 of 7 companies disagree.
For chairman notes:

FFS on the corrections for Last Visited NG-RAN Cell Information IE, some offline discussion is needed.
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