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	CB: # 19_RACH
- Discuss the open issues as above
- Provide the CRs over F1 if agreeable
- Capture agreements and open issues
(Qualcomm - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-226805



The deadline for companies to provide their comments is Thursday, November 17th, 8:00am UTC.
We can work on the TPs after the deadline if we have consensus on the solution details.
For the Chairman’s Notes
Proposal 1: RAN3 supports a network-based solution for RACH report retrieval over F1AP based on an indication from the gNB-DU to the gNB-CU of successful RACH procedures which are not known to the gNB-CU (e.g., when RACH is triggered due to beam failure recovery, no PUCCH resource available, UL sync issue)
Proposal 2: Define a new class-1 F1AP message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) to indicate certain RACH occurrence(s) from gNB-DU to gNB-CU
Proposal 3. FFS whether the new F1AP message is UE-associated or non-UE associated
Proposal 4: SN should indicate the potential availability of RA report to the MN, MN can fetch the RA report and transfer it to SN
Proposal 5: Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE.
Proposal 6. The new Xn message should be non-UE associated.
Proposal 7: Agree the XnAP and F1AP TPs (with FFS as needed).
· TP to F1AP (E///): R3-226481 rev in R3-22xxxx
· TP to XnAP (HW): R3-226300 rev in R3-226858
Discussion

F1AP solution for RA Report Retrieval
Working assumption from last meeting is below:
WA: RAN3 works on the network-based solution for RACH report retrieval, i.e., gNB-DU indicates to gNB-CU about the RACH occurrence

Chair Notes from 1st round:
Check the detail of solution over F1
Based on Chair Notes and companies’ views this meeting, it is proposed to convert this WA into agreement and Moderator Proposal 1 is therefore proposed.
Moderator Proposal 1: RAN3 supports a network-based solution for RACH report retrieval over F1AP i.e., gNB-DU indicates to gNB-CDU about the RACH occurrence.
Q1. Can Moderator Proposal 1 be agreed?
	Companies
	Yes/No for moderator proposal 1
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, but please see rewording
	We would like to take the online discussion into account and address concerns that reporting from the gNB-DU at every RAH access might bee too signalling intensive. We would therefore reformulate the proposal as follows:
RAN3 supports a network-based solution for RACH report retrieval over F1AP i.e.,based on an indication from the gNB-DU to the gNB-CU of the occurrence of one or more gNB-DU triggered RACH accessindicates to gNB-DU about the RACH occurrence.


	Huawei
	Yes
	We ack the signaling overhead issue mentioned by Ericsson.
Apart of the reformulated proposal, we think that the following proposal seems the proper statement for this issue:
gNB-DU indicates to gNB-CU about the availability of RACH reports only when the occurrence of the RACH procedure is not known to the gNB-CU e.g., when RACH is triggered due to beam failure recovery, no PUCCH resource available, UL 
Therefore, we propose to add “only when the occurrence of the RACH procedure is not known to the gNB-CU” into the reformulated proposal.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We share the view that the NW based solution the enable gNB-DU trigger only when RA occurrences not aware by the gNB-CU.
Therefore, we thinks a single indication may not enough to cover the above requirements. 
For example, as explained in [1], several RA occurrences not aware by the gNB CU including beam failure recovery, no PUCCH resource available, UL synchronization issue etc.
Therefore, it is necessary to discussion whether the RA occurrences reasons ( e.g. no PUCCH resource available) need to be provide by gNB-DU in addition to RA occurrence indication.
Based on reason, gNB-CU can decides whether to retrieve the RA Reports.


	Qualcomm
	Yes
	OK with E///’s rewording. 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Agree with HW’s reformulated proposal.

	CATT
	Yes 
	Also ok to capture “indicate the occurrence of the RACH procedure is not known to the gNB-CU.”

	Samsung
	Yes
	OK with E///’s rewording. 

	CMCC
	Yes
	Ok with E///’s rewording.



Summary:
All companies agree. After rewording, the following is proposed to be agreed:
Proposal 1: RAN3 supports a network-based solution for RACH report retrieval over F1AP based on an indication from the gNB-DU to the gNB-CU of the occurrence of one or more gNB-DU triggered RACH access.

If moderator Proposal 1 can be agreed, we can now discuss the stage-3 details for this F1 signaling. Different options are proposed as captured below:
Option 1 (UE associated): Introduce a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) as mentioned in [3] and [4]
9.2.1.x    RACH INDICATION
This message is sent by the gNB-DU to inform the gNB-CU about the occurrence of random access events for the specific UE.
Direction: gNB-DU gNB-CU.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	 
	9.3.1.1
	 
	YES
	ignore

	gNB-CU UE F1AP ID
	M
	 
	9.3.1.4
	 
	YES
	reject

	gNB-DU UE F1AP ID
	M
	 
	9.3.1.5
	 
	YES
	reject

	Random access Indication
	O
	 
	ENUMARATED (true, …)
	 
	YES
	ignore



Option 2 (non-UE associated): Reuse the gNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE message as mentioned in [6]
If the GNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE message contains the RACH occurrence Indication IE, the gNB-CU may retrieve RACH report from UE for the corresponding gNB-DU.
	RACH occurrence Indication
	O
	 
	9.3.1.XXX
	 
	YES
	ignore


 
9.3.1.XXX    RACH occurrence Indication
This IE conveys the RACH occurrence information from the gNB-DU to the gNB-CU.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	RACH occurrence Indication
	M
	 
	ENUMARATED (true, …)
	 

	RACH occurrence Information List
	 
	0..1
	 
	 

	>RACH occurrence Information Item
	 
	1 .. <maxnoofRACHoccurrences>
	 
	 

	>>UE Assistant Identifier 
	O
	gNB-DU UE F1AP ID
9.3.1.5
	 
	 


 
	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofRACHOccurrences
	Maximum no. of RACH Occurrence information, the maximum value is 64.



Q2: Companies are requested to provide their views on their preference among Option 1 and Option 2 for the F1AP solution for RA Report Retrieval?
· Option 1 (UE associated): Introduce a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) so that the gNB-DU can inform the gNB-CU about the occurrence of RA events for a specific UE.
· Option 2 (non-UE associated): Reuse the gNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE message so that gNB-DU can inform the gNB-CU about the RA occurrence of multiple UEs (each UE identified by gNB-DU UE F1AP ID)
	Companies
	Option 1 or 2 
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	The indication from gNB-DU to gNB-CU concerns the occurrance of one or more RACH access for an active UE that is still connected. For this reason a UE-associated message on the signalling connection of the connected UE is appropriate. The indication does not concern gNB-DU configuration changes, hence reusing the gNB-DU Configuration Update is not appropriate as this procedure does not cover UE associated information.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Option 2 is not preferred. Because the RACH occurrence indication is not a kind of DU configuration. We should avoid any improper extension to the purpose or function of the existing procedure which will cause only misleading.

	ZTE
	Option 2
	It is rare that only one UE has random access issue when the gNB-DU configured with a sub-optimal RA configuration. In addition, in order to correctly optimize the RA configuration, the gNB-DU need enough information related to multiple UEs.
Therefore, in order to solve the sub-optimal RA configuration issue, the gNB-DU will trigger RA indications for multiple UEs.
If a UE associated message is used, the gNB-DU needs to send multiple messages to the same gNB-CU. This will bring unnecessary signaling overhead.
We suggest to use a non-UE associated message with support optional UE IDs. 

	Qualcomm
	Prefer Option 1
	In general, similar reasoning as E/// and HW.
Regarding ZTE’s comment, it is true that Option 1 means there would be a F1 message needed for each UE’s RA Report. But the gNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE might not be an appropriate message as other companies pointed out. Should we consider an Option 3 (non-UE associated and new message?) as well then?

	Lenovo
	
	Same view as QC, we can consider Option 3: non-UE associated and new message in order to have a common solution for both F1 and Xn as commented in Q4.

	CATT
	Option 1
	Option 1. Prefer UE associated signaling, otherwise, CU does not know from which UE to retrieve RACH report. 
Also, we think one message to cover multiple UE RACH indications and multiple messages to cover multiple UEs RACH indications respectively have the same load in F1 interface. 

	Samsung
	
	Similar view as QC and Lenovo. Non-UE associated new message is better.

	CMCC
	Option 1 or the new defined option 3
	



Moderator Summary:
Many companies think that reusing gNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE is not appropriate. Therefore, we can agree to define a new F1AP message
Proposal 2: Define a new class-1 F1AP message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) to indicate certain RACH occurrence(s) from gNB-DU to gNB-CU
Regarding whether the message should be UE-associated or non-UE associated, companies’ views are split. We can therefore have an FFS for that 
Proposal 3. FFS whether the new F1AP message is UE-associated or non-UE associated

XnAP solution for RA Report Retrieval
Working assumption from last meeting is below:
WA: SN should indicate the potential availability of RA report to the MN, MN can fetch the RA report and transfer it to SN

Chair Notes from 1st round:
Turn WA “SN should indicate the potential availability of RA report to the MN, MN can fetch the RA report and transfer it to SN. “ to agreement?
Considering the above Chair’s notes and companies view this meeting, the moderator proposes to confirm the WA from last meeting.
Moderator Proposal 2: SN should indicate the potential availability of RA report to the MN, MN can fetch the RA report and transfer it to SN
Q3: Can Moderator Proposal 2 be agreed?
	Companies
	Yes/No for moderator proposal 2
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	



Moderator Summary:
All companies agree. So, the following can be agreed:
Proposal 4: SN should indicate the potential availability of RA report to the MN, MN can fetch the RA report and transfer it to SN
If moderator Proposal 2 can be agreed, we can now discuss the stage-3 details for this Xn signaling. Different options are proposed as captured below:

Option 1 (UE-associated): Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE as mentioned in [3] and [4]
 9.1.2.x    RACH INDICATION
This message is sent by the S-NG-RAN node to inform the M-NG-RAN node that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE.
Direction: S-NG-RAN node M-NG-RAN node.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	 
	9.3.1.1
	 
	YES
	ignore

	RACH Indication List
	 
	1
	 
	 
	YES
	ignore

	>RACH Report List Item
	 
	1 .. <maxnoofRACHReports>
	 
	 
	EACH
	ignore

	>>Random access Indication
	M
	 
	ENUMARATED (true, …)
	 
	YES
	ignore

	>>M-NG-RAN UE Assistant Identifier
	M
	 
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	Allocated at the M-NG-RAN node
	YES
	reject

	>>S-NG-RAN UE Assistant Identifier
	M
	 
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	Allocated at the S-NG-RAN node
	YES
	reject



[bookmark: _Hlk119468956]Option 2 (non-UE associated): Reuse ACCESS and MOBILITY INDICATION message over Xn. S-NG-RAN can indicate the RACH occurrence indication of multiple UEs to M-NG-RAN (e.g., by including an indication and NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID) as mentioned in [6]
[bookmark: _Hlk44419493][bookmark: _Toc98868272][bookmark: _Toc106109394][bookmark: _Toc51850636][bookmark: _Toc105174557][bookmark: _Toc66286676][bookmark: _Toc45901557][bookmark: _Toc45107937][bookmark: _Toc44497549][bookmark: _Toc74151371][bookmark: _Toc56693639][bookmark: _Toc97904199][bookmark: _Toc64447182][bookmark: _Toc88653843]9.1.3.25	ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION
This message is sent by NG-RAN node1 to transfer access and mobility related information to NG-RAN node2.
Direction: NG-RAN node 1  NG-RAN node 2.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.2.3.1
	
	YES
	ignore

	RACH Report List
	
	0..1
	
	
	YES
	ignore

	>RACH Report List Item
	
	1 .. <maxnoofRACHReports>
	
	
	EACH
	ignore

	[bookmark: _Hlk39132149]>>RACH Report Container
	O
	
	OCTET STRING
	RA-ReportList-r16 IE as defined in subclause 6.2.2 in TS 38.331 [10].
	YES
	ignore

	>>UE Assistant Identifier
	O
	
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	
	YES
	ignore

	Successful HO Report List
	
	0..1
	
	
	YES
	ignore

	>Successful HO Report List Item
	
	1 .. <maxnoofSuccessfulHOReports>
	
	
	–
	

	>>Successful HO Report Container
	O
	
	OCTET STRING
	SuccessHO-Report-r17 IE as defined in subclause 6.2.2 in TS 38.331 [10].
	–
	

	RACH occurrence Indication
	O
	
	9.2.3.XXX
	
	YES
	ignore



If the RACH occurrence Indication IE is included in the ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION message, NG-RAN node2 may retrieve RACH report from UE for the NG-RAN node1.
9.2.3.XXX	  RACH occurrence Indication
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	RACH occurrence Indication
	M
	
	ENUMARATED (true, …)
	

	RACH occurrence Information List
	
	0..1
	
	

	>RACH occurrence Information Item
	
	1 .. <maxnoofRACHoccurrences>
	
	

	>>UE Assistant Identifier 
	O
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	
	



	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofRACHOccurrences
	Maximum no. of RACH Occurrence information, the maximum value is 64.



Option 3 (non-UE-associated): Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at one or more UEs (e.g., by including an indication and NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID) as mentioned in [4] 

9.1.2.x	RACH INDICATION
This message is sent by the S-NG-RAN node to inform the M-NG-RAN node that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE.
Direction: S-NG-RAN node  M-NG-RAN node.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.3.1.1
	
	YES
	ignore

	RACH Indication List
	
	1
	
	
	YES
	ignore

	>RACH Report List Item
	
	1 .. <maxnoofRACHReports>
	
	
	EACH
	ignore

	>>Random access Indication
	M
	
	ENUMARATED (true, …)
	
	YES
	ignore

	>>M-NG-RAN UE Assistant Identifier
	M
	
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	Allocated at the M-NG-RAN node
	YES
	reject

	>>S-NG-RAN UE Assistant Identifier
	M
	
	NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID
9.2.3.16
	Allocated at the S-NG-RAN node
	YES
	reject



Q4: Companies are requested to provide their views on their preference among Option 1 and Option 2 for the Xn solution for RA Report Retrieval? 

· Option 1 (UE-associated): Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE.
· Option 2 (non-UE associated): Reuse ACCESS and MOBILITY INDICATION message over Xn. S-NG-RAN can indicate the RACH occurrence indication of multiple UEs to M-NG-RAN (e.g., by including an indication and NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID)
· Option 3 (non-UE-associated): Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at one or more UEs (e.g., by including an indication and NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID) as mentioned in [4] 
· 

	Companies
	Option 1 or 2 or 3
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option 3
	We believe it is easier to define a procedure that resembles the one used over the F1AP. However, given that there may be many instances of RACH access triggered at the SN, we think it is not scalable to signal an indication from SN to MN in a UE associated manner. There would simply be too many indications. We therefore propose a non UE associated indication, listing the UEs for which RACH access occurred. 

	Huawei
	Option 1
	We think that it is better to keep alignment with F1AP.
Considering the CUDU split case in SN, option 3 implies that the CU has to do some assembling work internally which may delay the indication to the CU.
Considering that the DU will indicates the occurrence of RACH only for the cases that CU is not aware of, the scalability issue should be manageable. 
And we also think that the number of UEs in DC mode is less than the number of UEs in normal state, which indicates that there should be no scalability issue over Xn for option 1.


	ZTE
	Option 2
	With the same reason for F1AP, we prefer non-UE associated message, so we are not prefer option 1. 
Regarding the difference between option 2 and 3, it is noted option 3 use a new procedure while option 2 reuse a legacy procedure. It is our understanding reuse the Access and Mobility message is more efficient. It is because at the same time, SN can provide multiple type of information (e.g SHR report) to MN.
In addition, compare with option 3, option 2 only need to provide only 1 indication of RA occurrence. While in Option3, multiple indication have to be provided.

	Qualcomm
	Option 3
OK with Option 2 as well
	Similar view as E///. Both the non-associated options (option 2 and 3) can work. Only difference between option 2 and 3 is the message to be used. If we are defining a new message in F1, we can define a new message in Xn as well. So slight preference for Option 3.
General question: Isn’t it better to have a common signaling framework (UE-associated or non-UE associated) in both F1AP and XnAP?

	Lenovo
	Option 3
	Same view as QC.

	CATT
	Option 1
	Align with F1.

	Samsung
	Option 2 or option 3
	Non-UE associated is more efficient.

	CMCC
	Option 2 or option 3
	May align F1 and Xn



Moderator Summary:
Most companies want to align Xn signaling with F1 signaling. So, a new message on XnAP is proposed as follows:
Proposal 5: Define a new class-1 message (e.g., RACH INDICATION) over Xn so that the S-NG-RAN can inform M-NG-RAN that one or more RACH reports are available at the UE.
All most companies think non-UE associated signaling over Xn is better and efficient. So the following is proposed.
Proposal 6. The new Xn message should be non-UE associated.

Any enhancements to RA Report needed?
Other information needed in RA report?
Several enhancements were proposed for RA Report in the contributions submitted and is summarized below:
	Proposal
	Comments against the proposal in submitted contributions

	a) Feature Priorities
	Comments from [1]: Feature priorities are signaled in SIB1 or ServingCellConfigCommon and is common to all UEs in a cell. Therefore, we don’t see any benefit in each UE reporting it back to the network in RA Report.

	b) The set of preambles allocated to the RA partition such as the start preamble index and/or the number of preambles in the partition (RACH configuration related information)

	Comments from [1]: There is no need for UE to report RA configuration related information back to the gNB as this should be known by the gNB.
Comments from [8]: The network configured parameters are not needed to be included in the RA report.
Proponents claim that UE context might be lost by the time UE reported the RA-Report or gNB might have reconfigured the RACH partitions and therefore won’t be able to associate the RA report with a certain RA configuration. 
But it is requested to clarify i) how frequently would the RACH partitions (start preamble index and number of preambles in this partition) even be changed? If it’s kind of semi-static, why can’t the network remember these RA partitions? Also, similar comment as Feature priorities should apply here - FeatureCombinationPreambles are included in RACH-ConfigCommon (common for all UEs), so there seems little benefit and redundancy in each UE reporting it back to the network.  

	c) Time between RA attempt to RA Report
	Comments from [1]: Requesting UE to report the time duration between each RA attempt and RA report would mean UE have to maintain multiple timers and this adds to UE complexity

	d) SSB RSRP and MSG3 RSRP per RA attempt
	This is proposed in [7] in order to optimize the SSB RSRP threshold or MSG3 RSRP threshold configured by the network.
Comments from [1]: There is little benefit in reporting radio quality information (e.g., SSB RSRP or MSG3 RSRP) per RA attempt in RA Report and also this has high UE complexity.



Q5: Companies are invited to provide their preference on a)-d) and comment on the points raised against these proposals.

	Companies
	Yes/No for     a)- d)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes for a) and b) or c)
	We need to consider that RACH partitions may be changed in time and that RACH reports may be retrieved later than when they are created. Hence the network would not know for which RACH configuration the RACH report has been produced. Just like we did for the RLF Report, we need to add information about the RACH configuration that was in place at the time the RACH report was generated. This information in our view consists of feature priority (a) and RACH resource configuration (b). In absence of (b) we would also be ok with (c), although we notice that (c) has a higher impact on the UE that needs to maintain a running timer.

	Huawei
	Yes for a), b) and d)
	We think that RACH is a quite busy channel especially in busy hours. And usually the schedule in the network will adjust RACH parameters including the RACH partition frequenctly.
And the RACH report is not report in a real time manner. 
All above deems the need of a, b and d.
However, we think that the granularity for each new item to be reported in RA report should be further clarified.  For example, they are recorded in the RA report on per RA procedure, per RA attempt level? Maybe we need to keep the granularity issue FFS and discuss it next meeting.

	ZTE
	No for a) and b) and c)
Neutral to d)
	For a) and b) , share the view from [1].
For c), it is also not necessary. Whether the gNB to save the history of RA configuration is based on implementation. Then it is useless when UE provide such history information to a gNB don’t save the previous RA configuration.

	Qualcomm
	a/b/c – See comments
d - No
	As mentioned in our proposals and online discussion, both (a) FeaturePriority and (b) RACH configuration information is sent over SIB or RACH-ConfigCommon which is common to all the UEs in the cell. Few things to note below:
1) Cell level configuration (RACHConfig-Common) should be known at the gNB even if the UE context is released
2) Even if RACH configuration is changed due to changing RA partitions (say semi-statically), network can know the old cell level RACH configurations via implementation (e.g., gNB stores its parameters it uses for a cell)
Proponents of a)/b)/c) are trying to address how a gNB can associate a received RA Report with a certain feature combination related RACH configuration (e.g., feature priorities) if it has changed RA partitions
We feel a) and b) is NOT needed because this can be known at the network as per 2nd bullet above
We are not OK with c) because it would mean UE has to maintain multiple timers (per each RA attempt). Maybe we can modify c) and instead consider reporting the time between start of RA procedure till RA report is retrieved. gNB can figure out the feature combination related RACH configuration (e.g., feature priorities) via this timer. Also, the granularity of this timer can be coarse e.g., at an hour or minute level (because RA partitions won’t be changed so dynamically)
We are OK to have this as a “To be continued” for next meeting:
Discuss how gNB associate a received RA Report with a certain feature combination related RACH configuration if it has changed RA partitions

	Lenovo
	None
	For a and b, network knows them.
For c, it introduces UE complexity, and the benefit is not clear.
For d, it was discussed in R17 but not agreed.

	CATT
	None 
	We tend to agree with QC for a and b. C requires gNB to maintain the RACH configuration which is based on implementation. For D, we already support per RACH RSRP, We are not sure the benefit to supporting per RACH attempt.

	Samsung
	Yes for a) and b) or c)
Yes for d)
	For the configuration information, there are two options:
Option1: a) and b)
Option2: c)
We are fine for both options. As the configuration may change, the node needs to know the corresponding configurations when the RA occurs.
For d), as the node configures the SSB RSRP threshold and MSG3 RSRP threshold, if the RA failure happens, the problem may come from the threshold setting. The actual RSRP information from UE can help the node to update the threshold setting.

	CMCC
	a) b）
	



Moderator summary:
a: Yes (4/8), No (4/8)
b: Yes (4/8). No (4/8)
c: Yes (2/8), No (6/8)
d: Yes (2/8), No (5/8), Neutral (1/8)
No consensus on any enhancements for RA Report
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