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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we address the following 2 remaining FFS for measurement events:
· FFS 1: the understanding of “neighbour cells” in event A4/A5, specifically whether serving cells are regarded as “neighbour cells” in event A4/A5
· FFS 2: whether Cx events are supported in Rel-15
2 Discussion  
#FFS 1: the understanding of “neighbour cells” in event A4/A5, specifically whether serving cells are regarded as “neighbour cells” in event A4/A5
First let us discuss the ambiguity of understanding of “neighbor cells” for A4 events, which only involve neighbor cells:
A4: Neighbour cell becomes better than a defined threshold;

[1] first raised the issue of the ambiguity of understanding of “neighbor cells”. Specifically, [1] proposed the following two different understandings:

· Understanding 1: “neighbour cell” is regarded as any cell in the frequency of the measObject that is not PCell (i.e. including serving cells like PSCell and SCell except PCell)

· Understanding 2: “neighbour cell” is regarded as any cell in the frequency of measObject except serving cells (i.e. excluding all serving cells like PSCell and SCell)
[1] further proposed to adopt understanding 1 for both LTE and NR in rel15. This issue has been discussed during previous 2-3 meetings. However, no conclusion was made up to now. In our understanding, the above understanding 2 is the UE behavior in current LTE deployment, i.e. “neighbor cell” in event A4 excludes serving cells.
Observation 1: in current LTE deployment, “neighbour cell” in event A4 is regarded as any cell in associated frequency of measObject except serving cells, i.e. excluding all serving cells like PSCell and SCells.
For current LTE deployments, we have not heard the issue caused by the above understanding of A4. So, at least for LTE side, we think we should not modify the above definition of “neighbor cells” in A4, to avoid the possible backward compatible issue.

Proposal 1: In LTE RRC, keep the current definition of “neighbour cell” in event A4, i.e. serving cells are excluded, to avoid possible backward compatible issue.

For NR, we think this change can be considered if clear benefit can be identified. In [1], the claimed benefit is that understanding 2 limits the network to configure inter-frequency measurements which is useful for load balancing and MBMS. However, we don’t think it is a clear benefit scenario. In our understanding, event A1 serves for this limitation, i.e. network can configure both A1 And A4 events to resolve this limitation. In addition, when both A1 and A4 are configured, if understanding 1 is adopted, it may cause duplicated event trigger and reporting of the UE, which is waste of UE power consumption. Based on this analysis, we don’t see clear benefit scenario to change the definition of “neighbor cell” in A4 event, and it may cause duplicated A1/A4 event trigger and reporting which results in impact of UE power consumption. Therefore, we prefer to keep the LTE’s definition of “neighbour cell” in A4:

Observation 2: For NR, we don’t see clear benefit scenario to change the definition of “neighbour cell” in A4 event, and it may cause duplicated A1/A4 event trigger and reporting which results in impact of UE power consumption.
Proposal 2: In NR RRC, clarify that the definition of “neighbour cell” in event A4 is same as LTE, i.e. “neighbour cell” is regarded as any cell in the frequency of measObject except serving cells.
Then let us discuss event A5. It should be similar understanding as A3. We think it is necessary to confirm each company has the same understanding on definition of “neighbour cell” for event A3/A5:

A3: Neighbour cell becomes some offset better than PCell/PSCell;

A5: PCell/PSCell becomes worse than a defined threshold and neighbour cell becomes better than a second threshold;

Note that NR RRC spec (TS 38.331) [2] has captured the below highlighted principle when both serving cell and neighbour cells are involved, which is copied from LTE RRC spec. To avoid possible understanding ambiguity on “neighbor cell” in A3/A5, we propose to clarify that the definition of “neighbour cell” in event A3/A5 is same as LTE:
Proposal 3: In NR RRC, clarify that the definition of “neighbour cell” in event A3/A5 is same as LTE, i.e. when a serving cell is on one frequency and neighbours on another frequency, “neighbour cell” includes any serving cell on the other frequency.
	5.5.4.1
General

If security has been activated successfully, the UE shall:

1>
for each measId included in the measIdList within VarMeasConfig:

2>
if the corresponding reportConfigincludes a reportType set to eventTriggered or periodical;

3>
if the corresponding measObject concerns NR;

4>
if the eventA1 or eventA2 is configured in the corresponding reportConfig:

5>
consider only the serving cell to be applicable;

4>
else:

5>
for events involving a serving cell on one frequency and neighbours on another frequency, consider any serving cell on the other frequency to be a neighbouring cell as well;
<text omitted>



#FFS 2: whether Cx events are supported in Rel-15
This question was discussed for 2-3 meetings before Dec. 2017. And finally, in RAN2#100 [3], it was agreed that:
R2-1713736
Layer 3 mobility based on CSI-RS events
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

=>
Cx events will not be included in the Dec 17 spec.
In our understanding, RAN2 made the agreement because no clear use scenario was identified considering CSI-RS based A1-A6 events were agreed. Specially, for the inter-cell RRM, it is unnecessary to introduce C1/C2 events because agreed events A1-A6 based on CSI-RS are enough; while for the intra-cell case (multiple TRPs with same PCI), existing mechanisms in NR can be reused to achieve the same purpose, e.g. we can configure association between SSB and CSI-RS as agreed in RAN1, SSB measurements with SSB index reporting may be good enough for the purpose of managing candidate CSI-RS resources.

Observation 3: Cx events were not included in the Dec 17 spec because no clear use scenario was identified considering CSI-RS based A1-A6 events were agreed in NR.
Recently, [4] proposed to reconsider whether to introduce Cx events in Rel-15 RAN1 to support cross TRP CoMP operations. Specifically, [4] proposed to support CSI-RS measurement based C1/C2 events for triggering the measurement report and transmission state changes of JT (Joint Transmission). However, it is our understanding that JT/CoMP will not be supported in Rel-15 because CoMP was de-prioritized in RAN plenary (RAN#77) [5] and RAN1 stopped all related design/standard work after that. Therefore, we don’t think it is now good timing to decide whether to introduce Cx events to support JT. We can discuss it after RAN1 finalized their work on JT.

Observation 4: it is our understanding that JT/CoMP will not be supported in Rel-15 because CoMP was de- prioritized in RAN plenary and RAN1 stopped all related design/standard work after that. 
Proposal 4: Postpone the discussion on whether support Cx events for CoMP until RAN1 finalized the CoMP design  
3 Summary
This contribution discussed the main 2 remaining issues of measurement events. We propose: 
Observation 1: in current LTE deployment, “neighbour cell” in event A4 is regarded as any cell in associated frequency of measObject except serving cells, i.e. excluding all serving cells like PSCell and SCells.

Observation 2: For NR, we don’t see clear benefit scenario to change the definition of “neighbour cell” in A4 event, and it may cause duplicated A1/A4 event trigger and reporting which results in impact of UE power consumption.
Observation 3: Cx events were not included in the Dec 17 spec because no clear use scenario was identified considering CSI-RS based A1-A6 events were agreed in NR.
Observation 4: it is our understanding that JT/CoMP will not be supported in Rel-15 because CoMP was de-prioritized in RAN plenary and RAN1 stopped all related design/standard work after that. 
Proposal 1: In LTE RRC, keep the current definition of “neighbour cell” in event A4, i.e. serving cells are excluded, to avoid possible backward compatible issue.

Proposal 2: In NR RRC, clarify that the definition of “neighbour cell” in event A4 is same as LTE, i.e. “neighbour cell” is regarded as any cell in the frequency of measObject except serving cells.
Proposal 3: In NR RRC, clarify that the definition of “neighbour cell” in event A3/A5 is same as LTE, i.e. when a serving cell is on one frequency and neighbours on another frequency, “neighbour cell” includes any serving cell on the other frequency.
Proposal 4: Postpone the discussion on whether support Cx events for CoMP until RAN1 finalized the CoMP design  
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