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1
Introduction
This paper is to provide a summary on email 888.

· [AT111-e][888] RRC  corrections (Huawei, Ericsson)

Scope: all the open issues and not treated issues in 6.10.3


Step one is to achieve agreements to address the issues. Step 2 is to provide agreeable CRs and reviewing the CRs.


Intended outcome: Agreeable CR packages (3-4). All the NBC CRs should be explicitly marked. 38.331 CR for editorial changes is R2-2008284 provided by Huawei. 38.331 CR for MDT is R2-2008285 provided by Huawei. 38.331 CR for SON is R2-2008286 provided by Ericsson. If needed 36.331 CR is R2-2008287 provided by Ericsson.

Deadline of Step 1: Tuesday 25 03:00 UTC


Deadline of Step 2: Thursday 27 04:00 UTC


Status: will start as the emeeting starts
Basically this paper is based on the R2-2008281, and section 2 is updated based on the latest RAN2 agreements. So companies are welcome to put your comments in relevant tables. It is noted that some companies already provided comments.
All related Tdocs are listed in section 4. In previous RAN2 meeting, some categories were allocated for proposals in order for efficient discussions. So this paper is to use the same method, 
· (a) a potential easy agreement, e.g. Proposals where consensus exists, that seem straightforward to agree

· (b) need further discussion. These should be tagged with e.g. [FFS] so they are clearly visible, and should indicate what the primary controversy is

· (c) Proposals with big impacts, so suggested to not be considered in R16.
As further analysis, the following categories are considered for proposals:

[NBC]: non-backward compatible changes

[New func]: changes for new functionality

[Critical change]: critical or necessary changes, e.g. correct the issues in the current spec, or make the SON and MDT better

[Others]: proposals other than [NBC], [New func] and [Critical change]
2
Issue summary

2.1
Guideline

Section 2.1 to 2.4 are discussions based on the contributions under the AI 6.10.3.

From the summary rapporteur point of view, it is suggested to put the following categories for the contributions:

· ASN1 related

· MDT

· SON

· Others

· Non-ASN1 related

· MDT

· SON

· Others

· Editorial changes

2.2
ASN1 related

2.2.1
MDT
[6], CATT
1) Rename the MeasResult2NR-r16, MeasResultList2NR-r16, MeasResult2EUTRA-r16 and MeasResultList2EUTRA-r16 included in UEInformationResponse message to MeasResult3NR-r16, MeasResultList3NR-r16, MeasResult3EUTRA-r16 and MeasResultList3EUTRA-r16. 
2) Rename the MeasResult2EUTRA-r16 used in MCGFailureInformation message to MeasResult3EUTRA-r16.
3) Correct InterFreqTargetInfo in AreaConfiguration field descriptions to interFreqTargetList.
// (b)

[NBC] for 1) and 2), as the field names are changed.
[RAN2 conclusion]: Not pursued. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion.

	ZTE
	
	Seems no necessary, but we don’t have strong opinion here.

	Ericsson
	
	First two changes are not required and there is no confusion in our opinion. Third change is editorial and can be merged with Editorial CR. 

	CATT
	
	MeasResult2NR is used both in R15 and R16, but have different meaning, so we prefer to avoid any confusion.

	
	
	


[11], Samsung
Proposal
Change interFreqTargetList to a list of target frequencies that may include serving frequency and specify that UE creates a log entry only when having results for any of the indicated target frequencies (as in LTE)This version of the CR includes the following changes

// (b). [10] is the CR related to the discussion paper [11], so should be discussed first.

[NBC][New func]. It changes the structure of the field InterFreqTargetList.

[RAN2 conclusion]: Noted. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Prefer to keep the current desgin.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Prefer to keep the current design. 

	ZTE
	No
	We think current design is sufficient.

	Ericsson
	No
	Current specification based method is clear and it works fine for the purpose.

	CATT
	No
	Not essential

	
	
	


[10], Samsung
This version of the CR includes the following changes

· Clarification is added that UE performs periodic logging if camped cell is part of areaConfig and the UE has results available for the frequencies and cells indicated by InterFreqTargetInfo
· Clarify that network only includes frequencies listed in SIB4 in InterFreqTargetInfo and that logging is not supported for frequencies measured only for the purpose of early measurement provision

· Procedure is updated accordingly to cover the case InterFreqTargetInfo is not configured

· Change interFreqTargetList to targetFreqList and clarify that it may include serving frequency

· Specify that UE does not perform logging if no results are available concerning any of the target frequencies

· Clarify that network does not configure areaConfiguration when configuring event triggered reports of type outOfCoverage

· Cover the UE behavior within the procedural specification (i.e. remove some aspects from the field descriptions)
// (b)

[NBC][New func] for the change “interFreqTargetList to targetFreqList”. 

[RAN2 conclusion]: Not pursued. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	No for the change “interFreqTargetList to targetFreqList”.

No strong opinion for other changes.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion. 

	ZTE
	No
	We think interFreqTargetList is only applicable for neighboring cell measurement, and won’t be used for area scope checking.

	Ericsson
	No
	Two parts to this CR.

1) Regarding the interFreqTargetList and areaConfig, we believe this is not required and the current specification is clear on this.

2) Regarding making areaConfig optional for OOC event triggered logged MDT, we believe this is also not required as the UE logs the measurements even if the areaConfig is configured as per the procedural text.

2>
else if the reportType is set to eventTriggered, and eventType is set to outOfCoverage:

3>
perform the logging at regular time intervals as defined by the loggingInterval in VarLogMeasConfig only when the UE is in any cell selection state;

3>
perform the logging immediately upon transitioning from the any cell selection state to the camped normally state;


	CATT
	
	Apart from changing the name of interFreqTargetList, we can discuss further for the wording of the rest changes, we tend to agree the intention as the current text is not clear enough.

	
	
	


[15], Samsung
Proposal: IE InterFreqTargetList moves out of IE AreaConfiguration.
// (b)

[NBC]. It moves the IE interFreqTargetList out of the IE AreaConfiguration.
[RAN2 conclusion]: Not pursued. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	See no strong reason of this change.

	Qualcomm
	No
	The current structure allows UE to reduce the number of inter-frequency targets within an areaconfiguration. Thus, do not agree with the change. 

	ZTE
	No
	It  has been discussed in previous meeting and we agree not to move the IE outside the AreaConfiguration.

	Ericsson
	No
	As noted by ZTE, this was discussed and not agreed in the past.

	CATT
	No
	Not essential

	
	
	


[32], ZTE
In 5.5a.3.2, the procedure part on how to include neighboring cell measurement when UE is configured is included; 
The separated available bits in LogMeasReport is replaced by the common available IE UEMeasurementsAvailable.
// (b)
[NBC]. It replaces some availability indicators with a common one.

[RAN2 conclusion]: Not pursued. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	 Regarding UEMeasurementsAvailable, I think this is based on agreement in the RAN2#110-e, however, in the CR the structure of UEMeasurementsAvailable seems incomplete. UEMeasurementsAvailable should be defined. Regarding 5.5a.3.2 changes, no strong opinion but should be properly organized. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	Otherwise it is not specified how to set neighboring cell measurement when interFreqTargetList is configured; the next change is to align the available bit setting behavior in MDT.

	Ericsson
	No
	The procedural text proposed in the contribution is already captured in the field description and we should avoid moving field description related text to the procedural text and vice-versa.
If configured, it indicates the frequency for which UE is requested to perform measurement logging for neighbour cells. UE should perform measurement logging for the frequency in SIB4 of the current serving cell whose DL-carrierfrequency is included in the InterFreqTargetList. If not configured, the UE should perform measurement logging for all the neighbour cells.
The ASN.1 change is not an essential change and do not change any functionality and we should avoid optimizations at this stage and only fix open issues that are ‘wrong’ in the spec. Therefore reject

	CATT
	No
	Not essential

	
	
	


[37], Samsung
Change the MeasResultListLoggingNR-r16 to the MeasResultLogging2NR-r16 in MeasResultListLogging2NR-r16.
// (b)
[NBC]. The name and meaning of the IE MeasResultListLoggingNR-r16 are changed.
[RAN2 conclusion]: The changes are agreed and will be merged into one big MDT CR. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	The intention is to link the measurement results to the frequency band the measurements are taken, which is helpful.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	


[42], Samsung
1/ Update the term 'global cell id' to global cell identity' to align with procedure text.

2/ Remove to store the loggingInterval in VarLogMeasConfig explicitly in the procedural text. 

3/ Update the procedural text such that the reportType is set to eventTriggered with typo correction. 

4/ Change the field name or update field descriptions in ASN.1 i.e.

· measResultServingCell ( measResultServCell in LogMeasInfo

· Update "as indicated by NR within absoluteTimeInfo" in the field description of absoluteTimeStamp 

· Remove the field description of MeasResultServCell in RLF-Report

· Typo is fixed i.e. 'indicated ( indicate' in the field description of rlf-Report
5/ Change the absoluteTimeStamp to absoluteTimeInfo in VarLogMeasReport to align with procedure text

// (b). Some changes are impacting ASN1, while others are not

[NBC] for 4/. Some IE names are changed (to be aligned with the names used in the procedural text).
[RAN2 conclusion]: 
=>
For 4/, keep the field names as they are, and update the names in the procedural text

=>
Update the names in the procedural text and all the other changes are agreed and merged into the big editorial CR.
So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	For 4/, we suggest to keep the field names as they are, and we can update the names in the procedural text.

	Qualcomm
	
	Seems reasonable. 

	ZTE
	
	All seems editorial, can be merged into Rapporteur CR.

	Ericsson
	
	Agree with ZTE that this CR is editorial and can be merged with rapporteur CR.

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE that this CR is editorial and can be merged with rapporteur CR

	
	
	


2.2.2
SON
2.2.2.1
SCG failure report
[16], Samsung
Proposal: Avoid that UE duplicates the location info provided upon SCG failure merely to facilitate use by both MN and SN.
// (b)
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	In our paper R2-2007753 presented in this meeting, we have a different view, and we think the current design is basically ok but may need some enhancements for user consent purposes.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We should remove the duplication of location information. 

	ZTE
	No
	We don’t think this is duplicated information since SN can configure differently location configurations in otherConfig from MN. Therefore, the location info to be reported for MN and SN can be different.

	Ericsson
	No
	This was discussed in the past and not agreed for the following reasons. 
1)  The locationInfo included directly in SCGFailureInformation is based on the MN configured WLAN / BT measurements whereas the lo0cationInfo included in measResultSCG-Failure of SCGFailureInformation message is based on SN configured WLAN / BT measurements.
2)  The locationInfo included directly in SCGFailureInformation is encoded in MN RRC format whereas the locationInfo included in measResultSCG-Failure of SCGFailureInformation message is encoded in SN RRC format.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	We agree with the observation, but we think since the field is OPTIONAL it could be clarified in procedural text to not include twice

	vivo
	No
	We agree with the comments from Ericsson, these 2 IEs are not duplicated.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports.
2.2.2.2
RA report
[20], Ericsson
Proposal 1
Modify the existing cellID, in order to allow the UE to include either the SpCell or the SCell in which RA occurred when the raPurpose is set to ulUnSynchronized.

Proposal 2
Clarify the use case of ulUnSynchronized in the raPurpose field description according to the attached TP.
Proposal 3
In the raPurpose field description, change noSRPUCCHResourceAvailable into noPUCCHResourceAvailable, since the flag noSRPUCCHResourceAvailable is not in the ASN.1.
// (b)

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: Changes are agreed and merged into big SON CR. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Since we agree to support logging of RA event triggered by TA addition in SCell, in such case SCell info shall be stored.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	


2.2.2.3
RLF report
[21], Ericsson
Proposal 1
RAN2 is requested to agree on one of the following options to resolve the ambiguity in the current specification for the scenarios when the UE includes both reconnectCellId and reestablishmentCellId in the RLF report.

a.
The UE shall include a flag to indicate whether the re-establishment was successful or not in the RLF report.

b.
The UE includes the reconnectCellId only when the re-establishment was unsuccessful

// (b)
[New func].
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	No
	In the scenario “UE declares RLF -> UE performs re-establishment successfully -> re-establishment cell does not fetch the RLF report -> UE gets released to RRC IDLE -> UE comes back to connected in another cell and this cell fetches the RLF report.” I think, UE should not add the reconnectcellID as UE performed the reestablishment successfully. Thus, flag is not needed to differentiate III and IV in Ericsson proposal. 

	ZTE
	No without confirmed by  RAN3
	The reconnectedCellID info is added upon request from RAN3 and in their LS (R2-2004334), it is stated “6)Time interval between HOF/RLF and successful RRC re-connection: This information helps the network to understand whether the re-connection cell could be used to detect the root cause of failure event.” it seems RAN3 think the current info included in RLF report is sufficient. Considering this info has been used by RAN3 for MRO usage, it is preferred to consult RAN3 before we make any changes.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a required change for MRO purposes and what Qualcomm mentions above is not correct.
Even when the UE performs reestablishment successfully, there is no guarantee that the reestablishment cell fetches the RLF report immediately. If the RLF report is not fetched, then the reconnectionCellID will also be stored in the RLF report. This causes confusion for the MRO algorithm as it is not clear whether the HO parameter needs to be tuned towards reestablishment cell or reconnection cell. 

Even when the reestablishment is not successful, the UE includes the reestablishment cell ID as long as it selects that cell for reestablishment. This is as per the current procedural text and thus the cause of confusion for MRO. 

	CATT
	No
	In LTE, we introduced reestablishmentCellId for MRO purpose, i.e. HO too early/ HO too late/ HO to the wrong cell, no matter the RRCReestablishmentRequest transmission is successful or not.

Since reestablishment procedure is not supported  when UE selects a new RAT cell, to achieve inter-RAT MRO, we introduce IE selectedUTRA.

The similar idea is considered in NR R16 SON WI, firstly, to achieve intra-RAT MRO, we introduce reestablishmentCellId no matter the RRCReestablishmentRequest transmission is successful or not.

But for the following two cases, the reestablishmentCellId can not be get:

Case1: HO from NR cell A to NR cell B/E-UTRAN cell C but failed, then select a E-UTRAN cell D

Case2: HO from NR cell A to NR cell B but failed, then T311 expiring, then UE select a E-UTRAN cell D

To complete MRO feature for the above two cases, we introduce reconnectCellID to replace the function of reestablishmentCellId.

It does not make much sense to include both reestablishmentCellId and reconnectCellID at the same time for MRO purpose. This is why we propose that reconnectCellID should only be included when reestablishmentCellId is not set.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The current field description excludes the ambiguity since reconnectCellId is used after connection failure (=RLF) and after failing to perform re-establishment.
If this field “reconnectCellId” is used, re-establishment did fail.

Thus, we don’t confirm all the scenarios are valid. 

	Samsung
	No
	We share the same view with Nokia. According to the field description of reconnectCellId, it is clear when to include reconnectCellId i.e. only re-establishment procedure is failed. 
RLF-Report field descriptions
reconnectCellId
This field is used to indicate the cell in which the UE comes back to connected after connection failure and after failing to perform reestablishment. If the UE comes back to RRC CONNECTED in an NR cell then nrReconnectCellID is included and if the UE comes back to RRC CONNECTED in an LTE cell then eutraReconnectCellID is included

So, it is not the intended UE behavior to include both reestablishmentCellId and reconnectCellId in Scenario-3. So, we think the concern here is not valid and the flag is not needed as well. 

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports.
[38], Samsung
Change the upper limit from 12 to 16 in plmn-IdentityList within VarRLF-Report
// (b)

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: Changes are agreed and merged into big SON CR. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	


2.2.2.4
CEF report
[34], ZTE
1. RPLMN has been replaced by selected PLMN; 
2. On IE to indicate UL/NUL type used in RA procedure has been introduced in CEF report and the corresponding procedure part has been added in subclause 5.3.3.7 and 5.3.13.5.
// (b)
[NBC]. The new IE ulCarrierIndication-r16 is added before "..." and it is NBC.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	For the introduction of new IE ulCarrierIndication-r16, it should be backward compatible.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion. 

	ZTE
	
	The intention is to align the CEF report content specified between 37.320 and 38.331. If the inclusion of such indicator is agreeable, then we can update the CR to a backward compatible one.

[ZTE2]: One thing needs to be clarified is that currently there is no  frequency info in CEF report, therefore the implicit way won’t work as assumed. We only propose this because this information is included in stage 2 specs, but if majority consider this is no critical, we are also fine to update stage 2 instead.

	Ericsson
	NO
	SUL/NUL indication is implicit and it was agreed that based on the used frequency resources network can derive this information. Therefore reject this.

	CATT
	
	Show some sympathy to this proposal, frequency info of ra-InformationCommon is not included in CEF report, so no implicit way to indicate SUL/NUL

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The proposal as such does not harm, but we confirm Ericsson explanation

	Samsung
	No
	It’s assumed that UL carrier type is implicitly indicated with ra-InformationCommon
In order to avoid any confusion, we need to delete the concerned text (i.e. inclusion of indicator) in TS 37.320. 

	vivo
	NO
	Agree with Nokia.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports. May be considered in stage-2 update.
[12], Samsung
· Add the corresponding procedural texts in 5.3.3.7 and 5.3.13.5. [Samsung] The resume failure have been missed
· Add the field, maxTxPowerReached into the IE, ConnEstFailReport.

· Remove the field description on numberOfPreamblesSent in the IE ConnEstFailReport
// (b). In LTE TS 36.331, for the field maxTxPowerReached, it is mentioned as below. It refers to TS 36.321 and thus we need to firstly check whether NR TS 38.321 has supported the functionality or not.
[Samsung] In LTE TS36.331, we can see the following procedural texts:
	5.3.3.6
T300 expiry

(skipped)

3>
set maxTxPowerReached to indicate whether or not the maximum power level was used for the last transmitted preamble, see TS 36.321 [6];



Here, the intention referring TS36.321 is just to introduce the power ramping operation during normal random access procedure, but not to provide any specific UE behaviour related to the field maxTxPowerReached. So, we cannot see the field maxTxPowerReached in TS36.321.

Accordingly, we need to only update TS38.331 for the field maxTxPowerReached, based on the RAN2 agreement.

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: Not pursued. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	For maxTxPowerReached, we would like to check whether NR TS 38.321 has supported the functionality or not.

	Qualcomm
	
	maxTxPowerReached would be needed to figure out the cause of RACH failure. However, agree with Huawei that we should check if it is supported in TS 38.321. 

	ZTE
	
	We think based on current RA report, NW can know the power ramped during RA procedure, and derive whether the maximum transmitted power has reached or not.

	Ericsson
	
	We believe the maxTxPowerReached alone does not suffice as the network does not get to know in which RA attempt did the UE reach the max TX power. Therefore, if we are including the maxTxPowerReached, then there is also a need to include the RA attempt in which this stage was reached. 
As this requires multiple changes, we propose to look into this in rel-17 and not include anything further in rel-16 which does not convey the correct information to the network.



	CATT
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	
	
	


2.2.3
Others
[31], ZTE
1. “if available” is deleted from the procedure part, UE always includes locationCoordinate if detailed information is available for reporting;
2. locationCoordinate and locationTimestamp in commonLocationInfo IE is change from optional to mandatory;
// (b)

[NBC]. It removes some "OPTIONAL" for some Ies.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	We wonder whether it is essential issue for “OPTIONAL”.

	Qualcomm
	
	Do not agree. These are the optional fields. If UE have these fields available, then UE will add them, however, not in favour of making then mandatory. For example, if certain reason, UE does not have location coordinate available, UE cannot report them. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	When UE includes detailed location information, the coordinates info shall also be included, otherwise the included other parameters in detailed location info is useless, which is also the same behavior as specified in LTE. 

[ZTE2]: We’d like to clarify that even with the the locationCoordinate as mandatory, the inclusion of detailed location is still optional, i.e. with this change we doesn’t force UE to turn on the GPS, the inclusion of detailed location information is still up to availability. The intention is that UE at least include the coordinate and time stamp if have available detailed location information for reporting. 
Per Ericsson’comment, we think it is possible UE doesn’t have WLAN/BT measurement either, therefore NW still cannot know the locationCoordinate. 


	Ericsson
	
	We wonder whether it is possible that the UE has WLAN information available but could not compute the location coordinates based on this. In such a case, it would still be good to include only WLAN measurements along with time stamps, thus not making locationCoordinates mandatory. Therefore, keep the OPTIONAL tag for locationCoordinate.
In principle, we are okay with removing OPTIONAL for locationTimeStamp but as this is not a critical change and thus would like to hear other companies’ views as this is a NBC change in principle

	CATT
	
	Not essential, prefer to change stage 2 spec

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	It has been adopted from LTE principle to ensure the UE is not forced to turn on GPS receiver, but include data only “if available”

	Samsung
	No
	Current specification results in no problem.

	vivo
	
	Prefer to keep the spec as it is.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports.
2.3
Non-ASN1 related

2.3.1
MDT
[1], CATT
Add “if reestablishmentCellId in VarRLF-Report is not set” as a condition together with the current condition to decide whether to include re-connection cell id in RLF report.
// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	Please refer to our previous comment in 2.2.2.3 RLF report.

	Ericsson
	Partly yes
	This covers half of the problem as we have listed in 2.2.2.3. We propose to combine this solution with the solution proposed in our contribution 2007668

	CATT
	Yes
	In LTE, we introduced reestablishmentCellId for MRO purpose, i.e. HO too early/ HO too late/ HO to the wrong cell, no matter the RRCReestablishmentRequest transmission is successful or not.

Since reestablishment procedure is not supported  when UE selects a new RAT cell, to achieve inter-RAT MRO, we introduce IE selectedUTRA.

The similar idea is considered in NR R16 SON WI, firstly, to achieve intra-RAT MRO, we introduce reestablishmentCellId no matter the RRCReestablishmentRequest transmission is successful or not.

But for the following two cases, the reestablishmentCellId can not be get:

Case1: HO from NR cell A to NR cell B/E-UTRAN cell C but failed, then select a E-UTRAN cell D

Case2: HO from NR cell A to NR cell B but failed, then T311 expiring, then UE select a E-UTRAN cell D

To complete MRO feature for the above two cases, we introduce reconnectCellID to replace the function of reestablishmentCellId.

It does not make much sense to include both reestablishmentCellId and reconnectCellID at the same time for MRO purpose. This is why we propose that reconnectCellID should only be included when reestablishmentCellId is not set.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	It maybe helpful to ensure the RLF-report has not been partially filled, but the reestablishmentCellId is filled after RLF (and reconnectCellId), thus, it may be redundant check

	Samsung
	No
	We think the change is not correct i.e. the UE can include reconnectCellId and reestablishmentCellId in scenario 4 described in R2-2007668. 

	vivo
	No
	reconnectCellId and reestablishmentCellId can appear in the same report as discussed in 2.2.2.3. 

	
	
	


Summary: (together with R2-2007668) 3 companies support and 4 companies do not support. Some companies also refer to R2-2007668 as both papers seem addressing the same issue. Regarding discussions for R2-2007668, 6 companies do not support. In general, there are no consensuses on both papers.
[9], Samsung
This version of the CR includes the following changes

· Clarification is added that for the entries included in the UEInformationResponse message the UE includes all optional fields stored in VarLogMeasReport. I.e. UE does not omit optional fields like detailed location info in order to report a larger number of entries

· Statements regarding the setting of the BT and WLAN information are clarified to reflect that this concerns information within logged measurement entries (rather than separate entries, as the current text erroneously suggests)

· Cover the UE behavior within the procedural specification (i.e. remove some aspects from the field descriptions)

· Change also clarifies that these fields can only be set if there are remaining entries
// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion. However, like the current way of reporting, where WLAN/BT measurement can be reported separately. 

	ZTE
	
	Maybe no. We think the original intention is to leave it to UE implementation.

	Ericsson
	
	The current version of the spec already ensures that the UE always includes the entire set of the logMeasInfo for a given sample. 

When the first segment of logged MDT results are sent, then the UE needs to include a flag that it still has logged MDT samples available and also include flags that says whether the remaining measurements have WLAN and BT measurements or not. So what is proposed is not required.

3>
if the VarLogMeasReport includes one or more additional logged measurement entries that are not included in the logMeasInfoList within the UEInformationResponse message:
4>
include the logMeasAvailable;

3>
if the VarLogMeasReport includes one or more additional logged Bluetooth measurement entries that are not included in the logMeasInfoList within the UEInformationResponse message:
4>
include the logMeasAvailableBT;

3>
if the VarLogMeasReport includes one or more additional logged WLAN measurement entries that are not included in the logMeasInfoList within the UEInformationResponse message:
4>
include the logMeasAvailableWLAN;



	CATT
	
	No strong opinion.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	Not that essential

	vivo
	
	No strong opinion.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Summary: 2 companies indicate that the current spec is ok, while other companies are neutral. So not enough suppors.
[17], Samsung

Proposal: RAN2 clarifies how to determine whether a cell is part of the area Indicated by AreaConfiguration.
// (b). It seems that there is no ASN1 impact, otherwise this paper should be moved to section 2.2.1 MDT.
[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: 
=>
Not pursued

=>
Can be discussed in the email discussion on stage2 correction.
So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSicon
	
	We do not have strong opinion. For the field CGI-Info-Logging, it is clear on the NCGI setting, e.g. for cellIdentity, plmn-Identity, trackingAreaCode, so we think it may be clear for the UE to also apply this rule for the areaConfiguration check.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion. 

	ZTE
	
	Share the same view as Huawei, the same principle when setting the global cell identity can be reused.

	Ericsson
	
	We think that checking based on only the first PLMN in the SIB1 would reduce the usecase associated to sending a PLMNISList as part of the logged MDT configuration. Therefore, we prefer that the UE checks that atleast one PLMN ID + (TAC ID / Cell ID) combination in SIB1 matches with the configured PLMNIDlist and the Area config provided in the MDT configuration. 

	CATT
	
	No strong opinion

	
	
	


[18], Nokia

Changes contain:

1. Correction of typos in 5.5a.3

2. Replacing “8” by reference to maxRAReport

3. Adding “else” branch to the procedures on addign RA-report entries

4. Clarification on VarRA-report release that clarifies the UE starts counting the 48h timer only when the RA Report is filled 

5. Correction of typos in 5.7.10.4
// (a). Changes seem reasonable

[QC] Do not agree regrading clarification on VarRA-report release. In the 109-bis meeting, we agreed that UE should relaxed with condition of maximum RA-report and if no new RA entries is obtained within last 48 hours since the last RA-report entry then UE can clear var-RA report.  For example, if eight entries are not met, UE is not going to keep the RA-report forever. Furthermore, significance of the RA-report reduces significantly with time and the network does not extract the RA-report within last 48 hours since last entry then there is no point of UE storing it. [see 109-bis meeting agreements]

[Huawei] ok to change it from (a) to (b).
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	No 
	See our comment regrading the varRA-report release. 

	ZTE
	
	No  strong view, but we do share some sympathy as Qualcomm.

	Ericsson
	
	‘else’ condition is not required as it is not adding any behavioural change. 

Following change is not required. 
(the VarRA-report is filled with a number of random access procedures equal to maxRAReport).
Rest of the changes are editorial and hence merge with rapporteur CR.

	CATT
	
	Only agree the editorial change.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	The issue is to start 48h timer properly, agree to insert agreeable the changes in rapporteur CR

	Samsung
	No
	With the change, UE could forever keep RA reports in the case of no full filling and no retrieval? It’s preferable to keep current procedural text.
Only editorial updates are acceptable.

	vivo
	See comments
	We agree the changes except for the 4th bullet. Qualcomm is right, the agreement made at 109-bis was listed below:

RAN2 confirms the existing text in the RRC specification related to the conditions for resetting of VarRAReport contents after 48 hours.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports. Ok to capture editorial changes into the big editorial CR, i.e. 1 and 5.
[24], Huawei

For SON and MDT reporting of availability indicators, the condition is clarified that:

if the RRCReconfiguration message was received via SRB1, but not within mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup or E-UTRA RRCConnectionReconfiguration:
// (b)
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	Seems unnecessary, we think it is no harm to set the availability bit, SN just doesn’t request UE to report. There is no critical consequence.

	Ericsson
	
	In principle, this is correct, but the network can handle this and there is no impact if this CR is not agreed. We should keep the bar high for Rel-16 CRs and therefore reject.

	CATT
	
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Better to wait for Rel-17 developments on MR-DC, to not unnecessarily (even though not intentionally) limit upcoming scenarios

	Samsung
	No
	No problem with current specification

	vivo
	No
	Nothing is broken to the specification.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports.
[25], Huawei

In section 5.5a.3.2, the following changes are made:

· For UE storing logged measurement results, the following behaviour is used:

when adding a logged measurement entry in VarLogMeasReport, include the fields in accordance with the following

· When the UE performs logged measurements, for WLAN, Bluetooth and Sensor measurements, separate descriptions are added.

· The following text is removed from the Note:

or as used for evaluation of reporting criteria or for measurement reporting according to 5.5.3 in RRC_CONNECTED
// (b)
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	First change is not required. 
Second change is also not required as the UE would not have WLAN or BT measurements based on the procedural text. 
4>
if available, set the bt-LocationInfo to include the Bluetooth measurement results, in order of decreasing RSSI for Bluetooth beacons;

4>
if available, set the wlan-LocationInfo to include the WLAN measurement results, in order of decreasing RSSI for WLAN APs;

Third change is editorial.

	CATT
	
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	At least the first change would impact the UE behaviour and result in unclarity. "Perform logging" is consequence of the procedural step above. "When Adding" is not referred from other procedural step

	Samsung
	No
	Only fine with the update for NOTE.
For other changes, current texts are sufficient.

	vivo
	No
	We don’t think the changes are needed.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports. Ok to capture editorial changes into the big editorial CR, i.e. the 3rd change.
[26] Huawei

Similar as LTE definition, add UE behaviours of releasing the field obtainCommonLocation for the following cases:

- 5.3.7.2    RRC re-establishment

- 5.3.7.3    cell reselection during RRC re-establishment

- 5.3.13.2   RRC resume

// (b)

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: The changes are agreed in principle and should be checked though email discussion [888]. So suggest to continue collecting comments.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm 
	Yes
	Similar as LTE spec. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	May be not
	In principle we agree with the change but there is no impact even if this CR is not agreed. So, do we need to have this CR as ‘correction’ to rel-16?

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Maybe not
	This maybe valid due to security concerns. But technically, if the MDT configuration continues is it supposed to stop only for locationInformation? (double check of other radio measurements may be needed) Otherwise it is not intentional to break configuration continuity for Signalling based MDT in radio domain.


	Samsung
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: There are some supports, and 2 companies have some concerns. Suggest to postpone it.
[36] Samsung

Update the field description of CGI-InfoEUTRALogging such that 
· The cellIdentity belongs to the first PLMN entry of plmn-IdentityList (when connected to EPC) or of plmn-IdentityList-r15 (when connected to 5GC) in SystemInformationBlockType1
· The plmn-Identity corresponds to the first PLMN entry of plmn-Identity (when connected to EPC) or of plmn-IdentityList-r15 (when connected to 5GC) that contained the reported cellIdentity.

// (b)

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: changes are agreed and will be merged into big MDT CR. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	No strong view

	Ericson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	
	No strong view

	
	
	


2.3.2
SON
2.3.2.1
Inter-RAT SON for TS 36.331
[1], CATT
Add “if reestablishmentCellId in VarRLF-Report is not set” as a condition together with the current condition to decide whether to include re-connection cell id in RLF report.
// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	As commented in previous issue, we don’t think RAN2 can decide without confirmed by RAN3.

	Ericsson
	Partly yes
	This covers half of the problem as we have listed in 2.2.2.3. We propose to combine this solution with the solution proposed in our contribution 2007668

	CATT
	Yes
	See answer in 2.3.1

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	This seems to require double check on the UE side, not necessarily needed

	Samsung
	No
	See our previous comments in 2.2.1

	vivo
	No
	See comment in 2.3.1

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports.
[5], CATT
1) One condition of including NR related cell ID in LTE VarRLF-Report is changed from “UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for inter-RAT MRO” to “UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for inter-RAT MRO NR”.
2) One condition of including E-UTRA re-connection cell ID in NR VarRLF-Report is changed from “UE supports RLF report for inter-RAT MRO” to “UE supports RLF report for inter-RAT MRO EUTRA”.
3) Add “failure” follow “last radio link”. It is an editorial change.
// (b)
[CATT] We think proposal 3) is a CAT a issue, it’s quite simple and obvious.

[Huawei] Suggest to discuss all changes together.

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Ok for 3), and no strong opinion for other changes.

	Qualcomm
	
	Agree for 3). I understand the intention of CATT, but I believe adding NR or EUTRA at end of inter-RAT MRO makes it more confusing. However, do not have strong preference.  

	ZTE
	
	P3 is editorial, can be merged into Rapporteur CR. No strong view for the rest. 

	Ericsson
	
	P3 to be merged with rapporteur CR. P1 and P2 is also not essential and the network knows whether to use it for EUTRA MRO or NR MRO and as there are no UE impacts, we prefer not to change anything.

	CATT
	
	We should align the wording between 38.306 and 38.331, so prefer to have it.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	We think RLF-report was not that much intended to be distinguished for eLTE case, where the changes could apply. 

P3 is agreeable

	Samsung
	
	P3 only is agreeable. Other changes are unnecessary.

	vivo
	
	No strong view.

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports. Ok to capture the 3rd change into the big editorial CR.
[28], Huawei
The following changes are made:

· Clarify the HOF case occured between E-UTRA/EPC and E-UTRA/EPC, between E-UTRA/5GC and E-UTRA/5GC and from E-UTRA/5GC to NR.

· Clarify the RLF case occured from E-UTRA/EPC to E-UTRA, between E-UTRA/5GC and E-UTRA/5GC and from NR to E-UTRA/5GC.

· Clarify that the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfo is embedded in NR RRC message upon handover to E-UTRA from NR.
// (b)
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Basically our CR has two parts: one is to align the procedural text with stage-2 definition for inter-RAT SON, and the other is the improvements on wordings.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion. Some part of the CR seems reasonable. 

	ZTE
	
	Fine for the last one, no strong view for the rest.

	CATT
	
	No strong opinion

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	We think RLF-report does not need to distinguish Cores. 



	Ericsson
	
	The following changes in the CR are not required.

6. (E-UTRA/EPC to E-UTRA/EPC, or E-UTRA/5GC to E-UTRA/5GC
7. a failed inter-RAT handover from E-UTRA/5GC to NR and if the UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for Inter-RAT MRO (EUTRA/5GC to NR):
8. if the last RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfo concerned an intra E-UTRA handover (E-UTRA/EPC to E-UTRA, or E-UTRA/5GC to E-UTRA/5GC):
9. concerned a handover to E-UTRA/5GC from NR and if the UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for Inter-RAT MRO:
We are fine with the following

· else if last MobilityFromEUTRACommand
· if the last RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfo embedded in NR RRC message MobilityFromNRCommand message as specified in TS 38.331 [82] clause 5.4.3.3 concerned …
· 6>
include the previousNR-PCellId and set it to the global cell identity of the PCell where the last RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobilityControlInfo was received;

· 6>
set the timeConnFailure to the elapsed time since reception of the last RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including the mobilityControlInfo.


	Samsung
	
	Agree the following change:

2>
else if last MobilityFromNRCommand
Do not agree other changes.


	vivo
	
	CN will be not be included in the RLF-report, so we think the changes related to CN are not required.


Summary: Not enough supports for the 1st and 2nd changes. Ok for the 3rd change and it is for TS 36.331.
2.3.2.2
Inter-RAT SON for TS 38.331
[2], CATT
1. Add “if reestablishmentCellId in VarRLF-Report is not set” as a condition together with the current condition to decide whether to include re-connection cell id in RLF report.
2. Add “if the UE supports RLF report for inter-RAT MRO NR” as a condition for including NR re-connection cell id in EUTRA RLF report.
// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	Please refer to our previous comment in 2.2.2.3 RLF report.

	CATT
	Yes
	See answer in 2.3.1

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Partly Yes
	This covers half of the problem as we have listed in 2.2.2.3. We propose to combine this solution with the solution proposed in our contribution 2007668

	vivo
	
	See comment in 2.3.1.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Summary: (together with R2-2007668) Not enough supports.
[8], Google
Only the UE with cross-RAT RLF reporting capability is required to transmit the cross-RAT RLF report to the network.
// (b). This CR seems to be covered by the above CR ([2], CATT).

[Google] We do not think CATT’s CR covers Google’s CR. In CATT’s CR, the change is in section 5.3.3.4. It specifies the UE behaviours for “store” the cell id in VarRLF-Report. In Google CR, the change is in section 5.7.10.3. It specifies the UE behaviours for “transmit” the EUTRA RLF report.

[Huawei] Ok. The two CRs ([2][8]) are for separate changes.

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Yes.
	

	ZTE
	
	Seems to be a rare issue, no strong view. 

	CATT
	
	No strong opinion

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai bell
	Maybe
	No strong view, it seems obvious only the UE with capability can do the procedure

	Ericsson
	
	No strong view. Would be good to have impact analysis

	Samsung
	
	No strong opinion

	vivo
	
	No strong opinion.


	
	
	


Summary: agreeable.
[27], Huawei
The following changes are made:

· Clarify the HOF case occured between NR and E-UTRA connected to 5GC

· Clarify that the RRCReconfiguration message including the reconfigurationWithSync is embedded in E-UTRA RRC message upon handover to NR from E-UTRA
· Add the text decription to set the failedPCellId-EUTRA for cross-RAT RLF report according to the connectionFailureType. 

// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes.
	

	ZTE
	
	Fine with the second one, no strong view for the rest.

	CATT
	
	No strong opinion

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Second change is Ok, eLTE does not have to be clearly distinguished in RLFreporting

	Ericsson
	
	We are fine with the following changes.

· else if last MobilityFromNRCommand
We are not fine with following changes.

· inter-RAT handover from NR to E-UTRA connected to 5GC and if the UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for Inter-RAT MRO (NR to EUTRA connected to 5GC):
No strong opinion on the following

3>
else if the last RRCReconfiguration message including the reconfigurationWithSync embedded in E-UTRA RRC message MobilityFromEUTRACommand message as specified in TS 36.331 [10] clause 5.4.3.3 concerned a handover to NR from E-UTRA and if the UE supports Radio Link Failure Report for Inter-RAT MRO:

4>
include the eutraPreviousCell in previousPCellId and set it to the global cell identity and the tracking area code of the E-UTRA PCell where the last RRCReconfiguration message including reconfigurationWithSync was received;

4>
set the timeConnFailure to the elapsed time since reception of the last RRCReconfiguration message including the reconfigurationWithSync;


	Samsung
	
	Agree the following change:
2>
else if last MobilityFromNRCommand
We prefer to have implementation option on setting of the following parameters, i.e. do not agree the following change:
3>
if the connectionFailureType is set to hof in VarRLF-Report of TS 36.331 [10]:

4>
set failedPCellId-EUTRA in the rlf-Report in the UEInformationResponse message to the previousPCellId in VarRLF-Report of TS 36.331 [10];

3>
if the connectionFailureType is set to rlf in VarRLF-Report of TS 36.331 [10]:

4>
set failedPCellId-EUTRA in the rlf-Report in the UEInformationResponse message to the failedPCellId in VarRLF-Report of TS 36.331 [10];
Do not agree other changes.


	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: Not enough supports for the 1st and 3rd changes. Ok for the 2nd change and it is for TS 38.331.
2.3.2.3
Inter-RAT SON for TS 38.306 (to be hanlded in main session)
[3], CATT
1. Add “nrReconnectCellId” in “Radio Link Failure Report for inter-RAT MRO NR”.
2. Change field name “previousNR-CellId” to “previousNR-PCellId”. It is a editorial change.
3. Change field name “failedNR-CellId” to “failedNR-PCellId”. It is a editorial change.
// (a). Seems editorial changes

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	But this seems to be handled in main session.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[4], CATT
1) Merged the “Reconnection Report for inter-RAT MRO EUTRA” into the “Radio Link Failure Report for inter-RAT MRO EUTRA” capability.
2) Add the supporting of “previousPCellId” report as a sub-capability of “Radio Link Failure Report for inter-RAT MRO EUTRA”.
3) Add the “frequency+PCI” as one of the cell identification branch of HOF case to align with the description and ASN in TS38.331.
// (b)

[New func].
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion. Sightly prefer the current text.

	Qualcomm
	
	Merging is fine as agreed. But prefer current text style.  

	ZTE
	Yes
	This was agreed in email discussion [AT110-e][802][SONMDT] UE capabilities (CMCC, vivo). Again, seems to be handled in main session.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3.2.4
CEF report
[7], CATT
Following changes are introduced:

1) Add TA information in CEF report when T319 expire.
2) Correct some typo.
// (a). Seems reasonable

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion] changes are agreed and will be merged into big MDT CR. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[14], Samsung

Proposal: Upon setup failure or resume failure, UE sets the plmn-Identity to RPLMN if available.
// (b)
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion.

	ZTE
	
	Maybe no. It seems we already have the same discussion in previous meeting, and majority thinks current procedure is fine. 

	CATT
	
	Agree with ZTE

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	No strong view

	Ericsson
	
	It makes sense. We are fine with this change.

	Samsung
	Yes
	The current procedure text is quite misleading and we don’t understand why the proposed clarification is not needed here i.e.
· When the UE is in INACTIVE and performs the actions in 5.3.13.5, the UE will not perform PLMN selection. Note that if the UE in RRC_INACTIVE performs PLMN selection, the UE shall autonomously switch to RRC_IDLE. 
· Similarly, when the UE is in RRC_IDLE, the UE is always not required to perform PLMN selection i.e. it should be done if needed. 

	vivo
	
	No strong opinion.

	
	
	


Summary:

· 2 companies think RAN2 ever discussed it and did not agree on it

· 2 companies support

· 4 companies are neutral

The email rapporteur checked the RAN2-110-e meeting minutes, the proposal ([14]) was not treated. Considering that there are some suppors, it is suggested to agree on it.
[41], Samsung

1/ Change the 'cell identity' to the 'global cell identity' when the UE decides whether to reset the numberOfConnFail to 0 in 5.3.3.7 and 5.3.13.5 

2/ Clarity that the UE includes the cell level and SS/PBCH block level RSRQ and SS/PBCH block indexes of the failed cell in measResultFailedCell based on the available SSB measurements.
3/ Update the reference section for setting perRAInfoList correctly 

// (b)

[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]: 
=>
The third change is agreed and merged into big editorial CR.

=>
The second change should be discussed in the email discussion [888].

=>
The first change is not agreed.
So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	Seems reasonable 

	ZTE
	
	(1)(3) seems editorial change, which is fine. As for (2), we think current description is sufficient, not need to over-specify. 

	CATT
	
	No strong opinion

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3.2.5
RLF report
[19], Nokia
Changes contain:

1) Adding determination of RLF cause for the BH RLF
// (b)
[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion] Should be handled in other session. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	No
	IAB is not the part of Rel-16 SON/MDT WI. 

	ZTE
	
	Seems reasonable, since the cause has been included in ASN.1, it is fine to add in the procedure part.

	CATT
	
	IAB is not the part of Rel-16 SON/MDT WI

	
	
	

	
	
	


[29], Huawei
Capture “clear the information included in VarRLF-Report, if any” in all the fast MCG recovery messages received by the UE, including:

1) Reception of an RRCConnectionReconfiguration including the mobilityControlInfo;

2) Reception of an RRCConnectionRelease;

3) Reception of the MobilityFromEUTRACommand by the UE
// (b)

Note: this CR is indeed for TS 36.331, but the Tdoc info shows TS 38.331 (it is a mistake).

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Seems reasonable.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Not sure
	Not sure this new trigger for RLF-report content release was ever discussed (so far it was 48h timer)_

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: agreeable and it is for TS 36.331.
[39], Samsung
Clarify that the UE set the measResultLastServCell in VarRLF-Report to include both cell and sorted beam measurements in case of RLF or HO failure.
// (b)

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	No strong opinion.

	ZTE
	
	No strong view.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	Should be already clear from ASN.1, if agreeable its is editorial and could be included in Rapporteur CR

	Ericsson
	
	This is just beautification of the specification as the measResultLastServCell includes both cell level and beam level measurements. So, even without the CR everything works fine. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree with Nokia i.e. OK to be merged in Editorial Rap CR. 

We also agree with Ericsson but as we already specified how to do that in measResultNeighCells, it would be more logical to specify how to include both cell level and beam level measurements in measResultLastServCell.  

	vivo
	
	No strong view.

	
	
	


Summary: Ok to capture the CR into the big editorial CR
2.3.2.6
RA report
[33], ZTE
1. One more condition to include RA entry has been added in 5.7.10.4; 
2. The note indicate UE not to store RA entry in RA report has been moved from 5.7.10.5 to 5.7.10.4;
3. The inclusion of RA resource in RA report has been updated to include the RA resource information if it is used.
4. The field description of dlRSRPAboveThreshold has been updated.
// (b)
[Critical change].
[RAN2 conclusion]
=>
The first change will be further discussed in email [888]

=>
The last change is not agreed

=>
The second and third changes are agreed and will merged into big SON CR.
So please companies provide your comments on the first change if any.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	Seems okay.

	ZTE
	Yes
	For 1, if not agreed,  UE might not set the RA report when the EPLMN List is not full and there are still places for adding new RA entry. 

For 2, if not agreed, UE might include RA information triggered  due to NR-U, in this case UE cannot set the RApurpose which is mandatory in the procedure part, and this will provide misleading information to NW.

For 3, if not agreed, UE will include RA resource that is not used in the RA procedure, which is misleading.

4 is just editorial change.

[ZTE2]:We prefer Ericsson’s proposed rewording.

	CATT
	
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	First change is ok if implemented as simple addition “is less or equal”. 
Otherwise, the proposed change is not easy to understand

	Ericsson
	
	We are fine with the intention of the first change but not the implementation. Something along the following lines would be good to discuss.

1> if the number of RA-Report stored in the RA-ReportList is less than 8; and 

1> if the number of PLMN entries in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report is less than maxPLMN; or if the number of PLMN entries in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report is equal to maxPLMN and the list of EPLMNs is subset of or equal to the plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report); 

2> then append the following contents associated to the successfully completed random-access procedure as a new entry in the VarRA-Report:


	Samsung
	
	Can consider to add the case that # of EPLMN stored in UE is equal to maxPLMN.

	vivo
	
	The wording of the first change can be refined as:

1>
if the number of RA-Report stored in the RA-ReportList is less than 8 and (if the number of PLMN entries in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report is less than or equal to maxPLMN or the list of EPLMNs is subset of or equal to the plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report )

	
	
	


Summary: regarding the 1st change, Ericsson, Samsung and Vivo provide some suggestions. So it is suggested to use Ericsson’s change as a baseline, and then companies can improve the wording during CR discussions (i.e step 2 of email 888).
2.3.2.7
User consent for RLF report, CEF report and SCG failure report
[22], Huawei
Proposal 1: For LTE RLF report and CEF report, it is proposed to apply location info configuration, i.e. obtainLocation, bt-nameListConfig, wlan-NameListConfig.
Proposal 2: In LTE 36.331, apply location info configuration (i.e. location, WLAN measurement, Bluetooth measurement) to measResultSCG-FailureMRDC.

Proposal 3: In LTE 38.331, apply location info configuration (i.e. locationInfo, WLAN measurement, Bluetooth measurement, Sensor measurement) to SCGFailureInformationEUTRA.

Proposal 4: In LTE 36.331, apply location info configuration (i.e. location, WLAN measurement, Bluetooth measurement) to SCGFailureInformationNR.

Proposal 5: In LTE 38.331, apply location info configuration (i.e. locationInfo, WLAN measurement, Bluetooth measurement, Sensor measurement) to MeasResultSCG-Failure.

Proposal 6: The RLF/CEF/SCG failure reporting and MDT use the same user consent.
// (b)

[New func][Critical change]. It is related to user consent clarifications (as RAN2 sent a LS to SA5 on user consent for RLF/CEF/SCG failure at RAN2-110-e meeting).
[RAN2 conclusion] Postponed. So no need to discuss it here.
	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Even if there are lots of proposals in the discussion paper, the basic idea is not complex, i.e. be sure that the following RAN2 agreements have been correly implemented in the LTE and NR specs.

From RAN2 understanding network will not configure UE to report location information for SON/MDT purpose if network doesn’t get the user consent from this UE.

	Qualcomm
	
	Our preference is to remove the unnecessary duplication of location information and agree with the Samsung proposal. Also, I am not sure if separate user consent is required form NR and LTE, in such case the same user consent cannot be used for RLF/CEF and SCGFailure.    

	ZTE 
	
	Seem reasonable.

	CATT
	
	I’m wondering whether we can agree this without any feedback from SA3 though we agree the intention.

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3.3
Others
[40], Samsung
· Update 'upon entering NR or E-UTRA' to 'upon entering camped normally state in NR or E-UTRA' in the procedural text. 

· Change the term 'outside NR' to 'in any cell selection state and/or camped on any cell state in NR or LTE'  

// (b)

Note: this CR is related to mobility history information.

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong opinion.

	Qualcomm
	
	Seems okay

	ZTE
	
	No strong view.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	Seems correct

	Ericsson
	
	We believe there is no need to change as the current wording is similar to LTE and this feature works fine for LTE. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	As we indicated in the CR, the first change is needed in order to record the whole time spent previously in 'any cell selection state' and/or 'camped on any cell state' in NR or LTE upon entering camped normally state in NR or LTE. Otherwise, the UE may record each time spent if switching any cell selection state to/from camped on any cell state back and forth. The second change is just editorial.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: agreeable.
2.4
Editorial changes
[23], Huawei

// (a). Suggest to have one CR (Category D CR) for agreeable editorial changes.

[13], Samsung

// (a)
[35], Quectel
Delete the RLF content setting in VarRLF-Report from section 5.3.10.3.
// (a)
For all above editorial changes:

	Company
	Agree (Yes/No)
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Ok with the above 3 CRs.

We also note that there may be other editorial changes in other CRs (mentioned in section 2.2 and 2.3). We think that either we could include every editorial change in a big CAT D CR, or we just focus on the above 3 CRs (i.e. other editorial changes can be discussed and agreed in sperate CRs).

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Can have all agreeable editorial change merged in Rapporteur CR.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: agreeable.
2.5 Summary on the agreeable changes
Changes on MDT for TS 38.331:
	Tdoc
	RAN2 conclusion
	NBC? (Yes/No)
	Note

	[37]
	The changes are agreed and will be merged into one big MDT CR.
	Yes
	

	[26]
	The changes are agreed in principle and should be checked though email discussion [888].
	No
	

	[36]
	changes are agreed and will be merged into big MDT CR.
	No
	

	[7]
	changes are agreed and will be merged into big MDT CR.
	No
	

	
	
	
	


Changes on SON for TS 38.331:

	Tdoc
	RAN2 conclusion
	NBC? (Yes/No)
	Note

	[20]
	Changes are agreed and merged into big SON CR.
	No Yes
	

	[38]
	Changes are agreed and merged into big SON CR.
	No
	

	[33]
	=>
The first change will be further discussed in email [888]

=>
The last change is not agreed

=>
The second and third changes are agreed and will merged into big SON CR.
	No
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Editorial changes on MDT and SON for TS 38.331:

	Tdoc
	RAN2 conclusion
	Note

	[42]
	=>
For 4/, keep the field names as they are, and update the names in the procedural text

=>
Update the names in the procedural text  and all the other changes are agreed and merged into the big editorial CR.
	

	[41]
	=>
The third change is agreed and merged into big editorial CR.

=>
The second change should be discussed in the email discussion [888].

=>
The first change is not agreed.
	[Samsung] 
Regarding the second change, 'SS/PBCH block indexes' needs to be added to be align with ASN.1/ RAN2 agreement. We are OK not to agree other stuffs in the second change as we discussed online.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Changes on MDT and SON for TS 36.331: (if needed)
	Tdoc
	RAN2 conclusion
	NBC? (Yes/No)
	Note

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


3
Conclusion
Based on the discussions on open issues in section 2, here are the following agreeable proposals:
Following proposals are related to the SON CR:
Proposal 1: The changes in [8] are agreeable and will be captured into the SON CR.

Proposal 2: Capture 2nd change in [27] into the SON CR.

Proposal 3: The changes in [14] are agreeable and will be captured into the SON CR.
Proposal 4: Capture 1st change in [33] into the SON CR. Ericsson’s suggestion is a baseline and the wording can be discussed during step 2 of email 888.

Following proposals are related to the MDT CR:
Proposal 5: The changes in [40] are agreeable and will be captured into the MDT CR.
Following proposals are related to the CR for TS 36.331:
Proposal 6: Capture 3rd change in [28] into the CR for TS 36.331.
Proposal 7: The changes in [29] are agreeable and will be captured into the CR for TS 36.331.
Following proposals are related to the editorial CR:

Proposal 8: Capture 1st and 5th changes in [18] into the editorial CR.
Proposal 9: Capture 3rd change (i.e. the update for NOTE) in [25] into the editorial CR.
Proposal 10: Capture 3rd change in [5] into the editorial CR.
Proposal 11: The changes in [39] are agreeable and will be captured into the editorial CR.
Proposal 12: The changes in [23][13][35] are agreeable and will be captured into the editorial CR.
Other proposals do not have enough supports so suggest to not pursue them in this meeting.

4
Tdocs under AI 6.10.3
RRC corrections

[1] R2-2006644
Correction about Including Re-connection Cell ID in RLF Report
CATT
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4351
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[2] R2-2006645
Correction about Including Re-connection Cell ID in RLF Report
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1723
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[3] R2-2006646
Correction on RLF Report for Inter-RAT MRO NR
CATT
CR
Rel-16
36.306
16.1.0
1778
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[4] R2-2006647
Correction on RLF Report for Inter-RAT MRO EUTRA
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.306
16.1.0
0365
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[5] R2-2006648
Clarification on RLF Report for Inter-RAT MRO
CATT
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4352
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[6] R2-2006649
Clarifications for MeasResult2NR and MeasResult2EUTRA  Relevant IEs
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1724
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[7] R2-2006650
Add TA Information in CEF Report when T319 Expire
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1725
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[8] R2-2007214
Correction on cross-RAT RLF report
Google Inc.
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1801
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[9] R2-2007224
Clarification on MDT regarding reporting of WLAN and BT information
Samsung Telecommunications
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1804
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[10] R2-2007225
Clarification on MDT regarding area configuration and target frequencies
Samsung Telecommunications
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1805
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[11] R2-2007226
Specification of target frequencies for measurement logging
Samsung Telecommunications
discussion
Rel-16
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[12] R2-2007372
Corrections on ConnEstFailReport
Samsung
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1838
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[13] R2-2007373
Correction on RA-Report
Samsung
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1839
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[14] R2-2007382
Logging PLMN Info in VarConnEstFailReport
Samsung 
discussion
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[15] R2-2007384
Moving IE InterFreqTargetList out of IE AreaConfiguration 
Samsung
discussion
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[16] R2-2007385
Avoiding Duplication of Location Info upon SCG Failure
Samsung
discussion
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[17] R2-2007386
How to Determine Whether a Cell is Part of the Area Indicated by AreaConfiguration
Samsung
discussion
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[18] R2-2007510
Correction on RA-Report release
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1853
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[19] R2-2007511
Correction to RLF cause determination for backhaul failure
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1854
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[20] R2-2007657
On the need of SCell indication in the RA-report
Ericsson
discussion

[21] R2-2007668
On the inclusion of reconnectCellId
Ericsson
discussion

[22] R2-2007753
Discussion on user consent
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-16
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[23] R2-2007754
Editorial corrections on MDT and SON in NR
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1892
-
D
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[24] R2-2007755
Correction on MDT and SON configurations for MR-DC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1893
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[25] R2-2007756
Correction on logged MDT
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1894
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[26] R2-2007757
Correction on the release of obtainCommonLocation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1895
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[27] R2-2007758
Correction on Inter-RAT SON for 38.331
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1896
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[28] R2-2007759
Correction on Inter-RAT SON for 36.331
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4408
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[29] R2-2007760
Correction on clearing VarRLF-Report regarding T316
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1897
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[30] R2-2007761
Summary on 6.10.3 RRC Corrections
Huawei
discussion
Rel-16
NR_SON_MDT-Core
Late
[31] R2-2007776
Correction on GNSS location information reporting in MDT
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1900
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[32] R2-2007777
Correction to 38331 on logged MDT
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1901
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[33] R2-2007778
Correction to 38331 on RA report
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1902
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[34] R2-2007779
Inclusion of UL carrier indication in CEF report
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1903
-
B
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[35] R2-2007954
 Correction to RLF content setting in VarRLF-Report
Quectel
draftCR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
D
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[36] R2-2008000
Correction on the field description of CGI-InfoEUTRALogging
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1962
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[37] R2-2008001
Correction to measResultNeighCells for logged measurements
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1963
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[38] R2-2008002
Correction to the upper limit of PLMN identities in VarRLF-Report
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1964
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[39] R2-2008003
Corrections to measResultLastServCell for RLF and HO failure
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1965
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[40] R2-2008004
Corrections to mobility history information
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1966
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[41] R2-2008005
Miscellaneous corrections related to connection establishment/resume failure information
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1967
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core

[42] R2-2008006
Miscellaneous corrections related to logged measurements
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1968
-
F
NR_SON_MDT-Core
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