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1 Introduction, analysis and proposal 
The reporting of MDT measurements in another RAT is identified as a FFS in the MDT stage 2 specifications [1]. This contribution aims to analyse the situation and propose a way forward. The reasons why reporting in another RAT can be needed is mainly due to network deployment and service provisioning. An existing operator’s network is often a combination of two or three radio access technologies, designed  to work together to provide the right service offerings in a geographical area in a cost efficient way. This often means that there may not be a uniform coverage of the different RATs (one RAT can have spotty coverage while the others are more globally available, e.g. because of propagation characteristics and/or service reasons). There are also various load balancing schemes used by an operator that could further change where an UE will be located. This would mean that already collected MDT measurements in a UE may be delayed and even not be delivered to the MDT collection function
 at all if it is only allowed to report in the same RAT since the UE may stay in the new, other RAT for a very long time making the measurements obsolete. If reporting in the other RAT would be possible there will be no loss of measurements results for which an UE has been carefully selected and which the UE has spent some power to obtain. Hence the number of UEs assigned to measurement campaign can be kept as low as possible.  

The potential issues with reporting in another RAT are format of reporting and to how to report. If not the same format (which in practise is impossible because of not same measurement definitions for different RATs) there could be two possibilities either a container like structure containing reports in RAT specific format or defining a common ASN.1 format for all RATs which seems very difficult. Both of these proposals would remove the need to otherwise require the UE to reformat an already formatted report (maybe not a big problem but takes time and resources to reformat according to another defined structure if not possible to keep the same). It may, however, be considered that if only a small time in another RAT it may be better to wait until returning to the measured RAT to report and avoid the reporting in another RAT. However, it is very difficult to determine this due to differences in deployment and location of RAT and hence better to report what you have than define a time to start reporting in the new other RAT when not going back in old RAT in time. The reported log may be good to send to the RAT-domain and/or to an OAM centre who wants this. This is done by having correct receiver IP-address(es) in report, which is anyhow needed because it is agreed to have self-contained reports. 
As the reporting only will take place to eNBs and RNC/NBs that are MDT capable there will be no real extra burden to also support the reporting in another RAT. Using a container-based encapsulation of the MDT measurement logs will yield very little extra effort for UEs and the NWs side alike.  
Proposal 1: For logged data it should be possible to report in another RAT

Proposal 2: It is suggested to have a reporting format where the measurements are placed in a container that will also support reporting from other RATs and that the receiver address of the log is in a readable format for the RAT receiving the MDT measurement.
2 Conclusion
This contribution proposes that MDT measurements would also be reported in another RAT than measured in the event that it has stored measurements that have not yet been send. The work to do this is shown to be minimal and will provide better yield and quality of the measurement campaigns as results will come in time and not potentially be lost or delayed too long time.  
Proposal 1: For logged data it should be possible to report in another RAT

Proposal 2: It is suggested to have a reporting format where the measurements are placed in a container that will also support reporting from other RATs and that the receiver address of the log is in a readable format for the RAT receiving the MDT measurement.
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� This could e.g. be a Trace Collection Entity (TCE) as defined within SA5 context.
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