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1 Introduction
In RAN2#77bis meeting, accessibility measurement has been agreed for the logging of failed RRC connection establishments, and the following is FFS:

· Whether the MDT log should allow to distinguish whether the RACH procedure was not successful or whether T300 expired. 
· Whether we realize this as a logged MDT report or as a separate procedure (like RLF reports).
In this contribution, we give our view on the two issues.  
2 Discussion
2.1 Whether to distinguish RACH procedure failure and T300 expired
As we all know, the motivation to distinguish the T300 expired and RACH procedure failure is to help to locate the root cause of access failure. Therefore we firstly list all the possible problems which will result in access failure and then discuss whether distinguishing the T300 expired and RACH procedure failure is useful to locate the problems or not.

The procedure of RRC connection establishment can be divided into two phases. Phase I corresponds to Msg1 and Msg2, and phase II includes Msg3 and Msg4. The cause which will result in RRC connection establishment procedure failure could be one of the following:

1. PRACH problem

2. PUSCH problem

3. PDSCH/PDCCH problem

4. contention problem

In our understanding, once UE starts the procedure of RRC connection establishment, it means that UE can correctly receive PDCCH and PDSCH due to the successful system information receiving, therefore it is rare case that PDSCH/PDCCH has problem during the RRC connection establishment procedure. Contention problem is already detectable in current specification, so it also can be excluded. Therefore, the main causes which need to be distinguished are PRACH problem and PUSCH problem. PRACH problem occurs during phase I and PUSCH problem occurs during phase II.

Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly asked to discuss whether there is a need to locate problematic part of RRC connection establishment procedure.
Given that it is needed to differentiate the problem in phase I and phase II apart, however, according to the following discussion, it can be seen that the distinguishing of RACH procedure failure and T300 expired has no use in locating the problematic phase.
We first try to clarify the meaning of RACH procedure failure.

In our understanding, there are two ways to interpret RACH procedure failure, which are
· the maximum number of preamble transmission is reached

· the entire RACH procedure is stopped. 
If we translate RACH procedure failure into the entire RACH procedure is stopped, then it might be useless for the distinguishing. Because UE will continue the RACH procedure after the maximum preamble transmission is reached until T300 timeout or RRC connection setup success. In this understanding RACH procedure failure equals T300 expired. 
Therefore, we will focus on the understanding that RACH procedure failure means the maximum number of preamble transmission is reached.

In phase I, after UE sends the preamble, it will wait for RAR during the RAR response window, which is typically several milliseconds. If there is no corresponding RAR received during the RAR response window, UE will send preamble again. And in phase II, after UE sends Msg3, it will wait for Msg4 until contention resolution timer is expired. Considering the time needed for potential HARQ retransmissions, the typical value of contention resolution timer is tens of milliseconds [1]. When the contention resolution timer expires, UE go back to phase I to send preamble. 
If the value of T300 is larger than the time needed for phase I to run preambleTransMax times and simultaneously smaller than the time needed for phase I + phase II to run preambleTransMax times, then preamble transmission reaches maximum number means that the problem is in phase I, and T300 timeout means that the problem is in phase II.
However, the introducing of T300 is to provide an extra period to enable UE to recovery from RACH procedure problem, thereby increasing the probability of RA procedure success [2]. Therefore, for most cases, the setting of T300 is larger than the time needed for phase I + phase II to run preambleTransMax times, i.e. the maximum number of preamble transmission is reached before T300 timeout. So for general case, to distinguish RACH failure and T300 expired can’t help to locate the root cause of access failure, i.e., can’t help to distinguish whether the problem occurs in phase I or phase II. 
Proposal 2: There is no need to distinguish whether RACH is not successful and whether T300 expired for accessibility-related MDT log.
2.2 As a logged MDT report or as a separate procedure
In the last meeting, it was agreed that:

· The UE should always log failed RRC Connection Establishments, i.e., the NW does not need to explicitly configure this log.
Therefore，in our understanding, the logging of failed RRC connection establishment is independent of logged MDT. Furthermore, not all the UEs support logged MDT. If we use the logged MDT mechanism to report the RRC connection establishment failure, the UE has to support the logging function of logged MDT [3]. Thus, it is more suitable to realize the report of RRC connection establishment failure by a separate procedure (like a RLF report). Fig 1 is an illustration of the procedure [4]:
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Fig 1 illustration of the access failure report procedure
The indication of access failure information available could be taken in RRCConnectionSetupComplete , RRCConnectionReestablishmentComplete or RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete. The UE may discard the access failure information [48] hours after the failure is detected.

Proposal 3: The report of RRC connection establishment failure is realized by a separate procedure (like RLF report).
3 Conclusions and Proposal
In this document, we discussed the open issues of accessibility measurement for MDT and the following proposals are made.
Proposal 1: RAN2 is kindly asked to discuss whether there is a need to locate problematic part of RRC connection establishment procedure.
Proposal 2: There is no need to distinguish whether RACH is not successful and whether T300 expired for accessibility-related MDT log.
Proposal 3: The report of RRC connection establishment failure is realized by a separate procedure (like RLF report).
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