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Discussion
1 Introduction
In the last meeting, it was agreed that logging of failed RRC connection establishment will be supported. It is now FFS how to realize the functionality. 
2 Title
In the bow below the agreements for logging of failed RRC connection establishment are provided:

	Agreements
1
Logging of failed RRC Connection establishments will be supported for LTE and UMTS, i.e., a log will be created when the RRC connection establishment procedure fails. 

2
FFS whether the MDT log should allow to distinguish whether the RACH procedure was not successful or whether T300 expired. 

3
The UE should always log failed RRC Connection Establishments, i.e., the NW does not need to explicitly configure this log. 

4
FFS whether we realize this as a logged MDT report or as a separate procedure (like RLF reports)




As captured in the fourth agreements, there are two alternatives to realize the logging of failed RRC connection establishment:
1) To use Logged MDT procedure with extension
2) To use RLF report-like procedure

Table 1 compares two approaches in various aspects. The last 
Table1. Comparison between Logged MDT procedure and RLF report procedure
	
	Initiation of operation
	Configurability
	Logging area
	UE selection
	Logging duration 
	RRC state when logging
	Logging trigger type
	Log indication
	Log transfer procedure
	Log collection entity 

	Means1: 

Logged MDT procedure
	Upon configuration


	Dedicated configuration by network
	Configurable
	Possible
	Finite (configurable) 
	Idle mode (in Rel-10)
	Periodic (in Rel-10)
	Indication whenever entering a cell 
	UE info. request/
response
	TCE

	Means2: 

RLF report procedure
	‘By default’ in connected mode
	No configuration
	All
	Not possible
	infinite
	Connected mode
	Event based (RLF)
	Same as above
	Same as above
	No collection. Report is immediately signaled between concerned node. 

	Failed Connection Establishment
	Agreed as ‘by default’
	Key Question1a
	Key Question1b
	Key Question2
	Idle 
	Event based (FCE)
	Same handling as above can be acceptable
	Same procedure as above can be acceptable
	Key Question3


Based on the comparison table above, we would like to draw some key questions that will help us decide the choice between two means for logging of failed connection establishment. 
NW configurability

One distinguishing property between two means is whether the functionality is configurable or mandatory. The functionality of Logged MDT is configurable by network and only initiated by the configuration while that of RLF report is always performed by default as there is no configuration for RLF report. 
The network configurability implies that the required UE behavior is not simple enough. In the Logged MDT procedure, several parameters can be configurable, like logging duration, logging interval, logging area scope, etc. For RLF report, however, the only thing UE is required to do is to log radio measurements when the RLF happens, and therefore the functionality needs not be configurable. 

Key Question1a: 
Is there any parameter that should be configurable for logging of FCE? 
· If yes, RLF report-like procedure is not suitable. Otherwise both means can be used. 

· LG view is No.
One of the interesting parameter that is only possible can configurable with Logged MDT is that the scope of logging can be limited with area scope. This feature is related with Trace functionality upon which the MDT functionality is built. We would like to ask:

Key Question1b: 
Does logging of FCE require Area Scope restriction capability?

· If the answer is yes, then RLF report-like procedure is not suitable. Otherwise both means can be used. 

· LG view is No.
Another distinguishing property between two means is whether the functionality is based on Trace functionality or not. The MDT procedure is built upon Trace functionality (i.e. management based trace and signaling based trace) while the RLF report procedure is not.
The implication of using Trace function is that the trace function a network can designate a specific UE for MDT task by means of signaling based Trace function based on e.g. user consent. 
Key Question2: 
Should it be possible for network to perform UE selection based on e.g. user consent?
· If the answer is yes, then RLF report-like procedure is not suitable. Otherwise both means can be used. 

· LG has no strong opinion on this.
There is more fundamental question to ask. Since the MDT is built upon trace function, it is the TCE that collects the log data from UEs. However, RLF report is not traversing the TCE but signaled between concerned node with X2 interface or RIM. 

Key Question3: 
Should it be TCE that collects the log data of FEC from UEs?
· If the answer is yes, then RLF report-like procedure is not suitable, and MDT procedure is much more suitable. Otherwise RLF report-like procedure is suitable. 
· LG view is Yes. 

3 Proposals

From the key questions asked above and the LG views on those, we propose:
Proposal 1 The Logged MDT procedure is used for logging of failed RRC connection failure. 
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