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1 Introduction
The document addresses open issues in the TS 37.320. The open issues and proposals 1 and 2 has impact to SA5, RAN3, CT4 protocol specifications, and open issues and proposals 3 and 3B may have impact to SA5 log file specification. Those should preferably be resolved at this WG meeting. 
2 Discussion
Open Issue 1 (LTE):

For LTE, Reception of event triggered measurement reports according to existing RRM configuration for events  A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, A6, B1 or B2. It is FFS whether this applies to Signaling based MDT or only for Management based MDT.

Discussion: The main difference between management based MDT and signaling based MDT is the initiation mechanism. In 37.320 it is so far not specified any difference w.r.t. measurement collection capability for management based and signaling based MDT. As an exception case, for measurement collection that is non-configured in the UE, the RLF report, SA5 has decided to only specify a MDT management based activation/collection mechanism because signaling based collection can be achieved with legacy trace. As the logging of RRM measurement reports with location information requires configuration in the UE, we don’t see that legacy trace could be used to achieve signaling based activation, and we see no reason to introduce a special diverging case for this particular case. 

Proposal 1: For logging of LTE RRM mobility measurement reports with location, remove from stage-2 the text “It is FFS whether this applies to Signaling based MDT or only for Management based MDT”. Assume that both signaling based and management based MDT is supported.  
Open Issue 2 (UMTS):

Whether for UMTS Logging of measurement reports configured for RRM with location information is supported for MDT, for measurement types intra-frequency measurement, inter-frequency measurement and inter-RAT measurement (is assumed to have no RRC impact).

Discussion: The eMDT WI is a joint UMTS LTE WI with the intention to specify equivalent functionality for both LTE and UMTS, unless there are reasons not to. Following the decision to specify collection of RRM mobility measurement reports with location for LTE, the same functionality should be specified for UMTS. UMTS RRC already support attaching location information to mobility measurement reports, so the specification impact is in domain of SA5, RAN3 and CT4. On the other hand, because UMTS is a mature system with lots of legacy implementations we have allowed divergence between LTE and UMTS MDT specifications based on product concerns. 
Proposal 2: Logging of UMTS RRM mobility measurement reports with location information is supported for MDT, for measurement types intra-frequency measurement, inter-frequency measurement and inter-RAT measurement. 

Proposal 2b: In case proposal 2 cannot be agreed, UMTS Logging of measurement reports configured for RRM with location information shall not be supported for MDT in rel-11. (opposite of proposal 2). 

Open Issue 3 (UMTS):
For UMTS throughput measurement, it is FFS which QoS parameters of the RABs contributing to a measurement value are to be logged together with the measurement value.

Discussion: 
·  The purpose of logging QoS parameters together with throughput measurement values
·  At high load, the observed throughput of throughput hungry applications may be dependent on load. It is assumed that 3GPP systems implements QoS differentiation that kicks in when needed. 
·  The observed throughput may also be affected by the type of application. For UMTS this dependency may be stronger than for the LTE scheduled IP throughput, as it is envisioned that UMTS implementation of the throughput measurement may not be able to discard small single-TTI transmissions. 
·  Network enforced throughput limitations, traffic shaping, e.g. due to subscription differentiation, would limit the observed throughput in many situations. 
The following QoS related parameters may potentially have impact on the observed throughput, are stored in RNC UE context, and are either directly signalled or a result of QoS negotiation: 
	Parameter
	Type
	Applicability for MDT

	UE Aggregate Maximum Bitrate (AMBR)
	Bits/s, separate for UL and DL Applicable to all non-GBR bearers. 
	Yes, this could be used to limit the observed throughput by RAN traffic shaping for subscription throughput limitation. 

	RAB
	
	

	> Traffic Class
	{conversational, streaming, interactive, background}
	Yes, this is a key parameter to identify the type of application/service. 

	> Asymmetry Indicator
	(Symmetric bidirectional, Asymmetric Uni directional downlink, Asymmetric Uni directional Uplink, Asymmetric Bidirectional, ...)
	No. Assuming that this parameter is not frequently used with significance, it is not important for MDT. 

	> Maximum bitrate
	Bits/s, separate for UL and DL.
	Maybe, this could be used to limit the observed throughput by RAN traffic shaping at high load. Assume that this parameter would be less important than AMBR. 

	> Allocation/Retention priority
	priority level 1..15,
	Maybe/no. The relation between throughput and ARP would be indirect, e.g. a possibility to identify the subscription or RAB and what throughput limitation is enforced e.g. by GGSN. 

	> Source Statistics Descriptor
	(speech, unknown, …)
	No. Assuming that this parameter is not frequently used with significance, it is not important for MDT.

	> Signalling Indication
	(signalling, ...)
	Maybe/no. Signalling should create very low throughputs relative to user-plane, so even if the IE is accurately used, its value would be limited. 

	Conversational or Streaming RAB
	
	

	> Guaranteed bitrate
	Bits/s, separate for UL and DL.
	Maybe. Potentially it could be interesting to see if the GBR could be maintained or not. However as the main target of the Rel-11 MDT throughput measurement is non-GBR applications, it has not been investigated what would be the interpretation of comparisons between observed throughput and GBR. 

	Interactive RAB
	
	

	> Traffic Handling Priority
	Integer 1..15. This IE specifies the relative importance for handling of all SDUs belonging to the radio access bearer compared to the SDUs of other bearers. 
	Yes/maybe. At high load, throughput hungry applications would be prioritized according to THP.


Proposal 3: The following QoS parameters should be logged together with throughput measurement values for UMTS: {UE AMBR, Traffic Class, Traffic Handling Priority}.
Open Issue 3B (LTE):
For LTE it has been decided to log QCI together with throughput measurement values, but the impact of traffic shaping has been overlooked. 
Proposal 3B: For LTE, also UE AMBR shall be logged together with throughput measurement values. 

Open Issue 4 (UMTS, LTE):
Whether to specify further details of measurement sample selection when not all samples are collected for MDT, e.g. for logging of RIP, UPH, RTWP. 

Discussion: For the moment it is left for implementation what sample to log in a measurement collection period. It has been proposed that this should be the last available sample in the measurement period. 
Proposal 4: Unless there are clear reasons, keep exact sample selection unspecified.

Open Issue 5 (UMTS):
In the implementation of CRs following the last meeting it was found that we have not discussed whether the new annex describing the UMTS QoS measurements is informative or normative. 
Discussion: In the UMTS session when this was discussed and agreed the wording used was that the new annex should represent a “guideline” approach, which fits well with the annex being informative.. 

Proposal 5: Confirm that the new ANNEX describing UMTS QoS measurements is an informative annex. 

Open Issue 6 (UMTS, LTE): 

In the bullet list of section 5.1.1.1.1 the following text can be found: “- MDT PLMN List, indicating the PLMNs where measurement collection and log reporting is allowed. It is a subset of the EPLMN list and the RPLMN at logged measurement configuration. Whether RPLMN is included explicitly or implicitly is FFS.”. 

In stage-3, TS 36.331 and 25.331, the behavior is clear that the UE adds the RPLMN to the configured MDT PLMN list. 

Proposal 6: proposed text change: remove text “Whether RPLMN is included explicitly or implicitly is FFS”. 
3 Conclusions
Proposal 1: For logging of LTE RRM mobility measurement reports with location, remove from stage-2 the text “It is FFS whether this applies to Signaling based MDT or only for Management based MDT”. Assume that both signaling based and management based MDT is supported.  
Proposal 2: Logging of UMTS RRM mobility measurement reports with location information is supported for MDT, for measurement types intra-frequency measurement, inter-frequency measurement and inter-RAT measurement. 

Proposal 2b: In case proposal 2 cannot be agreed, UMTS Logging of measurement reports configured for RRM with location information shall not be supported for MDT in rel-11. (opposite of proposal 2). 
Proposal 3: The following QoS parameters should be logged together with throughput measurement values for UMTS: {UE AMBR, Traffic Class, Traffic Handling Priority}.
Proposal 3B: For LTE, also UE AMBR shall be logged together with throughput measurement values. 
Proposal 4: Unless there are clear reasons, keep exact sample selection unspecified.

Proposal 5: Confirm that the new ANNEX describing UMTS QoS measurements is an informative annex. 
Proposal 6: proposed text change: remove text “Whether RPLMN is included explicitly or implicitly is FFS”.  
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