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1 Introduction
SA5 has analysed the RAN2 agreement on MDT measurement and found some differences on the reporting intervals between M6/M7 and other UMTS measurements. SA5 believes that, from the OAM point of view, it is beneficial to have the possibility of aligned reporting interval(s) for all UMTS measurements.
SA5 sent a LS [1] to RAN2 to confirm if there was any specific reason to provide the value range for reporting interval of M6 and M7 measurements in a different format and whether it is acceptable to use the same enum format for measurements M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6 and M7.

This paper provides an analysis on the issues outlined in the SA5 LS from a RAN2 perspective.
2 Discussion

The agreement from RAN2 #79 meeting on UMTS M6 (data volume) and M7 (throughput) collection intervals is as below.
	Agreements (based on conclusions  in the offline discussion)
1)
36.314 shall capture data volume measurement per QCI 

2)
For UMTS, for both throughput and data volume measurement, the value range for measurement collection interval is 1..64 [s] 


The discussion and the corresponding agreement in RAN2 were focusing on how to define a proper value range to support the corresponding use case. The format of interval, which was assumed to be within the scope of SA5, was not discussed in RAN2.

Observation 1
There is no special reason to provide the value range for reporting interval of M6 and M7 measurements in a different format.
Considering the fact that SA5 believes that, from the OAM point of view, it is beneficial to have the possibility of aligned reporting interval(s) for all UMTS measurements, to facilitate the correlation of different measurements in post-processing, it is reasonable to reuse existing format if possible.

The existing reporting interval was defined as an enum type with the following values: 250 ms (0), 500 ms (1), 1000 ms (2), 2000 ms (3), 3000 ms (4),4000 ms (5), 6000 ms (6), 8000 ms (7), 12000 ms (8), 16000 ms (9), 20000 ms (10), 24000 ms (11), 28000 ms (12), 32000 ms (13), 64000 ms (14). This enum type covers the range [1, 64] perfectly except 250 ms and 500 ms, which does fall in the range [1, 64], i.e. they are unnecessary for M6/M7 definition.

Observation 2
The existing enum type excluding 250 ms (0) and 500 ms (1) covers the range [1, 64] perfectly, i.e. can be used to define reporting interval for M6/M7.
Based on the observations above, it was proposed that 

Proposal 1
Reply SA5 that there is no special reason from RAN2 perspective to provide the value range for reporting interval of M6 and M7 measurements in a different format.
Proposal 2
Reply SA5 that it is acceptable to use the same enum format for measurements M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6 and M7 with stating that 250 ms (0) and 500 ms (1) are not applicable to M6 and M7.

3 Conclusion
After analysis on the measurement periods of M6 and M7, following observations are made: 

Observation 1
There is no special reason to provide the value range for reporting interval of M6 and M7 measurements in a different format.
Observation 2
The existing enum type excluding 250 ms (0) and 500 ms (1) covers the range [1, 64] perfectly, i.e. can be used to define reporting interval for M6/M7.

Based on the observation and analysis above, it is proposed that:

Proposal 1
Reply SA5 that there is no special reason from RAN2 perspective to provide the value range for reporting interval of M6 and M7 measurements in a different format.

Proposal 2
Reply SA5 that it is acceptable to use the same enum format for measurements M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6 and M7 with stating that 250 ms (0) and 500 ms (1) are not applicable to M6 and M7.
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