3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting#107bis-e 
                           R3-202468

20th – 30th April 2020

Agenda item:
10.2.3.2 Configuration Conflicts for RACH Optimization
Source: 

Qualcomm
Title: 
Summary of offline discussion for CB: # 1007_Email_SON-MDT_RACHReport

Document for:
Discussion
1. Introduction

This document summarizes proposals submitted to RAN3#107bis-e, related to RACH optimization enhancements, specifically on the exchange of RACH report and assistance information over Xn and F1. The proposals are submitted mainly under AI 10.2.3.2 and some under AI 10.2.3.1 ([12], [13]). 

This document summarizes the proposals for email discussions collecting companies’ views and hopefully the outcome would be to find an agreeable working solution and produce TPs for 38.423 and 38.473.

CB: # 1007_Email_SON-MDT_RACHReport

- Discuss further details of the RACH report on Xn and F1 interfaces, specifically:

  - Information to be included in the RACH report

  - Messages to be used over Xn and F1 for the RACH report 

  - Triggering mechanism for DU to retrieve RACH Report from CU

- My suggestion is to list information to be exchanged in the RACH report and messages to be used (based on the contributions submitted) as separate issues in the email discussion to solicit companies’ views; once consensus or at least a majority view emerges – proceed to discuss TPs

- This email discussion is expected to produce agreements (to be captured in the meeting minutes) on the RACH report related information and messages, and TPs for 38.423 and 38.473

- Note: filtering is mentioned in many papers, but please note that the stage-2 agreed in the previous meeting already allows filtering and since it is unlikely that much more than that will be eventually put in the normative text, perhaps we don’t need to spend much time on filtering

(QC - moderator)

Summary of offline discussion R3-202468
For reference, agreements from RAN3#107-e are listed below:

Summary of offline disc R3-201133, noted – propose to endorse 1390, endorse as BL 1389

0590 rev in R3-201389 Endorsed as BL
0591 rev in R3-201390 Agreed

2. Chairman Notes 

Propose the following:

R3-201864 rev in [R3-202783] agreed

R3-201865 rev in [R3-202784] agreed
Propose to capture the following:
Proposal 1: Define a new message “SON REPORT” over F1AP with “RACH Report” as OPTIONAL IE

Proposal 2: “SON REPORT” message over F1AP is introduced in Rel-16 for non-UE associated signalling
Proposal 3: Define a new message “SON REPORT” over XnAP with “RACH Report” as OPTIONAL IE 

Proposal 4: Reuse RAN2 IE RACH -Report-r16 for RACH Report in RAN3 instead of identifying and defining new IEs for better reusability and forward compatibility

Proposal 5: It is not recommended to support “RACH Failure Rate” metric in Rel-16 
Proposal 7:  No stage2 details regarding filtering of RACH Report is identified yet and can be added later if needed

To be continued at next meeting:

Open issue: Whether to support RACH indication from DU to CU to collect UE RACH report over Uu?

· 3 companies supported this, 1 company did not support this, 1 company had no strong opinion

· Pros: i) RACH indication could be useful assistance information for CU to trigger RACH Report from UE in case of DU-only detected RACH accesses before the maximum storage of 8 RACH Reports in absence of RACH availability indication from UE, ii) Timely collection of RACH Report without need of obtaining through Xn or filtering the RACH Reports

· Cons: i) Not reliable as UE has complete knowledge of RACH accesses and DU cannot signal RACH indication in case of CU-only detected RACH attempts to trigger RACH Report, ii) Most RACH attempts are due to mobility and DU-only detected RACH attempts are rare

Proposal 6: FFS whether to introduce a RACH indication message in F1AP from DU to CU 
3. Discussion

3.1 
Whether RACH report over F1 should be UE-associated or non-UE associated or both?
	Option 1
	Both (UE-associated and non-UE-associated)
	Nokia, [4], Proposal 5: UE and Non-UE associated procedures need to be defined over the F1 interface for the transfer of NR UE RACH Reports from gNB-CU to gNB-DU.

Ericsson in [7] provides TP on top of the current F1 interface BL covering both UE associated signal and non-UE associated RACH reports captured as ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION procedure. 



	Option 2
	Only non-UE-associated
	Huawei/CT, [12], Proposal 5: If exchange of UE RACH report between neighbour nodes is agreed, it is proposed to use a unified RACH report transfer procedure on F1 interface which means to uses non-UE-associated signalling. Otherwise, the RACH report transfer procedure from CU to DU is UE-associated signalling.

	Option 3
	Only UE associated
	ZTE, [9], Proposal 3: gNB-CU provides RACH report from UE via UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message.


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	Option 2
	Technically, the DU will not adjust RACH parameters for a single UE. There seems no extra benefit for the DU to know that the UE RACH report is from which UE.  Therefore, the UE associated signaling for UE RACH report is not necessary and redundant in case that a non-UE associated one is unavoidable.


	ZTE
	Option 3
	RA failure may raised from multiple reasons including short of RA resource, weak radio condition, UE itself etc. Therefore, RA report together with UE context is more useful for RAN node analysis the root cause. 
If RAN node RACH configuration is really in sub-optimal situation, the amount of RA report of UE in RRC Connected is already fulfill the need for RO object.
Additional RA reports without UE context from other nodes may be helpful but just bring limited benefit for RO. It is not clear how to single use these data via non-UE associated message. 

	Nokia
	Option 1
	We believe that both UE-associated and non-UE-associated procedures are necessary to be defined for the exchange of RACH Reports over the F1 (independently on whether there is RACH Report transfer agreed over neighbour nodes (Xn)). 

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We also believe it would be beneficial to define a new procedure for the transferring of RACH Reports, which could be reused also for transferring of reports that are not due to any failure, e.g. Successful HO Reports that will be defined in Rel17

	QC
	Option 1
	As explained in [7], UE RACH Report collected by CU can be either UE associated (collected from UE using RA Report on Uu) or non-UE associated (collected from neighboring gNBs over Xn). Therefore, we prefer Option 1 with UE F1AP ID as optional IE for handling non-UE associated scenario

	Samsung
	Option 2
	Option 2 makes more sense to us: 1) RACH report may come from neighboring gNB, in which case the UE context does not exist at the gNB-DU;  2) the RACH report already contains enough information for the RACH optimization, and UE-specific information does not bring obvious benefit; 3) Non-UE procedure can also save signaling over F1.


3.2 
Which message should be used over F1 for sending RACH Report from CU to DU?

Different companies have proposed to use different messages for sending RACH report from CU to DU and here are the different options:

	Option 1
	Define a new message


	QC, [1], Proposal 1: Define a new message “RACH REPORT” to send RACH Report on F1AP (CU -> DU)

Huawei/CT, [12], Proposal 1: To introduce a class 2 RACH report indication procedure to send the UE RACH reports from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU.

Ericsson, [7]: Define a new message “ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION” containing RACH Report Container over F1AP

	Option 2
	Reuse UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message


	ZTE, [9], Proposal 3: gNB-CU provides RACH report from UE via UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message.

	Option 3
	Reuse CU-DU RADIO INFORMATION TRANSFER


	Nokia [4] proposes to reuse CU-DU RADIO INFORMATION TRANSFER with a RACH Assistance Information Transfer IE to transfer UE RACH Report Information in a container


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Ue Context modification procedure already takes too much functionalities. And the UE RACH report is not part of UE context. 

	ZTE
	Option 2 
	Same view as in section 3.1

	Nokia
	Option 3 for non-UE-associated signaling and Option 1 for UE-associated signaling. (but also using entirely Option 1 is ok if that can help progress)
	We think that it is more efficient to reuse an existing message for transferring of (non-UE associated) RACH Assistance information over F1 interface. Thus, we propose to reuse CU-DU RADIO INFORMATION TRANSFER as a good candidate message to transfer RACH Assistance Information. In our CR R3-201841 we also propose to introduce a new UE-associated procedure UE RACH REPORT TRANSFER for transferring RACH Reports when there is an active UE Context. This option is not reflected in the options in the Table above. 

If all companies agree in defining new non-UE and UE-associated procedures for the transfer or UE RACH Reports, then this option is also acceptable for us for the sake of making progress.  

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	We see that none of the current procedures is suitable for the transferring of the RACH Report. A RACH Report is not exactly part of a UE context and neither it should be included in purpose made procedures like the CU-DU RADIO INFORMATION TRANSFER, which have already a defined function. For that we propose a new procedure that can be reused in time for other report transfers

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Option 2 only enables UE-associated RACH Report and is based on the premise that DU will have UE context and can reuse UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST for including RACH Report. Non-UE associated RACH Report (RACH Reports obtained by CU over Xn) will not work with this message

Option 3 which uses CU-DU RADIO INFORMATION TRANSFER only enables non-UE associated RACH report as it uses non-UE associated signalling

“The purpose of the CU-DU Radio Information Transfer procedure is to transfer radio-related information from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU. The procedure uses non-UE-associated signalling.” 

In general, we prefer it would be cleaner to define a new message for RACH Report instead of reusing CU-DU Radio Information Transfer

	Samsung 
	Option 1
	RACH optimization is a relative independent functionality.


3.2.1 If option 1 is preferred, should we define a common message over F1 like ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION to combine multiple SON Reports?

Companies views:

	Company
	Yes or No
	Comments

	Huawei
	
	UE RACH report transfer on F1 is foreseen much more frequent than RLF transfer. So, the benefit is not clear to use a single non-UE associated procedure. 

And the UE RACH report is a report for a successful random access of a UE. While the RLF report is a kind of failure information.  Combination transfer of them will diverge the purpose and usage of the procedure.

	Nokia
	No
	We do not support to use a common message for both non-UE and UE associated procedures through the ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION since this would lead to a solution that is not very neat. Signalling procedure that is both non-UE and UE associated was not done before in RAN3 to our knowledge.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The use of a procedure that can be UE associated or non UE associated has been adopted in RAN3 in cases when the same event can occur in a UE dependent way or in a UE independent way. The example already existing for these procedures is the Error Indication procedure, where APIDs are optionally included as in the proposed Access and Mobility Indication procedure. This procedure can be reused in the future when other reports will need to be transferred. For example, the Sucessful HO Report could be transferred with such procedure. The CEF report and RLF Report could be transferred with this procedure. The procedure is just a conveyer of reports to the gNB-DU.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	As proposed in [14], it will be useful to define a common message over F1 to combine RACH Report, RLF report and other future MDT reports similar to how UE uses a single UEInformationResponse message to send all MDT reports over Uu.
Also, as Ericsson mentioned, there is precedent on having a procedure that can be either UE associated or non UE associated. 

	Samsung 
	No
	Share the same view as HW.


3.3 
Which message should be used over Xn for sending RACH report to neighboring NG-RANs?

	Option 1
	Define a new XnAP message


	QC, [1], Proposal 2: Define a new message “RACH REPORT” to send RACH Report on XnAP

Ericsson, [8]: Define a new message “ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION” containing RACH Report Container over XnAP

Huawei/CT [12]: Proposal 3: It is proposed to discuss whether to support the RACH report exchange between two neighbour gNBs and introduce a new class 2 XnAP message to implement the function.



	Option 2
	Reuse FAILURE INDICATION message


	Nokia, [4], Proposal 4: Reuse the existing FAILURE INDICATION message to transfer non-UE associated NR UE RACH Report information between NG-RAN nodes.


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	Option 1
	UE RACH report is for successfully random access.

	ZTE
	
	Same view in section 3.1.

	Nokia
	Option 2
	We believe that new messages should be defined only when necessary. Since UE RACH Reports contain “failure information” on the RACH accesses of different UEs, we believe that reusing the FAILURE INDICATION message over the Xn is a good way to transfer the non-UE associated RACH Report information. 

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	Same as in section 3.1

	QC
	Option 1
	RACH Report sent by UE only includes the details of recent successful RACH attempts. Failed RACH attempts are included as part of CEF Report and RLF Report. We therefore believe we should not reuse FAILURE INDICATION message to transfer successful RACH attempts.

“FAILURE INDICATION message is sent by the NG-RAN node2 to indicate an RRC re-establishment attempt or a reception of an RLF Report from a UE that suffered a connection failure at NG-RAN node 1”

	Samsung
	Option 1
	RACH report reflects the success RACH information rather than failure information


3.4 What should be the contents of RACH Report Container in F1 and Xn?

	Option 1
	RAN3 Transparent container corresponding to RAN2 IE rlf-Report-r16


	Most proposals are based on reusing RAN2 IE “RACH -Report-r16” as contained in the UEInformationResponse message (TS 38.331) to be part of the RACH Report container while exchanging over Xn and F1

	Option 2
	RAN3 specific IEs
	Nokia in [4] proposes using RAN3 specific IEs for exchanging RACH related information such as Cell ID on which RACH occurred and Number of Failed RACH Attempts on NUL and SUL Carrier


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Typo in ‘rlf-Report-r16’， should be RACH-Report-R16？


	ZTE
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	Option 2
	Option 2 allows forwarding of only parts of the RACH Reports that are relevant to the recipient node. When the recipient node is a gNB that receives a RACH Report over the Xn, it can benefit by receiving those entries in the RACH Report that correspond to RACH procedures on the cells its controls. Similarly, a gNB-DU can benefit by receiving those entries in the RACH Report that correspond to RACH procedures on the cells it hosts. Since a UE RACH Report can contain up to 8 RACH procedures, it is possible that it contains RACH procedures that happened on different gNBs and different gNB-DUs.  So, if we use Option 1, a lot of unnecessary RACH Report information could flood Xn and F1 interfaces.  

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	

	QC
	Option 1
	For better reusability, we prefer using option 1 rather than identifying a subset of IEs from RAN2 RA-Report to be included in RAN3


	Samsung 
	Option 1
	RACH report content is in RAN2 scope, which makes more sense to use the container defined by RAN2. This method is also future-proof from RAN3 perspective since RAN3 does not need to make changes once RAN2 changes this container. 


3.5 
Whether to support “RACH Failure Rate” metric over F1 and Xn?

	Option 1
	Yes
	Nokia in [4] had these proposals on introducing “RACH Failure Rate” metric over F1 and Xn as assistance information:

Proposal 9: RACH failure rate is calculated at gNB-DU, based on NR UE RACH Reports being sent from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU and based on internal information on successful RACH procedures. After it is calculated at the gNB-DU, the RACH Failure Rate is sent to its gNB-CU through F1 interface.

Proposal 10: gNB-CU sends to a gNB-DU a limited set of neighbour PRACH Configurations, filtered according to the cells that have for example the highest RACH Failure Rate.

Proposal 11: RACH Failure Rate can be sent from gNB-CU to its neighbouring gNB-CUs through the Xn interface. The latter can use RACH Failure Rate information to filter the PRACH Configurations they send to their gNB-DUs.

Proposal 12: RACH Failure Rate can be sent from gNB-CU to gNB-DU through F1 interface.

Proposal 13: An NG-RAN node may forward the calculated RACH failure rate per SSB Index per cell to its neighbours, e.g. separately per NUL and SUL carriers.

	Option 2 
	No
	


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Nokia
	Option 1
	In order to determine whether RACH optimization is needed, the number of failed RACH attempts must be related to the total number of attempts.
RACH Failure Rate is a simple metric that can achieve this. It can be calculated at the gNB-DU by relating RACH failure information to internal RACH successes observed at the gNB-DU. 

By sending the RACH Failure Rate from each gNB-DU to the gNB-CU managing those, gNB-CU can observe on which cells the RACH Failure Rate is the highest. This enables therefore the gNB-CU to filter the PRACH Configurations it sends to other gNB-DUs to include the cells for which the highest RACH Failure Rate is observed. 

Additionally, a gNB-CU can send the RACH Failure rate of a gNB-DU it controls to its other gNB-DUs. In this way, a gNB-DU receiving RACH Failure information can determine if it is an aggressor to one of its neighbours and can control its parameters accordingly, e.g. to use less aggressive RACH power ramping on its own cells. Another benefit is that even though a gNB-DU can benefit from receiving UE RACH Reports on accesses on its own cells, full RACH Report information from other gNB-DUs is not useful, especially in the absence of an active UE context. Sending the RACH Failure Rate, instead, is a good compromise between required accuracy in the RACH Information and the amount of communicated overhead.

RACH failure rate information can further be communicated between two neighbouring NG-RAN nodes. In this way, the receiving NG-RAN node becomes aware of the RACH performance at the cells of the sending NG-RAN node which enables neighbouring NG-RAN nodes to optimize their RACH Configurations and resolve potential conflicts.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	

	QC
	Option 2
	Although we understand RACH failure metric may be useful, we would prefer to not include “RACH Failure Rate” metric over F1 and Xn at this stage to avoid further signaling changes and without further evaluation on how this will help in further optimization beyond exchange of RACH config, RACH report and internal RACH statistics at DU.

	Samsung 
	Option 2
	RACH failure detection is internal implementation issue at gNB-DU. If gNB-DU detects serious RACH conflict, it can trigger the retrieving of the RACH configuration. The gNB-CU only needs to know if gNB-DU needs RACH configuration, which can be realized via sending cell information with unacceptable RACH conflict. 


3.6 
Whether to support RACH indication from DU to CU to collect UE RACH report over Uu?
	Option 1
	Yes
	According to QC, [1]

· Observation 1: There is no UE indication to signal the availability of RACH report

· Observation 2: For the benefit of RACH optimization, it is important for gNB to retrieve the RACH report before 8 attempts.

· Proposal 3: Include a RACH event notification from DU to CU to trigger collection of RACH Report

ZTE, [9]

· Proposal 1: DU sends RACH optimization indication to CU to trigger the UE Reported information (RACH report) acquisition over Uu interface.

· Proposal 2: To introduce a class 2 non UE associated RACH optimization indication procedure to trigger CU retrieve UE RACH report from UE.

Huawei/CT, [12]. Proposal 6: It is proposed RAN3 to discuss whether a RACH event notification from DU to CU is needed to trigger the UE RACH report acquisition procedure over Uu interface.



	Option 2
	No
	Nokia, [4], Proposal 14: No trigger for Assistance Information is needed from gNB-DU to gNB-CU.


Companies views:

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	Yes
	A RACH event notification from DU to CU is necessary to enable the CU to retrieve the RACH report from the UE timely. Since load on RACH channel may change quite dynamically in some scenario.  The UE RACH report may lose its meaning if retrieved too late.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No (option 2)
	UE is the one that has complete knowledge of the RACH accesses it has attempted. gNB-DU cannot always detect a RACH failure in case the latter is visible to RRC but not to lower layers. Thus, collection of UE RACH Reports by sending a trigger from gNB-DU to gNB-CU is not a reliable method. Furthermore, it is logical operation of a gNB-CU to assume that whenever it has UE RACH reports it forwards the information to gNB-DU without the need of a trigger. Lack of a RACH Report transmission from a gNB-CU to a gNB-DU means that there is no RACH Report available.   

	Ericsson
	No
	We think that the vast majority of RACH reports will be due to mobility. In these cases the RAN knows that the UE carries a RAReport and it can pull it, together with any other reports stored. We do not see a strong need for RACH indication from DU to CU but we do not have a very strong opinion.

	QC
	Yes (Option 1)
	Although we understand Nokia’s comment that UE is the one that has complete knowledge of all RACH accesses, the absence of UE indication of available RACH report leaves it completely to CU’s implementation on collecting RACH Report i.e. RACH report will be collected only when it sets rachReportReq to TRUE in UEInformationRequest. Unless CU sends UEInformationRequest after every handover or atleast every few handovers, it might miss out on collecting RACH reports (only max 8 RACH Reports can be stored). Even otherwise, it might miss out on only DU detected RACH attempts say if there is continuous beam failures or RACH due to UL timing issues.
Hence, we believe it might be useful assistance for CU to be aware of RACH occurrence using an indication over F1. CU can use this indication to trigger RACH Reports if deemed necessary. This will make sure CU does not miss out on certain RACH reports and might make CU implementation simpler to avoid filtering RACH Report from neighboring nodes.


3.7 Whether any stage-2 changes are required regarding filtering of RACH Report over Xn and F1

In last meeting, R3-201389 was endorsed as BL CR for 38.401 which mentions:

In case of split gNB architecture, RACH configuration conflict detection and resolution function is located at the gNB-DU. To perform RACH optimisation at gNB-DU, gNB-CU sends the RACH report reported by the UE to gNB-DU via F1AP signalling. The gNB-DU signals the PRACH configuration per-cell to gNB-CU. The gNB-CU may forward a limited set of neighbour cell’s PRACH configurations receiving from neighbour gNB-CU to the gNB-DU to resolve the configuration conflict.

Following are the proposals from this meeting:

· QC, [1], Proposal 4: It should be left to CU's implementation on how it filters the set of PRACH configurations to be forwarded to DU and no assistance information is to be sent from DU to CU for RACH optimization.

· Nokia, [4] had these proposals on filtering of RACH Reports:

· Proposal 1: An NG-RAN node may forward NR UE RACH Reports to a neighbouring NG-RAN node if the UE RACH Reports involve RACH accesses on the cells of the neighbour. 

· Proposal 2:  The sending NG-RAN node may send filtered NR UE RACH Reports, to filter out RACH procedures that do not involve the cells of the receiving NG-RAN node.

· Proposal 6:
·  If the NR UE RACH Report contains (only) RACH information on cells of a gNB-DU under the gNB-CU, the NR UE RACH report is forwarded to gNB-DU. 

· If the NR UE RACH Report contains mixed RACH information both on cells of the gNB-DU and on other cells of other gNB-DUs (of the same or neighbouring gNB-CU), the NR UE RACH report may be filtered at the gNB-CU and the filtered NR UE RACH report (with the relevant RACH information) is forwarded to gNB-DU.
Companies views on whether additional stage 2 changes are required in 38.300 or 38.401 to clarify filtering of RACH reports over Xn and F1 and whether assistance information is supported.
	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Huawei
	
	When receiving UE RACH reports from neighbor nodes, there should be the cell ID where the random access is performed. This is the destination that a UE RACH report should go.

What does the filter function here mean?

	Nokia
	
	As already mentioned it is important to filter out information from RACH reports which is useless for the receiver, so the most important is to have agreement on this aspect in stage 3. Then we can align stage 2 if needed in next meeting or as a correction.

	Ericsson
	
	A RACH Report should be forwarded to a gNB-DU only if the RACH process concerns cells served by the gNB-DU

	Qualcomm
	
	Agreed that we can focus on stage 3 details first and can add details regarding filtering of RACH Report in next meeting or later.

	Samsung 
	
	Current stage 2 is clear enough. We didn’t identify any addition information needing to be added at this stage. 


4. Summary 

Whether RACH report over F1 should be UE-associated or non-UE associated or both?
· 3 companies preferred to have both UE and non-UE associated RACH Report, 1 company with only UE associated and 2 company with only non-UE associated

· Proposal 1: Recommendation is to go with the option of only non-UE associated RACH Report over F1AP
Which message should be used over F1 for sending RACH Report from CU to DU?
· 4 companies were okay to define a new message over F1 for RACH Report, 1 company wanted to use UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message

· Proposal 2: Considering Proposal 1 is agreed, defining a new message for RACH Report over F1AP is the only option. Hence, recommendation is to define a new message over F1 for RACH Report

Which message should be used over Xn for sending RACH report to neighboring NG-RANs?
· 3 companies wanted to define a new message over Xn, 1 company wanted to use FAILURE INDICATION whereas 1 company did not want RACH Report over Xn 

· Proposal 3: Considering RACH Report is used for successful RACH accesses, using FAILURE INDICATION might not be suitable. Also, since most companies want to have RACH Report exchange over Xn, recommendation is to define a new message over Xn for RACH Report
What should be the contents of RACH Report Container in F1 and Xn?
· 4 companies wanted to reuse RAN2 container, 1 company wanted to define new RAN3 IEs 

· Proposal 4: Considering the agreement by most companies and better reusability, recommendation is to reuse RAN2 container of RACH Report in RAN3

Whether to support “RACH Failure Rate” metric over F1 and Xn?

· 1 company wants to define this new metric, 2 companies do not want to introduce this new metric
· Proposal 5: Considering it is not supported by some companies and might need further discussion, recommendation is to not support “RACH Failure Rate” metric in Rel-16
Whether to support RACH indication from DU to CU to collect UE RACH report over Uu?

· 3 companies supported this, 1 company didn’t support this, 1 company had no strong opinion
· Pros: i) RACH indication could be useful assistance information for CU to trigger RACH Report from UE in case of DU-only detected RACH accesses before the maximum storage of 8 RACH Reports in absence of RACH availability indication from UE, ii) Timely collection of RACH Report without need of obtaining through Xn or filtering the RACH Reports
· Cons: i) Not reliable as UE has complete knowledge of RACH accesses and DU cannot signal RACH indication in case of CU-only detected RACH attempts to trigger RACH Report, ii) Most RACH attempts are due to mobility and DU-only detected RACH attempts are rare
· Proposal 6: Needs further discussion. 
Whether any stage-2 changes are required regarding filtering of RACH Report over Xn and F1

· Proposal 7: Recommendation is to finalize stage 3 details first and can add stage 2 details regarding filtering of RACH Report in next meeting or later.
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