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1	Introduction
In NR Work Item there have been numerous discussions related to beams: beam management, beam measurements, beams used for deriving cell quality, beam reporting, beam failure handling…not to mention the dispute whether “beams” should be called “beams”. Despite spending a lot of time on analysing and debating such aspects, there are still few FFSs in TS 38.331 [1]. This paper aims at resolving one of these.
2	Discussion
Section “5.5.5.2. Reporting of beam measurement information” of [1] contains the following for-further-study aspect:
	Editor’s Note: FFS which quantity to use for ordering beam measurement results.



In our understanding, this open issue concerns the scenario when the network has configured the UE to report just the beam identifiers (the scenario configured in [1] by means of the parameter called: onlyReportBeamIds), without associated measurement results. In such case, it is important to order those beam identifiers so that the network obtains a meaningful information when such report is provided.
The simplest approach would be to always report beam identifiers and the associated measurement results. In such circumstances, the network has the full and accurate knowledge on the signal level and quality on particular beams. This can allow to take appropriate steps, such as HO triggering, RA resource assignment for certain beams, etc. 
Observation 1: [bookmark: _Ref503451579]The issue outlined in the aforementioned FFS can be easily avoided by always reporting beam identifier along with a corresponding measurement result.
Nevertheless, due to the strong determination of some RAN2 stakeholders, the possibility to report just beam identifiers has been introduced to 3GPP standard. Perhaps this could be beneficial if the number of beams (and beam measurement results) was enormously large and some signaling savings could be achieved thereof. Alternatively, one may say the network is not always eagerly interested to obtain precise/detailed measurements per beam, and just the ordered list will suffice. Regardless of the motivation behind using such configuration, it has to be decided what quantity should be primarily considered for ordering the beams. This is a realistic scenario to evaluate as a single report can contain multiple quantities for beam level measurements (if configured by the network): RSRP, RSRQ, SINR. As usual – there could be multiple ways to tackle this problem:
A. Static decision – always the same quantity (e.g. RSRP) is taken as a basis for ordering the beam identifiers. This behavior would not require any new parameters and could be briefly clarified in the procedural text

B. Triggering Quantity is used – which sounds straightforward and logical. On the other hand, one may say – the issue arises when there are multiple triggering quantities for the same report (as promoted by some companies, but still labeled FFS). 

C. A new parameter is inserted to ReportConfigNR indicating which criteria to use for ordering the beams, e.g.
beamsOrderedBy ENUMERATED {rsrp, rsrq, sinr}
Each of those options has certain merits. RSRP (Option A) is the most commonly reported and basic measurement in E-UTRA and NR, so in plenty of cases this would be the right choice. Triggering quantity (Option B) is inherently related to the particular report, so could be a consistent choice in determining the order of beam identifiers. Eventually, dedicated parameter (Option C) leaves the full flexibility to the gNB and allows to decide on the preferred order for specific reports.  
Another important aspect, which might be taken into account, is whether the order of beam identifiers would actually alter if the quantity used for ordering the beams is changed, e.g. from RSRP to RSRQ? In E-UTRAN, the order of cell identifiers based on their corresponding RSRP and RSRQ measurement results would most likely be stay the same. However, this does not have to be necessary the case for various narrow NR beam (e.g. CSI-RSs) related measurements.
In a nutshell, we believe Option A could not be optimal and always valid, due to its static/fixed decision constraint, while Option C appears to be a large overhead, compared to how relatively insignificant issue it solves. Thus, our preference would be to use trigger quantity (i.e. Option B) for ordering the beam identifiers in the measurement report deprived of beam measurement results.
Proposal 1: [bookmark: _Ref503451594]Trigger Quantity is used as criteria for ordering the beam identifiers in the measurement report deprived of beam measurement results.
3	Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]The goal of this concise paper was to discuss how to order the beam identifiers in the report which does not contain the associated measurement results per beam. The following observations and proposals have been made:
Observation 1: The issue outlined in the aforementioned FFS can be easily avoided by always reporting beam identifier along with a corresponding measurement result.
Proposal 1: Trigger Quantity is used as criteria for ordering the beam identifiers in the measurement report deprived of beam measurement results.
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