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1 Summary and Conclusions
This document discusses the estimation of WG meeting time required for the proposed WI MDT enhancements for Rel-11. 

Comparing to rel-10 it seems that the available time in rel-11 is short. RAN2 will be the “bottleneck” group and it seems clear that not all items mentioned in the WID can reasonably be finalized with very high ambition level (very optimized etc).

The word “priority” is mentioned in this document. NOTE that there is no pre-agreed priority for MDT sub-items. Judging from rel-10 experience, in rel-11 it cannot be expected to have 100% full treatment of tdocs, and the “priority” discussed here is the proposed rapporteur’s guess on a) the extent companies will allow proposals on a certain subtopic b) operator priority c) a possibly suitable chairman prioritization in treating proposals. 
To see the discussion for the following conclusions, please see the remainder of the document. 

Conclusion: For RAN1, MDT is not a major WI and meeting time needed seems small, in the magnitude of 1h per WG meeting or less. 
Conclusion: For RAN2, MDT for rel-11 seems similar or a bit smaller in discussion scope size than MDT rel-10, as frameworks from Rel-10 can be reused (initial frameworks always takes a bit long time). As some topics seems time-elastic in nature (if allowed, discussions could be long) it seems very important that time spent on MDT in rel-11 is managed carefully, i.e. that limited time is allocated to MDT, and to treat and prioritize subtopics in logical order. Probably the WID scope could be adjusted when stage-2 is ready. Also for rel-11 there is more time between meetings, so it could be expected that more work should be done off-line. It is proposed to assume similar meeting time consumption per meeting as in rel-10.

Conclusion: For RAN3, it is expected that frameworks of rel-10 are reused in rel-11, and that RAN3 impact from MDT is less in rel-11 than for rel-10. 

Conclusion: RAN4 involvement in MDT rel-11 may be very small as in rel-10, or more, depending on selected solutions (e.g. new L1 measurements).  
2 RAN1

RAN1 involvement in MDT was almost zero in rel-10. For rel-11, RAN1 is expected to be involved in defining support for UL coverage use case, which most probably will require discussions during several meting cycles.

There is also a possibility that RAN1 will be consulted, e.g. for DL common channel coverage case. 

Conclusion: For RAN1, MDT is not a major WI and meeting time needed seems small, in the magnitude of 1h per WG meeting or less. 
3 RAN2
3.1 Rel-10 MDT
In RAN2, During rel-10 MDT was discussed in 6 meetings during common session only, and in 6 meetings in a) common session, b) LTE session, c) WCDMA session. We note that RAN2 common session has included Monday and Friday of meeting week, normally 7-8.5h Monday and ~7h Friday (meeting time).
· Time consumption common session 1-4h + specific sessions 0.5-2h, 

· High: R2#72bis: 4h (50% of first day) + 2h + 2h

· Low: R2#69: 1-2h

· Avg (guess): MDT during rel-10 consumed ~7-8% of R2 time, around 4h per meeting.  
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3.2 Rel-11 MDT

	REL-11 WID item
(text copy paste from WID)
	REL-10 (ref)
	Conclusion

	COVERAGE / general
Enhanced reporting and logging triggers for existing measurements, e.g. reducing the amount of non-useful measurements and increasing UE battery autonomy.
	Several proposals were discussed but not adopted in rel-10. Expect that most of rel-11 discussion will be based on rel-10 proposals. In rel-10, Small amount of time was spent. 
	Expect to spend more time on such proposals in rel-11 than in rel-10. As this subtopic is expected to not be highest priority, effort still “small”.

	COVERAGE / general
Applicability of available location information to any event triggered measurement (e.g. Ax and Bx events) that will be considered relevant for MDT.
	For immediate MDT, location information is reported with existing measurement reports. The idea is to use this for more measurement reports.
	Expect that this subtopic is straightforward extension to rel-10, Effort and time expected to be “small”.

	COVERAGE 
Enhanced UL coverage optimization. 
	Small amount of time spent on UL coverage in Rel-10. 
	Expected high priority. Expect effort and time in RAN2 to be “small”, similar to rel-10. Expect RAN1 and possibly RAN4 to be involved. RAN1 effort “small” to “medium”

	COVERAGE 
Coverage of UL and DL common channels.
	Not covered in rel-10. Covered in Rel-9 SI with a couple of very specific proposals. 
	Effort and time in RAN2 dependent on priority, from “small” (including only already discussed measurements) to “medium”.

	QOS (framework)
Usage of UE specific QoS measurements to verify performance relevant to end user perception. This also allows detecting critical conditions and determining the need to change the network configuration, parameter settings or capacity extension.
Usage of UE location information to do a QoS benchmarking geographical map.
QoS related measurement and logging performed in the UE will be considered unless the same level of enhancement can be obtained, on a case-by-case basis, by measurements and logging in UTRAN/E-UTRAN
	Could be compared with rel-10 effort to introduce architecture, principles (e.g. inter-RAT, inter-PLMN), configuration and reporting mechanisms, for logged MDT (70%) and immediate MDT (30%) which was the main bulk of rel-10 effort. Effort “large”. 
	Framework work is expected a lot less than rel-10 regardless where measurements would be done. Framework for logged MDT and immediate MDT is expected to be reused. Effort “small” to “medium” depending on contentiousness.

	QOS (measurements)
In particular, throughput QoS measurement shall be taken into account, and other QoS related measurements can be considered.
	Could be compared to introducing the basic measurements for coverage use case. 
	Expected to be a main discussion with high priority. RAN2 is less familiar with QoS measurements than mobility measurements used in Rel-10. Effort “medium” to “large” 

	QOS 
Correlation of UE specific QoS measurements with other available information, e.g. link adaptation information, for root cause analysis to find critical factors determining observed QoS. 
	Was proposed by SA5 to include CQI measurement. This was rejected and no time was spent on this. 
	Expected to have secondary importance compared to the introduction of the QoS measurement(s), so effort is expected “small”

	QOS 
It should be taken into account user-perceived non-availability of connection, e.g. at lack of coverage, frequent connection recovery or frequent handover. The actual coverage is assumed to be verified primarily with other (than QoS) measurements defined for coverage optimization use case.
	
	This is expected to impact how the QoS measurements are defined. Expected to have secondary importance compared to introducing baseline QoS measurements. Effort expected “small”

	LOCATION
Common for the above use cases, improvement on solutions to obtain detailed location information for MDT should be considered. The improvement should focus on increasing the availability of detailed location information when MDT measurement is taken/collected. Hence, extending already defined options for MDT positioning, including the use of 3GPP specified positioning methods, should be pursued. 
	In rel-10, there was significant discussion on location. Solutions for LTE and WCDMA turned out somewhat different. For many cases the inclusion of location information is “best effort”. 
	This is expected to be a high priority main discussion topic, with several architectural options. Assuming that MDT shall reuse as much as possible LCS and positioning framework. Expected time and effort “medium”. Note that other groups such as SA5 and SA2 may need to be involved. 


Furthermore: we note that there are only 6 RAN WG2 meetings between Sept 2011 to Sept 2012, and in rel-10 MDT was discussed for 12 WG meetings. 

Conclusion: From RAN2 point of view, MDT for rel-11 seems similar or a bit smaller in discussion scope size than MDT rel-10, as frameworks from Rel-10 can be reused (initial frameworks always takes a bit long time). As some topics seems time-elastic in nature (if allowed, discussions could be long) it seems very important that time spent on MDT in rel-11 is managed carefully, i.e. that limited time is allocated to MDT, and to treat and prioritize subtopics in logical order. Probably the WID scope could be adjusted when stage-2 is ready. Also for rel-11 there is more time between meetings, so it could be expected that more work should be done off-line. It is proposed to assume similar meeting time consumption per meeting as in rel-10.
4 RAN3

Similarly to rel-10 it is expected that RAN3 involvement would have a peak in the stage-3 phase, where MDT tdocs were ~10% of RAN3 tdocs for one quarter, i.e. one half day during meting week (which was significant), and < 5% during other times, zero in the beginning of the release. 
There is still a possibility that UL coverage Use case will involve new Iub functionality to transport UL measurement from Node B to RNC. There is also a possibility that location discussion will result in RAN3 impact. 

Conclusion: For RAN3, it is expected that frameworks of rel-10 are reused in rel-11, and that RAN3 impact from MDT is less in rel-11 than for rel-10. 

5 RAN4

RAN4 impact of MDT in rel-11 depends on the outcome of UL coverage discussion, and possibly on outcomes of Common Channel coverage discussions. 
QoS measurements are expected to be available to L2 and specified in the style of TS 36.314. So far RAN4 has not worked on measurements specified in TS 36.314. Author of this document assumes that RAN4 should not be burdened more than needed, and thus also assumes that RAN4 would not need to work on QoS measurements. 
Some Rel-11 update of MDT chapters in RAN4 specs could however be expected. 
Conclusion: RAN4 involvement in MDT rel-11 may be very small as in rel-10, or more, depending on selected solutions (e.g. new L1 measurements).  
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