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1.  Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This contribution addresses the following offline discussion:

* [AT117e][888][SON/MDT] SON related Open Issues (Ericsson)
Including all the proposals not treated in R2-2203895
Invite companies to show their view on whether or not to agree these proposals.
There will be no technical discussion on CB session and conclusions will be made following majority and no objection.
			      Intended outcome: Report  to the CB session.
	 		     New Deadline: 11:11 UTC, March, 2nd 

To aid better communication between the respective delegates handling this topic from different companies, it is requested to fill-in the contact information.
Contact Information
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2. 	Discussion
In the following email discussion it will be asked for each question whether a given proposal is acceptable or objected. This is to reflect the chairman guideline that “conclusions will be made following majority and no objection”.
2.1 Two-Step RA 

In R2-2203895, the following was proposal was made:

Proposal from R2-2203895: RAN2 to keep discussing how to report the payload reported by the UE in the RA-Report for the 2-step RA:

a. The overall payload without padding available in the UE buffer size at the time of initiating the 2 step RA procedure
b. The payload without padding sent by the UE over the PUSCH resources in the msgA

Rapporteur notes that from the email discussion in R2-2203895, 5 companies expressed concerns on option a, whereas 6 companies were ok with it. 2 companies did not have strong views. Taking into account the chairman guideline that “conclusions will be made following majority and no objection”, Rapporteur considers option “a” having the majority. Hence companies are asked to indicate whether the following proposal is acceptable or it is objected.


· Question-1: Is the following proposal acceptable or objected?

· For the 2-step RA, the payload reported by the UE in the RA-Report is equivalent to the overall payload without padding available in the UE buffer size at the time of initiating the 2 step RA procedure


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Concerning the ASN.1 structure and in particular the format of the IE for logging the payload size, two options were discussed in R2-2203895:
Proposal 12	RAN2 to agree on one of the following methods of reporting the payload size:

a. A 8-bit bitstring in RA report, where the value of the 8-bit bitstring refers to the index of the BSR table in TS 38.321 (similar to the definition of the messageSize field within SL-TrafficPatternInfo)

b.	The payload size is reported as ENUMERATED {noPayload, sizeRange1, sizeRange2, sizeRange3, sizeRange4, sizeRange5, spare1, spare0} wherein each RANGE is known, e.g. hardcoded in the specification. FFS the values for each range.
	


In R2-2203895, 5/12 companies prefer option “a”, whereas 6/12 companies prefer option “b”. A common wish of various companies is anyhow to reduce as much as possible the overhead of this information. Hence in R2-2203895, Rapporteur proposed the following proposal as a possible compromise. Companies are asked to indicate whether that is acceptable or objected.


Proposal from R2-2203895: A 3-bit bitstring in RA report is adopted, where the value of the 3-bit bitstring refers to one of the indexes of the 5-bit BSR table in TS 38.321 (similar to the definition of the messageSize field within SL-TrafficPatternInfo)


· Question-2: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




2.2 SCG Failure Information
Concerning the MRO for SCG mobility procedures, in the email discussion R2-2203895 the following proposal was made:
Proposal from R2-2203895: The RA related Information associated to the SCG failure are included in the SCGFailureInformation.

14 companies did not have any concern with the above proposal, 2 companies believed instead that RAN2 should aim at reducing the size of the SCGFailureInformation message. 
· Question-3: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Related to the scenarios in which the RA Information should be included in the SCGFailureInformation, the following proposal was made based on companies´ comments in R2-2203895:
Proposal from R2-2203895: The RA Information associated to a SCG failure are included in the SCGFailureInformation for the following scenarios:

1. when failureType is set to randomAccessProblem
d. when failureType is set to beamFailureRecoveryFailure
e. when failureType is set to synchReconfigFailureSCG

For each of the scenarios above, Rapporteur would like to ask whether it is acceptable or objected:
· Question-4: Please indicate for each of the above scenarios whether that is acceptable or objected

	Company
	a
(acceptable/
objection)
	b (acceptable/
objection)
	c (acceptable/
objection)
	Comments

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



In addition, in R2-2203895, it was discussed which new parameters should be included in the SCGFailureInformation message. Based on companies´ comments the following was proposed:
Proposal from R2-2203895: RAN2 to include the following information in the SCGFailureInformation in case of SCG failure:

a. previousPSCellID
b. failedPSCellID
c. timeSCGFailure

For each of the parameters above, Rapporteur would like to ask whether the inclusion in the SCGFailureInformation is acceptable or objected:
· Question-5: Please indicate for each of the above parameters, whether the inclusion in the SCGFailureInformation is acceptable or objected.

	Company
	a
(acceptable/
objection)
	b (acceptable/
objection)
	c (acceptable/
objection)
	Comments

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




It was also discussed in R2-2203895, about the inclusion of a 1-bit flag to indicate the running of T304 at the time of SCG failure declaration due to randomAccessProblem. 
Many companies seemed to be fine with not having this 1-bit flag. However, some companies highlighted that this decision depends on whether the proposal discussed in P4 allows the network to figure out that the T304 is running. For example, if the RA-related information are included in the SCGFailureInformation only if random access problems occurred while T304 was running, or if the failureType is set to synchReconfigFailureSCG, then the network can implicitly conclude that the RA-related information are associated to a problem experienced while the T304 was running.
Given the majority view in R2-2203895, Rapporteur asks the following:
· Question-6: Is the following proposal acceptable or objected?

· There is no need for the UE to include a 1 bit flag in the SCGFailureInformation to indicate that the T304 was running when the UE declared the SCG failure due to random access problem indication in the SCG MAC

	Company
	Acceptable/
Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



2.2.1	Others
In R2-2203895, two companies (Huawei, Ericsson) pointed out that the RACH resource related parameter may not need to be included in the SCGFailureInformation, since the network should still have this information available at the moment of the reception of the SCGFailureInformation. Hence, it was proposed to only include the perRAInfoList. 
Given the above, the following was proposed in R2-2203895:
Proposal from R2-2203895: RAN2 to consider the possibility to only include the perRAInfoList rather than the full RA-Information in the SCGFailureInformation message, in order to reduce the size of the SCGFailureInformation.

· Question-7: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




2.3 SHR
Concerning the open issues of the SHR, the following proposal was made in R2-2203895 which was supported by a large majority of companies:
Proposal from R2-2203895: A single T312 threshold common to all measurement identities is configured in the SHR configuration.

· Question-8: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



From triggering SHR standpoint, it was further discussed the following:
[bookmark: _Toc92978193][bookmark: _Toc94273132][bookmark: _Toc93932632][bookmark: _Toc92789294][bookmark: _Toc94273133][bookmark: _Toc92789295][bookmark: _Toc93932633][bookmark: _Toc92978194][Company-tdoc] Given that the T312 is associated to the measurement identity, RAN2 to discuss whether to clarify in the specification in which cases the SHR is generated, e.g. one of the following:
1. [bookmark: _Toc92789296][bookmark: _Toc94273134][bookmark: _Toc93932634][bookmark: _Toc92978195]The UE shall log the SHR always when a T312 is running for any measurement identity configured to the UE. In this case, the UE shall indicate which frequency related measurements had triggered the timer T312.
g. The SHR shall be generated only if the T312 associated to the measurement identity associated to the target cell is running
Majority of companies do not have concerns with option b, hence in R2-2203895, the following was proposed:
Proposal from R2-2203895: The SHR shall be generated only if the T312 associated to the measurement identity of the target cell is running

· Question-9: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Concerning the generation of the SHR and RLF report for the same handover, the following proposal was captured in the premeeting 117 email discussion [1].
[bookmark: _Toc94273115][bookmark: _Toc92978165][bookmark: _Toc90578206][bookmark: _Toc93932606][bookmark: _Toc93932607][bookmark: _Toc94273116][bookmark: _Toc92978166][bookmark: _Toc90578207][Company-tdoc] RAN2 to consider one or more of the following solutions to address the issue of SHR and RLF report are generated for the same HO:
a. [bookmark: _Toc92978167][bookmark: _Toc90578208][bookmark: _Toc94273117][bookmark: _Toc93932608]Indicator in the RLF-Report (SHR) indicating that the SHR (RLF-Report) has been already sent to the network for this HO
b. [bookmark: _Toc92978168][bookmark: _Toc90578209][bookmark: _Toc94273118][bookmark: _Toc93932609]Indicator in the RLF-Report (SHR) indicating that there is an SHR (RLF-Report) associated to the same HO
c. [bookmark: _Toc93932610][bookmark: _Toc90578210][bookmark: _Toc94273119][bookmark: _Toc92978169]C-RNTI to be included in the SHR, RLF-Report
d. [bookmark: _Toc90578211][bookmark: _Toc93932611][bookmark: _Toc94273120][bookmark: _Toc92978170]Timestamps in the SHR and RLF-Report to link them in time
e. [bookmark: _Toc93932612][bookmark: _Toc94273121][bookmark: _Toc92978171][bookmark: _Toc90578212]RLF-Report should be merged with the SHR if the SHR has not been sent yet at the moment of RLF-Report generation, or the SHR should be merged in the RLF-Report.
f. If RLF occurs within a certain time window after the generation of the SHR, the SHR should be discarded if not yet transmitted
The outcome of the discussion in R2-2203895 was the following:
a. Indicator in the RLF-Report (SHR) indicating that the SHR (RLF-Report) has been already sent to the network for this HO
· P: 2/15
· A: 6/15
· NA: 7/15
b. Indicator in the RLF-Report (SHR) indicating that there is an SHR (RLF-Report) associated to the same HO
· P: 0/15
· A: 9/15
· NA: 6/15
c. C-RNTI to be included in the SHR, RLF-Report
· P: 4/15
· A: 9/15
· NA: 2/15
d. Timestamps in the SHR and RLF-Report to link them in time
· P: 5/15
· A: 5/15
· NA: 5/15
e. RLF-Report should be merged with the SHR if the SHR has not been sent yet at the moment of RLF-Report generation, or the SHR should be merged in the RLF-Report.
· P: 2/15
· A: 2/15
· NA: 10/15
f. If RLF occurs within a certain time window after the generation of the SHR, the SHR should be discarded if not yet transmitted
· P: 1/15
· A: 0/15
· NA: 13/15

Given the above outcome, the option that seems more acceptable is option c, i.e. the inclusion of the C-RNTI. Hence, the following was proposed:
Proposal from R2-2203895: The C-RNTI is included in the SHR. FFS if it is the C-RNTI used in the source cell, or target cell, or both.

In case this proposal is agreeable, Rapporteur would also like to ask companies whether the C-RNTI to be reported should be the C-RNTI assigned by the source cell or by target cell or both C-RNTIs of source and target cell should be included.
· Question-10: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?

· If it is acceptable, please also indicate if the C-RNTI to be included in the SHR should be the C-RNTI assigned by the source cell or by the target cell or both C-RNTIs of source and target cell should be included


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments 
(please indicate if it is the C-RNTI of the source cell/target cell/both)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Other options that received significant support are option b and d, therefore Rapporteur in R2-2203895 also proposed further discussing the need of option b and d:
[bookmark: _Toc96935331][bookmark: _Toc96935332]Proposal from R2-2203895: RAN2 to further discuss the need of the following options:

a. [bookmark: _Toc96935333]Indicator in the RLF-Report (SHR) indicating that there is an SHR (RLF-Report) associated to the same HO
b. Timestamps in the SHR and RLF-Report to link them in time. FFS how to represent this timestamp (e.g. absolute or relative timestamp)

· Question-11: For each of the above option a and b, please indicate it those can be acceptable or objected


	Company
	Option a (acceptable/objection)
	Option b (acceptable/objection)
	Comments

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	




2.3.1 Others
In the email discussion in R2-2203895, Sharp observes that in the current CR implementation, an SHR will be generated when the UE successfully executes a CHO recovery in a CHO candidate target cell. Rapporteur agrees with this observation, and that the current CR implementation does not correctly capture the agreement from RAN2#114-e:
	From RAN2#114:
44  The SHR scenario 2c, i.e. “Successful CHO recovery while initial failure” is part of the RLF-Report.




Rapporteur proposed fixing this issue in the next revision of the running CR:
[bookmark: _Toc96935334]Proposal from R2-2203895: Amend the running CR such that the SHR will not be generated when the UE succeeds with the CHO recovery, in line with the agreement from RAN2#114-e.

· Question-12: Is the above proposal acceptable or objected?


	Company
	Acceptable/Objection
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	





3.  Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]To be updated later
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