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Introduction
	List of Essential open issues for voice fallback failure

	1
	Differentiating of the emergency calls from normal voice call in the RLF report


Above open issue is proposed as open MRO issue for further discussion this meeting, which will be addressed in this contribution.
Discussion
	Agreements RAN2#119bis-e
1
An explicit indication is included in RLF-report when mobility from NR fails and the corresponding MobilityFromNRCommand includes voiceFallbackIndication

2
The below content is included in RLF-report when reestablishment procedure is initiated due to mobility From NR failure.


a. reestablishmentCellID 

	Agreements RAN2#121bis-e
1    RAN2 to support the scenario of “after RLF occurs shortly after successful HO from NR to E-UTRAN for voice fallback, a suitable E-UTRA cell is selected, and the UE tries RRC connection setup procedure for the voice service in the E-UTRA cell, which is agreed in RAN3”.

3
UE logs the agreed indication regarding voice fallback in the NR RLF report.

	Agreements RAN2#122
1
Introduce a new indication in the LTE RLF report for the case an RLF occurs shortly after successful HO from NR to E-UTRAN for voice fallback.

2
UE to log the time until reconnection during RRC connection establishment to the acceptable cell and reconnection cell ID in is absent, which will reuse the legacy field.


It is observed RAN2 has already reached above agreements for inter-system voice fallback which can already well address the objectives to assist MRO for inter-system HO initiated due to voice fallback. In our understanding, the object of voice fallback is to exclude the RLF reports collected from conventional MRO analysis since in this case the mobility decision is not purely relevant to coverage and load consideration but mainly affected by arrival of service. In light of this, the need to further differentiate emergency calls from normal calls.
The need to differentiate emergency calls from normal calls are more like enhancements to voice fallback mechanism instead of relevant to MRO, which is not part of R18 MDT scope in our understanding but more suitable for TEI discussion. Also it is mentioned by several companies as well as by rapporteur that without such enhancements the objectives can still fulfilled. 

Observation 1: The objective of inter-system voice fallback relevant MRO can already be achieved by existing agreements, while further enhancements to differentiate emergency calls are more like TEI enhancements, which is not part of R18 SON MDT scope.  
Based on above analysis, it is proposed not to discuss this enhancement under SONMDT discussion.
Proposal 1: SONMDT will not further discuss enhancements to differentiate emergency calls from normal calls.
Conclusion and proposals

Based on above analysis, we have the following observations and proposals: 

Observation 1: The objective of inter-system voice fallback relevant MRO can already be achieved by existing agreements, while further enhancements to differentiate emergency calls are more like TEI enhancements, which is not part of R18 SON MDT scope.  
Proposal 1: SONMDT will not further discuss enhancements to differentiate emergency calls from normal calls.
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