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[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Introduction
This document captures the important open issues amongst the SON functions’ related reporting that needs to be agreed in the RAN2#109-e meeting.  
[109bis-e][802] Open issues on SON (Ericsson)
Scope: Continue the discussion on SON open issues based on R2-2003800. Focus on the following proposals coloured in red.
	Intended outcome: Summary with the following sets which should be identified
	§  Set of proposals with full consensus, if any (agreeable over email)
	§  Set of proposals with almost full consensus to discuss in the follow up conference call
	§  Set of open issues and proposals to postpone to next meeting 
	Deadline: 28/04/2019 22:00 UTC
Discussion
RAReport
4 step RA vs 2 step RA
Both Ericsson [1] and ZTE [17] have contributed on this topic.
· Ericsson proposal: Currently captured RAReport contents are applicable only for 4-step random access procedure.
· ZTE main proposal: It is suggested RAN2 to confirm the understanding that for R16 RA report, 2-step RA related information will still be recorded without differentiating the RA type, and no further enhancement on PUSCH related information will be used.
· ZTE sub-proposal 1: The maximum RA resource configuration can be included in one RA report entry/RLF report is 3 in case 2-step RA is supported.
· ZTE sub-proposal 2: It is suggested to change Msg1-FDM, Msg1-FrequencyStart and Msg1-SubcarrierSpacing to prach-FDM, prach-FrequencyStart, and prach-SubcarrierSpacing to make the terminologies in RA report more general for both 4-step/2-step RACH.
Based on the above, it seems like different companies have different approach.
[bookmark: _Toc38294993][bookmark: _Toc38295081][bookmark: _Toc38296259][bookmark: _Toc38295302][bookmark: _Toc38295680][bookmark: _Toc38295352][bookmark: _Toc38296411][bookmark: _Toc38296111][bookmark: _Toc38296059][bookmark: _Toc38295181][bookmark: _Toc38295131][bookmark: _Toc38295231][bookmark: _Toc37915683]RAN2 to agree on one of the following proposals:
a. [bookmark: _Toc38295232][bookmark: _Toc38296412][bookmark: _Toc38295182][bookmark: _Toc38295303][bookmark: _Toc38295353][bookmark: _Toc38295681][bookmark: _Toc38296112][bookmark: _Toc38296060][bookmark: _Toc38296260][bookmark: _Toc38295082][bookmark: _Toc38295132][bookmark: _Toc38294994]Currently captured RAReport contents are applicable only for 4-step random access procedure.
b. [bookmark: _Toc38295354][bookmark: _Toc38296261][bookmark: _Toc38296113][bookmark: _Toc38296061][bookmark: _Toc38295682][bookmark: _Toc38295083][bookmark: _Toc38295233][bookmark: _Toc38295183][bookmark: _Toc38294995][bookmark: _Toc38295304][bookmark: _Toc38295133][bookmark: _Toc38296413]RAN2 to confirm the understanding that for R16 RA report, 2-step RA related information will still be recorded without differentiating the RA type, and no further enhancement on PUSCH related information will be used. 
Based on the above, we request companies to provide their preferred options.
	Company name
	Preferred option(s)
	Additional comments

	Qualcomm
	Option “a”
	

	Intel
	a
	Step 2 RA can be further discussed in future release.

	Ericsson
	a
	Our preference is to only focus on 4-step RA in Rel.16, and leave any 2-step handling to the Rel.17 WI which explicitly includes 2-step RACH optimization for MDT/SON
If the Rel.16 RA report can include both the 2-step info and the 4-step info, it will be confusing for the network to distinguish the 2-step RA performances from the 4-step RA. Hence it will not be possible for the network to properly optimize neither the 4-step RACH nor the 2-step RACH configurations when both are configured.

	OPPO
	a
	Rel-17 SON WID include the 2-step RACH related SON objective. No need to standardize anything related to that in this release.

	CATT
	a
	It’s easy for us to do 2-step extension in R17, not so urgent in R16 to do this.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option a
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	a
	2-step RACH related discussion can be moved to R17.

	CMCC
	a
	2-step RACH could be discussed in R17.

	vivo
	a
	2-step RA should be separately discussed

	MediaTek
	a
	

	ZTE
	a
	The intention not to push 2stepRA is to avoid enhancements at late stage as current RA info can also include the PRACH part of 2stepRA as well. But we fine to discuss in R17 since it is the majorities’ view.

	Samsung
	a
	

	Apple
	a
	

	DOCOMO
	a
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting option-a: 14
Number of companies supporting option-b: 0
Based on this, the following can be a Cat-A proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895076]Currently captured RAReport contents are applicable only for 4-step random access procedure.

If the option-b is selected, then RAN2 is requested to further discuss and agree on the following proposals.
[bookmark: _Toc38295305][bookmark: _Toc38295234][bookmark: _Toc38295184][bookmark: _Toc38295134][bookmark: _Toc38295084][bookmark: _Toc38294996][bookmark: _Toc37915684][bookmark: _Toc38295355][bookmark: _Toc38295683][bookmark: _Toc38296062][bookmark: _Toc38296114][bookmark: _Toc38296262][bookmark: _Toc38296414](Provided option-b is selected for the previous question) The maximum RA resource configuration can be included in one RA report entry/RLF report is 3 in case 2-step RA is supported.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc37915685][bookmark: _Toc38294998][bookmark: _Toc38295086][bookmark: _Toc38295136][bookmark: _Toc38295186][bookmark: _Toc38295236][bookmark: _Toc38295307][bookmark: _Toc38295357][bookmark: _Toc38295685][bookmark: _Toc38296063][bookmark: _Toc38296115][bookmark: _Toc38296263][bookmark: _Toc38296415](Provided option-b is selected for the previous question) Change Msg1-FDM, Msg1-FrequencyStart and Msg1-SubcarrierSpacing to prach-FDM, prach-FrequencyStart, and prach-SubcarrierSpacing to make the terminologies in RA report more general for both 4-step/2-step RACH
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



SSB based RA Attempt: [S481]
Samsung [12] quotes the following observations from TS 38.321 for SSB based RA attempt:
· Observation 4: Both contention free and contention based SSB based is supported.
· Observation 5: SSB based contention free random access is performed only if there is at least one SSB with SS-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdSSB is available amongst the SSBs for which contention free random access resources are configured
According to observation 5,  for SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources, contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 is always TRUE. So Samsung proposes [12] that there is no need to report contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 for SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources.
· Samsung proposal : For SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 are not included in PerRAInfoList-r16.
[bookmark: _Ref37768399][bookmark: _Toc37915686][bookmark: _Toc38295000][bookmark: _Toc38295088][bookmark: _Toc38295138][bookmark: _Toc38295188][bookmark: _Toc38295238][bookmark: _Toc38295309][bookmark: _Toc38295359][bookmark: _Toc38295687][bookmark: _Toc38296064][bookmark: _Toc38296116][bookmark: _Toc38296264][bookmark: _Toc38296416]For SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 are not included in PerRAInfoList-r16.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung observation. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	In ASN.1, this implies that those 2 fields are made optional in PerRAAttemptInfoList-r16 since that is used for CBRA and CFRA. Changes to procedural text are also expected.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Without these IEs, the function can still work in implicit way.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	contentionDetected-r16 can be removed, but dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 should be included in case of unreasonable high threshold.

	CMCC
	Yes
	These 2 fields are useless for contention free random access.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	I think the dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 is still needed in case of PDCCP order triggered RACH, which is also CFRA. In this case the SSB is assigned by network, and NW cannot guarantee the assigned SSB is always higher than configured threshold.
Also, when RApurpose is set to requestforOtherSI (i.e., Msg1-based SI request),  there is on contention resolution performed and therefore the contentionDetected-r16 is also no needed in such case.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We still stick to this proposal.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 12
Number of companies not agreeing: 1
Number of companies that did not indicate a direct preference but with comments: 1
Based on the comment from ZTE, which states that the UE does not need to check the dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 related condition for PDCCH ordered RA procedure which uses CFRA resources. However, in the current RAreport, the UE does not include RA related information when the RA purpose is PDCCH ordered RA. Based on this, the rapporteur proposes to keep the existing proposal and as majority of the companies agree with this, the rapporteur classifies this as Cat-a.
[bookmark: _Toc38895077]For SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 are not included in PerRAInfoList-r16. 

[bookmark: _Ref37767742]Frequency domain information about PRACH occasion: [S482]
[bookmark: _Toc37915673][bookmark: _Ref37768002]Based on the observations captured in Samsung [12] and ZTE [17] contributions, the UE could use RA resources belonging to more than one frequency locations. Therefore, RAN2 has agreed that “RA report and RLF report shall be able to include more than one RA resource configuration”.
The way in which multiple RA resource configurations can be captured in the RA report and/or RLF report has been provided by ZTE  [17] and also by Samsung [12]. However, the solution proposed by ZTE is more generic than the one proposed by Samsung. This should be discussed further during the meeting.
[bookmark: _Toc37915687][bookmark: _Toc38295002][bookmark: _Toc38295090][bookmark: _Toc38295140][bookmark: _Toc38295190][bookmark: _Toc38295240][bookmark: _Toc38295311][bookmark: _Toc38295361][bookmark: _Toc38295689][bookmark: _Toc38296065][bookmark: _Toc38296117][bookmark: _Toc38296265][bookmark: _Toc38296417]RAN2 to agree on the following method to encode more than one RA resource configuration (refer [17] for ASN.1 changes):
c. [bookmark: _Toc38295003][bookmark: _Toc38295091][bookmark: _Toc38295141][bookmark: _Toc38295191][bookmark: _Toc38295241][bookmark: _Toc38295312][bookmark: _Toc38295362][bookmark: _Toc38295690][bookmark: _Toc38296066][bookmark: _Toc38296118][bookmark: _Toc38296266][bookmark: _Toc38296418]Each RA resource configuration used can be included in the RA report with one identifier, e.g. ra-Resource-Index , and UE only needs to set the ra-Resource-Index for each successive RA attempt within the same beam

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes/May be
	It seems ok but will need to see CR how the UE set the ra-Resource-Index. At the moment, it is a bit unclear. 

	Ericsson
	No
	The issue is only affecting few msg1 -related parameters for CFRA and beam failure recovery. So our preference is to just add these missing parameters in the RA/RLF report as proposed by Samsung in [12].

	OPPO
	No
	We understand the intention. But CR in [17] seems not correct. On a particular SSB corresponding to a particular PerRASSBInfo-r16, UE could try both of CFRA and CBRA. The RA resource configuration (msg1) of them could be different (corresponding to different RO). In such case, include only 1 ra-Resource-Index-r16 seems not enough. To make it clear, in each perRAAttemptInfoList-r16, a ra-Resource-Index-r16 should be included. But this will lead to huge signaling overhead. So we suggest consider not to capture RA resource related IE in the RA report  

	CATT
	Yes
	From technology perspective, we think the proposal from ZTE is more generic and good for future proof.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Yes 
	 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	May be
	No strong view.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	
	We agree with CATT, considering we will need to support 2stepRA in next release, and there could be more than two RA resource used in one procedure, we think a generic structure is preferred and more future proofing. 

	Samsung
	No
	We agree with Ericsson’s view. In R16, RA report is only for 4 step RA. So, the number of RA resource configurations is at most 2, one is for CBRA and the other is for CFRA. Based on Proposal 6 below which proposes to use implicit indication for CFRA/CBRA, NW will know which of the two RA configurations is used for each RA attempt. Therefore, there is no need to introduce ra-Resource index. It is just redundant information.

	Apple
	No
	Agree with Samsung

	DOCOMO
	No
	For re-16, it is clean to add msg1 -related parameters for CFRA and beam failure recovery.



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 5
Number of companies not agreeing: 6
Number of companies that have no strong view: 2
[bookmark: _Toc38895100]RAN2 to agree on one of the following method to encode more than one RA resource configuration (refer [17] for ASN.1 changes):
a. [bookmark: _Toc38895101]Each RA resource configuration used can be included in the RA report with one identifier, e.g. ra-Resource-Index , and UE only needs to set the ra-Resource-Index for each successive RA attempt within the same beam.
b. [bookmark: _Toc38895102]Add the missing CFRA and CBRA specific RA resources’ related parameters in the RA/RLF report

Indication for CFRA/CBRA: [S485]
Samsung provides the following observations in [12].
According to TS 38.331 for SON/MDT, a SSB-based RA procedure can have both contention based RA attempt(s) and contention free RA attempt(s). However, when receiving RA report from UE, gNB cannot find whether each SSB-based RA attempt is contention based or contention free. Therefore, it is required to indicate whether each SSB-based RA attempt is contention based or contention free. If Proposal 2 is applied, this indication can be achieved implicitly. Specifically, if neither contentiondDetected nor dlRSRPAboveThreshold is included in PerRAAttemptInfo, gNB can find this attempt is contention free RA. If both contentiondDetected and dlRSRPAboveThreshold are included, gNB can find this attempt is contention based RA. As another solution, an explicit 1 bit indicator can be introduced for this purpose. 
· Samsung proposal: RAN2 to discuss whether an explicit indicator is required to indicate whether each SSB-based RA attempt is contention based or contention free.
Rapporteur’s input:
Based on what discussed during the online session, the lack of the fields contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 in the RAReport can be used as an implicit indication that the RA resource used by the UE is a CFRA resource. Therefore, rapporteur proposes to have some discussions on the proposal:
[bookmark: _Toc38295364][bookmark: _Toc38295143][bookmark: _Toc38295005][bookmark: _Toc38295093][bookmark: _Toc38295243][bookmark: _Toc38295193][bookmark: _Toc38295314][bookmark: _Toc38296267][bookmark: _Toc38296067][bookmark: _Toc38295692][bookmark: _Toc38296119][bookmark: _Toc38296419][bookmark: _Toc37915689]RAN2 to discuss whether: 
d. [bookmark: _Toc38295144][bookmark: _Toc38295006][bookmark: _Toc38295094][bookmark: _Toc38296268][bookmark: _Toc38295365][bookmark: _Toc38295244][bookmark: _Toc38295194][bookmark: _Toc38295315][bookmark: _Toc38296068][bookmark: _Toc38295693][bookmark: _Toc38296120][bookmark: _Toc38296420]An explicit indicator is required to indicate whether each SSB-based RA attempt is contention based or contention free
e. [bookmark: _Toc38295366][bookmark: _Toc38295145][bookmark: _Toc38295007][bookmark: _Toc38295095][bookmark: _Toc38295245][bookmark: _Toc38295195][bookmark: _Toc38295316][bookmark: _Toc38296269][bookmark: _Toc38296069][bookmark: _Toc38295694][bookmark: _Toc38296121][bookmark: _Toc38296421]This information can be implicitly derived from other report contents.

	Company name
	Preferred option(s)
	Additional comments

	Qualcomm
	Option “b”
	

	Intel
	b
	

	Ericsson
	b.
	This information can be derived from the absence or presence of contentionDetected/dlRSRPAboveThreshold. Therefore, option a. seems redundant.

	OPPO 
	b
	

	CATT
	b
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	b
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	b
	

	CMCC
	b
	

	vivo
	b
	

	MediaTek
	b
	

	ZTE
	a
	Referring to the comment in Proposal 4, the absence of  contentionDetected flag could be for Msg1 SI request, which is CBRA, not CFRA. We think option a is preferable.

	Samsung
	b
	

	Apple
	b
	

	DOCOMO
	b
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting option a: 1
Number of companies supporting option b: 13
Based on the above, this can be a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895078]Whether the CBRA or CFRA resource is used by the UE for each of the RA attempt is implicitly derived from the existing RA report contents.  

[S472][S473] Logging PLMN Info in RA Report
In [16], Samsung brings up the issue of the PLMN inclusion in the varRA-Report. There are two proposals associated to the same. One is upon successful RA completion, the list of current EPLMNs replaces the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList. The other being, if the RPLMN is included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN), after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report.
· Samsung proposal 1: Upon successful RA completion, the list of current EPLMNs replaces the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.
· Samsung proposal 2: If the RPLMN is included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN), after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report.
[bookmark: _Toc38295317][bookmark: _Toc38295096][bookmark: _Toc37915678][bookmark: _Toc38295008][bookmark: _Toc38295196][bookmark: _Toc38295146][bookmark: _Toc38295246][bookmark: _Toc38296122][bookmark: _Toc38295695][bookmark: _Toc38295367][bookmark: _Toc38296070][bookmark: _Toc38296422][bookmark: _Toc38296270]Upon successful RA completion, the list of current EPLMNs replaces the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	In our understanding, the intention of current procedural text is to let the UE keep appending the PLMNs to which RA reports refer to. With the proposed change instead the UE will override the previously included list of PLMNs, which is not the original intended behavior. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	Upon successful RA completion, if the RPLMN is already included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, there is no need to use current EPLMNs to replace the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList;
Otherwise the UE should do the replacement work, we think proposal 8 already cover the concern.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	“replacing” the EPLMN should not be allowed to avoid potential risk that report will go to not intended PLMN/network/gNB. 
As discussed online, “appending” should be intended behaviour 


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Share similar view as Nokia.

	CMCC
	No
	Agree with Ericsson.

	vivo
	yes
	

	MediaTek
	yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	First we want to clarify in the procedure part “ 2>if the list of EPLMNs has been stored by the UE:” means the EPLMNs stored in VarRA-Report right? If so, we suggest to included ”in the VarRA-Report” in the sentence to avoid misunderstanding. 
We agree with Ericsson the intention is to append the EPLMN list not to replace. But we’d like to clarify what’s the behavior if the PLMN List in VarRA-report is full? Does UE stop appendix the PLMN List or the oldest entry will be replaced to allow the new PLMNs to be included? In our understanding to stop include new EPLMN list once the PLMN list is full is more reasonable.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Technically, the size of the plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report is 8 PLMNs. If not replaced, the number of PLMNs to be stored could be over the max size.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	No
	Agree with Ericsson.



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 7
Number of companies disagreeing: 7
Based on the above, there is no clear majority and therefore this can be a cat-b proposal. If the existing procedural text is agreed, then the UE behavior related to the scenario when the UE has a new RA procedure related RA report to be added to the existing list but appending the new EPLMN list to the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList exceeds the maximum limit.  
[bookmark: _Toc38895103]RAN2 to agree on one of the following methods:
c. [bookmark: _Toc38895104]Upon successful RA completion, the list of current EPLMNs replaces the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.
d. [bookmark: _Toc38895105]Keep the current procedural text as is wherein the UE appends the new EPLMNs to the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.

[bookmark: _Toc38895106]If option-b is agreed, then RAN2 to further discuss the UE behavior related to the scenario when the UE has a new RA procedure related RA report to be added to the existing list but appending the new EPLMN list to the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList exceeds the maximum limit.

On the Samsung proposal-2, the following should be discussed
[bookmark: _Toc38296423][bookmark: _Toc38295697][bookmark: _Toc38296123][bookmark: _Toc38296271][bookmark: _Toc38296071][bookmark: _Toc38295319][bookmark: _Toc38295369][bookmark: _Toc38295248][bookmark: _Toc38295010][bookmark: _Toc38295148][bookmark: _Toc38295198][bookmark: _Toc38295098][bookmark: _Toc37915679]If the RPLMN is not included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN), after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	That is needed for the case in which the UE selects a new PLMN which is not in the list of previously stored PLMNs

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	Maybe its matter of modelling, but should the UE ever end up with the case that VarRA-report does not contain the plmn-IdentityList? In any case the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN). 
Furthermore, we need to decide what are the secure moments when the PLMN List is recorded: is it  “after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report” or after “completion of RA procedure”?. 


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 13
Number of companies disagreeing: 0
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
Based on the above, this can be a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895079]If the RPLMN is not included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN), after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report.  

[S475] Setting RA-Related Information in RA-Report and RLF-Report
In [16], Samsung brings up the possibility of introducing a new IE to represent the RA related resources in the RLF report and the RA report.
· Samsung proposal: RAN2 to clarify to set the RA-Related Information in RA-Report and RLF-Report, in order to avoid repeatedly indicating the parameters across RA-Report and RLF-Report. 
[bookmark: _Toc37915690][bookmark: _Toc38296124][bookmark: _Toc38296424][bookmark: _Toc38296272][bookmark: _Toc38295699][bookmark: _Toc38296072]RAN2 to clarify to set the RA-Related Information in RA-Report and RLF-Report, in order to avoid repeatedly indicating the parameters across RA-Report and RLF-Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	We see this more as a beautification of specification for which we probably do not need to spend time.

	OPPO
	Maybe
	

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	Is the intention to revert back the agreement that RA-report is included in RLF-report? Given the agreement on having RA-report within RLF_report was conscious, we believe that was acceptable to have contents repeated. Its ok to re-confirm the intentions and achieve common understanding 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	May be
	

	CMCC
	No strong view
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	No for now
	We prefer to come back to this after we decide how to indicate multiple RA resource information.

	Samsung
	Yes
	It’s not a suggestion that RA-report is included in RLF report.
In principle, if a bundle of fields is included across several IEs, it has been recommended that a new sub-IE including the bundle is introduced and used to the concerned IEs. 
It’s our duty to leave a tidy RRC specification.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Maybe
	It is acceptable to have repeated contents.



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 5
Number of companies disagreeing: 1
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 8
Based on the above and as this is related to non-technical issue and on tidying up the RRC specification, rapporteur proposes to categorize this as a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895080]RAN2 to clarify to set the RA-Related Information in RA-Report and RLF-Report, in order to avoid repeatedly indicating the parameters across RA-Report and RLF-Report.  

RAReport availability indication
In [20], Nokia discusses the need for an RAReport availability indication in the RRCSetupComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCReconfigurationComplete or RRCReestablishmentComplete messages.
· Nokia Proposal 1: Support availability indicator for stand-alone RA-report.
· Nokia Proposal 2: Support availability indicator (e.g. ra-ReportAvailable) in RRCSetupComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCreestablishmentComplete and RRCReconfigurationComplete messages.
Rapporteur’s input:
The network gets to know the availability of RAReport at the UE via the actual RA procedure that the UE has completed recently.  For example, upon transitioning from RRC inactive, the UE performs the Resume procedure the UE executes the RA procedure. Therefore, receiving a RRCResumeComplete message from the UE is an implicit indication to the RAN node that the UE has RAReport available and the RAN node can fetch it from the UE. Therefore, the rapporteur thinks that this is not required but it would be good to hear companies’ opinion on this topic.
[bookmark: _Toc38296425][bookmark: _Toc38295701][bookmark: _Toc38296125][bookmark: _Toc38296273][bookmark: _Toc38296073][bookmark: _Toc37915691]Support availability indicator for stand-alone RA-report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Not needed. It should be consistent with LTE RACH report.

	Intel
	No
	We don’t think it is needed.

	Ericsson
	No
	The RA-report in Var-RAReport only includes successfully completed RA. So obviously if the UE is connected to this cell it should have such info available and the network can get to know this information implicitly based on that.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	May be
	We show some sympathy for this proposal, but it’s still work well even without this indicator.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	We believe it was simply overlooked aspect in LTE. All the complementary elements (separate request in UEInformationRequest, separate RA-report encoding in ASN.1) are are ready to use the report as stand-alone one. The only missing part is availability indicator  

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	No
	It’s ok to have existing implicit indication.

	vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	No necessary. We think current procedure is sufficient.

	Samsung
	No
	Sympathize that, but can follow LTE framework for simplicity

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	No
	Agree with Ericsson



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 1
Number of companies disagreeing: 12
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
Based on the above, there is no need to introduce additional ra-report availability indication and this can be a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895081]RAN2 confirms that no explicit availability indicator is included for stand-alone RA-report.  

Related to the subsequent proposal from Nokia:
[bookmark: _Toc38296074][bookmark: _Toc38296126][bookmark: _Toc38296274][bookmark: _Toc38295703][bookmark: _Toc37915692][bookmark: _Toc38296426]Support availability indicator (e.g. ra-ReportAvailable) in RRCSetupComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCreestablishmentComplete and RRCReconfigurationComplete messages.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	It should be consistent with LTE RACH report.

	Intel
	No
	We don’t think it is needed.

	Ericsson
	No
	As per our comment to previous question.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	May be
	See the answer in P10

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	Same reasoning above

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	No
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 1
Number of companies disagreeing: 12
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
Based on the above, there is no need to introduce additional availability indicator in RRC_XX_Complete messages and this can be a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895082]RAN2 confirms that no explicit availability indicator is included (e.g. ra-ReportAvailable) in RRCSetupComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCreestablishmentComplete and RRCReconfigurationComplete messages for availability RA-report.  

Procedural text correction
In [22], Nokia proposes to correct the procedural text related to resetting of the RAReport by the UE. The proposal is to reset the contents of VarRA-Report after 48 hours of last successful random access procedure related information is added to the VarRA-Report only if the UE has already stored up to maxRAReport number of RAReports. 
[bookmark: _Toc38296275][bookmark: _Toc38296127][bookmark: _Toc38296427][bookmark: _Toc38295705][bookmark: _Toc38296075][bookmark: _Toc37915693]Agree RRC changes to fix the issue described in Observation 2 as in the attached Annex of [22].
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	UE should reset the contents of VarRA-Report after 48 hours of last successful random-access procedure related information is added to the VarRA-Report irrespective of whether UE has already stored up to maxRAReport number of RAReports.
For example, if maxRAReport is never reached, UE will keep maintaining the VarRA-Report. I believe that should not be the case. In my point of view, 48 hour has the significance that after 48 hour the logged reported becomes less significant. 


	Intel
	
	We think that after 48 hours, it should be reset regardless.

	Ericsson
	May be
	We have some sympathy with the chipset vendors as a UE that has only 7 RA reports will never be able to reset its RAReport related memory. However, the current agreement states that the UE shall reset the varRAReport contents after 48 hours only if all 8 RAReports are filled.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	CATT
	May be
	Show some sympathy for Qualcomm view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	We agree with Qualcomm’s interpretation. But besides the very last change indicated by Qualcomm (in the TP in [22]), webelieve the remaining changes from [22] are needed. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	May be
	Share the same view as Ericsson.

	CMCC
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	vivo
	
	Agree with Intel

	MediaTek
	May be
	

	ZTE
	Maybe
	We have some sympathy on Qualcomm’s view.

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	DOCOMO
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 1
Number of companies disagreeing: 6
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 6
Based on the above, majority of the companies either no change or happy with any of the option. The rapporteur also believes the other changes proposed in [22] are considered as part of ASN.1 review. So, the rapporteur proposes to keep the current procedural text in the specification related to resetting of RAReport after 48 hours.
[bookmark: _Toc38895083]RAN2 confirms the existing text in the RRC specification related to the conditions for resetting of VarRAReport contents after 48 hours.  

RLF Report
Bluetooth/WLAN/Sensor configuration for respective Bluetooth/WLAN/sensor measurements in RLF report 
In [1], Ericsson brings up the issue of Bluetooth/WLAN/sensor measurements to be included in the RLF report. In the current procedural text, it is stated that the UE shall use the WLAN/Bluetooth/Sensor measurement configuration as provided in otherConfig for subsequent measurement reporting. However, RLF report is not part of the measurement report framework but still upon sending the RLF report the UE includes the available WLAN, Bluetooth, Sensor measurements whose configuration was received in the otherConfig. Based on this Ericsson [1] proposes to clarify that the UE can use the WLAN, Bluetooth and sensor configuration as received in otherConfig to obtain the respective measurements for subsequent measurement report and also the RLF report.
· Ericsson proposal: Clarify that the WLAN, Bluetooth, Sensor configuration received in the otherConfig is used for deriving the respective WLAN, Bluetooth and sensor measurements to be included in any subsequent measurement report and any subsequent RLF report.
[bookmark: _Toc38296428][bookmark: _Toc38295707][bookmark: _Toc38296128][bookmark: _Toc38296076][bookmark: _Toc38296276][bookmark: _Toc37740223][bookmark: _Toc37915694][bookmark: _Toc37318019]Clarify that the WLAN, Bluetooth, Sensor configuration received in the otherConfig is used for deriving the respective WLAN, Bluetooth and sensor measurements to be included in any subsequent measurement report and any subsequent RLF report.

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes 
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 14
Number of companies disagreeing: 0
Based on the above, this is a cat-a proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895084]RAN2 confirms that the WLAN, Bluetooth, Sensor configuration received in the otherConfig is used for deriving the respective WLAN, Bluetooth and sensor measurements to be included in any subsequent measurement report and any subsequent RLF report.  

LTE-NR handover failure related RLF report
This topic has been brought up by Ericsson and ZTE.
LTE previous PCell inclusion in NR RLF report
When there is an inter-RAT handover from LTE to NR and if the UE fails, then the UE should be able to record the RLF report in NR RRC format as the failed cell is an NR cell. However, in the current NR RRC specification, the UE can store only an NR cell in the previousPCellId. Based on this, Ericsson proposes [1] the inclusion of an LTE cell as previous PCell in the RLF report. For the capability indication associated to inter-RAT handover related RLF report, Ericsson proposes [1] to follow the method of supporting similar feature in LTE i.e., the UE does not have any explicit capability bit for this and this is an optional feature without capability bit. Ericsson has provided the CRs associated to this topic in [3] and [4].
· Ericsson proposal 1: Include the possibility to have an LTE cell as the previousPCellId in the RLF-Report in NR RRC specification.
· Ericsson proposal 2: The support of inter-RAT MRO report associated RLF reporting in LTE to NR handover scenario is an optional feature without UE capability bit.
In [18], ZTE also brings up the same topic and also proposes the following (only previousEUTRA-PCellId part of the proposal is treated here and the selectedEUTRA-PCellId is added to the corresponding section). Additionally, ZTE proposes to include the TAC information of the previous EUTRA PCell as well.
· ZTE proposal 1: To introduce previousEUTRA-PCellId IE in NR RLF report to support the agreed Intra-system inter-RAT MRO and Inter-system MRO scenarios.
· ZTE proposal 2: TAC is included in previousEUTRA-PCellId IE, for better routing to forward the RLF report or for the optimizer to take subsequent action easier.
[bookmark: _Toc38296277][bookmark: _Toc38296429][bookmark: _Toc38296077][bookmark: _Toc37740224][bookmark: _Toc37318020][bookmark: _Toc38295709][bookmark: _Toc37915695][bookmark: _Toc38296129]Include the possibility to have an LTE cell as the previousPCellId in the RLF-Report in NR RRC specification.

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	No
	If there is no NR cell ID included, then the network should know it is LTE cell. PCI only will not be so beneficial anyway. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is needed to support inter-RAT MRO related optimization wherein the UE might fail an inter-RAT handover from EUTRA to NR. 

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Wait for RAN3
	We would like to emphasize the scenario in case of inter-RAT MRO might not be correctly described. The failed cell will not be the LTE cell, but the NR cell. It can be assumed that LTE is of better coverage than NR, therefore NR to LTE only fails if handover is triggered too late (keep the UE as long as possible in high capacity conditions) and UE fails in NR. The previousCellID does not matter, since it could be other NR cell from previous intra-NR handover.. It is rather needed that LTE can inform the NR cell about too late inter-RAT HO.
In addition, we would like to note RAN3 is discussing the gaps in RLFreport contents and are about to conclude what are missing contents of RLFreport for its best routing in the NW

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Wait for RAN3
	It seems that RAN3 is discussing similar issue so it may be good to wait for their progress.

	CMCC
	Yes
	We see some benefits.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson, the intention is to support inter RAT MRO. In LTE we introduce previousUTRA cell and selectedUTRA cell to support inter-RAT MRO case, we think since current MRO support both HO between NR and LTE, similar enhancement is needed.

	Samsung
	Yes
	It’s useful for MRO purpose as in LTE.

	Apple
	NO
	This can be postponed to R17

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 7
Number of companies disagreeing: 2
Number of companies with no strong view: 3
Number of companies asking to wait for RAN3 input: 2
Based on the above, the rapporteur believes there is support to introduce this feature in rel-16 but RAN2 needs to wait for inputs from RAN3 regarding scenarios wherein inter-RAT MRO needs to be supported. 
[bookmark: _Toc38895107]RAN2 waits for the input from RAN3 for introducing the inter-RAT MRO related contents in NR RLF report.

Further related to the UE capabilities of inter-RAT MRO support.
[bookmark: _Toc38296130][bookmark: _Toc37915696][bookmark: _Toc38296430][bookmark: _Toc38296079][bookmark: _Toc37740225][bookmark: _Toc38296278][bookmark: _Toc37318021][bookmark: _Toc38295711]The support of inter-RAT MRO report associated RLF reporting in LTE to NR handover scenario is an optional feature without UE capability bit. 

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is the way, it is handled for EUTRA inter-RAT MRO reporting with respect to legacy RATs

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	May be
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	


Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 7
Number of companies disagreeing: 0
Number of companies with no strong view: 6
As this is related to previous proposal and there is no company disagreeing this proposal, the rapporteur believes this can be agreeable provided there is a need to introduce inter-RAT MRO related RLF report in rel-16. The rapporteur classifies this as a cat-a proposal but with a disclaimer that the RAN3 based request will require RAN2 to introduce inter-RAT MRO related RLF report. This is just to avoid the same discussion again in the next meeting if RAN3 does send an LS that requires RAN2 work. 
[bookmark: _Toc38895085]If the RAN2 needs to introduce inter-RAT MRO related NR RLF report in RRC specification based on the RAN3 LS, RAN2 agrees that the support of inter-RAT MRO report associated NR RLF reporting as an optional feature without UE capability bit.

Details associated to RLF report contents of inter-RAT MRO related RLF report.
[bookmark: _Toc37915697][bookmark: _Toc38296431][bookmark: _Toc38296279][bookmark: _Toc38296080][bookmark: _Toc38296131][bookmark: _Toc38295713]TAC is included in previous EUTRA PCell.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	TAC information is needed to route the RLF report from the failed cell to the previous source cell in case X2/Xn connection is not available.

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Share the same view as Ericsson.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 8
Number of companies disagreeing: 2
Number of companies with no strong view: 4
As this is related to inter-RAT MRO related proposal and there are two companies with opposition, the rapporteur proposes to postpone this discussion when the inter-RAT MRO related RLF contents are introduced.  
[bookmark: _Toc38895086]RAN2 agrees to postpone the discussion of details of inter-RAT related NR RLF report contents until the LS on the same topic is received from RAN3.

NR previous PCell inclusion in LTE RLF report
Similarly, when there is an inter-RAT handover from NR to LTE and if the UE fails, then the UE should be able to record the RLF report in LTE RRC format as the failed cell is an LTE cell. However, in the current LTE RRC specification, the UE can store only an LTE/UTRA cell in the previousPCellId/previousUTRA-CellId. Ericsson proposes [1] the inclusion of an NR cell as previous PCell in LTE RLF report. With this change the UE can store the RLF report and report it to the LTE cell in which the UE pops up. Associated to this, Ericsson has provided the CRs [5] and [6].
· Ericsson proposal 1: Include the possibility to have an NR cell as the previousPCellId  in the RLF-Report in LTE RRC specification.
· Ericsson proposal 2: The support of inter-RAT MRO report associated RLF reporting in NR to LTE handover scenario is an optional feature without UE capability bit.
In [18], ZTE also brings up the same topic and also proposes the following (only previousNR-PCellId part of the proposal is treated here and the selectedNR-PCellId is added to the corresponding section). Additionally, ZTE proposes to include the TAC information of the previous NR PCell as well.
· ZTE proposal 1: To introduce previousNR-PCellId IE in LTE RLF report to support the agreed Intra-system inter-RAT MRO and Inter-system MRO scenarios.
· ZTE proposal 2: TAC is included in previousNR-PCellId IE, for better routing to forward the RLF report or for the optimizer to take subsequent action easier.
[bookmark: _Toc37915698][bookmark: _Toc37740226][bookmark: _Toc37318023][bookmark: _Toc38295715][bookmark: _Toc38296132][bookmark: _Toc38296081][bookmark: _Toc38296432][bookmark: _Toc38296280]Include the possibility to have an NR cell as the previousPCellId  in the RLF-Report in LTE RRC specification.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	No
	For the same reason in the previous discussion.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same reasonings as above

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	May be
	From technology perspective, we think the intention is correct, but it’s not important enough to change LTE spec for this topic.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Wait for RAN3
	If the handover fails due to weak NR conditions, the UE will most likely reconnect to LTE, and RLF-report will be reported in LTE, too. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Wait for RAN3
	

	CMCC
	May be
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	For the comments given in Proposal 14.

	Samsung
	Yes
	It’s a potential enhancement as we see our past steps for enhancement, and It’s useful for MRO purpose.

	Apple
	No
	This can be postponed to R17

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 4
Number of companies disagreeing: 2
Number of companies with no strong view: 6
Number of companies asking to wait for RAN3 inputs: 2
This is similar to proposal 14 and the conclusions can be the same as proposal-14   
[bookmark: _Toc38895108]RAN2 waits for the input from RAN3 for introducing the inter-RAT MRO related contents in LTE RLF report.

[bookmark: _Toc38296133][bookmark: _Toc38296281][bookmark: _Toc38296433][bookmark: _Toc37740227][bookmark: _Toc38295717][bookmark: _Toc38296082][bookmark: _Toc37915699][bookmark: _Toc37318024]The support of inter-RAT MRO report associated RLF reporting in NR to LTE handover scenario is an optional feature without UE capability bit. 
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same reasonings as above

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	May be
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	May be
	

	CMCC
	May be
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 5
Number of companies disagreeing: 0
Number of companies with no strong view: 8
This is similar to proposal 15 and the conclusions can be the same as proposal-15.   
[bookmark: _Toc38895087]If the RAN2 needs to introduce inter-RAT MRO related LTE RLF report in RRC specification based on the RAN3 LS, RAN2 agrees that the support of inter-RAT MRO report associated LTE RLF reporting as an optional feature without UE capability bit.

[bookmark: _Toc38295719][bookmark: _Toc37915700][bookmark: _Toc38296083][bookmark: _Toc38296134][bookmark: _Toc38296282][bookmark: _Toc38296434]TAC is included in previous NR-PCell.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	May be
	Not strong opinion on this

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same reasonings as above

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	May be
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	May be
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 6
Number of companies disagreeing: 2
Number of companies with no strong view: 6
This is similar to proposal 16 and the conclusions can be the same as proposal-16.   
[bookmark: _Toc38895088]RAN2 agrees to postpone the discussion of details of inter-RAT related LTE RLF report contents until the LS on the same topic is received from RAN3.

Cross RAT RLF reporting related
RAT specific indicator related:
In [23], Huawei brings up possibility of including separate indicators for LTE RLF reporting and NR RLF reporting to an NR node. 
· Huawei proposal: Introduce separate indicators to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is the NR RLF report or the LTE RLF report.
Rapporteur’s input: 
As this topic was discussed during RAN2#109e-meeting. As the current reporting structure allows for the RAN node to identify the failed PCell by using the NR RRC decoding, the RAN node will be able to initiate the RLF report forwarding procedure as per RAN3 specifications. Therefore, there is not much benefit foreseen in having as additional indicator for indicating whether the UE has NR RLF report or LTE RLF report. 
[bookmark: _Toc38296084][bookmark: _Toc38295721][bookmark: _Toc38296435][bookmark: _Toc38296283][bookmark: _Toc38296135][bookmark: _Toc37915701]Introduce separate indicators to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is the NR RLF report or the LTE RLF report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Network can easily differentiate and determine whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is the NR RLF report or the LTE RLF report.

	Intel
	No
	This can be figure out by network implementation.

	Ericsson
	No
	We introduced the failedPCell to be encoded using NR RRC so that the current signaling allows for fetching of the LTE RLF report by a gNB that does not support the LTE RRC decoding. Once this feature is available, we do not see any reason why a gNB further needs to know whether the fetched RLF report belongs to LTE or NR. The procedure to be performed by this gNB is the same i.e., forward the received RLF report to the failed PCell which it can perform already.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm and Ericsson

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm and Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Current 38.331 supports the feature with a single indicator and the reporting based on that is feasible, thus we believe nothing is broken  

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	May be
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	Agree with QC, there is no need for indicators to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is the NR RLF report or the LTE RLF report.

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	No strong opinion, but it can give NW an option for a selective retrieval. For instance, it could not be useful if gNB cannot forward it to eNB.

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	No
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 1
Number of companies disagreeing: 12
Number of companies with no strong view: 1
As there is not much support for this proposal, the rapporteur proposes to not introduce separate indicators to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is a NR RLF report or a LTE RLF report.   
[bookmark: _Toc38895089]No separate indicators are introduced to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is a NR RLF report or a LTE RLF report.

Missing TAC for reestablishmentCellID in RLF report
In [1], Ericsson proposes the inclusion of TAC information for reestablishment cell. In the current RLF report the UE includes the CGI of the reestablishment cell. As discussed during RAN2 109e meeting for the failedPCell and previousPCell of RLF report, there is an advantage of including the TAC information along with the CGI information to identify this cell uniquely within the PLMN. This is also useful for the source cell if it wants to optimize handover parameters towards both failed cell and reestablishment cell (too early handover and handover to wrong cell scenarios). Based on this, Ericsson proposes [1] to add the TAC information of the reestablishment cell in the RLF report. Ericsson also provides the CR for this in [11].
· Ericsson proposal: Use CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed-r16 instead of CGI-Info-Logging-r16 to encode reestablishmentCellId-r16 in rlfReport-r16
[bookmark: _Toc38296284][bookmark: _Toc38296436][bookmark: _Toc37915702][bookmark: _Toc37318027][bookmark: _Toc38296136][bookmark: _Toc38296085][bookmark: _Toc38295723][bookmark: _Toc37740229]Use CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed-r16 instead of CGI-Info-Logging-r16 to encode reestablishmentCellId-r16 in rlfReport-r16.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	May be
	Not sure why CGI is not enough to uniquely identify cell?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	If the source cell of the handover wants to use the re-establishment cell for handover parameter optimization (e.g., handover to wrong cell scenarios) then the source cell needs to identify the re-establishment cell uniquely in the RLF report. For this reason, we propose to include the TAC of the re-establishment cell in the RLF report. 

	OPPO
	May be
	Share similar concern with Intel. In TS 38.331, the IE field description of cellIdentity included in CGI-Info-logging is indicated as follows:  Unambiguously identify a cell within a PLMN and it belongs the first PLMN-IdentityInfo IE of PLMN-IdentityInfoList in SIB1. It seems CGI-Info-logging is enough to identify a cell unambiguously. But we are ok if others support.

	CATT
	No
	The RLF report will not be transferred to re-establishment cell if  re-establishment cell is neither failed cell or previous cell, in this case, TAC of re-establishment cell is not useful as all even for routing purpose; else if re-establishment cell is either failed cell or previous cell, in this case, TAC is already included in failed cell or previous cell logging detail. So only the cell ID of  re-establishment cell is  needed to assist network to identify too late or too early HO.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The TAC of the source/target cell is used for the routing of RLF report in case of AMF. For the reestablishment cell, there is no need for the network to know the TAC. The reestablishment cell can be uniquely identified by CGI.

	CMCC	
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Share the same view as Ericsson. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	As a sub-issue, RAN2 has agreed the following agreement, especially the yellow high-lighted below:
Use CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed-r16 instead of CGI-Info-Logging-r16 to encode measResultFailedCell-r16 in ConnEstFailReport-r16. Merge two IEs into one.
We would like to minimize to introduce new IEs. It’s our duty to leave a tidy RRC specification.

	Apple
	No
	CGI can uniquely identify the cell.

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 9
Number of companies disagreeing: 3
Number of companies with no strong view: 2
There is majority support for the proposal but there are some companies with concerns on the proposal. Therefore, the rapporteur proposes to classify this as a cat-B proposal and for online discussion.
[bookmark: _Toc38895109]RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of TAC of the reestablishmentCellID in RLF report.

Issues under class – 2
In [1], Ericsson brings up the issue of RLF report contents when the RLF is declared due to LBTFailure. 
If there is an RLF due to consistent LBT failure then the UE declares RLF. The UE starts performing the updating of the contents of VarRLF-Report as part of the post RLF procedure. As part of this procedure, the UE needs to fill the field rlf-Cause based on the trigger for declaring RLF which should have been LBTFailure.
5>	set the rlf-Cause to the trigger for detecting radio link failure;


However, the contents of the ASN.1 does not allow the inclusion of LBTFailure as a rlf-cause. Based on this, Ericsson [1]  proposes to add LBTFailure as an rlf-cause both in the RLF report and the SCGFailureInformationNR message. Ericsson has provided the corresponding CRs in [7] and [8].
· Ericsson proposal 1: Include lbtFailure as an option in rlfCause in RLF report.
· Ericsson proposal 2: Include lbtFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInfomationNR in LTE RRC specification.
[bookmark: _Toc37740230][bookmark: _Toc37915703][bookmark: _Toc38296137][bookmark: _Toc38295725][bookmark: _Toc38296437][bookmark: _Toc37318029][bookmark: _Toc38296285][bookmark: _Toc38296086]Include lbtFailure as an option in rlfCause in RLF report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	I think its new topic and not discussed in the previous meeting. Also, it is not clear that what to report id rlf_cause is lbtFilure. Should be discussed in release 17.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with QC

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This needs to be included in the rlf-Cause, otherwise the UE choses some other value in the rlf-Cause of the RLF-Report and this will result in wrong parameter optimization on the network side. So, the current procedural text and ASN.1 results in misleading the network optimization.

	OPPO
	No
	Postpne to R17 is preferred

	CATT
	May be
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Optimization

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Suggest to put it to R17

	CMCC
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17.

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	May be
	Consistent LBT failure can lead to RLF, which is different from RA problem and BFR, in such case it would beneficial to let NW know the correct rlf cause to perform necessary optimization. But we are ok to discuss it in R17.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We assume it’s based on the following NR-U agreement in RAN2#107bis:
The UE shall perform RLF recovery if the consistent UL LBT failure was detected on the PCell and UL LBT failure was detected on “N” possible BWP.
It seems natural to have a new cause value for LBT failure.

	Apple
	No
	Postpone to R17

	DOCOMO
	No strong view
	Could be discussed in rel-17



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 2
Number of companies disagreeing: 8
Number of companies with no strong view: 3
There seems to be not much support for including the lbtFailure as an RLF cause in the RLF report. From the RRC specification point of view, there needs to be some change introduced in the specification as currently the UE produces an RLF report when the RLF is declared due to LBT failure. Based on the comments from companies, it seems like companies prefer to introduce lbtFailure as a failure cause in rel-17. Under that assumption, it would be good to discuss how the UE sets the contents of rlfCause in rel-16 RLF report when the cause for RLF is LBT failure.
[bookmark: _Toc38895110]RAN2 to discuss how the UE sets the contents of rlfCause field in rel-16 RLF report when the UE declares RLF due to LBT failure.

[bookmark: _Toc37740231][bookmark: _Toc38296286][bookmark: _Toc38295727][bookmark: _Toc38296087][bookmark: _Toc38296138][bookmark: _Toc38296438][bookmark: _Toc37318030][bookmark: _Toc37915704]Include lbtFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInfomationNR in LTE RRC specification.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	I think its new topic and not discussed in the previous meeting. Also, it is not clear that what to report id rlf_cause is lbtFilure. Should be discussed in release 17.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same reasons as above.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	May be
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	New proposal, never discussed

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Suggest to put it to R17

	CMCC
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17.

	Vivo
	No
	This can be later investigated, if necessary

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	May be 
	Fine to discuss it in R17.

	Samsung
	Yes
	It’s from the NR-U agreement made in RAN2#108. See below: 
1. A new failure type for PSCell consistent UL LBT failure is added in the SCGFailureInformation. 
It’s not suitable to ignore the agreements made in other WI, who would be carefully discussed and made the conclusion.

	Apple
	No
	Postpone to R17

	DOCOMO
	No strong view
	Could be discussed in rel-17



Summary:
Number of companies agreeing: 2
Number of companies disagreeing: 9
Number of companies with no strong view: 3
Similar to the previous proposal, there is not much support for the proposal. However, as there is an agreement in the NR-U WI, rapporteur believes that there needs to be some discussion about how the rel-16 UE sets the contents of failureType when the SCGFailure is declared due to LBT failure reasons. 
[bookmark: _Toc38895111]RAN2 to discuss how the UE sets the contents of failureType field in SCGFailureInfomationNR message when the UE declares RLF due to LBT failure.

Creation of new section under 5.3.10 
In [1], Ericsson proposes the creation of a new section.
In the SCGFailure scenario, the UE includes the failureType field in the SCGFailureInformationNR or SCGFailureInformation messages and how the UE is supposed to set the contents of failureType field is explicitly captured in section 5.7.3.3 of TS 38.331.
When the UE declares RLF on MCG, the UE is expected to fill rlf-Cause field in the RLFReport. However, the current procedural text does not provide explicit indication as to how this field is populated. It is strange that the SCGFailure scenario has all the detailed procedural text but not the RLF on MCG. Based on this, Ericsson proposes [1] to add a new section for ‘RLF cause determination for MCG RLF ’. Ericsson has provided a TP for the same in [1].
· Ericsson proposal: Create a new section titled ‘RLF cause determination for MCG RLF’ under section 5.3.10 and include procedural text related to how the UE shall populate the rlf-Cause field in RLFReport.
[bookmark: _Toc38296439][bookmark: _Toc38296287][bookmark: _Toc38296088][bookmark: _Toc38296139][bookmark: _Toc38295729][bookmark: _Toc37915705][bookmark: _Toc37740232][bookmark: _Toc37318032][bookmark: _Toc37915706]RAN2 to agree on one of the following:
f. [bookmark: _Toc38296089][bookmark: _Toc38296288][bookmark: _Toc38296440][bookmark: _Toc38295730][bookmark: _Toc38296140][bookmark: _Toc37915707]Create a new section titled ‘RLF cause determination for MCG RLF’ under section 5.3.10 and include procedural text related to how the UE shall populate the rlf-Cause field in RLFReport.
g. [bookmark: _Toc38296090][bookmark: _Toc38295731][bookmark: _Toc38296141][bookmark: _Toc38296289][bookmark: _Toc38296441]Refer to section 5.7.3b.3 for rlf-cause classification and add missing rlf causes in the procedural text.
	Company name
	Preferred option(s)
	Additional comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	Should avoid repetitions. As mentioned by ZTE previous comment that “there is subsection on 5.7.3b.4 for MCG failure time determination.” We agree with ZTE. 

	Intel
	b
	

	Ericsson
	b
	We are fine with referring to section 5.7.3b.3 and make it clear as to how the UE sets the field ‘rlf-cause’

	OPPO
	No strong opinion
	

	CATT
	b
	More readable

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	CMCC
	b
	More clear is preferred.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	ZTE
	b
	As indicated by Ericsson, in  5.7.3b.3 it is to set the value of failureType while in RLF report it is to set RLF cause, and it is preferable to capture something to make the procedure more clear.

	Samsung
	b
	Preferable to reuse the existing section. We could need to modify it, depending on further agreements.

	Apple
	b
	Agree with Qualcomm

	DOCOMO
	b
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting option a: 0
Number of companies supporting option b: 13
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
Based on the above, option-b seems agreeable to all companies.
[bookmark: _Toc38895090]Refer to section 5.7.3b.3 for rlf-cause classification and add missing rlf causes in the procedural text.  

Handover vs Reconfiguration with sync terminology related
Docomo [14], brings up the issue of the usage of handover terminology in RLF report related procedural texts. To align the terminology with the rest of the NR RRC specification, Docomo proposes to use the reconfiguration with sync terminology in RLF report related specification contents.
· Docomo proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm the appropriateness of using terminology of “handover failure” rel-16 38.331 spec.
· Docomo proposal 2:  RAN2 to agree the one of the solutions:
· Solution1: Replace the terminology of “handover failure” with “Reconfiguration with sync failure” in rel-16 38.331 spec.  
· Add a NOTE to clarify that in this release, “handover failure” indicates T304 expiry (reconfiguration with sync failure of MCG).
[bookmark: _Toc37915708][bookmark: _Toc38295732][bookmark: _Toc38296142][bookmark: _Toc38296442][bookmark: _Toc38296290][bookmark: _Toc38296091][bookmark: _Toc37915709]RAN2 to agree the one of the solutions:
h. [bookmark: _Toc38296143][bookmark: _Toc38296092][bookmark: _Toc38296291][bookmark: _Toc38296443][bookmark: _Toc38295733][bookmark: _Toc37915710]Solution1: Replace the terminology of “handover failure” with “Reconfiguration with sync failure” in rel-16 38.331 spec.  
i. [bookmark: _Toc38295734][bookmark: _Toc38296144][bookmark: _Toc38296444][bookmark: _Toc38296093][bookmark: _Toc38296292]Solution2: Add a NOTE to clarify that in this release, “handover failure” indicates T304 expiry (reconfiguration with sync failure of MCG).
	Company name
	Preferred option(s)
	Additional comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	a
	Option b is also acceptable to us

	 Ericsson
	Solution 1
	As there are many places where we use the term handover failure, it is better to change it to ‘reconfiguration with sync failure’ instead of adding NOTE is all those places.

	OPPO
	b
	

	CATT
	Solution 1
	No strong view for solution 2

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Nothing or Option b 
	“Handover” term use is not the first occurrence for RLFreporting. It appeared in other places of RRC (e.g. ASN.1 conditions, CHO, etc), therefore it may be more confusing to use “reconf with sync” as a failure field value. We prefer keeping this aligned with LTE 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	b
	The “handover failure” is a common terminology since in LTE and captured in other specifications.

	CMCC
	No strong view
	

	vivo
	a
	Make the specification more consistent

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	a or b
	We are fine with both options.

	Samsung
	b
	

	Apple
	No strong view
	

	DOCOMO
	a
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting option a: 5
Number of companies supporting option b: 4
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 3
This is a non-technical issue but requires some clarification in the RRC spec as the term ‘handover’ is used in the NR RRC specification to refer to inter-RAT handovers. Therefore, the rapporteur proposes to clarify that the term ‘handover’ used in the RLF report related content is referring to ‘reconfiguration with sync failure’ in the case of intra-NR mobility failure. Therefore, the rapporteur proposes to discuss which option to be agreed during the meeting.
[bookmark: _Toc38895112]RAN2 to agree the one of the solutions.
e. [bookmark: _Toc38895113]Solution1: Replace the terminology of “handover failure” with “Reconfiguration with sync failure” in rel-16 38.331 spec.
f. [bookmark: _Toc38895114]Solution2: Add a NOTE to clarify that in this release, “handover failure” indicates T304 expiry (reconfiguration with sync failure of MCG).


[S477] Re-connection attempt cell in the RLF report
This topic has been discussed by Samsung, ZTE, CATT and CMCC.
In [16], Samsung discusses the re-connection attempt cell related topic in the RLF report context. Samsung provides the following explanation. For inter-RAT MRO between NR and LTE e.g. too late handover from NR to LTE, can gNB get the selected LTE cell from the Measurement result in NR RLF Report?  If yes, then no problem to support inter-RAT MRO and inter-system MRO. 
If no, then Samsung proposes two way forward:
a)	Remove inter-system/inter-RAT MRO from RAN3 spec
b)	UE includes the Re-connection attempt cell in RLF Report. 
Considering RAN3 has spent a lot of effort and captured the feature in stage 2 and stage 3, Samsung believes that it is better to have this ready in Rel-16. 
· Samsung proposal: RAN2 to clarify whether a gNB get the selected LTE cell from the Measurement result in NR RLF Report, if not, to include Re-connection attempt cell in UE RLF Report.
The same has been discussed by ZTE in [18].
· ZTE proposal 1: To introduce selectedEUTRA-PCellId IE in NR RLF report to support the agreed Intra-system inter-RAT MRO and Inter-system MRO scenarios.
· ZTE proposal 2: TAC is included in selectedEUTRA-PcellId IE, for better routing to forward the RLF report or for the optimizer to take subsequent action easier.
· ZTE proposal 3: To introduce selectedNR-PcellId IE in LTE RLF report to support the agreed Intra-system inter-RAT MRO and Inter-system MRO scenarios.
· ZTE proposal 4: TAC is included in selectedNR-PcellId IE, for better routing to forward the RLF report or for the optimizer to take subsequent action easier.
CATT and CMCC in [19] and they propose to support the inclusion of re-connection attempt cell in RLF report. CATT and CMCC have also provided the TP for the same in [19].
· CATT and CMCC proposal 1: Add “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell to the NR RLF Report.
· CATT and CMCC proposal 2: Include the TAC of re-connection attempt E-UTRAN cell.
· CATT and CMCC proposal 3: Add “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of NR cell to the NR RLF Report.
· CATT and CMCC proposal 4: Add “reconnectionTimeSinceFailure” besides NR/E-UTRAN attempt cell ID to the NR RLF Report.
[bookmark: _Hlk38888298][bookmark: _Toc38296146][bookmark: _Toc38296095][bookmark: _Toc38296445][bookmark: _Toc38296293][bookmark: _Toc37915711][bookmark: _Toc38295737]Add “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell to the NR RLF Report.

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17. For release 16, we can Remove inter-system/inter-RAT MRO from RAN3 spec.

	Intel
	No
	Agree should be defer to rel 17

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a most likely scenario in the first NR deployments wherein the Ues are retained in NR as long as possible before handing over to LTE, thus increasing the risk of too late inter-RAT handover. Then the UE re-connects to LTE cell but to which LTE cell the UE has re-connected to is lost. Therefore, one needs to have E-UTRA Re-connection attempt cell CGI in the NR RLF Report.

	OPPO
	No
	Postpone to R17

	CATT
	Yes
	This feature is just following LTE spec, in LTE, the selected UTRAN Cell ID is included in LTE RLF report, so in NR RLF report, we try to add selected E-UTRAN Cell ID. In our understanding, this use case is a normal case anyway should be considered.

	[bookmark: _Hlk38530295]Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	We should follow RAN3 guidelines what contents are necessary to best route RLFreport

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Suggest to put it to R17

	CMCC
	Yes
	Share the view with Ericsson and CATT. Ericsson explained quite clear this is needed for root cause analysis. We think this is an essential information for inter-RAT and inter-system MRO

	vivo
	
	Can be further discussed later in Rel-17

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Shall the same view as Ericsson and CATT.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We prefer to have the proposal to exactly support inter-system/inter-RAT MRO in this release.

	Apple
	No
	Too late for R16

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 6
Number of companies not supporting: 6
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
As there is no clear majority on how to make progress on this topic, the rapporteur classifies this as a cat-b proposal 
[bookmark: _Toc38895115]RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell to the NR RLF Report.

Further details of re-connection attempt cell inclusion in RLF report.
[bookmark: _Toc37915712][bookmark: _Toc38296096][bookmark: _Toc38296147][bookmark: _Toc38296294][bookmark: _Toc38296446][bookmark: _Toc38295739]Include the TAC of re-connection attempt E-UTRAN cell.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17. For release 16, we can Remove inter-system/inter-RAT MRO from RAN3 spec.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Same reasonings as above

	OPPO
	No
	Postpone to R17

	CATT
	Yes
	See answer for P26

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	
	Can be further discussed later in Rel-17

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	Can be discussed in Rel-17

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 7
Number of companies not supporting: 6
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
As there is no clear majority on how to make progress on this topic, the rapporteur classifies this as a cat-b proposal and proposes to discuss this proposal only if the previous proposal is agreed.
[bookmark: _Toc38895116]Provided “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell in included in the NR RLF Report, RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of TAC of the re-connection attempt cell.

[bookmark: _Toc38296097][bookmark: _Toc38296148][bookmark: _Toc38296447][bookmark: _Toc38296295][bookmark: _Toc37915713][bookmark: _Toc38295741][bookmark: _Hlk38530500]Add “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of NR cell to the NR RLF Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17. For release 16, we can Remove inter-system/inter-RAT MRO from RAN3 spec.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	May be
	This is not as critical as the inclusion of EUTRA related re-connection cell as the too late handover from LTE to NR is not going to very common.

	OPPO
	No
	Postpone to R17

	CATT
	Yes
	For intra-system MRO, since NG-RAN node could be either gNB or eNB connected with 5GC, CGI of re-connection attempt NR cell is also needed. For example, RLF happens in ng-eNB1, and then UE attempts to re-connect to gNB2. In this case, it may be a ng-eNB1 to gNB2 handover too late.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We should follow RAN3 guidelines what contents are necessary to best route RLFreport

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	
	Can be further discussed later in Rel-17

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	This is for MRO and it is beneficial to also consider the re-connected NR cell.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	Can be discussed in Rel-17

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 6
Number of companies not supporting: 6
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 2
As there is no clear majority on how to make progress on this topic, the rapporteur classifies this as a cat-b proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895117]RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of NR cell to the NR RLF Report.

[bookmark: _Toc38296098][bookmark: _Toc37915714][bookmark: _Toc38296448][bookmark: _Toc38295743][bookmark: _Toc38296296][bookmark: _Toc38296149][bookmark: _Hlk38530523]Add “reconnectionTimeSinceFailure” besides NR/E-UTRAN attempt cell ID to the NR RLF Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Should be discussed in release 17. For release 16, we can Remove inter-system/inter-RAT MRO from RAN3 spec.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This information is required to make use of the reconnection cell ID related field. A UE that performs reconnection after a long time of declaring RLF is of no use for the MRO algorithm. Therefore, this timer related information is needed.

	OPPO
	No
	Postpone to R17

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	Needed by the network to determine the relevance of the reconnection attempt cell

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson and Nokia.

	vivo
	
	Can be further discussed later in Rel-17

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	This field is needed to assist the usage of re-connected NR cell.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	Can be discussed in Rel-17

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 7
Number of companies not supporting: 6
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 1
As there is no clear majority on how to make progress on this topic, the rapporteur classifies this as a cat-b proposal and propose to discuss this online only if RAN2 agrees to introduce re-connection attempt cell in RLF report.
[bookmark: _Toc38895118]Provided “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRA/NR cell in included in the NR RLF Report, RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “reconnectionTimeSinceFailure” besides E-UTRAN/NR attempt cell ID to the NR RLF Report.

Inclusion of RA related info in RLF report
In [21], Nokia proposes to modify the procedural text to allow for the inclusion of RA related information for failed RA procedures associated to RLF reports as well. Additionally, Nokia also proposes to include raPurpose for the RLF report. Nokia have also provided the associated TP in [21].
· Nokia proposal 1: Allow also logging of unsuccessful RA procedures in the NR UE RA Report.
· Nokia proposal 2: Add raPurpose to RLF Report.
Rapporteur’s input:
Proposal 1 seems to be not required as the unsuccessful RA procedures will lead to either RLF or CEF and each of these failures have their own RA related contents in the respective RLF report and CEF report. Rapporteur believes that the contents of section 5.7.10.4 is applicable only for successful RA procedures. However, rapporteur would like to hear from other companies on this topic
[bookmark: _Toc38296099][bookmark: _Toc38296297][bookmark: _Toc38296150][bookmark: _Toc38296449][bookmark: _Toc38295745][bookmark: _Toc37915715][bookmark: _Hlk37774704][bookmark: _Toc38295392]Allow also logging of unsuccessful RA procedures in the NR UE RA Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	It needs to be discussed that in the case of unsuccessful RA, what should be reported.  

	Intel
	No
	This seems to be further optimization. Can be discussed in rel 17

	Ericsson
	No
	This is already part of RLF report and CEF report wherein the UE stores the RA related information when the failure occurs due to random access related reasons. Therefore, we do not think the unsuccessful RA procedures should be part of RAReport.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	Better to discuss in R17

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	Reasoning in [21]

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	For the RLF report, it aims at the optimization of the handover related parameters. We just need to include information to identify the mobility problem. This is not related to the detailed RA info.

	CMCC
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	Not needed.

	DOCOMO
	No
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 1
Number of companies not supporting: 13
As there is not much support for this proposal, the rapporteur proposes to not introduce this proposal and classifies the conclusion as a cat-A proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc38895091]Logging of unsuccessful RA procedures in the NR UE RA Report is not supported.  

Proposal-2 is also seems unnecessary as the RLF report already contains the RLFCause which indicates the random access related RLF cause to be either beamFailureRecoveryFailure or randomAccessProblem. However, if the network wants to understand further within the RLF cause of ‘randomAccessProblem’, then the network would benefit from knowing the raPurpose. 
[bookmark: _Hlk38889132][bookmark: _Toc38296450][bookmark: _Toc37915716][bookmark: _Toc38296151][bookmark: _Toc38295747][bookmark: _Toc38296100][bookmark: _Toc38296298]Add raPurpose to RLF Report.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	No
	Same as previous discussion

	Ericsson
	May be
	We have some sympathy with the proposal from Nokia. When the RLF is declared due to ‘randomAccessProblem’, the reason for performing this RA is not explicitly stated and this could be useful but we do not have strong opinion on this.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	May be
	No strong view

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	Reasoning in [21]

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	May be
	No strong view

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	No
	We think randomAccessProblem and BFR is sufficient.

	Samsung
	No strong view
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 3
Number of companies not supporting: 5
Number of companies with no strong opinion: 6
As there is no clear majority, the rapporteur proposes to discuss this online and hence cat-B classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895119]Add raPurpose to RLF Report.

SCG failure related
Missing beamFailureRecoveryFailure as a rlf-Cause in SCGFailureInformation
The failureType field included in the SCGFailureInformation does not include beamFailureRecoveryFailure as one of the causes. Ericsson proposed [1] to add the same in SCGFailureInfomation message of NR RRC specification and SCGFailureInformationNR message of LTE RRC specification. Ericsson has provided the corresponding CRs in [9] and [10].
· Ericsson proposal: Include beamFailureRecoveryFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInformation (NR RRC spec) and SCGFailureInformationNR (LTE RRC spec) messages.
[bookmark: _Toc37740233][bookmark: _Toc38296451][bookmark: _Toc37915717][bookmark: _Toc37318034][bookmark: _Toc38296101][bookmark: _Toc38296152][bookmark: _Toc38296299][bookmark: _Toc38295749]Include beamFailureRecoveryFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInformation (NR RRC spec) and SCGFailureInformationNR (LTE RRC spec) messages.

	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is required to classify the SCGFailure reason correctly. Otherwise, the failureType indicated in SCGFailureInformation will be different from the actual cause of the SCG failure.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	In our understanding, the randomAccessProblem can indicate the beamfailureRecoveryFailure. 

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 12
Number of companies not supporting: 1
As majority of the companies support this proposal, this seems agreeable and hence cat-a classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895092]Include beamFailureRecoveryFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInformation (NR RRC spec) and SCGFailureInformationNR (LTE RRC spec) messages.  

UE capability for location reporting in SCG failure
In [15], Docomo discussed different scenarios associated to location information inclusion in the SCG Failure Information message. Based on their analysis, they find an issue in the scenario of a rel-16 UE reporting the SCG failure information to a rel-15 eNB/gNB which does not support location information decoding. Since rel-15 eNB cannot decode the location information field in the message, it is up to eNB implementation to handle (e.g. ignore/discard the locationInfo field). While Docomo believe a desirable approach should be to make this function configurable i.e. if UE is configured to include locationInfo in SCGFailureInformation, then UE report it, otherwise unspecified eNB behavior would occur. To resolve this, Docomo proposes the following.
· Docomo proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss the configurability of including LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation to avoid the interoperability issue.
· Docomo proposal 2: It is necessary to introduce UE capability signaling of reporting LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation.
As the number of SCG failures are expected to be high in the first releases, Docomo proposes to make the location reporting in SCG failure mandatory supported with UE capability signaling.
· Docomo proposal 3: For rel-16 MR-DC, NR standalone support UE, mandatory support of location reporting function in SCG failure report with UE capability signaling
Docomo, also proposes that the location information included in the SCG failure messages shall be similar to that of RLF report related location information.
· Docomo proposal 4: RAN2 to agree the detailed location information in SCG failure report should be commonLocationInfo, wlan-LocationInfo and bt-LocationInfo and sensor-LocationInfo, if available.
[bookmark: _Toc38296153][bookmark: _Toc37915718][bookmark: _Toc38296102][bookmark: _Toc38295751][bookmark: _Toc38296300][bookmark: _Toc38296452]RAN2 to agree the configurability of including LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation to avoid the interoperability issue.
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Network should be able to handle interoperability issue.

	Intel
	No
	We don’t think it is needed. It can be based on network implementation

	Ericsson
	No
	In our understanding, there is no inter-operability problem. The network can handle this.

	OPPO
	No
	It is ok for network to discard the locationInfo field if not decodable

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The UE should provide location information if MN configured location provision for the regular (MN )case

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	Vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	Reasoning is to avoid unspecified eNB behavior occur. 



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 1
Number of companies not supporting: 13
As majority of the companies do not support this proposal, this seems not agreeable and hence cat-a classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895093]Additional configurability of including LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation is not supported.  


[bookmark: _Toc38295753][bookmark: _Toc38296154][bookmark: _Toc38296453][bookmark: _Toc37915719][bookmark: _Toc38296103][bookmark: _Toc38296301]It is necessary to introduce UE capability signaling of reporting LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation. 
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Network should be able to handle interoperability issue.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	Vivo
	No
	

	MedaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	Reasoning is to make this function configurable to avoid unspecified eNB behavior occur. 



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 1
Number of companies not supporting: 12
Number of companies with no strong view: 1
As majority of the companies do not support this proposal, this seems not agreeable and hence cat-a classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895094]No new UE capability signaling is introduced for reporting of LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation.  


[bookmark: _Toc38296155][bookmark: _Toc38296302][bookmark: _Toc37915720][bookmark: _Toc38296104][bookmark: _Toc38296454][bookmark: _Toc38295755]For rel-16 MR-DC, NR standalone support UE, mandatory support of location reporting function in SCG failure report with UE capability signaling. 
	[bookmark: _Toc38295347][bookmark: _Toc38295038][bookmark: _Toc38295126][bookmark: _Toc38295226][bookmark: _Toc38295756][bookmark: _Toc38295398][bookmark: _Toc38295276][bookmark: _Toc38295176]Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	We don’t need UE signaling capability.  

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	There is no need to differentiate SCG failure related location reporting capability with the location reporting capability in general. Therefore, we prefer not to have one more UE capability bit for SCG failure related aspects.

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	NO
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	CMCC
	No
	

	Vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Apple
	NO
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 1
Number of companies not supporting: 13
As majority of the companies do not support this proposal, this seems not agreeable and hence cat-a classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895095]No new UE capability signaling is introduced for reporting of LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation associated to MR-DC.  

[bookmark: _Toc38296455][bookmark: _Toc37915721][bookmark: _Toc38296156][bookmark: _Toc38295757][bookmark: _Toc38296303][bookmark: _Toc38296105]RAN2 to agree the detailed location information in SCG failure report should be commonLocationInfo, wlan-LocationInfo and bt-LocationInfo and sensor-LocationInfo, if available. 
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 14
Number of companies not supporting: 0
As majority of the companies support this proposal, this seems agreeable and hence cat-a classification.
[bookmark: _Toc38895096]RAN2 agree that the detailed location information in SCG failure report should be commonLocationInfo, wlan-LocationInfo and bt-LocationInfo and sensor-LocationInfo, if available.  

 [S478][S479] Further discussion on mobility history information
In [16], Samsung brings up the issue related to the procedural text correction related to UE history information. 
· Samsung proposal 1: Upon entering NR while using E-UTRA, the UE includes the E-UTRA cell information and the time spent in the E-UTRA cell in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.
· Samsung proposal 2: Upon entering NR while using previously out of service, the UE includes the time spent out of service in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.
Samsung has also provided the TP for this in [16].
[bookmark: _Toc37915722][bookmark: _Toc38295759][bookmark: _Toc38296304][bookmark: _Toc38296456][bookmark: _Toc38296157][bookmark: _Toc38296106]Upon entering NR while using E-UTRA, the UE includes the E-UTRA cell information and the time spent in the E-UTRA cell in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport. 
	[bookmark: _Toc37915723][bookmark: _Toc38295761]Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	We should avoid changing the definition of time spent in a cell. How is time spent in EUTRA cell is defined? What about time needed to handover from EUTRA to NR cell. Is it considered as time spent in E-UTRA cell, NR cell, or OOS.
 We want consistency with 36.331.

	Intel
	Yes
	This may be useful information for the network to estimate the UE speed etc with the E-UTRA cell information.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is already agreed and the current proposal proposed by Samsung is only for fixing the procedural text which is wrong. We have already agreed that the VarMobilityHistoryReport shall include both time spent in an NR cell and also in an EUTRA cell. All the definitions of how to define ‘time spent in a cell’ is similar to that of EUTRA specification.

	OPPO
	May be
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	May be
	We agree with Qualcomm that RAN2 should be clear and have common understanding on the timer definition

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Share the same view as Ericsson.

	CMCC
	Yes but
	Agree with Qualcomm and Nokia that RAN2 should have common understanding on the timer definition.

	Vivo
	No
	Agree with QC

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Qualcomm

	ZTE
	Yes
	Share the same view as CMCC, we shall align the understanding on time spent. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	It’s based on the following agreement made in RAN2#108:
Enhance Visited Cell Information List in NR to record the information of both LTE cells and NR cells.
It is a difference from the LTE framework (considering LTE cells only), and we assume that current running CR has not followed it.
On the other hand, as QC mentioned above, we may need to further discuss the relevant definitions. For instance, after UE has visited several LTE cells, it would access to NR cell. In that case, it is questionable if UE has to report all visited LTE cells or last one LTE cell. For simplicity, we prefer last one LTE cell.

	Apple
	No
	Share the same concern with Qualcomm

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 8
Number of companies not supporting: 4
Number of companies with no strong view: 2
There is no clear majority for this issue. As there are some difference in the understanding of the question, the rapporteur adds the following text to make online discussion easier.
There are two parts to this discussion.
1) Whether the LTE cell related mobility history information (MHI) is included in the MHI report sent to NR node?
2) How to calculate the time spent in LTE/NR when an inter-RAT handover/reselection is performed by the UE? Whether to calculate the ‘handover time’ as part of the source RAT cell or the target RAT cell or as OOS?
From the rapporteur’s point of view, the first question was already agreed in the RAN2#108 meeting.
1-3: Enhance Visited Cell Information List in NR to record the information of both LTE cells and NR cells.
Based on this agreement, the UE shall store history information related to both LTE cells and NR cells and report it as part of the NR MHI report. So, the answer to issue -1, is YES. However, the current procedural text does not allow this and needs to be modified to capture the agreement from RAN2#108 meeting.
Regarding the issue-2), the rapporteur believes the definition of time-spent-in-a-cell is the same in NR, like LTE. On the issue of classification of the ‘handover time’, the same issue exists in EUTRA-EUTRA handover scenarios in LTE. When the UE performs the intra-EUTRA handover, the procedural text does not explicitly mention when to start counting the time in the target and to stop the time in the source cell i.e., it is up to the UE implementation whether it considers it to be source cell or target cell or belonging to none. Rapporteur believes the same thing can be applicable in the NR also.
The rapporteur has also modified the proposal slightly to reflect the past agreement.  
[bookmark: _Toc38895120]Upon entering NR while using E-UTRA, the UE includes the E-UTRA cell information and the time spent in the E-UTRA cells in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.

[bookmark: _Toc38296158][bookmark: _Toc38296107][bookmark: _Toc38296305][bookmark: _Toc38296457]Upon entering NR while using previously out of service, the UE includes the time spent out of service in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport. 
	Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	No
	Similar issue as discussed in previous proposal. 

	Intel
	No
	Need to understand further what exactly to report. NW should be able to figure it out based on NW implementation.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is already agreed and is also similar to LTE for out of service-related entry.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Intel

	CATT
	Yes
	If you combine P38 and P37, P38 also makes sense if P37 is agreed.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	We need better understanding on the usability 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Vivo
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 7
Number of companies not supporting: 7
The rapporteur believes this is also already agreed in the past (RAN2#108). It was agreed that the LTE MHI will be used as the baseline and in LTE this is already supported.  
1-1: Reuse LTE solution as the baseline for NR mobility history information.
As the agreements related to previous proposal are captured in the procedural text, then the procedural text also needs to be modified to capture the proposal related to OOC.  
[bookmark: _Toc38895121]	Upon entering NR while using previously out of service, the UE includes the time spent out of service in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.


Possibility of retrieving UE history information by the re-establishment cell
In [23], Huawei brings up the issue of re-establishment cell being deprived of the UE history information that is available at the UE and also at the source cell. In the contributrion, Huawei discusses a RAN2 based solution and a RAN3 based solution and propose to go towards the RAN3 based solution. 
· Huawei proposal: It is proposed RAN2 to send a LS to RAN3 about the following:
· During RRC re-establishment, current standard cannot let the target gNB get the MHI
· One possible solution is to add the history information in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message
[bookmark: _Toc38296458][bookmark: _Toc38295763][bookmark: _Toc38296306][bookmark: _Toc38296159][bookmark: _Toc37915724][bookmark: _Toc38296108][bookmark: _Toc37915725]It is proposed RAN2 to send a LS to RAN3 about the following:
j. [bookmark: _Toc38296459][bookmark: _Toc38295764][bookmark: _Toc38296109][bookmark: _Toc38296307][bookmark: _Toc38296160][bookmark: _Toc37915726]During RRC re-establishment, current standard cannot let the target gNB get the MHI
k. [bookmark: _Toc38296460][bookmark: _Toc38296161][bookmark: _Toc38296308][bookmark: _Toc38296110][bookmark: _Toc38295765]One possible solution is to add the history information in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message 

	[bookmark: _Toc38295351][bookmark: _Toc38295402][bookmark: _Toc38295042][bookmark: _Toc38295180][bookmark: _Toc38295280][bookmark: _Toc38295230][bookmark: _Toc38295766][bookmark: _Toc38295130]Company name
	Yes/No/May be
	Additional comments on consequences

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We can send an LS to RAN3 on this.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes, but 
	We agree with above understanding, but we want to further clarify RAN2’s the intention to send this LS, does it mean RAN2 want RAN3 to add this kind information to RETREIVE UE CONTEXTRESPONSE or simply inform RAN3 to discuss it? 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	



Summary:
Number of companies supporting: 14
Based on the above, the proposal to send an LS to RAN3 seems agreeable.  
[bookmark: _Toc38895097]Send a LS to RAN3 about the following.
a. [bookmark: _Toc38895098] During RRC re-establishment, current standard cannot let the target gNB get the MHI
b. [bookmark: _Toc38895099] One possible solution is to add the history information in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message

Conclusion
Based on the discussion in previous section, the following are captured as Cat-A proposals:
Cat-a-Proposal 1	Currently captured RAReport contents are applicable only for 4-step random access procedure.
Cat-a-Proposal 2	For SSB based RA attempt based on contention free random access resources contentionDetected-r16 and dlRSRPAboveThreshold-r16 are not included in PerRAInfoList-r16.
Cat-a-Proposal 3	Whether the CBRA or CFRA resource is used by the UE for each of the RA attempt is implicitly derived from RA report contents.
Cat-a-Proposal 4	If the RPLMN is not included in plmn-IdentityList stored in VarRA-Report, the plmn-IdentityList should be set to include the new list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN), after clearing the existing information included in VarRA-Report.
Cat-a-Proposal 5	RAN2 to clarify to set the RA-Related Information in RA-Report and RLF-Report, in order to avoid repeatedly indicating the parameters across RA-Report and RLF-Report.
Cat-a-Proposal 6	RAN2 confirms that no explicit availability indicator is included for stand-alone RA-report.
Cat-a-Proposal 7	RAN2 confirms that no explicit availability indicator is included (e.g. ra-ReportAvailable) in RRCSetupComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCreestablishmentComplete and RRCReconfigurationComplete messages for availability RA-report.
Cat-a-Proposal 8	RAN2 confirms the existing text in the RRC specification related to the conditions for resetting of VarRAReport contents after 48 hours.
Cat-a-Proposal 9	RAN2 confirms that the WLAN, Bluetooth, Sensor configuration received in the otherConfig is used for deriving the respective WLAN, Bluetooth and sensor measurements to be included in any subsequent measurement report and any subsequent RLF report.
Cat-a-Proposal 10	If the RAN2 needs to introduce inter-RAT MRO related NR RLF report in RRC specification based on the RAN3 LS, RAN2 agrees that the support of inter-RAT MRO report associated NR RLF reporting as an optional feature without UE capability bit.
Cat-a-Proposal 11	RAN2 agrees to postpone the discussion of details of inter-RAT related NR RLF report contents until the LS on the same topic is received from RAN3.
Cat-a-Proposal 12	If the RAN2 needs to introduce inter-RAT MRO related LTE RLF report in RRC specification based on the RAN3 LS, RAN2 agrees that the support of inter-RAT MRO report associated LTE RLF reporting as an optional feature without UE capability bit.
Cat-a-Proposal 13	RAN2 agrees to postpone the discussion of details of inter-RAT related LTE RLF report contents until the LS on the same topic is received from RAN3.
Cat-a-Proposal 14	No separate indicators are introduced to indicate whether the RLF report being reported by the UE is a NR RLF report or a LTE RLF report.
Cat-a-Proposal 15	Refer to section 5.7.3b.3 for rlf-cause classification and add missing rlf causes in the procedural text.
Cat-a-Proposal 16	Logging of unsuccessful RA procedures in the NR UE RA Report is not supported.
Cat-a-Proposal 17	Include beamFailureRecoveryFailure as a failureType in SCGFailureInformation (NR RRC spec) and SCGFailureInformationNR (LTE RRC spec) messages.
Cat-a-Proposal 18	Additional configurability of including LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation is not supported.
Cat-a-Proposal 19	No new UE capability signaling is introduced for reporting of LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation.
Cat-a-Proposal 20	No new UE capability signaling is introduced for reporting of LocationInfo in SCGFailureInformation associated to MR-DC.
Cat-a-Proposal 21	RAN2 agree that the detailed location information in SCG failure report should be commonLocationInfo, wlan-LocationInfo and bt-LocationInfo and sensor-LocationInfo, if available.
Cat-a-Proposal 22	Send a LS to RAN3 about the following.
a.	During RRC re-establishment, current standard cannot let the target gNB get the MHI
b.	One possible solution is to add the history information in the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE message

Based on the discussion in previous section, the following are captured as Cat-B proposals:
Cat-b-Proposal 1	RAN2 to agree on one of the following method to encode more than one RA resource configuration (refer [17] for ASN.1 changes):
a.	Each RA resource configuration used can be included in the RA report with one identifier, e.g. ra-Resource-Index , and UE only needs to set the ra-Resource-Index for each successive RA attempt within the same beam.
b.	Add the missing CFRA and CBRA specific RA resources’ related parameters in the RA/RLF report
Cat-b-Proposal 2	RAN2 to agree on one of the following methods:
a.	Upon successful RA completion, the list of current EPLMNs replaces the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.
b.	Keep the current procedural text as is wherein the UE appends the new EPLMNs to the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList.
Cat-b-Proposal 3	If option-b is agreed, then RAN2 to further discuss the UE behavior related to the scenario when the UE has a new RA procedure related RA report to be added to the existing list but appending the new EPLMN list to the existing contents of plmn-IdentityList exceeds the maximum limit.
Cat-b-Proposal 4	RAN2 waits for the input from RAN3 for introducing the inter-RAT MRO related contents in NR RLF report.
Cat-b-Proposal 5	RAN2 waits for the input from RAN3 for introducing the inter-RAT MRO related contents in LTE RLF report.
Cat-b-Proposal 6	RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of TAC of the reestablishmentCellID in RLF report.
Cat-b-Proposal 7	RAN2 to discuss how the UE sets the contents of rlfCause field in rel-16 RLF report when the UE declares RLF due to LBT failure.
Cat-b-Proposal 8	RAN2 to discuss how the UE sets the contents of failureType field in SCGFailureInfomationNR message when the UE declares RLF due to LBT failure.
Cat-b-Proposal 9	RAN2 to agree the one of the solutions.
a.	Solution1: Replace the terminology of “handover failure” with “Reconfiguration with sync failure” in rel-16 38.331 spec.
b.	Solution2: Add a NOTE to clarify that in this release, “handover failure” indicates T304 expiry (reconfiguration with sync failure of MCG).
Cat-b-Proposal 10	RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell to the NR RLF Report.
Cat-b-Proposal 11	Provided “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRAN cell in included in the NR RLF Report, RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of TAC of the re-connection attempt cell.
Cat-b-Proposal 12	RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of NR cell to the NR RLF Report.
Cat-b-Proposal 13	Provided “Re-connection attempt cell CGI” of E-UTRA/NR cell in included in the NR RLF Report, RAN2 to discuss the inclusion of “reconnectionTimeSinceFailure” besides E-UTRAN/NR attempt cell ID to the NR RLF Report.
Cat-b-Proposal 14	Add raPurpose to RLF Report.
Cat-b-Proposal 15	Upon entering NR while using E-UTRA, the UE includes the E-UTRA cell information and the time spent in the E-UTRA cells in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.
Cat-b-Proposal 16	Upon entering NR while using previously out of service, the UE includes the time spent out of service in variable VarMobilityHistoryReport.
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