3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #109bis-e




R2-20xxxxx
Electronic, 20 April – 30 April 2020

Agenda Item:

6.12.1
General
Source:


Huawei
Title:



Summary on ASN1 RIL for MDT and SON
WI code(s):


NR_SON_MDT-Core

Document for:

Discussion and Decision

1
Introduction
In section 6.12.1 General, there is an email discussion as below:

· [109bis-e][888] ASN1 RIL for SONMDT (Huawei)

Scope: Continue the discussion based on R2-2003797

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 or email discussion after the meeting


Deadline: 28/04/2019 22:00 UTC

This paper is to progress on ASN1 RIL for MDT and SON.

2
Discussion

Generally guidelines in R2-2003797 [1] are still followed.

The latest 36331/38331 ASN1 review files can be found in [2][3][4]. After double check, here are the updates on the excel files:

· For 38331, MDT RILs_38331 v64 [5] is provided. In R2-2003797 [1], the 38331 excel file is based on v59, so all comments from v59 have been moved to v64. Regarding MDT RILs between v59 and v64, only two RILs are added, i.e. C251 and N004, and the initial analysis is also added

· For 36331, there is no change on MDT RILs, and MDT RILs_36331 v22 [6] is provided

As indicated in the email #888, the following proposals should be identified during the email discussion. It is suggest to use the following categories:

§  a
Set of proposals with full consensus, if any (agreeable over email)


§  b
Set of proposals with almost full consensus to discuss in the follow up conference call


§  c
Set of open issues and proposals to postpone to next meeting or email discussion after the meeting

In the excel file [5][6], it is noted that most of RILs are assigned with a and b, and few RILs are for c. In order to efficiently progress on the ASN1 RIL discussion, more RILs may be assigned with c. Companies are welcome to provide comments to the excel files [5][6], e.g. the field Comments.

In the first week for RAN2-109b-e meeting, some agreements have been made on MDT and SON, so it is suggested to check whether some RILs can be closed due to these agreements. Companies are welcome to double check it.

Regarding how to discuss and decide on cat b RILs, there are following common understandings from companies:
· We can agree all Cat b issues (other than the ones that are already in email discussion) for which no company has raised any concern.

· We can try to discuss several Cat b RILs online which can’t conclude during offline#888 discussion or go directly to email discussion of the next meeting to cover all the leftover issues.

In the excel file [5][6], a new category b1 is suggested, and it means that a Cat b RIL will be agreeable if there is no concern raised, and Cat b1 is used to reflect the concerns, i.e. if a Cat b RIL has no concerns received, it is still Cat b and then will be agreed after the email deadline, and if it receives some concerns, it is to be changed to b1.

In addition, section 2.1 and 2.2 are also some discussions that need companies’ inputs.
2.1
RIL discussion papers which are addressing more than 1 RIL

In [1], it is proposed to treat some RIL disucssion papers, because these papers are addressing more than 1 RILs. From the email rapporteur point of view, it may be beneficial to firstly discuss and conclude on these papers, and then the status of the relevant RILs in the excel files may be updated.

R2-2002731, [C201 C203 C204] Discussion on Location Related Measurement Collection in MDT, CATT
	Company
	Please give categories for proposals (a/b/c)
	Other comments

	
	Cat a
	Cat b
	Cat c
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	P5
	P1, P2, P3, P4
	

	Ericsson
	P5
	P1
	
	We believe P1-option1 is preferable as there is no strong reason to fetch WLAN+BT measurements separately. By adopting option-1 we will also reduce the size of RRC--Complete messages.

In our understanding, Sensor information is already included in the CEF report and ACG failure report as part of the current specification, so P2 and P3 is outdated.

P4 is under discussion in SON related email discussion.



	Nokia 
	P5
	P1
	
	P1-option1 would match LTE baseline, where no separate indications for BR/WLAN/GNSS were intended.

	CATT
	P5 P2 P3
	P1 P4
	
	P1

This should be discussed further. Related to RIL C201

P2 P3

If P2 and P3 are common understanding, Cat a is suitable.

P4

Linked to the offline 801 P1 

Related to RIL C204

P5

In ReportConfigNR, we use includeCommonLocationInfo to inform UE of including common location info in measurement results, but in OtherConfig, we use obtainLocation to configure UE to obtain common location info. It’s better to fix this alignment.

Related to RIL C203

	ZTE
	P5
	P1
	
	From network’s perspective we don’t see how separate availability bit can be useful since network cannot independently request BL/WLAN measurements. 

	Intel
	P5
	
	P1, P2, P3
	P1: Option 2 seems preferable to us. 

P2/P3: since it is not discussed, it is prefer to defer to Rel17

	Samsung
	P5
	P1, P4
	P2, P3
	P1: Preferable with option 1
P4: Preferable to avoid duplicating the location information

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Summary:

Cat a:
P5
Cat b:
P1, P4
Other proposals are postponed.

R2-2002733, [C253 C256 C257] Discussion for CEF Report, CATT
	Company
	Please give categories for proposals (a/b/c)
	Other comments

	
	Cat a
	Cat b
	Cat c
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	P1, P2, P3, P4
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	P1, P3, P4
	
	
	P2 is already agreed in the online session. Although P3 is different from the previous agreement, we believe the P3 gives more relevant information related to the CEF.

For P4, we have a similar class-0/1 comment.

	Nokia
	P2, P2

	
	P3
	Doesn’t P3 add a new requirement/increase the complexity?

	CATT
	P1, P2, P3, P4
	
	
	All proposals are easy to follow.

P1

Related to RIL C256
P2

Related to RIL C257
P3 

Related to RIL C253


	ZTE
	P1,P2
	
	P3,P4
	We think during email discussion in last meeting, we compromise to  record the number of CEF since RLF, not per cell, which is simpler. And it is prefer to keep the original way.

	Intel
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	
	P1/P2/P3/P4: looks acceptable to us

	Samsung
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Summary:

Cat a:
P1, P2
Cat b:
P3, P4 (5 out of 7 companies support both proposals)
Other proposals are postponed.

R2-2003160, N011, N012, N013, N014 on PLMN Id association with cell Id, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Company
	Please give categories for proposals (a/b/c)
	Other comments

	
	Cat a
	Cat b
	Cat c
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	P1, P2, P3, P4
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	
	

	Nokia
	P1,P2, P3, P4
	
	
	

	CATT
	P1,P2, P3, P4
	
	
	

	ZTE
	
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	We understand the proposed change is fine for the agreements we made in RAN2#109-emeeting, which is to use first PLMN entry of PLMN-IndentityList to uniquely identity the reported cell. 

However, we find the following sentence in current TS 38.331 subclause 5.2.2.4.2:

----------------------------------------------- From 38.331------------------------------------------------- 

Upon receiving the SIB1 the UE shall:
1>
store the acquired SIB1;

1>
if the cell is not an NPN-only cell and the cellAccessRelatedInfo contains an entry with the PLMN-Identity of the selected PLMN:

2>
in the remainder of the procedures use plmn-IdentityList, trackingAreaCode, and cellIdentity for the cell as received in the corresponding PLMN-IdentityInfo containing the selected PLMN;
----------------------------------------------- From 38.331------------------------------------------------- 

Since the selected PLMN might not always be included in the first PLMN-IdentityInfo IE, to use the cellIdentity in first PLMN-IdentityInfo IE is actually contradictory to the procedure highlighted in yellow above. Considering we also use selected PLMN when setting the PLMN-IdentityList in VarRLF-Report,  we are wondering if we can  revise our agreements to align the procedure part specified in TS 38331. If so, following gives an example on how the field description can be updated:

CGI-Info-Logging field descriptions

cellIdentity
Unambiguously identify a cell within a PLMN and it belongs the PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN of PLMN-IdentityInfoList in SIB1.
plmn-Identity

Identifies the PLMN of the cell for the reported cellIdentity: the first PLMN-Identity in plmn-IdentityList belongs to the PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN in SIB1.
CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed field descriptions

cellIdentity
Unambiguously identify a cell within a PLMN and it belongs the first PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN of PLMN-IdentityInfoList in SIB1.
plmn-Identity

Identifies the PLMN of the cell for the reported cellIdentity: the first PLMN-Identity in plmn-IdentityList belongs to the PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN in SIB1.
trackingAreaCode

Indicates Tracking Area Code to which the cell indicated by cellIdentity field belongs.
CGI-InfoEUTRALogging field descriptions

cellIdentity-eutra-epc, cellIdentity-eutra-5GC

Unambiguously identify a cell within a PLMN and it belongs the  PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN of PLMN-IdentityInfoList in SIB1.
plmn-Identity-eutra-epc, plmn-Identity-eutra-5GC

Identifies the PLMN of the cell as given by the first PLMN entry in the plmn-IdentityList of the PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN  in SIB1.
trackingAreaCode-eutra-epc, trackingAreaCode-eutra-5gc

Identifies the TAC as given by the first PLMN entry in the plmn-IdentityList of the PLMN-IdentityInfo IE containing the selected PLMN in SIB1.


	Intel
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	
	Can we simple make sure the first PLMN is the one the cell associated to?

	Samsung
	P1,P2,P3,P4
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Summary:

Cat a:
P1, P2, P3, P4
Note: 6 companies put Cat a to the 4 proposals, and 1 company put Cat b. So the email rapporteur suggest to go with Cat a.

R2-2002826, Remaining issues for NR MDT: [S461] [S462] [S463] [S464] [S465] [S466] [S467] [S468] [S469] [S470] [S471] [S474], Samsung Electronics
	Company
	Please give categories for proposals (a/b/c)
	Other comments

	
	Cat a
	Cat b
	Cat c
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	P9, P10, P11, P13
	P1, P5, P6
	P2, P3, P4, P7, P8, P12
	Seems that P8 is covered by MDT open issue discussions.

	Ericsson
	P3, P4, P5, P9, P10, P11, P12, P13
	P1, P6
	P2
	We believe P1 should be agreed.

P2 is not agreeable to us as the delta signaling is useful when the configuration is changed frequently like normal RRM measurements. The MDT configurations are not very dynamic. So, reject P2

In our understanding P3 is the current specification description. 

Simillar to CATT contribution proposals we agree with P4.

We agree to P6.

P7 is very generic and may be specifc RIL comments and contributions would help to confine the issue.

P8 is under discussion in #802 email discussion.



	Nokia
	 
	P1,

P10 depends on #802
	P2, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P11, P12, P13
	With regard to P1: we have raised class 2 issues on the need to have LoggedMeasurementConfiguartion extendable (N002, N040) which are alternative proposal to how it cen be ensured

	CATT
	P9 P10 P11
	P1 P4 P5 P6 P8 P12 P13
	P2 P3 P7
	P4

The same with P1 in CATT contribution R2-2002731 and Related to RIL C201
P8  

Covered by P1 in offline 801, the same with P4 in CATT contribution R2-2002731 and Related to RIL C204


	ZTE
	P11
	P1 P5 P6 P12
	P2 P3 P4 P7 P8 P9 P10 P13 
	P10 is no needed since we only record the latest CEF information, which means the VarConnEstFailReport is always cleared upon initiation of CEF info logging procedure regardless RPLMN is changed or not. The PLMN checking procedure is actually introduced for setting numberOfConnFail. Per our comment on R2-2002733, We prefer to keep the numberOfConnFail as it is, but if in the end numberOfConnFail is changed to only be counted in the last attempted cell, then the PLMN checking procedure is not needed.
As for P13, Per comments above, we think UE always uses selected PLMN, therefore P13 is no needed.

	Intel
	P9,P10,P11, P12,P13
	P1, P5,P6
	P2,P3,P4,P7 P8
	P3: prefer to up to UE implementation.

P9,P10,P13: seems reasonable to us

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Summary:

Cat a:
P11 (6 companies put Cat a to P11, and 1 company put Cat c)
Cat a:
P9 (5 companies put Cat a to P9)

Cat b:
P1, P5, P6, P10, P12, P13
Other proposals are postponed.

The following papers are for SON and have been discussed in SON summary, so it is no need to re-discuss them in this paper. The status of relevant RILs in the excel files may be updated based on the progresses.
R2-2002562, Corrections to RA Report_S480_S481_S482_S483_S484_S485, Samsung Electronics
R2-2002827, Remaining issues for NR SON: [S472] [S473] [S475] [S476] [S477] [S478] [S479], Samsung Electronics
2.2
Some RILs which are addressing the same issue

For setupRelease format, the following RILs are addressing similar topics:

· B003:

BT-NameListConfig-r16

· Z157:

couple of Ies could use setupRelease structure

· B004:

Sensor-NameListConfig-r16

· B005:

WLAN-NameListConfig-r16
Question: Do you agree to use setupRelease structure for BT/Sensor/WLAN location configurations?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	


Summary:

5 companies support to use setupRelease structure for BT/Sensor/WLAN location configurations
Proposal X-1: use setupRelease structure for BT/Sensor/WLAN location configurations.
3
Conclusions

For RILs in excel file [5][6], it is proposed to discuss the following proposals:
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree on proposed changes for Cat a and Cat b RILs.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to discuss Cat b1 RILs.

Proposal 3: It is proposed to postpone Cat c RILs.

Proposal 4: It is proposed to not pursue RILs with PropReject.

For discussions in section 2.1 and 2.2, based on the comments received, it is proposed to discuss the following proposals:
Agreeable proposals (Cat a):
Proposal 5: Use CommonLocation to name all the fields of the detailed location info.
(R2-2002731)

Proposal 1: Change the value range of numberOfConnFail to INTEGER (1..8).
(R2-2002733)
Proposal 2: Remove the physCellId-r16 in the measResultFailedCell of CEF report and in the MeasResultServingCell of logged MDT report.
(R2-2002733)

Proposal 1: Cell, PLMNs, TAC identities definitions in CGI-InfoEUTRALogging, CGI-Info-Logging and CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed are aligned.
(R2-2003160)
Proposal 2: cellIdentity-eutra-epc, cellIdentity-eutra-5GC (in CGI-InfoEUTRALogging), cellIdentity (in CGI-Info-Logging and in CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed) are defined as follows: 

Unambiguously identify a cell within the context of the PLMN. It belongs the first PLMN-IdentityInfo IE of PLMN-IdentityInfoList in SIB1.
(R2-2003160)
Proposal 3: plmn-Identity in CGI-InfoEUTRALogging  CGI-Info-Logging and CGI-Info-LoggingDetailed is defined as follows:
Identifies the PLMN of the cell for the reported cellIdentity; the first PLMN entry of  plmn-IdentityList (in SIB1) in the instance of PLMN-IdentityInfoList that contained the reported cellIdentity. 

(R2-2003160)
Proposal 4: trackingAreaCode-eutra-epc, trackingAreaCode-eutra-5gc are defined as follows:
Indicates Tracking Area Code to which the cell indicated by cellIdentity-eutra-epc, cellIdentity-eutra-5GC belongs.


(R2-2003160)
Proposal 9: The IE numberOfConnFail is re-set upon cell change.

(R2-2002826)
Proposal 11: When event-triggered logged MDT with eventL1 has been configured, the validity check is performed as in periodical logged MDT.

(R2-2002826)
Proposal X-1: use setupRelease structure for BT/Sensor/WLAN location configurations.
Need more discussions (Cat b):
Proposal 1:RAN2 to discuss which of the option is more desirable from RAN2 perspective:
(R2-2002731)
Option1: Remove the availability indicators for Bluetooth/WLAN measurements results from RRCReestablishmentComplete, RRCReconfigurationComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCSetupComplete, UEInformationResponse message. If so, the same change should also be done for 36.331.
Option2: Add an extra availability indicator for Sensor measurements results in RRCReestablishmentComplete, RRCReconfigurationComplete, RRCResumeComplete, RRCSetupComplete, UEInformationResponse message to align with Bluetooth/WLAN measurements results.
Option3：Nothing should be done for Bluetooth/WLAN/Sensor measurement results availability indicator feature.
Proposal4: locationInfo should be only included in SCGFailureInformation, e.g. locationInfo in MeasResultSCG-Failure should be removed.
(R2-2002731)
Proposal 3: If UE records new CEF information in Variable which has different cell ID from the last CEF, reset the numberOfConnFail to 0 before recording.
(R2-2002733)
Proposal 4: Remove the condition of “after RLF” in the field description of numberOfConnFail.
(R2-2002733)
Proposal 1
Add the nonCriticalExtension and laterNonCriticalExtension fields to the LoggedMeasurementConfiguration message.

(R2-2002826)
Proposal 5
Change the name and field descriptions of areaConfigForServing and areaConfigForNeighbour as to areaConfig and interFreqTargetList

(R2-2002826)
Proposal 6
Change the interFreqTargetList to be a list of frequencies, with for each a cell list.
(R2-2002826)
Proposal 10: After PLMN checking, the content included in VarConnEstFailReport should be clear for PLMN check.
(R2-2002826)
Proposal 12: RAN2 clarifies how to determine whether a cell is part of the area Indicated by AreaConfiguration.
(R2-2002826)
Proposal 13: Upon setup failure or resume failure, UE sets the plmn-Identity to RPLMN if available.
(R2-2002826)
Cat c proposals:
Proposals that are not listed in Cat a and Cat b are postponed. It may need to be decided how we may discuss them later, e.g.
- discuss them as part of leftovers for ASN1 review

- or separate discussion

4
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