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1
Introduction

This document is related to the following email discussion:

* [AT112-e][804][NR/R17 SON/MDT] MDT enhancements (Huawei)
Scope:

1. The following proposals should be discussed and concluded:

Discuss the proposal 1 and 2 of M6 in R2-2011011.

Proposal: NR MDT support IDC mechanism according to LTE baseline, including: 

- upon detection of IDC, the UE suppress logging and tag MDT report with InDeviceCoexDetected flag.

- UE resumes the measurement logging when the IDC problem is resolved

Intended outcome: Report

Proposal 1: For EN-DC, choose one of the three directions:

- LTE and NR logged MDT configurations are independent, and UE performs logging based on the logged MDT configuration of the same RAT it camps. 

- In EN-DC where UE cannot camp on NR cells, UE logs the NR measurements based on network configurations. 

- No need to introduce SN configuration for logged MDT. R17 MRDC enh covers SN configuration fo early measurements on non-camping frequencies. 

2. Based on R2-2011012, to figure out all the logged MDT enhancements raised in the documents and collect companies’ interest on each. No need to do technical discussion through and just show your interest on the topics.

Intended outcome: Report          

Deadline:  23:00, Thursday, 2020-11-12 

In section 2, some tables are put to collect companies’ comments. In addition, please also add the contact information in the following table.

	Company
	Email

	Ericsson
	pradeepa.ramachandra@ericsson.com

	OPPO
	linxue@oppo.com

	Qualcomm
	rkum@qti.qualcomm.com

	ZTE
	qiu.zhihong@zte.com.cn

	Huawei
	jun.chen@huawei.com

	CATT
	fanjiangsheng@catt.cn

	Samsung
	sb07.kim@samsung.com

	vivo
	ming.wen@vivo.com

	Intel
	Candy.yiu@intel.com

	Nokia
	malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com


2
Summary

2.1
M6 discussions (from [1])

P1 and P2 are from [1].

Proposal 1: For split bearer (i.e. MN terminated split bearer, SN terminated split bearer) for D1, basically there are the following options:

· No differentiation and UE reports a single D1 to network. ([5], Qualcomm; [10], ZTE)

· Need differenation between MN and SN

· Option 1: D1 measurement for MN terminated bearers is configured by and reported to MN. Vice versa, i.e. only the node hosting the PDCP entity configures the D1 measurement. UE reports two D1s to the node hosting the PDCP entity in one RRC message. ([4], OPPO; [9], Huawei; [6], Nokia (In [6], P2 seems to be aligned with Option 1))
· Option 2: D1 measurement is configured by and reported to the node with lower layer configurations, i.e. MN and SN can independently configure the UE with D1 measurements in the split bearer. UE reports the D1 to each node ([4], OPPO; [3], CATT; [8], Ericsson)
Proposal 2: For MN terminated SCG bearer and SN terminated MCG bearer, basically there are the following options:

· Alt 1: The terminated node, e.g., MN in case of MN terminated SCG bearer,configures the configuration to UE ([10], ZTE; [9], Huawei; [6], Nokia (In [6], P2 seems to be aligned with Alt 1))

· Alt 2: The serving node, e.g., SN in case of MN terminated SCG bearer, configures the configuration to UE ([10], ZTE; [8], Ericsson)
· Alt3: either from MN or SN
For P1, please provide your comments in the following table if any.

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option-2 
	The D1 measurement is about the time difference between the time of arrival of a packet in the PDCP layer of the UE (Tstart) to the time of sending the corresponding packet based on the scheduling grant (Tend).

Tstart is not impacted by whether the packet is sent over MCG or over SCG. However, Tend is dependent on the scheduling grant provided by MCG or the SCG. Therefore, it is important to separate the impact of this scheduling delay as observed by the UE via two different D1 measurements, one towards the MCG and the other towards the SCG.
Further, for us we have to retain the principle that if the associated measurement is based on the MCG related configurations, then the measurement should be reported to the MN and if the associated measurement is based on the SCG related configurations, then the measurement should be reported to the SN. In the case of split bearer, the packets can be sent over both MCG and SCG. Therefore, the measurements related to the MCG associated scheduling impacts should be reported to the MN (Tend is based on the packets sent over MCG) and the SCG associated scheduling impacts should be reported to the SN (Tend is based on the packets sent over SCG). 
Based on this, we prefer Option-2.

	OPPO
	Option1/Option2
	In our understanding, the scheduling efficiency of two nodes is different, which will result in different transmission latency. For split bearers where both the two paths are involved, D1 measured for each node would be different. We think it is beneficial to reflect this differentiation in the report, which can be used to evaluate the delay impacted by different nodes. Accordingly, the optimization from network can be more precise based on these separate measurements.
Regarding the configuration and reporting, we are fine with either Option1 or Option2. But for option2, we are not very clear whether the D1 measurement configuration is actually acquired from the node with PDCP entities before the node with lower layer configurations provides the configurations to the UE?

	Qualcomm
	No differentiation and UE reports a single D1 to network
	For configuration: configuration for the D1 measurements should come from the PDCP hosting node. 

For reporting: We presented the system for D1 measurements in our contribution as shown below:
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                             Fig. 1: Queueing model for UE PDCP and RLC stack
In our understanding, as the PDCP bearer buffer is First-IN-First-OUT (FIFO) and UE reports the average PDCP delay to the network, thus irrespective of the serving rate or the rate at which MN and SN schedule the packet, the average PDCP delay measurements remains same. For example, if the serving rate/scheduling delay is low at the NR then the packets sent over LTE will also have lower queueing delay at the PDCP layer. We will highly appreciate if any company proposing separate reporting of D1 measurement can prove that why D1 measurements will be different for packets sent over MN and SN in a FIFO PDCP bearer buffer. Without a proper proof this is highly unacceptable to us. 
[Ericsson]: Clarification on the question by Qualcomm:

The difference comes from the fact that the packet ‘µ’ in your figure will be emptied from the PDCP buffer when the said packet is to be sent over the air via the MCG (assuming top chain is for MCG) and the ‘µ’’ in your figure will be emptied from the PDCP buffer when the said packet is to be sent over the air via the SCG. So, the time of arrival of the packets into the PDCP buffer is the same but the time of leaving the PDCP buffer depends on the scheduling grant provided by the MCG and SCG. Therefore, the corresponding delay will be different.  
[QC]: Clarification on the Ericsson comment: Here ‘µ’ and ‘µ’’ are the serving rate at the MCG and SCG respectively, which has an impact on the scheduling delay. Let’s say the PDCP has packets (p1, p2, …, pn) the queueing delay of the packets are highly dependent and corelated with each other and irrespective of where you send the packet the queueing delay will remain same unless and until you implement some prioritization for packets sent over MCG or SCG. I think this is a classical problem in queueing theory. We can alayze this system usin M/M/2 queueing theory with different serving rate [1]. Furthermore, we belive that there is no need to reporting of dublicate values to MN and SN separately. 

[1] Kumar, B. Krishna, and S. Pavai Madheswari. “An M/M/2 queueing system with heterogeneous servers and multiple vacations.” Mathematical and Computer Modelling 41, no. 13 (2005): 1415-1429. 

	ZTE
	No differentiation for D1, and separately report the same value for MN and SN.
	There is a NOTE in 38.323 that: If the transmitting PDCP entity is associated with two RLC entities, the UE should minimize the amount of PDCP PDUs submitted to lower layers before receiving request from lower layers and minimize the PDCP SN gap between PDCP PDUs submitted to two associated RLC entities to minimize PDCP reordering delay in the receiving PDCP entity.

Based on the NOTE in PDCP, the UE should deliver the PDCP packet to RLC only in case there is UL grant available, and the PDCP packet will be delivered in order of PDCP SN. Therefore, we think the D1 report from UE should be the same for MCG path and SCG path. For example, in case there is a large delay in MCG path, then more PDCP PDU will be transmitted in SCG path instead of blocking by the MCG path (e.g. we will never see a larger D1 delay for MCG path, compared to SCG, since the PDCP packet will be transmitted in SCG before a larger D1 delay for MCG path can be measured), and the D1 value for MCG path and SCG path will still be the same. 
Also considering to allow MN and SN to calculate total RAN delay separately,  UE will report the same averaged PDCP packet delay for MN and SN.



	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	According to the agreement in this meeting, the end time for D1 is “The point in time when the UL MAC PDU i including the first part of PDCP SDU k is scheduled for transmission”. In our understanding, the X2/Xn delay will cause the scheduling latency of the split bearer are different in the two nodes. Therefore we think the values of D1 for the two legs are different. For example, for the duplication in the split bearer, the start time is the same for the two legs, but the end time is different for the two legs even if the PDCP bearer buffer is FIFO. 

We think option 1 is the best solution due to the following reasons:

· Less signalling of Uu: In option 1, only the node hosting the PDCP sends the measurement configuration to the UE and receives the D1 from UE in one message respectively. In option 2, both two nodes need send the measurement configuration to the UE and receives the D1 from UE. The signalling overhead of option 2 twice that of option 1.

· No impact on RAN3: In option 2, the node hosting the PDCP need receive the D1 from the corresponding node. It have impacts on the RAN3

· Lower complexity: As discussed in our contribution (R2-2010177), we think option 1 has less signalling procedures between MN/SN and UE than option 2. Therefore we think option 1 has lower complexity

Reply to the comments from Ericsson: in our understanding, option 1 does not break the principles because the measurement is configured by the node hosting the PDCP entity. Also we think option 1 is same to the existing RRM measurements (e.g. the MN can configure the UE to measure and report the SSB/CSI-RS of the SN).

	CATT
	Op2
	We agree with Qualcomm and ZTE that this is no much difference for D1 value if the number of packets is big enough during evaluation no matter UE report a single D1(take both MN and SN packet into account) or report separate D1 to each node(MN/SN), but logically speaking, the end time point of D1 is scheduled per node, MN and SN has different MAC layer, why MN/SN should consider the packets scheduled by other node? It’s accurate enough  to only consider the packets scheduled by its own node, so no need to introduce inter-MAC interaction for a single D1.
As for who configure the D1 configuration, from theory perspective, no much difference from MN/SN; but from flexibility point of view, let the configuration open is more suitable.

	vivo
	See comments
	We have D1 for both DL and UL, but the definition is quite different.

For DL, D1 denotes the DL delay in over-the-air interface, and is calculated on the RLC SDU level. In this case, we definitely need to differentiate delay between MN and SN as the two RLC entities are located at different nodes.

For UL, D1 denotes the UL PDCP packet average delay, presumably this is what the proposals intended to discuss. As commented by ZTE, the UE might be able to minimize the D1 delay for transmission between MN and SN, so the difference is sutble. But the delay difference between MN and SN may not be negligible if we consider the total RAN delay (D1+D2+D3+D4), not even mention that we should take the X2/Xn interface delay into account. Consequently, we think the difference between MN and SN will be totally different and should be differentiated. It doesn’t make much sense to discuss whether we should distinguish MCG from SCG regarding D1 if finally from the overall view of M6 the delay is different .
Based on the above analysis, we prefer discussing how to calculate M6 directly instead of only focusing on one part of it.

	Intel
	No differentiation for D1 
	We in general agree with QC and ZTE that there is no differentiation for D1 for the two path. We prefer the UE report to a single node.  

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1 
	Option 1 makes more sense in term of simplicity of configuration. We also share the point of view that the average delay would be the same on both branches.


For P2, please provide your comments in the following table if any.

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Alt2
	For us we have to retain the principle that if the associated measurement is based on the MCG related configurations, then the measurement should be reported to the MN and if the associated measurement is based on the SCG related configurations, then the measurement should be reported to the SN.

Based on this principle, we prefer alternative-2. 

	OPPO
	Alt1/Alt2
	Both the two alternatives can work. Same as P1, we think it needs to be clarified whether there is interaction between MN and SN before the node with lower configurations indicates the measurement to UE.

	Qualcomm
	Alt1
	As the PDCP delay measurements are the same for MN and SN. Thus, the configuration should come from the PDCP hosting node for MN terminated SCG bearer and SN terminated MCG bearer, similar to the MN terminated MCG bearer and SN terminated SCG bearer scenario.

	ZTE
	Slightly prefer Alt2
	To us both alternatives can work. It seems more flexible for MN and SN to separately configure and receive the delay measurements from UE, therefore we slightly preferred Alt2.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Alt1
	We think Alt1 is better than Alt2.

Alt1 has not impact on RAN3. However, for Alt2, the node hosting the PDCP need receive the D1 from the corresponding node. It have impacts on the RAN3.
In addition, we agree with the concerns from OPPO.

	CATT
	Alt3
	We see no much benefit to give any limitation for this scenario, so we prefer to let the configuration open.

	vivo
	Slightly prefer Alt1
	We understand that Alt2 requires some coordination between MN and SN, and this will affect RAN3 spec. We slightly prefer to minimize the impacts on other WGs in case that we can solve them within RAN2.

	Intel
	Slightly prefer Alt1
	We have no strong opinion but slightly prefer alt1 since there is least internode coordination. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Alt 1
	It would make sense to keep the traffic of measurements on the leg that carries the traffic. But this mean more complex implementation.


2.2
IDC in logged MDT (from [2])

The following proposal is from [2].

Proposal: NR MDT support IDC mechanism according to LTE baseline, including: 

- upon detection of IDC, the UE suppress logging and tag MDT report with InDeviceCoexDetected flag.

- UE resumes the measurement logging when the IDC problem is resolved
Please provide your comments in the following table if any.

	Company
	Agree?
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	We’d like to add that this agreement doesn’t preclude any potential enhancements in the future.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes
	


2.3
Logged MDT in EN-DC (from [2])

The following proposal is from [2].

Proposal 1: For EN-DC, choose one of the four directions:

(1) LTE and NR logged MDT configurations are independent, and UE performs logging based on the logged MDT configuration of the same RAT it camps. 

(2) In EN-DC where UE cannot camp on NR cells, UE logs the NR measurements based on network configurations. 

(3) No need to introduce SN configuration for logged MDT. R17 MRDC enh covers SN configuration fo early measurements on non-camping frequencies.
(4) Enhanced areaConfiguration wherein a list of areaConfig could be provided to the UE wherein one list is associated to LTE and the other is associated is NR.
Please provide your comments in the following table if any.

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option-4
	As we have explained in our contribution (R2-2010035), the biggest limitation with the current MDT configuration. The main issue is that unless a UE is currently configured NR SA, the network cannot configure the UE with any logged MDT configuration associated to NR. The operator has to wait until the UE is in connected mode in NR to configure NR specific logged MDT configuration.
We believe that we should discuss solutions that enable the network to configure the UE with LTE and/or NR logged MDT configuration independent of UE’s connected mode of operation at a given point in time i.e., independent of whether the UE is in LTE SA, NR SA, NR-DC, EN-DC. 
With option-1, option-2 or option-3 the limitation as described above remains. With some of these options, the UE can be configured with NR specific logged MDT configuration only when the UE is connected to NR in the SA setup or EN-DC setup. This still hampers the NR logged MDT configuration possibility for the operators and also these solutions required MN-SN coordination, thus increasing network overhead and larger specification impacts. 
Based on this, we prefer option-4.  



	OPPO
	Option1
	We think the method in option1 is feasible for the UE to provide the network with a set of continuous and elaborated measurement results. UE would collect the measurements according to the MDT configuration corresponding to the RAT where it camps.

For Option2, we think the information contained in SIB24 is sufficient for the UE to collect the NR measurements when UE camps on LTE cells.
For Option3, the logging might be discontinuous when UE camps on NR cells since there is no related SN configuration.

	Qualcomm
	Option1
	First of all, we want to make clear here that UE should not perform any additional measurements for logged Measurement Purpose. Our principle for logged measurement has been that UE only captures the measurements available. Thus, enhancing the AreaConfiguration cannot be a suitable solution as if we enhance the areaconfiguration to include the logged measurements, UE might be forced to obtain additional measurements, which is against the agreed principle. 

For option 4, it is a not suitable solution, for example, let us assume that UE receives the configuration over LTE, and even though the area configuration contains the cell and frequency for NR later when UE camps on the NR, then UE cannot use the configuration received over LTE.
[Ericsson]: Clarification on the areaConfiguration enhancements related claim in Qualcomm’s answer

We would like to emphasize that there is no additional measurements in the proposed areaConfig enhancement. When the UE camps on an LTE cell, it checks whether the LTE cell belongs to the areaConfig or not. If yes, the UE logs available measurements. Similarly when the UE camps on an NR cell, it checks whether the NR cell belongs to the areaConfig or not. If yes, the UE logs available measurements. 
Further, it is claimed in the answer, that ‘let us assume that UE receives the configuration over LTE, and even though the area configuration contains the cell and frequency for NR later when UE camps on the NR, then UE cannot use the configuration received over LTE.’. It would be good if Qualcomm can explain why it is not possible.
[QC] Regarding the question from Ericsson, in general, the principle have been that UE uses the configuration received from the CAMP cell. We need a paradigm shift here. Furthermore, in our understanding if we use the enhanced areaconfiguration as the solution, then it has high unnecessary implementation complexity, (i) T330 should be synchronized over NR and LTE, (ii) AreaConfiguration and loggedMeasurmentConfiguration should be share between NR and LTE interface at the UE. In our understanding, option 1 is a simple and elegant solution.  


	ZTE
	Option 1
	We think option 1 is more flexible, which allows MN and SN to independently configure the desired MDT configuration based on its need. And option 1 provides common solution for different MR-DC scenarios. 

The drawback of Option 2/3/4 is that only MN can configure and receive UE’s logged MDT results, therefore coordination is needed between MN and SN to configure SN desired configuration, also MN needs to forward SN the relevant results for SN related optimization. 

Another problem about only considering early measurement in logged MDT is that only RRM related measurements will be included, there is no OOC detection or event triggered logging, which is not future proofing.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	For option 1, we wonder whether it has no impacts to current specs or not. Currently, if the UE moves to another RAT and receives a new logged MDT configuration, the UE will discard the configuration from the previous RAT and start performing logged MDT in new RAT.
If option 1 is to let UE store separate logged MDT configurations at the same time (e.g. LTE MDT and NR MDT), we see there are extra impacts/complexities for UE side (e.g. storage requirement).
For option 2, we think the UE also need to log the coverage of NR cells in NSA because the operators want to know the coverage of NR SA before finalising the NR SA deployment also the operators want to know the coverage of EN-DC. The solutions includes option 2 and option 3. As discussed in our contribution(R2-2010178), we think the option 2(i.e. using early measurement) can only get limited measurement results of NR cells:

· In early measurement, the UE only measures the NR frequencies if the UE supports the EN-DC between the E-UTRA serving carrier and the NR carrier frequency.

· The max duration time of early measurement is 300s. The max duration time of logged MDT is 120 min.
We think Option 4 cannot solve the issues in NSA where UE cannot camp on NR cells.

	CATT
	Op1
	The legacy behavior is inherited from LTE. Based on this limitation, any stored Logged MDT data will be deleted once a new Logged MDT configuration is received from another RAT. We think this limitation brings a bad UE behavior as the UE may collect the Logged MDT data in the old RAT for a long time before receiving the new Logged MDT configuration from another RAT and the UE may move back to the old RAT later. So it’s beneficial if UE can store the Logged MDT data collected in the old RAT for a period of time, otherwise, the old RAT may trigger the Logged MDT procedure again for this UE once the UE move back to the old RAT and the Ping-Pong Logged MDT configuration issue may happen specifically for EN-DC scenario as EN-DC is quite a common scenario in NR.
It’s more flexible from data collection perspective.

	Samsung
	Option 3
	We would like to reuse the framework from other feature (i.e. Early Measurement) if possible, in order to minimize the specification impact.

We see that many companies prefer to use Early Measurement results also for MDT purpose.

We think RAN2 will study SN-initiated Early Measurement, and RAN2 can reuse it easily to support Logged MDT in MR-DC. 

	vivo
	Option 4
	Share the same view with Ericsson.

	Intel
	Option 1
	We think that different RAT should be logged separately for simplicity. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Option 1
	Option 1 is the most simple. Furthermore, we agree with Qualcomm that Logged MDT should possibly use measurement results that are available in the UE anyway. Dual Connectivity is not as such supported in RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE, so that cells that are used only for EN-DC may not have CD-SSB available, and thus would not be logged during Logged MDT process.


2.4
Collect interests for logged MDT enhancements (from [2])

In [2], there are lots of enhancements for logged MDT, and as indicated by the session chair:

· Based on R2-2011012 [2], to figure out all the logged MDT enhancements raised in the documents and collect companies’ interest on each. No need to do technical discussion through and just show your interest on the topics.

Since section 2.2 and 2.3 have covered logged MDT in EN-DC and IDC related enhancements, so the left enhancements in [2] will be discussed in this section 2.4.
Please provide your comments in the following table if any.

	Feature Name
	Support to pursue this feature

(please add your company name in the column if this is your company’s preference)
	No interest in this feature

(please add your company name in the column if this is your company’s preference)

	Logged of early measurements

(section 2.2.3 in [2])
	Ericsson, Qualcomm,ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, Samsung, vivo, Intel
	CATT(DCCA is not in the WID scope)

	MDT and NR-U

(section 2.2.4.1 in [2])
	Ericsson, OPPO, Qualcomm, Huawei, HiSilicon, vivo, Intel, Nokia
	ZTE(shall be handled in low priority), CATT(Agree ZTE), Samsung (agree with ZTE)

	MDT and SNPN

(section 2.2.4.2 in [2])
	ZTE, Nokia (this is to fix Rel-16 gap resulting from the two WIs cross-dependency)
	Ericsson, OPPO, Qualcomm, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT (not in the WID scope), Samsung, vivo, Intel

	UE power savings on logged MDT

(section 2.2.4.3 in [2])
	Ericsson, OPPO,ZTE, vivo
	Qualcomm (Network should be intelligent enough to resolve it. It should be part of network implementation.)
Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT(not in the WID scope), Samsung, Nokia

	MDT and On-demand SI (CMCC)

(section 2.2.4.4 in [2])
	Ericsson, OPPO,ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung
	Qualcomm

	MDT and NTN

(section 2.2.4.5 in [2])
	Samsung, Nokia
	Ericsson, OPPO, Qualcomm,ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, vivo, Intel

	MDT logging in RRC states

(section 2.2.5.1 in [2])
	Ericsson (this was discussed in Rel16 but we can discuss this again in Rel17 if there is any benefit based on RAN4 work)
Huawei, HiSilicon, vivo, Nokia
	OPPO, Qualcomm,ZTE, CATT, Samsung

	Enhanced OOC

(section 2.2.5.2 in [2])
	Nokia
	Ericsson, Qualcomm, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, vivo

	Neighbour frequency coverage hole

(section 2.2.5.3 in [2])
	Ericsson
	Qualcomm,ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung

	Beam measurement

(section 2.2.5.4 in [2])
	Ericsson, OPPO
	Qualcomm (UE is providing sufficient beam level information in the rel-16 loggedMeasurement. Additional information is not required and overkill.), ZTE
Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, vivo

	Logged MDT measurements on overlapping carriers and non-overlapping carriers

(section 2.2.5.5 in [2])
	Ericsson (Related to early measurements) 
	Qualcomm (Network should be intelligent enough to resolve it. Furthermore, as a single instance of measurements are provided in the early measurement, we are not sure if it is going to provide any additional information. In our understanding if UE reports multiple instance and report the timing and location information for these multiple measurements, then based upon the location and timing information, network can establish the relationship. Otherwise, to us this effort is useless.)
Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, Intel, Nokia

	UE-based positioning and MDT

(section 2.2.5.6 in [2])
	Ericsson
	OPPO,Qualcomm,ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, Intel, Nokia

	Management based logged MDT overwriting signalling based logged MDT

(section 2.2.5.7 in [2])
	Ericsson (could be fixed in Rel16 itself)
Huawei, HiSilicon
Samsung (RAN3 has discussed this topic, and assume they will send a LS to RAN2. Need to wait for RAN3 input)
Nokia
	OPPO, Qualcomm (A network based solution was discussed in Rel-16, we should adopt that for rel-17 and future releases), ZTE (shall not be discussed in RAN2 since we agreed on NW based solution), CATT, vivo, Intel

	DataInactivityTimer related discussions

(section 2.2.5.8 in [2])
	
	Ericsson (not MDT related), OPPO, Qualcomm, ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, CATT, Samsung, vivo, Intel, Nokia


3
Conclusion

[To be added]
4
Relevant Tdocs

[1] R2-2011011, Summary on 8.13.3.1 Immediate MDT enhancements

[2] R2-2011012, Summary on 8.13.3.2 Logged MDT enhancements
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