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1. Introduction
In last RAN2 meeting, Accessibility measurement for MDT had been discussed and some agreement was made. However, there are open issues, e.g. how reporting this type of log, similar to RLF report or Logged MDT? This contribution compares two possible alternatives and analyses the issues of each, and based on the comparison brings forward the proposal.
2. Discussion
2.1. Present agreement
At last meeting, on RRC establishment failure we got following agreement [1].
	Agreements
1
Logging of failed RRC Connection establishments will be supported for LTE and UMTS, i.e., a log will be created when the RRC connection establishment procedure fails. 

2
FFS whether the MDT log should allow to distinguish whether the RACH procedure was not successful or whether T300 expired. 

3
The UE should always log failed RRC Connection Establishments, i.e., the NW does not need to explicitly configure this log. 

4
FFS whether we realize this as a logged MDT report or as a separate procedure (like RLF reports)




Whether the RRC establishment failure logs are reported as part of Logged MDT, or via a separate procedure like RLF report is not concluded, and should be analyzed and decided.
2.2. Is RRC failure log reporting similar to RLF report or Logged MDT?
RAN2 has reach consensus that logging of RRC establishment failure is needed and always performed, which doesn’t require any network configuration.  I.e. it is autonomous and mandatory for Rel-11 UE. 
Such logging is very similar with RLF report logging, rather than Logged MDT. 

· First, Logged MDT requires configuration from OAM, and some configuration parameters must be transferred to UE. The UE should perform and record measurement during the specified time and within the specified area.   On the contrary, UE doesn’t need any configuration for RLF report logging, and whenever and wherever RLF occurs the UE should make logging.
· Second, RRC establishment failure logging is mandatory for Rel-11 and later UEs, same as RLF report; while Logged MDT is an optional feature for Rel-10 UEs, and not all Rel-10 and later UEs can support it.
From above two points, it can be observed that RRC establishment failure logging is more similar to RLF report. 
However, there is some difference between the two types of log. RLF report is a kind of ‘one snapshot’ log, i.e. only one log may be recorded in UE. As we know, after RLF UE will attempt re-establishment, further if re-establishment of connection failed the UE can initiate a fresh RRC connection by NAS recovery. During these procedures the UE has chance to indicate RLF report available to network and network could fetch the data. Consequently, only one RLF log needs to be recorded by UE usually.

On the contrary, if one RRC establishment attempt failed, UE may try more times before finally succeeding to setup radio connection. Another words, there may be several failed RRC establishment attempt, for each of which the concerned UE needs record one log, and all the logs should be transferred to network for later optimization. 
As discussed at last meeting, there are two possible alternatives to report RRC establishment failure log.
Alt 1: Reporting multiple logs via a separate procedure, and the max number of RRC establishment failure log can be defined in the specification, without any additional O&M configurations. The storage time can be same as that for RLF report, e.g. 48 hours. After succeed to connect to network, the UE can pack and upload the total logs.
Alt 2:  UE can encapsulate the RRC establishment failure logs into the message for Logged MDT, which could contain more than one log.

Alt 2 has some issues, for example,  
· Logged MDT measurement results include MDT configuration parameters, e.g. Trace reference, which are not applicable for RRC establishment failure logs. 
· Furthermore, Logged MDT is an optional capability of UE. If a UE doesn’t support this capability, it has no way to report the available RRC establishment failure logs. While based on the agreement, Rel-11 UE should always be able to record and report these logs.
Due to these issues, it is reasonable to adopt Alt 1 for RRC establishment failure log.
Proposal 1: RRC establishment failure log reporting should be a separate procedure like RLF report, with possible enhancement (e.g. max number of log), rather than Logged MDT.
2.3. Need distinguish RACH procedure failure and T300 expiry?
There is another open issue whether need to distinguish RACH procedure failure from T300 expiry in the RRC establishment log?

In our understanding, it isn’t needed. According to 36.331, T300 timer is started before RRC submits the RRCConnectionRequest message to lower layers for transmission. Consequently, if and only if RACH procedure (starting from transmission of Msg 1, and ending by reception of RRCConnectionSetup) failed, T300 would expire. In a word, the random access failure is the only cause of T300 expiry; hereby there is no need to distinguish them in the log of RRC establishment failure.
Proposal 2: There is no need to distinguish RACH failure and T300 expiry for RRC establishment failure log.
3. Proposal
Based on the above comparison and analysis, we’d like bring forward the following proposals.

Proposal 1: RRC establishment failure log reporting should be a separate procedure like RLF report, with possible enhancement (e.g. max number of log), rather than Logged MDT.
Proposal 2: There is no need to distinguish RACH failure and T300 expiry for RRC establishment failure log.
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