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1 Introduction

CB: # 1004_Email_SONMDT_CUDU_MRO

-  Topics for discussion

  - Description of MRO (RLF report from CU to DU) for TS 38.401
  - Removal of FFs for: “Access and Mobility Indication” message name, F1AP ids, also removal of UE Assistant Identifier IE

  - Description of SON features for TS 38.470

(LG - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-203955
Revised TPs for agreeable issues
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose to capture the following:

Introduce optional UE F1AP IDs to non UE-associated F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report.
Issue to be discussed in online session:

Issue 1: name of F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report

· Option 1: Access and Mobility Indication

· Option 2: SON Report
3 Discussion

3.1 Name of new F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report

According to [1], a new F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report from the gNB-CU to the gNB-DU was defined but its name is FFS. In [2][3], it is proposed that the name of new procedure should be ‘Access and Mobility Indication’.

Question: Do you support that the name of new F1AP procedure is ‘Access and Mobility Indication’?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Fine with the name “Access and Mobility Indication”

	Ericsson
	We are fine with the name “Access and Mobility Indication”

	Nokia
	In our view a more generic name should be used for sending reports over the F1 interface for SON optimization. We believe that the name “SON Report” is more appropriate to carry all SON related reports.

	Samsung
	The same view as Nokia. Prefer to discuss this in CB: #1008.

	LGE
	We share the view with ZTE and Ericsson.

	HW
	No strong opinion. But please also have a look at the organization of the procedures (ie section numbering in the BL CR). They are currently added in the interface management but we may need to consider moving this into a separate section.

	CATT
	The name of Son report is better.


Summary:
Three companies prefer the name “Access and Mobility Indication” as it is, and three companies prefer the name “SON Report” due to carrying all SON related reports. One company has no strong opinion. So, this issue is necessary to be discussed in online session.
3.2 Whether to introduce UE F1AP IDs to new F1AP procedure

In [2], optional UE F1AP IDs (e.g., gNB-CU UE F1AP ID and gNB-DU UE F1AP ID) should be introduced in new defined F1AP procedure to enable RLF report signaling in a UE associated and in a non-UE associated way.

Question: Is it necessary for optional UE F1AP IDs to be introduced in a new defined F1AP procedure?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes, it is benefit for root cause analysis in case of with UE Context.

	Ericsson
	Yes, we see benefits in adding the F1AP IDs to the Access and Mobility Indication. This allows the gNB-DU to associate the RLF Report to am active UE context and to understand what was/is the configuration for the UE and whether that configuration could be the source of failure. Likewise, by linking the RLF Report to the UE context it is possible to better understand how to optimize a UE configuration in order to avoid future failures. 

	Nokia
	We think that it is beneficial to allow UE-associated procedures over F1 to enable RLF Report signaling in the presence of an active UE context. However, we support having two separate procedures, one for UE-associated signaling and one for non UE-associated signaling. Thus we do not support that UE F1AP IDs are optionally present in a newly defined (combo UE-associated and non-UE associated) F1AP procedure.

	Samsung
	To have the UE identifier reference inside the list of the report can allow the DU to link the report to the UE context. This can also allow the CU to send multiple UE’s report to the DU in one procedure. To define the procedure as UE associated is not needed.

Prefer to discuss this in CB: #1008.

	LGE
	When the UE context is activated, it would be beneficial to allow the gNB-CU to transfer the received RLF report to the gNB-DU using UE-associated signaling. Considering this, the RLF report should be transferred to the gNB-DU while there is the UE context. So, it seems to be appropriate to introduce optional UE F1AP IDs to new defined F1AP procedure.

	HW
	We are ok to have separate procedures. 

We do not see the benefit for having UE associated signaling for RLF. This is only useful in one specific scenario. The purpose is to send RLF report, and this already contains information required to identify the UE. And in addition to this, the functionality is to be considered as a statistical method.

For RACH, the situation is different since there is no UE identity included in the RACH report and it may therefore be beneficial to signal this in a UE associated way.

	CATT
	Yes, optional UE F1AP IDs is suitable for both UE-associated and non UE-associated case.


Summary:
Majority companies think that it is beneficial to transfer the RLF report to the gNB-DU via both the UE-associated and non UE-associated signaling. For UE-associated signaling, four companies prefer introducing optional UE F1AP IDs to non UE-associated F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report, and two companies prefer defining new UE-associated F1AP procedure. Also, one company prefer having the UE F1AP ID inside the list of the report. Based on the view of majority companies, we suggest the following proposal:
Proposal: Introduce optional UE F1AP IDs to non UE-associated F1AP procedure for transfer of RLF report.
Based on above discussion, we will discuss the stage 2 TPs for TS 38.401 and 38.470, and stage 3 TP for TS 38.473.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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