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1 Introduction

At RAN3 #108-e, following email discussion took place:

CB: # 78_NR_SCGrelease_PwrSaving

-  check details

- consensus for new cause value?

- whether to introduce a new container?

- RAN2-agreed st2 does not seem to allow MN to reject the action (confirm)

- split work (CRs from various companies etc.)

- discuss reply LS

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-204042
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
We propose the following:
Agreement: RAN3 will add a new Cause.

Agreement: Response LS will be sent once the details of the solution are decided.
To be continued at the next meeting:

The decision if a new RRC container is defined in the RRC Transfer procedure, or an existing one reused to be made at the next meeting.

The decision if the Activity Notification is enabled to inform the MN about the SN’s preferred reaction to the UAI to be made at the next meeting.

3 Discussion
3.1 Information to the MN about the reason of the SN release

Stage 1 of the discussion
All companies agree to introduce a new Cause value. 
Shall the name of the new Cause value be specific and address the particular scenario that RAN2 asks for, or be more general and address any UAI-related action?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Preference to be specific

RAN3 has not analysed the solution and therefore we can’t really tell if there are any other scenarios. The LS mentions only the power saving.

	ZTE
	Preference to be specific
From the RAN LS, the release cause is that the SN will accommodate the UE power saving preference which is included in the UAI report.

	Huawei
	During online discussion no consensus is made on the new cause value yet. The reason is not clear yet and the solution is not technically analysed. We would prefer to hold until further justification is received.

	NEC
	Agree on introducing a new cause value that is aligned with the RAN2 LS:

The UE can indicate a preference to release the SCG … for power saving. … the likely action from the SN would be to initiate an SN release, for which an appropriate release cause value may not currently exist. 

In this purpose, in R3-203587 we provide the following cause name and description: 

“SN release for UE reason” : The procedure is initiated by the SN following the UE request to release the SCG signalling for power saving.

	CATT
	There was not too much technical discussion on the new cause value and no consensus is made during the online meeting. We prefer not to introduce a  new cause value because SN would be released no matter what cause value send to MN for SN initiated SN release procedure.

	Ericsson
	First of all, cause values are about allowing statistic counters to provide an accurate view on the system’s current performance. It is quite a different if the release was e.g. due to resource shortage, “unspecified”, or, as in this case, for a UE triggered reason, which in turn does not have any effect on statistics concerning the network.

This scenario cannot be mapped to any of the existing cause values and therefore a new, specific cause has to be defined.
Second, if you read further in 3.3, it would be really good also for the MN to know what the release is about.

	BT
	Preference for a new cause value


Stage 2 of the discussion
One company expressed doubt about the new Cause on the ground that the release would happen anyway. However, Causes are indeed used for statistics. Therefore, having a new one does not impact the release.

Agreement: RAN3 will add a new Cause.
3.2 Support for UAI transfer over X2/Xn
Stage 1 of the discussion
RAN2 has agreed to support signaling of the UAI over SRB3 or, if SRB3 is not available, over SRB1. Because of that, transfer of the UAI message is required. Most companies proposed to use the RRC Transfer procedure, though in 2 flavours:
1) Extending use of the current RRC Container;

2) Defining a new container.

Which of the two implementations is better?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The option 2 (a new container) may be better to separate Rel.15 and Rel.16 features.

	ZTE
	Option 1.  It only extend the usage of existing RRC container, then no ASN.1 impact is introduced, and only sematic description is added.

	Huawei
	Option 1. Less spec impact.

	CATT
	Option 1.It can be classified as UE report IE in RRC container

	Ericsson
	Option 2, UAI seems to be a new kind information and I expect that such possibility will inspire the phantasy of young engineers, so that it might be used in future for other reasons, so better to separate it.


Stage 2 of the discussion
Here, opinions are quite split. The main argument to use existing container is that it is easy. However, it means that Rel.15 node may receive an RRC container with Rel.16 content – and fail to decode it. 
Agreement: The decision if a new RRC container is defined in the RRC Transfer procedure, or an existing one reused to be made at the next meeting.
3.3 The option for the MN to reject the SN release
Stage 1 of the discussion
One company brought up the problem if the MN shall be given the option to reject the SN release due to power saving at the UE. It has been commented that already agreed stage-2 does not seem to foresee such option.
Shall the MN be offered a method to reject the SN release due to power savings at the UE?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No need to create a new SN release mechanism.
In principle, the UAI is meant for the SN, which then analyses it and possibly takes the action. Therefore the action resulting from the reception of UAI is not special and should follow normal principles – in this case, it is a normal SN release procedure. The new Cause is needed for statistical purposes, not to trigger any action at the MN.

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia, no need to introduce another SN release mechanism.

	Huawei
	As commented online, no need to change the existing behaviour as defined in stage-2.

	NEC
	According to the RAN2 LS in R3-203109, the UE can indicate a preference to release the SCG for the purpose of power saving. However, considering that the SCG addition is decided by the MN, then it would reasonable for the MN to have a say on whether to accept or reject the UE preference to release the SCG.

	CATT
	No need to offer MN a method to reject the SN release.
There is no specific reason for MN rejects SN release procedure in power saving case. Basically, we don't recommend changing the stage 2 current agreement.

	Ericsson
	No need to change. This is also related to the need for a new cause value, see 3.1

	BT
	Agree with NEC

The UE can indicate the release of the SCG for the purpose of power saving. The UE has no knowledge of the traffic levels on the MN/SN.

 The decision if to release the resources of the SN should be made by the MN. For example, if there is user plane congestion on the MN, the MN may decide not to release the extra radio resources provide by the SN.

For data inactivity of the SN, the MN decides if to release the SN resources after the Activity Notification message, the same principle should be followed for the UAI


Stage 2 of the discussion
Two companies, but including an operator, prefer to have such option – everybody else assume that the existing Release should be used. Historically, we had a similar discussion on inactivity indication. Eventually, we enabled a separate message that allows the SN to inform the MN about inactivity, while the decision remains on the MN side. So, for this case, I see following way forward:

· Either we use the regular SN-initiated release – it is then up to the SN to decide if the UAI is to be followed or not;

· Or we reuse the Activity Notification adding there information about UAI.

Considering the fact that UAI is sent to the SN, it is quite clear the decision is meant to be made in SN. Otherwise, I would assume, RAN2 would define UAI to be sent to the MN, so that cumbersome signaling route is avoided (UE asks SN to be released, then SN asks MN…). 
Agreement: The decision if the Activity Notification is enabled to inform the MN about the SN’s preference to react on the UAI to be made at the next meeting.
3.4 Response LS
Stage 1 of the discussion
Is the response to RAN2 needed?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	It is recommended.
In the original LS, RAN2 asks RAN3 to consider if a new Cause is needed, or some existing one can be used. Since there are two options possible, it would be better to inform RAN2 about the decision made.

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia, the reply LS is needed, and ZTE has already prepared the reply LS in R3-203165.

	Huawei
	Fine to have.

	NEC
	No strong opinion. 

Possibly it would be beneficial to inform RAN2 about RAN3 decision on the selected cause value, e.g. “SN release for UE reason”.

	Ericsson
	Don’t see the need, I guess it is not RAN2 business whether on network interfaces certain information is needed.


Stage 2 of the discussion
One company does not see it needed. I don’t think it is critical, but considering that everybody else prefers to have it, I would propose to send it.
Agreement: Response LS will be sent once the details of the solution are decided.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
Agreement 1: RAN3 will add a new Cause.
Agreement 2: The decision if a new RRC container is defined in the RRC Transfer procedure, or an existing one reused to be made at the next meeting.
Agreement 3: The decision if the Activity Notification is enabled to inform the MN about the SN’s preferred reaction to the UAI to be made at the next meeting.
Agreement 4: Response LS will be sent once the details of the solution are decided.
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