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1 Introduction

CB: # SONMDT4_SNChangeFailure
- d) Suitable PSCell CGI, e) Mobility Information in the XnAP message from MN to the source SN?

- RAN3 to review if and how to avoid duplication with the Rel.15 S-RLF signalling. Enhance R15 signaling? Define two new class-2 procedures?

- IEs in the message from the MN to the last serving SN?

- IEs from the last serving SN to the MN?

- Let SN keep the UE context for some time by introducing MN implementation? e.g. MN sends the UE CONTEXT RELEASE message to the source SN after T310 expiry

- Deal with the WA about the information in the S-NODE CHANGE REQUIRED message? Turn into agreement?

- How to capture the MN behavior in stage 2?
- Focus on key issues, capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable
(Samsung - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-222420
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

3 Discussion

3.1 The IEs in the message from the MN to the source SN

Based on the conclusion at last RAN3#114bis-e meeting, two IEs are left on the table as open as follow:

Continue to discuss d) Suitable PSCell CGI, e) Mobility Information in the XnAP message from MN to the source SN. 
[4][5][7][9] proposed to include d) Suitable PSCell CGI in the message from the MN to the source SN. The reasons include:

· When the MN decides the node which bring the problem, the MN needs to decide a suitable PScell. Since the MN has such information, it is beneficial to send the information to the source SN [7]
· If the MN decides to continue the DC for the UE and it can decode the measurement results, it is highly anticipated that the MN selects a new target PSCell based on the received measurement results. This can quickly recover the SCG configuration and ensure the UE experience compared to the SN decision solution.[4]
· e) Suitable PSCell CGI and j)  Indicator for Whether to add SN shall be used together to make final MRO analysis. We do not support source SN to select the next suitable PSCell as UE context may have been removed [5]
· In the ‘change to wrong PSCell’ case, only MN can provide the Suitable PSCell after SCG failure [9].
[1][7][9] proposed to include e) Mobility Information in the XnAP message from MN to the source SN. The reasons include:

· If source SN has already released the UE context, the Mobility Information IE is needed to enable SN to perform optimization, which is similar as legacy MRO solution. It is possible to have new requirement to let the Source SN save the UE context. But the Rel-15 and Rel-16 gNB may have released the UE context based on the specification in TS37.340. This new requirement will bring non-backward compatible change. [1][7][9]
[5] has no strong view on the Mobility Information.

[5] proposed again to include j)  Indicator for Whether to add SN in the message from MN to the source SN. The reason is that Suitable PSCell CGI and j)  Indicator for Whether to add SN shall be used together to make final MRO analysis by the source SN.

Q1: Could you accept to include  d) Suitable PSCell CGI, e) Mobility Information and j)  Indicator for Whether to add SN in the message from MN to the source SN?

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	Samsung
	Fine for d) and e).
	For d), to identify the node which bring the problem, the MN needs to know the suitable PSCell. So it’s beneficial to transmit the information to the source SN for information. Then the source SN has freedom whether to use it or not.
For e), in case of SCG failure just after successful SN1->SN2 change, it’s possible that SN1 has released the UE context based on TS37.340 indicated by several companies. Similar as HO case, mobility information is useful. So e) is needed.  There is proposal to have new requirement to let source SN keep the UE context for some time. But Rel-15 and Rel-16 gNB may have released the UE context in implementation. This new requirement bring NBC functional change. There is new proposal in this meeting to let MN delay sending UE Context Release message to the source SN. This bring NBC function change for Rel-15 and Rel-16 MN.
For j), we need to understand more why suitable cell is not enough. If suitable cell is included, it means a SN can be added. 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


h)  S-NG-RAN node UE X2AP ID and i)  M-NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID were defined as Optional in the BLCR. An editor’s node was captured as below:
Editor’s note: UE AP IDs presence and non UE-associated vs UE-associated signaling are FFS.
In [7], it was proposed to keep the UE AP IDs as optional and the class 2 procedure is non-UE associated. The reason includes:
· For the SCG failure just after successful SN change, the MN may has released the UE context related with the source SN. In this case, the MN may not have the UE AP IDs. 

· It’s future proof to define the SON related procedure as non-UE associated.
In [6], it was proposed to define the UE AP IDs as Mandatory and the class 2 procedure is UE associated procedure. To assure the MN and the source SN always has the UE context, it is proposed that the MN sends the UE CONTEXT RELEASE message to the source SN after T310 expiry. 
From moderator point of view, at the last meeting discussion, some companies think the UE AP IDs are not needed. Some companies think only one UE AP ID is needed. Some companies think the UE AP IDs are needed. In order to move forwarding, the compromise is to include the two AP IDs as optional. It’s better to keep this compromised way forward.

Q2: Are you ok to keep UE AP IDs are optional?

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	Samsung
	OK
	For the SCG failure just after successful SN change, the MN may has released the UE context related with the source SN. In this case, the MN may not have the UE AP IDs
The new proposal to let MN send UE Context Release message to the source SN after T310 expiry is a new requirement for the MN. This is a NBC functional change for Rel-15 and Rel-16 MN.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 The IEs in the message from the MN to the last serving SN

The following IEs were proposed to be included in the message from the MN to the last serving SN:

1) SCGFailureInformation [9]

2) UE AP IDs [1][5][7][9]
3) Suitable PSCell CGI [4][5][7]
4) Mobility Information [1]
5) Indicator for Whether to add SN, UE history information [5]
6) Intra-SN change query [2][9]
Majority companies didn’t discuss whether SCGFailureInformation needs to be included in the message from the MN to the last serving SN in the submitted contributions. The moderators guess that the assumption is that SCGFailureInformation is needed. They just focus on other IEs. 
If a company has different interpretation as the moderator, pls indicate in the table below.

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q3: Among 1) – 6), which IEs from the MN to the last serving SN are acceptable for your company?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	We are fine for 1) 2)  3).
3) Suitable PSCell CGI can be included if the MN has such information. The last SN takes this for reference e.g. decide whether the last serving SN should have triggered a PSCell change to this suitable PScell.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


In [2], it is proposed to use the existing SN Modification procedure instead of two class 2 procedures between the MN and the last serving SN to save some signaling exchange over Xn.

In [5][7][9], class 2 procedure is preferred. The reason in [9] is that the MN may decide to release the SN when SCGFailureInformation is received. In [7], the reason is that: if reusing this class 2 procedure, we don’t need to enhanced SN Modification procedure for SON purpose e.g. add flag in request and response message. 
Q4: Between MN and the last serving SN, do you prefer to use SN Modification procedure or class 2 procedure, and the reasons?
	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Both solutions work.

We slightly prefer new class 2 procedure. In this case, RAN3 doesn’t need to consider how to enhance SN Modification procedure e.g. add a flag in the request and response message (maybe suitable PSCell ID as well). When the SN receives SN Modification Request message with S-RLF, the legacy behavior is performed. When the SN receives new class 2 procedure, SCG MRO function is performed. There is no problem. 
It’s possible to add more IEs for further SON enhancement.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3.3 The IEs in the message from the last serving SN to the MN

The following IEs were proposed to be included in the message from the last serving SN to the SN:

i. XnAP IDs [1][5][7][9]
ii. Failed PSCell CGI,  suitable PSCell CGI [5][7]
iii. Target PSCell CGI, Indicator for Whether to add SN [5]
Q5: Among i) – iii), which one do you think is needed from the last serving SN to the MN?

	Company
	Option
	Comment

	Samsung
	Fine for i and ii
	The MN may not know Failed PScell ID. It’s better to transmit the information from the last serving SN to the MN.
For suitable PSCell CGI, the last serving SN can forward it back to the MN if the last serving SN has received such information.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.4 The IEs in the message in the SN Modification Required message

At last RAN3#114bis-e meeting, the following working assumption was agreed.

WA: Including the following IEs in in the S-NODE CHANGE REQUIRED message

· Mobility Information

· Source PSCell CGI.
Q3 are you ok to change the working assumption to the agreement?

	Company
	Opinion
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree
	Mobility Information: as explained by several companies, the source SN may have released the UE context when the source SN receives UE Context Release message based on TS37.340. The mandate the source SN keep the UE context when receiving UE Context Release message is a NBC change from function point of view. The source SN needs the mobility information for MRO function.
Source PScell CGI, the MN may not know Source PScell CGI so this should be transmitted to the MN.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.5 Stage-2 clarification
[4] proposed stage-2 clarification to capture that the MN behavior.

Q8 what’s your view on the proposal?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	In general, the TP is [4] is fine. The last sentence may need to be updated.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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