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1 Introduction

CB: # SONMDT2_MRO

- Discuss the open issues above

- Capture agreements and TPs if agreeable

(moderator - HW)

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-235211 rev in R3-235809
LS to RAN2 (new): R3-235867
3 Background

RAN3 has previously requested the following information from RAN2 (R3-230908):
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Ran2 has further agreed:

1
UE reports the elapsed T316 between the transmission of MCGFailureInformation and receiving RRC reconfiguration or RRC release message.

2
No T316 related triggering threshold is introduced.

3
Reuse existing RLF report to capture fast MCG recovery related information.

4 Discussion 
4.1 MRO for CPAC

Is the MN aware about intra-SN mobility occurring?

For CPA or MN initiated CPC, agree Option 1 as way forward?

For SN initiated CPC, agree Option 1 as way forward?

SS: SCG reconfiguration notification together with cellID can be used to notify of SN changes

NOK: SCG reconfiguration notification will not be sent in all cases

Scenario1:

1. UE receives CPC conf

2. Intra-SN PSCell change fails (legacy) 

3. UE sends SCG failure info

SS: For RLF shortly after PSCell change in step2, the SCG reconfiguration notification is sent. For Hof case, cellID can be used. Only problem is for pre-rel17 UEs
Scenario 2:
1. 1. UE receives CPC conf 

2. UE sends RRCreconf complete to MN (Cell1->2)

3. Intra-CPC is configured by SN (Cell2->3)

4. CPC fails

NOK: SCG reconfiguration notification will not be sent

SS: SCG failure info will include Source cell: 2, failed cell 3

Option2 is useful for pre-rel17UEs only

Final conclusion:

Agree to use option 1. No further stage3 impact foreseen at this stage. No need to capture the agreement, we can go for TP to stage2.(SS)
4.2 Fast recovery
4.2.1 Time between MCG failure and SCG failure
What is the benefit or reporting the time between an MCG failure and an SCG failure?
Final conclusion:
Agreed in RAN2, no need to discuss further
4.2.2 UE reporting for near-failure case
RAN2 has agreed to use RLF report for the near failure case (case c) and agreed to include elapsed T316 for this scenario. Is any of the following additional information needed:

1. Do we need any indication that it is a near failure recovery case (e.g. will the presence of T316 be enough to indicate the recovery is successful)?

2. PSCell used for fast MCG recovery
3. Cell where the UE successfully connects after recovery
Intermediate state of discussions:

(1) can be checked internally, but if we send an LS we could include this question

Majority thinks there is a benefit of (2) and that the cost of adding is small, but we need to check

Benefit of (3) is still discussed.

Final conclusion:

Attempt LS to RAN2 (HW)
4.2.3 Forwarding of information
In case SCG failure happens, do we see any benefit to forward this information to the SN where the fast recovery was attempted?
Final conclusion:

Majority see a benefit of forwarding the information. No agreement in this meeting – we could see proposals in next meeting.
4.3 Voice fallback

There are some FFS in st2 and st3 which we can attempt to cleanup.

Intermediate state of discussions:

Discussion on whether to take this optional/mandatory or to remove

· Optional makes sense if the information is not always present in sender side.
Final conclusion:

Wait for next meeting?

In the scope of MRO for the fast MCG recovery, RAN3 has agreed that it is beneficial if the UE reports at least:


PSCell where SCG failure happened, and


the cause of the fast MCG recovery failure containing at least:


T316 expiry, 


SCG failure, and


SCG was deactivated or other cases where SCG is not available


SCG failure type (at least t310-Expiry, randomAccessProblem, rlc-MaxNumRetx) if the cause of the fast MCG recovery is SCG failure  











