Page 4
Draft prETS 300 ???: Month YYYY


3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #86 
R3-142670
San Francisco, USA, November 17 – 21, 2014
Agenda Item:
20.2.1
Source: 
Huawei
Title:  
Report and summary of email discussion [#04: New cause needs cover all - DC]
Document for:
Discussion
1   Introduction
This contribution provides a report of the email discussion:
 [#06: New cause needs cover all -DC] (HW)
-       Discuss and identified new cause value for DC

-       TP for stage 3, if any agreement 

-      If any agreement, final tdoc will be provided by MCC, otherwise email discussion summarize,  way forward, and TP will be provided by  HW to next meeting (tdoc requested by HW)

As an outcome, way forwards are proposed based on the majority views of participating companies.
2   Discussion
2.1   SCG configuration failure

The SCG configuration failure was discussed in [1] and the following agreement was made:

MeNB provides the UE failure information to SeNB by sending the SeNB Release Request Message with failure cause.
As the agreement in RAN2, in case of SCG configuration failure, the RRC re-establishment shall be performed. The SCG configuration shall be released after RRC Connection Reestablishment.
14
UE shall keep EPS bearer and SCG/Split bearer configuration (including EPS bearer ID, SCG RLC configuration, and configuration of SCG PDCP for SCG bearer) during RRC reestablishment. The UE shall release everything else (SCG SCells, PSCell, MAC main configuration, …)  of the SCG during reestablishment. 

16
The network changes SCG/Split bearer configurations to MCG bearers or releases the bearers in the first RRCConnectionReconfiguration after reestablishment. The network shall not add an SCG in the first RRCConnectionReconfiguration after reestablishment. 

Taking both RAN2 and RAN3 agreement into account, the following understanding should be supported:

Confirmation 1: The SeNB Release Request procedure shall be triggered in case of the RRC Connection Reestablishment procedure is performed or when the MeNB detects RLF.
	Company 
	Whether the Confirmation 1 is the common understanding?

	
	YES/NO
	Remark (pros and cons about the solution)

	ALU
	YES
	

	Huawei
	YES
	

	Nokia Networks
	YES
	

	LGE
	
	YES for the MeNB initiated procedures;

For the SeNB initiated Modification procedure, we have the SeNB Modification Refuse message to give a negative response to Step 1 (SeNB Modification Required message). In this way, the Class 1 procedure principle is kept. Following that, the SeNB Release Procedure is triggered by MeNB. 

· But, no strong opition if the majority agree to trigger the SeNB Release Procedure directly for both cases.

	ZTE
	YES
	

	NEC
	YES
	

	Ericson
	YES
	Along the lines discussed by LGE, for the SeNB initiated case, the class 1 procedure would need to be completed as well.

	CATT
	YES
	

	Samsung
	YES
	


Summary 1: All companies can agree with the Confirmation 1.

Proposal 1: The SeNB Release Request procedure shall be triggered in case of the RRC Connection Reestablishment procedure is performed or when the MeNB detects RLF.
About the UE failure cause in the SENB RELEASE REQUST message, there could be two options:

Option 1: the MeNB provides the specific failure causes to the SeNB, e.g. “SCG Configuration failure” and “MCG Configuration failure”, however, there are only three causes are provided from UE to MeNB in the RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest message:

ReestablishmentCause ::=


ENUMERATED {











reconfigurationFailure, handoverFailure,











otherFailure, spare1}

For the Option 1, the UE needs to provide more specific cause value to the MeNB which needs RAN2 involvment.

Option 2: the MeNB provides a generic cause e.g. RLF to the SeNB. In this option, upon the MeNB receiving RRCConnectionReestablishmentRequest message or detecting RLF, the MeNB sends SeNB Release Request message to SeNB including a generic cause e.g. “Radio Connection With UE Lost”. 

Option 3: the MeNB provides the new cause “RRC Reconfiguration Failure” which corresponds to the failed reconfiguration case while keeping generic enough (see R3-142363).

Question 1:  Which option should be adopted on the UE failure cause in the SENB RELEASE REQUEST message?

	Company 
	Which solution should be adopted on the UE failure cause in the SENB RELEASE REQUEST message?

	
	Option
	Remark (pros and cons about the solution)

	ALU
	Option 3
	

	Huawei
	Option 2
	Option 2 can cover all the cases. Option 1 is not possible without RAN2 input. 

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	Option 2
	It is not needed to distinguish SCG configuration failure and MCG configuration failure. RRCConnectionReestablishment due to RRCConnectionReconfiguration error is a special case and we don’t see further optimization for discussing SCG configuration error vs. MCG configuration error as for both cases, RRC message is anyway wrong.

	LGE
	Option 2
	The revised option 2 seems more generic to cover all the failure cases (RRC Reconfiguration Failure, other Radio Link failure). 

	ZTE
	Option 2
	“Radio Connection With UE Lost” is fine.

	NEC
	
	Option 2 “Radio Connection With UE Lost” may not be good enough because this case is a failure during reconfiguration with SeNB, the UE is not lost MeNB. 
If the principle will be more specific, then for example the original proposed “Radio Link Failure” will be more appropriate. Or even can have like “Radio Link Failure in SeNB”, “Radio Link Failure in MeNB” etc.

Option 3 “RRC Reconfiguration Failure” is generic but what does it mean for SeNB?

	Ericsson
	
	Something like option 2, made specific for DC. Anyhow, “Radio Connection with UE Lost” or “Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure” is currently specified in S1AP only.

We should not duplicate E-UTRA cause values, as S1/X1AP protocols are dealing with the RNL (E-UTRAN) level.

	CATT
	Option 2
	The cause value reflecting Radio Link Failure problem seems more generic.

	Samsung
	Option 2
	“Radio Link Failure” seems more appropriate.


Summary 2: The majority’s view is option 2.

2.2   Handover Into dual connectivity configuration
As indicated in the [2], in order to have the benefit from increased throughput and mobility robustness, a mechanism is proposed:
· First handover the UE from the small cell to the macro cell (step 1)

· Then the macro cell requests dual connectivity for the UE with the small cell (step 2)

In order to distinguish this from normal handover, the new cause named as “Mobility Robustness” or “dual connectivity reason” value may be needed in the step 1 as explained in the paper.

Question 2:  Whether the new cause “Mobility Robustness” or “dual connectivity reason” is needed to distinguish the handover purpose?
	Company 
	Whether the new cause “Mobility Robustness” or “dual connectivity reason” is needed to distinguish the handover purpose? 

	
	YES/NO
	Remark

	ALU
	YES
	No existing cause value seems to cover appropriately this case. “dual connectivity reason” could be ok.

	Huawei
	NO
	We do not see any necessity for the new cause.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	NO
	We don't see the need for the proposed optimization. Target eNB may be a legacy eNB which is not capable of DC. Current X2 handover should not be enhanced at least in Rel12.

	LGE
	YES
	It is beneficial to have the optimization from UE throughput point of view. If big concerns exist in Rel-12, it is fine for us to investigate it in Rel-13 together with the keeping SeNB connection case.

	ZTE
	NO
	Since the load in the small cell is not high in the mentioned scenario, dual connectivity is not needed for the UE.

	NEC
	NO
	We do not prefer to have this enhancment in Rel-12.

	Ericsson
	NO
	This scenario represents anyhow a 2-step procedure and a direct inter-MeNB HO is not supported in Rel-12. Apart from that we don’t need to introduce “2nd-order” cause values.

	CATT
	NO
	We don't see the need for the enhancement.

	Samsung
	NO
	


Summary 3: the majority’s view is that there is no need to have a new cause to distinguish the handover purpose for DC.

Proposal 2: The new cause “Mobility Robustness” or “dual connectivity reason” to distinguish the handover purpose for DC is not agreed.

2.3   E-RAB Modification Indication
It was agreed that the MME initiates the UE Context Release procedure in case that an E-RAB IDs is indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message. However, it is FFS that whether a new cause is needed.

	5. How to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

MME initiates a UE context release procedure

Need of new cause value? (contributions based next meeting)


Question 3: Whether a new cause value is needed in case that the E-RAB IDs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?
	Company 
	Whether a new cause value is needed in case that the E-RAB IDs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

	
	YES/NO
	Remark

	ALU
	NO
	We can reuse the existing cause value ”Multiple E-RAB ID instances”.

	Huawei
	NO
	Agree with ALU’s view. 

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	NO
	Existing cause value can be reused such as Multiple E-RAB ID instances.

	LGE
	NO
	Reuse the “Multiple E-RAB ID instances” cause for this purpose. The cause is necessary to notify the critical error to MeNB. 

	ZTE
	NO
	“Multiple E-RAB ID instances” could be reused.

	NEC
	NO
	“Multiple E-RAB ID instances” could be reused.

	Ericsson
	NO
	Existing cause value matches exactly our needs.

	CATT
	NO
	Same as ALU.

	Samsung
	NO
	


Summary 4: All companies agree no need a new cause and the existing “Multiple E-RAB ID instances” could be reused.
Proposal 3:  A new cause value is not needed in case that the E-RAB IDs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message.
There is another case which may need new cause value:

	7. How to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

It is proposed to remove the FFS in the Abnormal Conditions section

Need of new cause value?


Question 4: Whether a new cause value (i.e. missing E-RAB ID) is needed for the case that the E-RAB ID(s) are not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

	Company 
	Whether a new cause value is needed in case that for the case that the E-RAB ID(s) are not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message??

	
	YES/NO
	Remark

	Huawei
	NO
	We do not see the necessity of the new cause value. Anyway, the UE context is released in this case and then it makes no sense to have such kind of cause value.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	NO
	

	LGE
	YES
	A new “missing E-RAB ID” cause is necessary to notify the critical error to MeNB, which is aligned with issue 5 (Question 3) above. 
All of the issues in this paper are about cause values. The principle on how to stick to is not clear. For example, the issue on SCG configuration failure (2.1), we all agree to have a new cause value and so we are discussing how to define it now. Actually, for that case, MeNB triggers the Release procedure, which seems similar to the current case “UE context release” from the receiving node potential action point of view. Hope we can align all the cases.

	ZTE
	NO
	“Unknown E-RAB ID” could be reused.

	NEC
	YES/NO
	No strong view but slightly support LGE view that if we will have the principle to have cause values as explicit as possible,, then can add new “missing E-RAB ID” which does not exist in today Path Switch procedure.

	Ericsson
	No strong opinion.
	Would rather reuse an existing, generic cause value. But not “Unknown E-RAB ID”, as this case is concerned with a “missing E-RAB ID”. A new cause value “Missing E-RAB ID” would rather call for the missing E-RAB ID to be indicated, but this is not what we would go for. 
If a new Cause value is introduced, it should be much more generic like: “insufficient information provided” or “critical information missing” or so.

	CATT
	NO
	It seems better to use an existing value.

	Samsung
	YES/NO
	Same as NEC


Summary 5: 1 company supports, 4 companies object, and 3 companies have no strong view. 

Question 5: If the answer is “no” for Question 4, which cause value can be used in UE Context Release procedure?

	Company 
	If the answer is “no” for Question 4, which cause value can be used in UE Context Release procedure?

	
	Cause value
	Remark

	NEC
	“Unspecified”

“Unknown E-RAB ID”
	If not to add new cause value, since this is a critical error due to e.g. different status between eNB and MME, any kind of critical cause value can be used.

	CATT
	“Unspecified”
“Unknown E-RAB ID”
	


Summary 6: some companies think the existing cause value “Unspecified” or  “Unknown E-RAB ID” could be reused to to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message
3   Summary
According to above discussion, the following proposals could be agreeable:

Proposal 1: The SeNB Release Request procedure shall be triggered in case of the RRC Connection Reestablishment procedure is performed or when the MeNB detects RLF
Proposal 2: The new cause “Mobility Robustness” or “dual connectivity reason” to distinguish the handover purpose for DC is not agreed.

Proposal 3:  A new cause value is not needed in case that the E-RAB IDs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message.

However, the following issues need to be further discussed in RAN3#86 since there is no agreement achieved:

Question 1:  Which option should be adopted on the UE failure cause in the SENB RELEASE REQUEST message?

During email discussion there are two alternatives “Radio Connection With UE Lost” and “RRC Reconfiguration Failure” are proposed. The majority prefer the cause “Radio Connection With UE Lost” and one company prefer the cause “RRC Reconfiguration Failure” and one or two companies could prefer more specific cause value, e.g. “Radio Link Failure in MeNB”. 

Question 4: Whether a new cause value (i.e. missing E-RAB ID) is needed for the case that the E-RAB ID(s) are not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

Question 5: If the answer is “no” for Question 4, which cause value can be used in UE Context Release procedure?

The majority view is no new cause value is needed. However, some companies would like to introduce it. And which cause value can be reused is also discussed.
Proposal 4: the Question 1, Question 4, and Question 5 need further discussion.
Another issue was discussed in the Question 1, in case of SeNB initiated SeNB Modification procedure, the SeNB Modification Refuse message should be followed the SeNB Release Procedure. However, there is no agreement.
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