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1. Introduction
At the last meeting, RAN3 discussed the cause value, “Radio Connection With UE Lost”. It appears that many companies were concerned the applicability of this cause value and what it means. The purpose of this contribution is to clarify how MeNB includes X2AP cause value upon reception of SCG Failure Information from the UE.
2. Discussion
At the last meeting, RAN3 discussed whether the cause value “Radio Connection With UE Lost” needs to be further clarified to distinguish whether it is related to MCG-RLF or SCG-RLF. In particular, for the MeNB initiated SeNB Release message, it is possible this cause value refers to either MCG-RLF or SCG-RLF. Unless this ambiguity is resolved, interpretation by the SeNB may be different from the intention of MeNB especially for the case SeNB is manufactured by other NW vendors.
Observation 1: In order to solve the ambiguity problem, it is necessary to uniquely identify which RLF triggered the cause value in the MeNB initiated SeNB release procedure.
For clarification of X2AP cause value with minimum impact, there are two alternatives discussed below.
2.1. Clarification of Radio Connection With UE Lost (Alt 1)
A new cause value to solve this ambiguity was proposed but it was not agreed at the last meeting. Instead, it was understood from the discussions during the previous meeting that the existing cause value “Radio Connection With UE Lost” is applicable to both MCG-RLF and SCG-RLF.  However, this understanding wasn’t specifically captured in the agreed CR [1] as referenced below.
	Radio Network Layer cause
	Meaning

	Radio Connection With UE Lost
	The action is requested due to losing the radio connection to the UE.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.


The “Meaning” part of this cause value should be further clarified.  A new sentence should be appended at the end to state that the loss of radio connection with the UE may be due to either MCG-RLF or SCG-RLF [2]; otherwise, the same discussion may happen in the future.
Alternative 1: The “Meaning” part of the cause value “Radio Connection With UE Lost” should be further clarified that it may be applicable to either MCG-RLF or SCG-RLF.
2.2. Clarification of Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure (Alt 2)
During the email discussion on this topic [3] the difference between the cause values “Radio Connection With UE Lost” and “Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure” is unclear. One of the explanations pointed out that The “Failure” cause we see as cause that is set by the MeNB. The usage of the “Failure” cause is also introduced as this cause was primarily thought for the MeNB initiated SeNB Release procedure. This view is quite reasonable since the cause “failure in the radio interface procedure” clearly refers to the RRC related failure (e.g. RRC connection reconfiguration failure). RRC connection reconfiguration failure includes SCG change failure and it is a component of SCG Failure [4]. The other components of SCG Failure (radio link failure for the SCG) is also triggered in RRC and reported in RRC message. From this point of view, “failure in the radio interface procedure” may also be included in MeNB Initiated SeNB Release/Modification message when MeNB receives SCG Failure Information via RRC message.
Another unclear point on this "Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure” cause value is whether it can refer to MCG part of RRC Reconfiguration failure or not. However companies may interpret this as only applicable to SCG Configuration failure since it is noted in the report of the email discussion [3] that “This S1AP failure cause couldn’t fit better for the SCG Configuration Failure case”.
Alternative 2: It should be clarified in X2AP specification that the cause value “Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure” is only applicable for the case when MeNB receives SCG Failure Information via RRC message.
If companies interpret this cause is only applicable for SCG Configuration Failure case as noted, alternative 2 is better than alternative 1 since SeNB clearly understands that the failure is not caused by MCG part of failure but SCG part. However there may be some companies who interpret this cause value is also applied to MCG part of RRC Reconfiguration failure as the same manner as S1AP. This should also be clarified in RAN3 if alternative 2 is adopted.
If RAN3 choose alternative 2, "Radio Connection With UE Lost" should always refer to the connection the sending eNB had with the UE:
· MeNB ( SeNB: MeNB lost connection with UE
· SeNB ( MeNB: SeNB lost connection with UE
There is no ambiguity for the usage of cause values without any impact to ASN.1.
3. Conclusion

This contribution introduces two alternatives for the clarification of X2AP cause value with minimal specification impact. 
Observation 1: In order to solve the ambiguity problem, it is necessary to uniquely identify which RLF triggered the cause value in the MeNB initiated SeNB release procedure.
Alternative 1: The “Meaning” part of the cause value “Radio Connection With UE Lost” should be further clarified that it may be applicable to either MCG-RLF or SCG-RLF.

Alternative 2: It should be clarified in X2AP specification that “Failure in the Radio Interface Procedure” is applied when MeNB receives SCG Failure Information via RRC message.
RAN3 should discuss which of the two alternatives should be adopted.
Proposal 1: RAN3 is kindly asked to agree to either alternative 1 or alternative 2. 
Proposal 2: If alternative 2 is adopted RAN3 should clarify whether “failure in the radio interface procedure” is applicable to the MCG part of the RRC Reconfiguration failure. 
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