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1 Introduction

CB: # SONMDT2_MRO

- Discuss the open issues above

- Capture agreements and TPs if agreeable

(moderator - Nokia)

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
? R3-23xxx rev in R3-23xxxx
3 Discussion 
3.1 MRO for CPAC

There are the following open issues:

Editor’s Note: the following new added text is subject to further check based on Option 1.

For SN-initiated PSCell Change/CPC, FFS if “suitable cell” needs to be signaled to target SN.
Clean up the stage 2 of the 37.340 agreed in R3-235809 in RAN3 #121bis meeting
In RAN3 # 121 bis meeting the option 1 was agreed for MRO CPC to wrong cell. Corresponding TP for 37.430 was then agreed in R3-235809. It was agreed to clean up this text in the RAN3 #122 meeting. Based on the Tdocs provided by the companies the text improvement can be divided into the following points:
1. Addition of the text related to “Intra SN PSCell change” verification and identification of the node responsible for the failure in case of intra SN PSCell change.
2. Replacement of the “target SN” with the “(candidate) target SN”.

3. Replacement of the “SCGFailureInformation” with the “SCH Failure Information Report” message where it applies.

4. Addition of the failure node identification for the scenario when suitable PSCell is not part of the candidate PSCells list provided by the initiating node.
The moderator has formulated the following question:

Q1: Are there any comments on the proposed points to be added to stage 2 of the 37.340?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


Final conclusion:
 TP on stage 2 to 37.340 (Samsung?)?
Which node selects the suitable PSCell
Option 1:

It is always initiating node, i.e. MN in case of MN initiated and S-SN in case of SN initiated PSCell change/CPC. 
Option 2:

It is always MN, both for MN initiated and SN initiated PSCell change/CPC.

Option 3:

It is MN in case of MN initiated and MN or S-SN in case of SN initiated PSCell change/CPC.
The moderator has formulated the following question:

Q2a: Which option is preferred one for selecting the suitable PSCell?

Q2b: Based on the preferred option please indicate whether “The suitable PSCell ID transmission from the initiating MN to target SN, and initiating SN to target SN?”:

· The suitable PSCell ID shall be included in the SCG FAILURE INFORMATION REPORT message from the MN to the (candidate) target SN.

· the suitable PSCell ID, in case of SN initiated PSCell change, shall be included in the SCG Failure Transfer message from S-SN to MN. 

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


Final conclusion:

TP on stage 2 to 37.340 (Company)?
Final conclusion:
3.2 Fast MCG recovery

In case SCG failure happens, do we see any benefit to forward this information to the SN where the fast recovery was attempted?

Proposal:

Reuse the ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION message to forward the RLF report from the last serving MN to the corresponding SN.

The moderator has formulated the following question:

Q3: Are there any comments on the above proposal?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


Final conclusion:

If time allows, then discuss the following:

3.3 Voice fallback

There are the following FFSs in st2 and st3 which we can attempt to cleanup:
FFS1: Re-connect / Re-establishment Cell: Name, IE type and Semantics description.

Option 1: 
The IE name shall be “Re-establishment Cell ID” and include in the Semantics description that this is the cell where UE attempted re-establishment or where the UE successfully re-connected after the failure. The IE type shall be set to E-UTRA CGI.

Option 2:

The IE name shall be “Re-connect Cell ID”, or alternatively “Suitable Cell ID” because this cell should be a suitable target cell to handover the UE from the source. The IE type shall be set to E-UTRA CGI.

The moderator has formulated the following question:

Q4: Which option related to IE name is preferred one?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


Final conclusion:

TP on stage 3 to 38.413 (Company)?
FFS2: Presence of UE RLF Report Container

Option:

The UE RLF Report Container should be optionally included in the Inter-system Mobility Failure for Voice Fallback of the Inter-system HO Report

The moderator has formulated the following question:

Q5: Can this option be agreed, please indicate YES/NO?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


Final conclusion:

TP on stage 3 to 38.413 (Company)?
