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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:

R3-237352 rev in R3-23xxxx – agreed (TP 37.340)

R3-237512 rev in R3-23xxxx – agreed (TP 38.423)

R3-237704 rev in R3-23xxxx – agreed (TP 38.300)

R3-237253 rev in R3-237896 – agreed (TP 36.300)

Propose to capture the following:

FFS in stage2 and 3 clean up.
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”.

Qualcomm: “target or candidate SN” also remaining part of the spec.
3. Replacement of the “SCGFailureInformation” with the “SCG 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.

5. -
if the suitable PSCell is one of the candidate target PSCells provided by the node initiating the CPC or by the MN initiating the CPA to a (candidate) target SN, but not one of the candidate PSCells selected by the (candidate) target SN, it is wrong target PSCell selection at the (candidate) target SN;


else, it is wrong candidate PSCell list selection and/or wrong candidate PSCell execution conditions at the node initiating the CPC or at the MN initiating the CPA.

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

	Qualcomm
	1) Needed. As mentioned in Huawei’s paper, SCG Reconfiguration Notification is not sent in case of CPC execution failure and only sent in case when CPC execution is complete and there is a SCG failure shortly. So, we can’t reuse this and need to explicitly check if there was an intra-SN CPC execution failure to support pre-Rel-17 UEs and UEs without enhanced SCGFailureInformation.

2) This new wording proposed is more ambiguous. Also,,we just need to send the SCG Failure Information Report to only the target SN and not to all candidate target SNs.

3) Can reword if referring to Xn message and not Uu message.

4) Not clear on the changes. Can look at the TP directly.

	Lenovo
	1) We do not need to support pre-Rel-17 UEs for MRO for CPAC because only intra-SN CPC without MN involvement is supported in R16. For Rel-17 or Rel-18 UEs, in case of SN initiated CPC, if intra-SN PSCell change/CPC has been triggered in last serving SN and MN detects the failure is caused by the last serving SN, MN sends the SCGFailureInformation to the last serving SN, otherwise, the MN sends the SCGFailureInformation to source SN, and source SN performs root cause analysis e.g. source SN decides whether candidate PSCell(s) provided by source SN at CPAC preparation are suitable, or whether candidate PSCell(s) selected by the (candidate) target SN(s) are suitable; in case of CPA or MN initiated CPC, MN performs initial analysis to identify the node that caused the failure (e.g. the source SN, the last serving SN, the (candidate) target SN or the MN), also MN performs root cause analysis.

2) OK. The suitable PSCell may be a cell of the target SN where CPAC execution failure or SCG failure happens, or of any prepared candidate target SN which is not the target SN, so, the SCG Failure Information Report message needs to be sent to the target SN or a candidate target SN.

3) OK, further check the TP.

4) OK, further check the TP.

	ZTE
	All the 4 improvements seem reasonable.

	Nokia
	1) OK, just to clarify: In the previous meeting we decided not to cover pre Rel 17 UEs. Thus, there is no need to re-use Rel. 17 procedure to verify there was an intra SN PSCell change. The MN shall be able to identify it based on enhanced SCGFailureInformation. The text to be added to stage 2 may look as follows: “In the first step MN verifies whether intra-SN PSCell change has been triggered in the last serving SN. In case the intra-SN PSCell change has been triggered in the last serving SN the MN forwards the SCG Failure Information to this last serving SN, which performs the final root cause analysis.”
2) OK, just to clarify: per our understanding intention is to align the stage 2 text from previous meeting wich what was already agreed in 10.18.A in 37.340 as follows:

CPC/CPA Execution to wrong PSCell: CPC/CPA execution is not successful or an SCG failure occurs shortly after a successful CPC/CPA execution; a suitable PSCell different from the source PSCell or the target PSCell is found based on the measurements reported from the UE. There are two sub-cases:

-
if the suitable PSCell is one of the candidate target PSCells provided by the node initiating the CPC or by the MN initiating the CPA to a (candidate) target SN, but not one of the candidate PSCells selected by the (candidate) target SN, it is wrong target PSCell selection at the (candidate) target SN;

We think there is still a misunderstanding between companies how to interpret the above text.

3) OK

4) OK

	Samsung
	1) In case of there is intra-SN PSCell change, the source PSCell is in the SN, so maybe the existing procedure can cover this already? But we are open to discuss.
2) Ok

3) Ok

4) Not clear on the changes. Can look at the TP directly.

	CATT
	1. Generally agree with Nokia’s paper in 7546

2. No. Since the candidate SN does not be selected by UE in this wrong CPAC procedure, there is no need make any optimization in candidate SN.

3. Ok

4. Not clear what text related.

5. Sorry to add another bullet. There are two things may need to be optimized in initiating node: candidate PScell list selection and candidate PScell execution conditions.


Final conclusion:

All improvements, except the last one, were agreed. For the second improvement instead of “(candidate) target SN” the “candidate or target SN” was agreed and it was also agreed to align remaining part of the 37.340 with this modification.
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

	Qualcomm
	Firstly, target SN is only responsible for optimizing the down selection of candidate cells indicated by the initiating node. There is no point of knowing the suitable cell at the target SN. Target SN just needs to know whether it made a mistake during down selection and not the suitable cells.

Suitable cell here refers to the strongest PSCell as per measurements from SCGFailureInformation from UE. During SN initiated PSCell change, S-SN might have configured a set of measurements and MN might have configured a different set of measurements; so at best MN can assist S-SN with a “suitable cell” based on its knowledge to help S-SN while performing root cause analysis. But we don’t think this assistance is not critical as S-SN also would have configured its own set of measurements.



	Lenovo
	For Q2a, Option 1.

For Q2b, same view as QC. To some extent, MN sending the SCG Failure Information report message to the (candidate) target SN may implicitly indicate that the wrong candidate PSCell is selected by the (candidate) target SN, instead of “suitable PSCell ID”, we think it is better to transmit an explicit indication on whether a wrong candidate PSCell is selected by the (candidate) target SN, because it can clearly indicate the analysis outcome by the initiating node to the (candidate) target SN.

	ZTE
	For Q2a, Option 1

For Q2b, both bullets are needed. Let’s discuss this issue based on the Option 1 in Q2a.

Considering the CPA or MN terminated CPC, the MN shall get the suitable PSCell ID and decide whether it is wrong PSCell selection at target SN. If so, MN shall send the suitable PSCell ID with the SCGFAILUREINFORMATION to the target SN to make the target SN perform the final root analysis. In this case, the suitable PSCell ID can be regarded as the indication that the wrong PSCell is selected by target SN, and the first bullet makes sense.
Considering the SN terminated CPC, the source SN shall get the suitable PSCell ID and decide whether it is wrong PSCell selection at target SN. If so, the source SN shall send the suitable PSCell ID to the target SN via MN to make the target SN perform the final root analysis. In this case, both the first and second bullet make sense.

	Nokia
	For Q2a, Option 1

For Q2b, we tend to agree with Lenovo.

	Samsung
	For Q2a, Option 1

For Q2b, both bullets are needed. It is beneficial for the  (candidate) target SN the best cell for future configurations. 

	CATT
	For Q2a, Option 1 with too late description.

The current 37.340 is describe that “For CPA or MN initiated CPC,…” and “For SN initiated CPC,…” It does not cover the too late case.

For too late case, we need to consider whether each node i.e., MN and source SN make it only suitable PScell analyses and how to capture it in stage2. Maybe we do not need to explicitly say which node generate suitable PScell for too late case and simply say in 7586:

“If SCG failure occurs before CPC execution condition is satisfied, MN may detect too late CPC execution based on SCGFailureInformation received from the UE. After make optimization, MN may also inform source SN to perform PSCell change configuration optimization.”

For the comments from QC, even if target SN know the candidate selection is not correct by indication from MN, target SN may not know how to optimize the selection candidate selection. The most important thing is that target should include the suitable PScell into candidate PScell list selected by target SN. 


Final conclusion:

No agreement, moved to discuss in next meeting.

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

	Qualcomm
	Not everything in RLF Report is useful for SN, right? Do we really need to send the whole RLF Report?

Also, Ericsson in their paper had proposed to just send the “SCG Status” (or MCG Recovery Failure cause as it is called in the RRC running CR). But what would SN even do knowing the cause? It just gives statistical knowledge that fast MCG recovery was not initiated because SCG was deactivated. SN can’t really change its algorithm to do SCG deactivation just because fast MCG recovery was not initiated. 

Also, SN can’t do much knowing that the fast MCG recovery failed because there was a SCG failure right?



	ZTE
	The benefit should be further clarified.

	Nokia
	The same is discussed in RAN2 so maybe we may wait on conclusion from this group.

	Samsung
	he benefit should be further clarified.

	CATT
	The benefit should be clarified. 

For failure fast MCG recovery case, both SCG failure and SCG deactivation cannot to be optimized.

-SCG failure: SN does not have any information to optimize SCG failure i.e., there is no SNfailureinformation included in MN RLF report and SCGfailureinformation cannot send to MN 

-SCG deactivation: SN deactivates SCG if there is no data transmission in SN. It is difficult to SN to avoid SCG deactivation only for fast MCG recovery. Besides, even if the SCG deactivation is triggered by SN, it can be rejected by MN which knows whether UE configures fast MCG recovery.


Final conclusion:

No agreement, not clear benefits, moved to discuss in next meeting.

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

	Qualcomm
	Option 2. RAN2 calls this “Reconnect cell ID”

	Lenovo
	Option 2, the IE name “Re-connect Cell ID” is fine because the case is that the UE selects a suitable E-UTRAN cell and performs RRC connection setup in this E-UTRAN cell upon a RLF occurs shortly after a successful handover from source NR cell to target E-UTRAN cell.

	ZTE
	Option 2

	Nokia
	Option 2

	Samsung
	Option 2. We are also fine to define the IE type as NG-RAN CGI for future proof.

	CATT
	Option 2. This is the last meeting, we would like to follow the scenario what we already have.


Final conclusion:

Option 2 was agreed. E/// to provide draft of TP to 38.413.
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

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	Lenovo
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes 


Final conclusion:
The proposed option was agreed.
TP on stage 3 to 38.413 (E///)
Two additional FFSs for stage 2 were identified which were agreed to be clean up.
TP stage 2 to 38.300 (ZTE)
TP stage 2 to 36.300 (Huawei)
