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1	Introduction
This document lists proposals submitted to RAN3#107-e under AI 10.2.1.1 with the proposed scope:

	CB: # 21_Email021-Conn_Fail
- NGAP, XnAP: How to encode RLF report; whether to indicate src/tgt cells? (HW), (SS)
- XnAP: Other details? (CATT)
- F1AP aspects? (E///)
- St2 aspects? (E///), (ZTE), (SS)
- propose to split work
- revise/merge if needed; check details
(HW)
Summary of offline disc R3-201125



Expected outcome is MRO-related TPs. It is proposed to allocate the TPs to the companies handling the associated BL CR

Companies are invited to include their comments in the present document if possible by 
· Wednesday, Feb. 26, end of business (midnight) CET, 
giving a chance for companies in charge of producing TPs to prepare first drafts based on the discussion status by 
· Thursday, Feb. 27, 6 PM CET. 

In the next section, a set of potential agreements has been formulated in an attempt to identify possible agreements. 

2	Stage3 corrections
2.1 RLF report 
The support for RLF report in RRC specifications contains two aspect:
· storage of information at failure, and
· reporting of the above information at re-establishment.
Following the same principles as in LTE, the impact on RAN3 is mainly the format of the RLF report when reported from the UE, i.e. in RAN3 specifications would include a container pointing to the encoding in the RRC specification. Since the current status in RAN2 seems to converge to a new RLF report in the NR RRC specification it seems reasonable to agree that this is referred to in RAN3 specifications. The support of RLF reporting in LTE RRC while being connected to an en-gNB is however not yet concluded in RAN2. 
In case also the latter are agreed (in Rel16 or in the future) we may have two different RLF reports and it would therefore seem beneficial for the node receiving the RLF report over the Xn/NG interface to understand the format of the encoding so that he can select how to decode the information. Taking the above into account, the proposal is to define the RLF report as a choice structure containing the NR RLF report (with the assumption that any other RLF reports may be added later if agreed)
There is also a third case, where the RLF report provided to an eNB (connected to EPC) may be enhanced to contain NR information. In this case there would be further impact on RAN3 specifications by adding e.g. inter system failure information over NG and S1. No enhancements are needed here since the structure in the RAN3 specs would allow for this (if agreed).
Source: R3-200364, R3-200365, R3-200575, R3-200576
Proposal 1: Define RLF report as a choice structure with one entry for the NR RLF report and wait for further RAN2 agreements.
Conclusion 1: Define RLF report as a choice structure 
(in an earlier version the conclusion was to not capture LTE, but later on the agreement was xtended to also include the LTE RLF report although not yet confirmed by RAN2)

OK (list of company names):
HW, Samsung,CATT, CMCC,ZTE, Nokia, Qualcomm 

 

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	
	



2.2 Presence of duplicated info when RLF report is present
When the RLF report is available in the failure indication and HO report, this will contain information required for the receiving node to perform the analysis. If the RLF report is present, adding additional information would mean duplicating the information. Therefore, one possible way is to try to avoid duplication of information by introducing conditional statements. 
On the other hand, one set of contributions states that it may be beneficial to include the duplicated information to reduce the need to decode the RLF report if the receiving node does not support the same RRC as the received RLF report.
Source: R3-200364, R3-200365, R3-200575, R3-200576, R3-200432
Proposal 2: Attempt to remove duplicated information by inserting conditional statements
Conclusion 2: No conclusion at this meeting 

OK (list of company names):
HW


Not OK (list of company names):
Samsung, Ericsson, CMCC, Nokia (i.e. agree with conclusion 2) , Qualcomm

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	HW
	A node supporting the MRO functionality in NG-RAN should be able to decode the RLF report of both RRC specs. 

	Samsung
	RAN2 is discussing this topic. We can wait RAN2 conclusion first.

	CATT
	We could wait for discussion in RAN2

	Ericsson
	There is not a lot of cost in adding the information in the Failure Information and HO Report messages. On the other side this information is useful I case the RLF Report cannot be decoded. Hence the info can be kept as mandatory

	CMCC
	It is related with the RAN2 discussion of whether NR RLF can be decoded by LTE. We think an eNB supporting LTE to NR and NR to LTE inter-system HO can decode this. But considering the cost is not much, we could keep it as mandatory now

	ZTE
	Would be wait RAN2 progress.

	Nokia
	Yes, better to check this when RAN2 has agreed on ASN.1.

	Qualcomm
	Let’s wait for RAN2 conclusion.



2.3 The presence of UE RLF Report in case of RRC Connection setup
For RRC Connection setup case, the presence of UE RLF Report is optional. However, in this case, the node which UE initiated RRC connection setup procedure does not have any information of this UE. If there is no UE RLF Report, the RRC connection setup node doesn't know which cell the Failure Indication message should be sent. 
Source: R3-200432
Proposal 3: It is proposed to change the presence of UE RLF Report in case of RRC Connection setup from O to M.
Conclusion 3: No conclusion at this meeting

OK (list of company names):
Samsung ,CATT


Not OK (list of company names):
Ericsson,ZTE, Nokia, Qualcomm


Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Ericsson
	The reason why the presence of the RLF Report is optional is that the RLF Report will not be the only report the UE will signal at connection setup. In order to be future proof and in order to reuse the procedure defined for MRO, the standard should foresee cases where it is not the RLF Report that is forwarded to a neighbour node but also e.g. the Connection Establishment Failure Report, the RACH Repose, the Successful HO Report. By making the RLF Report mandatory we assume that the procedures used for MRO are solely used to signal the RLF Report, which is not corerect if we look at the future.

	ZTE
	Keep current state of presence. Semantic description may added.

	Nokia
	Agree with Ericsson and ZTE.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Ericsson, ZTE and Nokia.



2.4 Definition of NG-RAN CGI in Xn
In Xn:9.2.3.25,there is already definition on NG-RAN CGI which could be either ECGI or NR CGI, it is duplicated to add another definition for NG-RAN CGI in 9.2.2.X.
Source: R3-200432
Proposal 4: Remove 9.2.2.x in Xn BL CR and the related IE could refer to 9.2.3.25 

Conclusion 4: No conclusion 
(the topic was concluded initially but later reverted when looking coser at the detailed changes required)

OK (list of company names):
HW, Samsung,CATT, Ericsson, CMCC,ZTE, Nokia, Qualcomm

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	
	



2.5 Missing Failure Indication in Inter-system SON Information Report IE in TS 38.413
For inter-system intra-RAT MRO e.g. eNB1 to ng-eNB1 too early handover, RLF happens in ng-eNB1, UE reconnects to eNB2. The UE will indicate the availability of RLF Report to the eNB2. In this case, eNB2 should send the RLF report to ng-eNB1 by NG/S1 messages. But in the BLCR for TS38.413, the Inter-system SON Information Report IE only includes HO Report Information. Failure Indication Information is not defined. So Inter-system Failure Indication should be added in Inter-system SON Information Report IE.
Source: R3-200575
Proposal 5: Add Failure Indication into Inter-system SON Information Report IE in TS 38.413

Conclusion 5: No conclusion at this meeting


OK (list of company names):
Samsung

Not OK (list of company names):
Not sure

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	CATT
	We also consider this scenario before.However,after further consideration,I am just wondering whether the failure indication could be send just via S1 interface since all eNB(including ng-gNB) would connect to MME.

	Ericsson
	In all the scenarios shown in R3-200575 the failure seems to be an HO failure and not an RLF. In this case the HO Report message is the right message. We do not understand why the Failure Indication message should be used

	CMCC
	We discussed this scenario with some companies offline, the RLF/HO failure keeps in the E-UTRA RAT although the CN is changed, so we are wondering can we use the X2/S1 interface to transfer the failure indication message,

	Huawei
	It seems like in this scenario, if the RLF report may be provided to the eNB (still checking RAN2 spec) it would be important to forward this information to the ng-eNB. Otherwise the information is lost. We think this should be further investigated in RAN3 pending the discussion in RAN2

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the conclusion. There are alternative ways for this. So, the need of this is not clear. 



2.6 The CGI of the cell the UE attempts to re-connect to after RLF for inter-system HO report
Source cell ID and Failure cell ID are included in Inter-system HO Report in case of Too early Inter-system HO. We have assumed to let the receiving base station (which triggered the last handover) know the cell where the UE attempt to re-connect after the failure from the UE RLF report. The receiving base station needs to know the reattempt cell at least in case of UE RLF Report is not present. Regarding the presence of the IE, we can wait for RAN2 conclusion firstly, similar as the discussion in 2.3.
Source: R3-200575
Proposal 6: Add the CGI of the cell where the UE attempts to re-connect to after RLF in inter system handover report IE defined in TS 38.413.

Conclusion 6: No conclusion at this meeting


OK (list of company names):
Samsung, Ericsson, CMCC

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	CATT
	May also depend on the discussion in RAN2  

	ZTE
	RAN 2 has related discussion .May wait RAN 2’s progress.

	Huawei
	Related to 2.2 – we can wait

	Nokia
	Related to RAN2 progress.

	Qualcomm
	Let’s wait for RAN2.



2.7 The CGI of the cell the UE attempts to re-connect to after RLF for intra-system handover report
Source cell ID and Failure cell ID are included in HO Report. We have assumed to let the receiving base station (which triggered the last handover) know the cell where the UE attempt to re-connect after the failure from the UE RLF report. In case the receiving node cannot understand UE RLF report encoded by different RRC version, the CGI of the UE attempts to re-connect to after RLF should be included in message level.
Source: R3-200575, R3-200576
Proposal 7: Reuse the IE Re-establishment cell CGI in HO Report defined in TS 38.413, and the IE Re-establishment cell CGI in HANDOVER REPORT defined in 38.423, to transfer the CGI of the cell where the UE attempts to re-connect to after RLF

Conclusion 7: No conclusion at this meeting


OK (list of company names):
Ericsson

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	Keep this issue in mind and checking the conclusion in RAN2

	CATT
	It seems this question has some overlap with question 2.3

	ZTE
	Wait for RAN 2’s progress

	Nokia
	Related to RAN2 progress.

	Qualcomm
	Wait for RAN2 progress.




3. Stage 3 enhancements
3.1 RLF report to DU
When the CU has received the RLF report triggered bya failure event, it may be beneficial to also send this information to the gNB-CU. 
Source: R3-200944
Handled in CB#24

3.2 CEF report over Xn and F1
RAN2 has agreed to the reporting from the UE of connection establishment failure reports. These reports are created by the UE upon a failure at RRC connection establishment and are signalled form the UE to the first node where the UE establishes a connection after the failure occurred. 
Source: R3-200945, R3-200947, R3-200948
Proposal 8: send the CEF report over Xn and F1

Conclusion 8: No conclusion at this meeting


OK (list of company names):
Ericsson

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	CATT
	Seems overlap with email#30?

	CMCC
	No strong view




3.3 RLF information from DU co CU 
Introduce a new procedure in F1AP to indicate from the gNB-DU to gNB-CU that an RLF has occurred and to specify the root cause of the RLF.
Source: R3-200946
Handled in CB#24
3. Pure Stage2 issues
4.1 Additional measurement details in Stage2
Some parameters reported by the UE in RLF report was used for the failure case detection. For completeness, the main information reported by the UE should be descripted in stage 2, so it is easier to understand the detection mechanism which use the parameters.
Source: R3-200574
Proposal 9: Add details on information provided 
Conclusion 9: No conclusion at this meeting

OK (list of company names):
Samsung

Not OK (list of company names):
Ericsson
Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Ericsson
	This CR creates a dependency between Stage 2 and Stage 3 related to the parameters present in RLF Report and HO Report. Any time these parameters are updated in Stage 3, a stage 2 update is needed. This list of parameters does not seem to add essential info to Stage 2

	Nokia
	We believe that the main information reported by the UE should be described in stage 2, but the description can wait until stage 3 becomes more stable (RAN2 ASN.1).


4.1bis Additional measurement details in Stage2
The proposal is to capture the following revised text: 
“The information in the RLF Report may be used to achieve optimization of mobility procedures and to identify lack of coverage as the potential cause of the failure. This information may be used to exclude events that are not related to mobility from the MRO evaluation and redirect them as input to other algorithms.
Source: R3-200574
Proposal 9b: Add details on how RLF report is used to exclude events
Conclusion 9b: No conclusion at this meeting

OK (list of company names):
Samsung, Nokia

Not OK (list of company names):
Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Nokia
	No strong view, the text can also be included together with the parameter list to ensure consistency.



4.2 Clean up FFS from OAM requirements
It is proposed to modify the OAM requirements, by removing FFS 
Source: R3-200943

Proposal 10: Modify OAM requirements, by removing FFS
Conclusion 10:  Modify OAM requirements, by removing FFS

OK (list of company names):
HW, CMCC

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Nokia
	We can’t agree on 0943 which modifies the legacy text by removing default point of operation and max deviation. We prefer sticking to the legacy text on this aspect. But OK to remove FFS (which may be the intention behind proposal 10?)




4.3 OAM requirements: Tstore_UE_cntxt
It is proposed to modify the OAM requirements, by making the usage of Tstore_UE_cntxt more general
Source: R3-200943

Proposal 11: Modify OAM requirements, by making the usage of Tstore_UE_cntxt more general 
Conclusion 11: Modify OAM requirements, by making the usage of Tstore_UE_cntxt more general

OK (list of company names):
CMCC Nokia

Not OK (list of company names):

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	CMCC
	Seems no harm to make it more general




4.4 OAM requirements: Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger
It is proposed to modify the OAM requirements, by changing the text for Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger
Source: R3-200943

Proposal 12: Modify OAM requirements, by changing the text for Maximum deviation of Handover Trigger 
Conclusion 12: No conclusion at this meeting

OK (list of company names):

Not OK (list of company names):
HW

Further comments:
	Company
	Comments 

	Huawei
	We think the current definition in LTE was carefully designed to define a clear border between vendor specific configuration of the default point of operation and the more “abstract” HO trigger. 

	Nokia
	Agree with HW.



4	Conclusion
The following conclusions were reached:
· Define RLF report as a choice structure.
· Modify OAM requirements, by removing FFS
· Modify OAM requirements, by making the usage of Tstore_UE_cntxt more general

[bookmark: _GoBack]The above is captured in the following TPs for the BL CR which are proposed to be agreed
· 38.300 from CMCC in R3-201324 
· 38.413from HW in R3-201323
· 38.423 from SS in R3-201338


