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1 Introduction
At RAN3#86, RAN3 had decided when EPC happened to fail the switch of some E-RABs that the MeNB should decide on subsequent actions e.g. release or maintain the bearers that have not been switched successfully in the core network. 

At RAN3#87 the LS in [1] was received from SA2 in which SA2 asks RAN3 to add another level of control by the MME on whether to keep or not the bearer. In this liaison SA2 informs that the MME is aware of the reason while the switch could not happen from the S/PGW and, in certain cases, may need to release the bearer while the MeNB is not aware of this.  

SA2 therefore would like RAN3 to restrict the scope of the MeNB decision decided at RAN3#86 according to MME control. Since such MME control would be dependent on the error cause codes received over S11, SA2 has requested CT4 to provide their analysis of the causes which will lead MME to restrict this scope. However SA2 clearly indicates in their LS that RAN3 should not wait for CT4 answer to proceed with the needed RAN3 change:

Note that this should not impact RAN3 specification work as this information is only for MME consumption, and corresponding decision
This means that CT4 will provide the exact causes where MME need to release the bearers in parallel of RAN3 action.
This paper therefore provides the RAN3 changes requested by SA2 and associated LS and CRs back.

2 Description of which solution to take in RAN3
When analysing the issue brought by SA2 that in some path switch failure cases the EPS bearer must be released, three solutions could be envisaged:

· Option 1: MME could simply relay the cause provided over S11 into the S1AP ERAB Indication Confirm message; and based on received cause, MeNB takes the decision to release the bearer. Advantage of this solution is that MeNB is kept in control of releasing or not the bearer and RAN3 behaviour is kept unchanged.

· Option2: MME could be more explicit and newly provide inside the S1AP ERAB Indication Confirm message a “failure request” flag, then let the MeNB trigger the EPS bearer release. Advantage of this solution is that MME keeps in control of the analysis of the S11 cause and the decision to release. At the same time MeNB is kept in control of actual trigger of releasing or not the bearer and RAN3 behaviour is kept unchanged.
· Option3: MME could be more explicit and newly provide inside the S1AP ERAB Indication Confirm message a “failure request” flag and then MME triggers itself the EPS bearer release. The intention of the flag is then just to avoid that MeNB triggers itself the EPS bearer release and the two messages cross each other.
When looking deeper in the LS received from SA2, one can see that SA2 clearly says that the MME is the best place to evaluate the cause received over S11:

SA2 believes that MME, based on e.g. the cause values provided by the SGW, is in the best position to determine the cause of EPS Bearer Modification failure procedure in the Core Network, and its subsequent handling in both the RAN and the Core Network. 

This eliminates option 1.
When looking further in the LS received from SA2, one can see that the motivation of SA2 is to have the MME draw similar behaviour for the dual connectivity scenario and the current EPC bearer creation or modification case:
SA2 would like to highlight that today, if the creation of or modification for an EPS Bearer fails, this may be for various reasons. The MME is accordingly informed by the SGW of the reason for failure. This allows MME to perform appropriate clean-up procedures on the SGW/PGWs for the affected EPS Bearers, e.g. to release those. SA2 would prefer to apply the same principle to the Dual Connectivity feature, which is different from what RAN3 assume so far
This eliminates option 2.
Proposal 1: select option 3 as the way forward.
3 Description of how to implement the option 3
The option 3 doesn’t mean that the current MeNB behaviour is necessarily changed. It just limits its scope. That is to say that if the MME does not indicate that it is going to release one bearer, MeNB can continue taking its own decision to keep or release the bearer.
One solution to implement SA2 decision is therefore to send within the ERAB Modification Confirm message a new list of EPC bearers that are going to be released by the MME. This aligns with SA2 liaison quoted above which clearly request a per- ERAB solution.

Proposal 2: a new list of bearers that MME will fail is added to the ERAB Modification Confirm message.
Finally, if the DC path switch fails for all bearers RAN3 had decided to not have an ERAB Modification Failure message. In that case the ERAB Modification Confirm message could include only the new list of EPC bearers that are going to be released by MME. This is possible based on current coding of the message in TS36.413 v12.0.0.
Proposal 3: keep the RAN3 decision of no need to introduce a ERAB Modification Failure message.
4 Conclusion and Proposal 

This paper has analysed SA2 request of alignment of DC path switch failure with current EPC procedures and concluded as follows:
Proposal 1: select option 3 as the way forward.

Proposal 2: a new list of bearers that MME will fail is added to the ERAB Modification Confirm message.

Proposal 3: keep the RAN3 decision of no need to introduce a ERAB Modification Failure message.

The corresponding CRs are provided in [2] and the reply LS to SA2 in [3].
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