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1	Information
At the last RAN3#107-e meeting, we had progress on Solution 1 for Higher Layer Multi-Connectivity. The TP to include RSN and a new cause value are agreed. But there are still some remaining issues to be further addressed, refer to [1].
This paper continues to discuss this topic.
2	Discussion
At the last RAN3 meeting, we had agreed on the basic functions for Solution 1 and the TPs for NGAP/XnAP were agreed.  The below are the open issues:
	List the open issue for further discussion in the future 
· [bookmark: _Hlk37279580]Whether the E1 CR is needed
· Whether the F1 CR is needed
· Whether and how to inform the redundant setup result in the response message
· Whether SN node transfers the disjoint UP path information to MN is needed
· Whether the identity of the Secondary RAN node is informed to SMF



2.1	Whether and how to inform the redundant setup result in the response message
In our opinion, it is beneficial for the NG-RAN node to feedback exactly which RSN is used. Think about below cases:
PDU session 1 with RSN 1 and PDU session 2 with RSN 2 are setup, if the NG-RAN node could setup DC in the requested RSNs, the MN would in the response indicate to 5GC that the PDU sessions are setup successfully;
Now if the NG-RAN node could not setup the PDU sessions accordingly, then it is up to NG-RAN node to decide if to anyway setup the PDU sessions successfully in one NG-RAN node, i.e. RSN 1.
If there is no additional information, such as the used RSN in the response message, the two successful cases would look exactly the same and SMF would not know that RSN 2 is not available. Consequently, SMF would not be able to fine tuning the performance, and decide for example, to remove the PDU session 2 with RSN 2, or not to use RSN 2.
Therefor we would like to propose to add the “Used RSN” in the response message.
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree to include the “Used RSN” in the response message.

2.2	Whether the E1 CR is needed
RSN indicates that the DC operation is required. It also indicates the User Plane should be used. Thus we think the RSN information should be sent over E1AP.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree to include the “RSN information” in the E1AP.

As proposed in Proposal 1, we also think it is beneficial to introduce the Used RSN Information in E1AP.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree to include the “Used RSN” in the E1AP.

3	Proposals
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree to include the “Used RSN” in the response message.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree to include the “RSN information” in the E1AP.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to agree to include the “Used RSN” in the E1AP.
[bookmark: _GoBack]TPs are provided in [2] to [5].
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