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1
Introduction

This paper responds to R3-150306 [1] on Cause Value, especially for “Time Critical Action”, “RRM purpose” and “SeNB Radio Connection With UE Lost” and provides some proposals. 
2
Discussion

R3-150306 provides the following discussion parts for further discussion at RAN3#87.
A.2.4
Time Critical Action


	Time Critical action
	The action is requested for time critical reason i.e. this cause value is reserved to represent all critical cases where radio resources are likely to be dropped if the requested action is not performed.
In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	Alcatel- Lucent
	Time critical action for handover is related to risk of losing the radio connection whereas offload of bearers is for capacity reason. What usage would you foresee for this cause in the scope of DC ?which actions are sometimes more critical than others?

	Nokia
	We prefer to add “data” to “radio resources” to make it clearer since this is only about DRBs, not e.g. SCells. We would also remove one “critical” from the text – see below for our proposal.

	Ericsson
	In response to Alcatel-Lucent:  E.g. “radio reason” might refer to interference that can be alleviated with offloading, but is not necessarily time critical.


Proposal 1: Considering the above discussion and usage of this value, SeNB seems not to take specific action due to “Time Critical Action”. Therefore, we propose to this value into “Load Optimization” which we prefer to merge “Reduce Load” and “Resource Optimisation”. 
A.2.10
RRM purpose

	RRM purpose
	The procedure is initiated due to node internal RRM purposes.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	


MeNB should be able to indicate cause value towards the SeNB when starting the SeNB modification. It should be possible to adopt one generic cause value “RRM purpose” in this message. For example, if MeNB indicates DRB or SCell release, SeNB shall not reject which would fit the description of this cause value. There is no reason to use “RRM purpose” only for SeNB initiated SeNB modification.

Proposal 2: “RRM purpose” should be used for MeNB initiated SeNB modification as well as SeNB initiated SeNB modification.

A.2.13
Radio Connection With UE Lost

	Radio Connection With UE Lost
	The action is requested due to losing the radio connection to the UE.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	Kyocera
	Our understanding is that this cause value is used in the MeNB initiated SeNB release procedure as a way for the MeNB to inform the SeNB of the M-RLF; whereas the same cause is also used in the SeNB initiated SeNB release procedure as a way for the SeNB to inform the MeNB of the S-RLF.  However, currently there is no mechanism for the MeNB to indicate to the SeNB of the S-RLF when the UE directly informs the MeNB of the S-RLF so at the minimum there should be a new cause value added for the MeNB to inform the SeNB of the S-RLF as suggested in Option 2 in A.2.19.  In particular, this new cause value would be applicable for both the MeNB initiated SeNB Modification preparation and for the MeNB initiated SeNB Release procedures.

	Huawei
	What is the difference between this cause value and the “Failure in Radio Interface Procedure” cause?

	Ericsson
	In response to Kyocera:
As a general thought, having the SCGFailureInformation message defined, I would have expected this being included in one of the transparent containers (or even within a new one), which has not been decided in RAN2. So, as long as respective discussion didn’t take place in RAN2, I would rather go for a general mapping between the information contained in the SCGFailureInformation and respective cause values on X2AP-level.

I would also suggest to not directly provide specific L2/L1 information within X2AP levels, for the sake of separating layers and protocols. As said above, if L2/L1 specific information is really needed at the SeNB, this should be rather provided in a transparent way.

Looking at the cause values proposed in the initial discussion paper, I think that there should be generic causes available to be used.

Note: suggested cause values A.2.15ff kept for documentary purpose.

In response to Huawei:

The “connection lost” cause we had an SeNB in mind that detects the loss, wondering why the MeNB doesn’t react.

The “Failure” cause we see as cause that is set by the MeNB.


A.2.15
Random Access Problem (Option 1)

	Random Access Problem
	Radio interface procedure has failed.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	Kyocera
	This is one of the causes of S-RLF explicitly sent to the MeNB upon SCG failure.  The cause of this S-RLF would be useful to the SeNB in case the MeNB decides to resume operation of the UE with the same SeNB and the SeNB has the option to reconfigure the RA related IEs as needed.  

	
	


A.2.16
RLC Problem (Option 1)

	RLC Problem
	Radio interface procedure has failed.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	Kyocera
	This is one of the causes of S-RLF explicitly sent to the MeNB upon SCG failure.  The cause of this S-RLF would be useful to the SeNB in case the MeNB decides to resume operation of the UE with the same SeNB and the SeNB has the option to reconfigure the RLC related IEs as needed.  

	
	


A.2.19
SeNB Radio Connection With UE Lost (Option 2)

	SeNB Radio Connection With UE Lost
	The action is requested due to reception of SCGFailureInformation message from UE.

In the current version of this specification applicable for Dual Connectivity only.

	Company
	Comment

	Kyocera
	Instead of the providing the details of the reasons for S-RLF in Option 1, Option 2 proposes to include only the cause value that the UE has experienced SCG failure resulting in the UE’s loss of radio connection with the SeNB.  

	
	


It would make some sense SeNB knows S-RLF is detected at the UE. However, one cause value for that would be enough. Therefore, we propose to adopt option 2 (A.2.19) above.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to introduce S-RLF related cause with one value, which is different from “Radio Connection With UE Lost”. This cause value should be possible to use at least in MeNB-initiated SeNB modification and in MeNB-initiated SeNB release.
3
Conclusions
Proposal: It is proposed to agree on the proposals provided in section 2.
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