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1 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
2 Discussion
2.1 Prioritization of MCG LTM over SCG LTM

Some contributions propose to prioritize MRO for MCG both for connection failure and near failure over the MRO for SCG LTM in Rel. 19 based on the RAN2 agreement from the RAN2 #125bis meeting.
Can we agree the same in RAN3?
RAN3 to prioritize MCG LTM over SCG LTM
2.2 Definition of failure scenarios and stage-2 definition
2.2.1 LTM failure scenarios, taking RAN2 agreement as baseline

Most contributions propose to discuss the LTM failure scenarios to be studied. RAN2 already agreed some scenarios during previous meeting. Therefore, it is proposed to take RAN2 scenarios as baseline, and discuss if these can be agreed as it is. Additional scenarios can also be discussed at this meeting if time allows (see next section).

RAN2 scenarios can be found here:

	· For too late LTM, the following sub-cases are considered but we may down prioritize later (not limiting):

-
Case 1a: the UE detects RLF in source cell after receiving LTM candidate configurations and performs reestablishment procedure.

-
Case 1b: the UE detects RLF in source cell after receiving LTM candidate configurations, selects an LTM candidate cell, detects HOF with the selected LTM cell.
-
Case 1c: the UE detects RLF in source cell after receiving LTM candidate configurations, and successfully completes LTM execution with the selected LTM candidate cell.

· For too early LTM, the following sub-cases are considered but we may down prioritize later (not limiting):

-
Case 2a: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell and performs reestablishment procedure with the source cell.

-
Case 2b: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell, selects the source cell which is also an LTM candidate cell, detects HOF with the source cell, and performs reestablishment procedure.
-
Case 2c: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell, and successfully completes LTM execution with the selected source cell which is also an LTM candidate cell.

· LTM to wrong cell, the following sub-cases are considered but we may down prioritize later (not limiting):

-
Case 3a: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell and performs reestablishment procedure with the source cell.
-
Case 3b: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell, selects an LTM candidate cell which is different from the source or target one, detects HOF with the selected LTM candidate cell, and performs reestablishment procedure.

-
Case 3c: the UE detects HOF/RLF in the LTM target cell, and successfully completes LTM execution with the selected LTM candidate cell which is different from the source or target one.


Some contributions propose to correct/amend the following scenarios. Some companies propose to agree these scenarios as it is.

How to capture these scenarios in RAN3?

RAN3 takes RAN2#125-bis agreement on MRO for LTM scenarios as baseline for further study.
Wait for RAN2 discussion on Wednesday before further discussion on the scenarios in RAN3.
2.2.2 Other scenarios (for later)
Some contributions propose to study additional scenarios:
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Figure 1: From [2]

In [2], it is proposed to further study successive failure cases in MCG LTM and to consider the case where the second failure type is RLF.
Can case d/ in Figure 1 can be agreed?
Some contributions propose to study failure scenarios when a UE is configured with both LTM and CHO while some contributions propose to deprioritize it.
RAN3 to further study failure scenarios when a UE is configured with both LTM and CHO?

Some contributions propose to split the LTM to wrong cell into 2 sub-cases:
· Wrong candidate cell selection (by CU)
· Wrong target cell selection (by DU)
Can RAN3 agree to split the LTM to wrong cell into 2 sub-cases (wrong candidate cell selection and wrong target cell selection)? Does it need to be captured in the agreed scenarios?

Some contributions propose to take into account subsequent LTM cell switch and multiple reports generation.
Can RAN3 agree to study the frequently over-written report for MRO in subsequent LTM?

2.2.3 Problem definition in stage-2

Some contributions propose to reuse existing too late/too early/to wrong cell handover definitions while some contributions propose to introduce a new section.

In stage-2, reuse existing problem definitions (Connection failure due to intra-system mobility) or create new ones?
To be discussed later or online. 
2.2.4 Detection mechanism in stage-2 (if time permits)

In stage-2, reuse existing detection mechanism descriptions (Connection failure due to intra-system mobility) or create new ones?
2.3 Reusing RLF Report
RAN3 to discuss if RLF Report can be reused to cover LTM Cell Switch failures.
2.4 Impact on split architecture
Most of the contributions discuss the impact of SON MRO for LTM on split architecture and on F1 in particular. The first question to be answered may be the node responsibilities. Therefore, the question is the following:

For each failure scenario, which node is responsible for root cause analysis? CU or DU?
2.5 Near failure

2.5.1 Reusing SHR
RAN3 to discuss if SHR can be reused to cover LTM MCG Cell Switch failures.

2.5.2 SHR triggers

Some contributions propose to take existing SHR triggers (T304, T310, T312) as baseline, whereas some contributions propose to check the validity of existing T304 trigger with RAN2.
For LTM SHR, the T304, T310 and T312 related triggering conditions are taken as baseline? Send LS to RAN2 about T304?

If existing triggers are taken as baseline, do we need to discuss which node determines the triggering condition?

How to handle multiple candidate cells configuration?

New triggers? – IF TIME PERMITS

1) Fallback from RACH-less LTM to RACH-based LTM? UE to record the LTM related information if the UE can not access with the received TA value?

2) TA validation time related triggering condition?
3) Interruption time related triggering condition? 
4) L1 measurement result validation related triggering condition?

5) Beam recovery?

3 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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