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1 Introduction
This document aims at providing a summary of email discussion #24 for 38.331 ASN.1 review part 6 (Inter-node message).
[NR-AH1801#24][NR] 38.331 ASN.1 review part 6 - Inter-node message (Nokia)

-       Detailed instructions to be provided by RRC rapporteur and/or chairman 

        Intended outcome: Merged CR to 38.331 submitted to next meeting

        Deadline:  Tuesday 2018-02-20

The discussion was split into issues: Each contains the brief overview of the discussed issue, some notes on the discussion and proposals that were agreed as the resolution of the issue (if any).

2 Discussion
The TP showing the situation of the inter-node message parts of the CR following the email discussion can be found in R2-1803960. Based on the discussion, the following points need to be addressed:

1)
Power coordination information (ASN.1 H317) from MN to SN (R2-1803380)
-
The power coordination information for max LTE power was not defined in inter-node message. This has now been incorporated for the CR as LTE/NR power coordination information for FR1, and the contribution R2-1803380 also discusses this topic.
Conclusion

Agreement 1: Agree to adopt power coordination for FR1 as per CR (based on R2-1803380).
See also issue 13)
2)
STMC-Config inclusion in the CG-Config (R2-1803057)

-
RAN2 received LS R2-1800014 from RAN3, requesting to add SMTC-Config container to CG-Config to be used for conveying information between network nodes. There are three options listed in the contribution R2-1803057, with proposal to adopt option2:

Option 1: Define one new Container to cover SMTC IE and/or associated carrierFreq IE in TS38.331 11.2.2, special used for RAN3 intention in X2 setup/modification phase.

Option 2: Add SMTC IE and associated carrierFreq IE into SCG-Config in TS38.331 11.2.2. 

Option 3: RAN3 defines all relative parameters in SMTC into RAN3 message directly.

Proposal 2: Discuss whether to adopt option2 from R2-1803057 for CG-Config


Discussion: ZTE thinks only cell-level exchange has been discussed in RAN3. This should be per cell. LG agrees and thinks the SMTC configuration is added when X2 is setup. This would be per UE information. Samsung wonders why RAN3 needs this information. Nokia explains MN needs the per-frequency information and would only be exchanged in X2 setup.
Samsung thinks option 3 should be the cleanest. Nokia thinks option 3 has some drawbacks but agrees RAN3 could do this as well. Thinks there could be a risk that RAN3 would have to keep up with RAN2 specifications if new fields are added.

Samsung prefers not to link this to measurement gaps. Only FR1 might require gaps, not FR2 always. CSI-RS could be more frequent than SSB.

Ericsson wonders if the information would be very static or more dynamic – X2 setup could be static. Nokia thinks it’s up to RAN3 how often to update the information.

Ericsson thinks we should be aligned with measurement object. Chair agrees.

ZTE would prefer just a single IE that may be different from existing STMC config. LG thinks we should only consider option 1 or 2.

Conclusion:

Adopt Option 1bis: Define one new Container (MeasurementTimingConfiguration) to cover SMTC IE and/or associated carrier frequency information (as defined by TS38.331). Up to RAN3 how to utilize this inter-node message (RAN2 understanding is that this would be used in at least X2 setup/modification phase).
Agreement 2: Define one new Container (MeasurementTimingConfiguration) to cover SMTC IE and/or associated carrier frequency information (as defined by TS38.331). Up to RAN3 how to utilize this inter-node message (RAN2 understanding is that this would be used in at least X2 setup/modification phase). Send reply LS back to RAN3 to inform them of our solution (Nokia, R2-180xxxx, offline discussion #xxx)

R2-1804041
[DRAFT] Reply LS on required information for NSA on X2
Nokia
LS out
Rel-15
NR_NewRAT-Core
To:RAN3

3)
Miscellaneous FFS inside the ASN.1 of the inter-node messages
-
There are some FFS still listed within the comments of the inter-node message parts:

1. HandoverPreparationInformation::AS-Context: FFS Whether to change e.g. move all re-establishment info to Xx 
2. CG-Config::ConfigRestrictModReqSCG: FFS Signalling details of BPC restrictions requested by SgNB to be alleviated
3. CG-ConfigInfo::ConfigRestrictInfoSCG: FFS Signalling details of BC and BPC restrictions to be observed by SgNB
4. CandidateCellInfoList::CandidateRS-IndexInfoSSB: FFS whether to support CSI RS based beam results also
Out of these, the first one seems related to RAN3 and NR SA (since it is about Xx interface), whereas the second and third relate to UE capabilities, and the fourth is related to measurements, but is already resolved as CSI-RS-based measurement results are already included.
Conclusion:
Agreement 3: Remove all FFS within the ASN.1 of subclause 11 in NR RRC. Retain AS-Context within HandoverPreparationInformation.

Agreement 4: Resolve the BPC restriction signalling details in capability discussions, then adopt the corresponding changes here.

4)
F1AP impact to RRC (R2-1803435)
-
The contribution R2-1803435 discusses whether there should be some additional inter-node messages for containers used over F1AP to better separate CU and DU parts, and how to represent those in configuration sent towards the UE.
Proposal 5: Discuss how to resolve the case when CU and DU support different ASN.1 versions.
Proposal 1: NR RRC shall contain two different inter-node messages: one containing only the DU information for the F1 message, and one containing both CU and DU information for the X2 message.

Proposal 2: Split also NR MCG configuration in CG-ConfigInfo to CU and DU parts.

Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss whether we need to separate CU and DU parts of measurement configuration in ASN.1
Discussion: Ericsson would support this but would like to think. We could discuss this over email discussion as well. ZTE agrees. Intel wonders if we have to support CUs and DUs of different releases. Intel wonders how this would affect ASN.1 Nokia claarifies that this would result in having OCTET STRING wrapper for the CellGroupConfig within RRCReconfiguration (see highlighted part below illustrating this).
RRCReconfiguration-IEs ::= 


SEQUENCE {


-- Configuration of Radio Bearers (DRBs, SRBs) including SDAP/PDCP. 

    -- In EN-DC this field may only be present if the RRCReconfiguration


-- is transmitted over SRB3. 


radioBearerConfig





RadioBearerConfig 






OPTIONAL, -- Need M


-- Configuration of secondary cell group (EN-DC):


secondaryCellGroup





OCTET STRING (CONTAINING CellGroupConfig)
OPTIONAL, -- Need M


measConfig







MeasConfig








OPTIONAL, -- Need M


lateNonCriticalExtension



OCTET STRING







OPTIONAL,


nonCriticalExtension




SEQUENCE {}








OPTIONAL 
}

Conclusion:
--> Decision deferred to main session – needs more discussion and affects ASN.1 freezing.
Proposal 1: Decision on whether to use F1AP impact to RRC (R2-1803435) is needed in the main session since it affects ASN.1 freezing.

5)
UE capability information in CG-ConfigInfo is not defined


eutra-CapabilityInfo


OCTET STRING (CONTAINING UECapabilityInformation)

OPTIONAL,-- Cond SN-Addition
-
The UE capability messages are not yet defined in NR RRC, but the current INM refers to UECapabilityInformation, which is the LTE IE name. Since the information needed is the NR and MR-DC capabilities, it would be easiest to have those in two different fields, i.e. like shown below:


nr-CapabilityInfo
OCTET STRING (CONTAINING NR-UE-Capability)

OPTIONAL,-- Cond SN-Addition

mrdc-CapabilityInfo
OCTET STRING (CONTAINING MRDC-UE-Capability)
OPTIONAL,-- Cond SN-Addition
This also avoids having to define the NR message yet, but still allows signalling the capabilities over X2/F1.
Conclusion:
Agreement 5: Create NR UECapabilityInformation – message already now, containing the information on NR and MR-DC capabilities.

Proposal 2: Create NR UECapabilityInformation – message in NR RRC for conveying NR and MR-DC capabilities.
6)
Removal of fullConfig indication
-
RAN2 agreed on the following this week:
R2-1802598
Discussion and TP on RRC Information IEs
Google Inc.
discussion
38.331
NR_newRAT-Core

Agreements

1: Remove fullConfigSN from the CG-Config IE.

2: Change to scg-CellGroupConfig, scg-RB-Config in the TP is agreed

The change for removing fullConfig has already been incorporated into the TP in R2-1803960, but to get RAN3 to do the work on X2 fullConfig-indication, we propose to send LS to RAN3 to ensure this is done.

Conclusion:
Agreement 6: Send LS to RAN3 to request them to provide the fullConfig – indication over X2 (Nokia).

R2-1804042
[DRAFT] LS on SN triggered fullConfig indication in X2 for EN-DC
Nokia
LS out
Rel-15
NR_NewRAT-Core
To:RAN3

7)
Naming of CG-Config (D603)

-
The issue D603 proposes to us SCG-Config instead of CG-Config since this message is only supposed to be used for SCGs. However, since we use CG-ConfigInfo as well, it would also be fine to retain similar naming. 

Conclusion:
Agreement 7: Use CG-Config as inter-node message name.
8)
DRX coordination information (Z352)

-
The DRX coordination information was missing earlier, so it was changed to use DRX long cycle information from DRX-Config. Samsung disagrees with this since source should adapt to target and uses SN encoding.

-
Currently the DRX configuration is copy-pasted from DRX-Config.

Conclusion:
Agreement 8: Use NR RRC DRX-Config long DRX cycle values.
Agreement 9: Include also short DRX configuration in DRX-Info.
9)
Removal of CSI-RS resources from CG-ConfigInfo (Z353)

-
Z353 says that for "candidateCellInfoListMN" in SCG-ConfigInfo, the CSI-RS measurement results are not applicable since CSI-RS measurements are not supported in LTE Bx event. --> Suggest to add an IE description to explain the restriction, or to introduce another CandidateCellInfoList for the MN case.
-
Adding field description with MN restrictions seems easiest and avoids having separated IEs.

Conclusion:
Agreement 10: Add field description to clarify how the CSI-RS results can be used.

10)
 Renaming “ResultsThreeQuantities” (Z354)

-
Z354 proposes to rename this IE into e.g. "MeasResultsNR". The name "ResultsThreeQuantites" is a bit weird, and in some cases only one quantity will be delivered 

Conclusion:
Agreement 11: Use Cell-level IEs from RRM TP here (e.g. ResultsCSI-RS-Cell and ResultsSSB-Cell).

11)
 Offline discussion #25

-
TP drafting affecting INM.

-
Gap pattern definitions are not clear yet. 

-
Max number of measured Frequencies is currently unclear

-
Explicit indication of per-UE and per-FR gap from MN to SN

Proposal 3: Capture outcome of offline discussion #25 in the TP for inter-node messages.
12)
 Separate field for SCG failure information

-
ZTE suggestion in the main session, handled in offline discussion #??

Proposal 4: Capture outcome of the offline discussion on SCG failure information (number ??) in the TP for inter-node messages (if needed).
13)
 Power control coordination

-
RAN4 discussing currently Tx_total (per UE), could come still in this meeting in which case we have to incorporate it in INM for power coordination

--> To be checked what RAN4 progress is.

Proposal 5: If RAN4 finalizes their discussion on per-UE tx power limits, capture the outcome in the TP for inter-node messages (if needed).

3 Conclusions
The following proposals were made as the agreements of the discussion:

Agreement 1: Agree to adopt power coordination for FR1 as per CR (based on R2-1803380).

Agreement 2: Define one new Container (MeasurementTimingConfiguration) to cover SMTC IE and/or associated carrier frequency information (as defined by TS38.331). Up to RAN3 how to utilize this inter-node message (RAN2 understanding is that this would be used in at least X2 setup/modification phase). Send reply LS back to RAN3 to inform them of our solution (Nokia, R2-180xxxx, offline discussion #xxx).

Agreement 3: Remove all FFS within the ASN.1 of subclause 11 in NR RRC. Retain AS-Context within HandoverPreparationInformation.

Agreement 4: Resolve the BPC restriction signalling details in capability discussions, then adopt the corresponding changes here.

Agreement 5: Create NR UECapabilityInformation – message already now, containing the information on NR and MR-DC capabilities.

Agreement 6: Send LS to RAN3 to request them to provide the fullConfig – indication over X2 (Nokia).

Agreement 7: Use CG-Config as inter-node message name.

Agreement 8: Use NR RRC DRX-Config long DRX cycle values.

Agreement 9: Include also short DRX configuration in DRX-Info.

Agreement 10: Add field description to clarify how the CSI-RS results can be used.

Agreement 11: Use Cell-level IEs from RRM TP here (e.g. ResultsCSI-RS-Cell and ResultsSSB-Cell).

In particular, agreements 2 and 6 indicate that two LSs to RAN3 need to be sent:

R2-1804041
[DRAFT] Reply LS on required information for NSA on X2
Nokia
LS out
Rel-15
NR_NewRAT-Core
To:RAN3

R2-1804042
[DRAFT] LS on SN triggered fullConfig indication in X2 for EN-DC
Nokia
LS out
Rel-15
NR_NewRAT-Core
To:RAN3

Additionally, some topics could not be resolved and require some more care:

Proposal 1: Decision on whether to use F1AP impact to RRC (R2-1803435) is needed in the main session since it affects ASN.1 freezing.

Proposal 2: Create NR UECapabilityInformation – message in NR RRC for conveying NR and MR-DC capabilities.
The rest of the proposals are expected to be straightforward but require input from other discussions or groups:

Proposal 3: Capture outcome of offline discussion #25 in the TP for inter-node messages.

Proposal 4: Capture outcome of the offline discussion on SCG failure information (number ??) in the TP for inter-node messages (if needed).
Proposal 5: If RAN4 finalizes their discussion on per-UE tx power limits, capture the outcome in the TP for inter-node messages (if needed).
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