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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction

RRC CR has been discussed in the email discussion 108#34 [1]. However some issues were raised in the email discussion and need further discussion. In this contribution, we share our view on these issues. 
Note: The issues which have been discussed in the email discussion 108#66 [2] are not considered in this contribution. 

2 Discussion

1 5.3.5.3 upon source release, should the UE discard keys or not?
1>
if the RRCReconfiguration includes the daps-SourceRelease:

2> reset source MAC and release the source MAC configuration;

2> for each DRB with a DAPS PDCP entity:

3> release the RLC entity and the associated logical channel for the source;

3> reconfigure the PDCP entity to normal PDCP as specified in TS 38.323 [5];

2> for each SRB:

3> release the PDCP entity for the source;

3> release the RLC entity and the associated logical channel for the source;
2> release the physical channel configuration for the source;
2>
discard the keys used in source (the KgNB key, the S-KgNB key, the S-KeNB key, the KRRCenc key, the KRRCint key, the KUPint key and the KUPenc key), if any;




We have similar cases, e.g. in 5.3.11, upon entering IDLE, the UE needs to discard keys. 

Proposal 1. Keys used in source is discarded upon source release;
2 5.3.5.3 should we use source Pcell, source group?

2>
stop timer T304 for that cell group;
2>
stop timer T310 for source if running;




Or
2> suspend SRBs for the source ;

It has been discussed in last meeting, and concluded as below:

Use the term “source” and “target” to indicate the configuration common for all cells in source and target.
Proposal 2. Keep using “source” and “target” in the RRC specification unless it is necessary;
3 5.3.5.3, During the email discussion on RRC, an issue was raised on whether CHO (MCG) + DC is allowed or not. We did not see the problem to support this scenario. But it would be good to confirm it in RAN2 since we did not discuss this before.
Proposal 3. CHO (MCG) + DC is allowed configuration.
4 5.3.5.x.5 normative text or not on the case multiple trigger cell exists. 
There two parts are related to RAN1 capability discussion. We have to wait. 
The UE shall:

1>
if more than one triggered cell exists:

2>
select one of the triggered cells as the selected cell for conditional handover;




1>
for the selected cell of conditional handover:

2>
apply the stored cho-RRCReconfig of the selected cell and perform the actions as specified in 5.3.5.3;
NOTE:
If multiple NR cells are triggered in conditional handover execution, it is up to UE implementation which one to select, e.g.  the UE considers beams and beam quality to select one of the triggered cells for execution.

We do not see the problem to keep the condition, and we do see some benefits on this, e.g. make the scenario clear. 

Proposal 4. Keep current sentence on the condition “if more than one triggered cell exists”.
5 5.3.7.3 how to capture the removal of CHO related measurement configuration upon failure handling. 
The question is how to handle CHO related measurement configuration. 

Option 1: remove CHO related measurement configuration together with removal of CHO configuration;

Option 2: do nothing since the CHO related measurement configuration will be removed upon successful CHO or upon CHO failure;

We do not have strong opinion on this, but slightly prefer to delete it together with CHO configuration since it is the clear way. 

Proposal 5. In 5.3.7.3, removal of CHO related measurement is handled together with the removal of VarCHO-Config when selected cell is CHO cell;

6 Field description on Cho-ConfigToRemoveList
Cho-ConfigToRemoveList

List of the configuration of candidate cells to be removed. When the network removes the stored CHO configuration for a candidate cell, the network releases the measIDs associated to the cho-ExecutionCond if it is not used by the cho-ExecutionCond of other candidate cells.


As explained, it is related to UE behaviour, i.e. if the network does not behave like this, the UE will consider it as network error.
Proposal 6. Keep in the field description that  When the network removes the stored CHO configuration for a candidate cell, the network releases the measIDs associated to the cho-ExecutionCond if it is not used by the cho-ExecutionCond of other candidate cells.  
7 Table 12.1-1 how to capture CHO processing requirement
	Procedure title:
	Network -> UE
	UE -> Network
	Value [ms]
	Notes

	RRC Connection Control Procedures

	RRC reconfiguration


	RRCReconfiguration
	RRCReconfigurationComplete
	10
	

	RRC reconfiguration (CHO configuration)



	RRCReconfiguration
	RRCReconfigurationComplete
	10
	

	RRC reconfiguration (scell addition/release)
	RRCReconfiguration
	RRCReconfigurationComplete
	16
	

	RRC reconfiguration (SCG establishment/ modification/ release)
	RRCReconfiguration
	RRCReconfigurationComplete
	16
	


The agreements is

Use existing processing time for RRC reconfiguration message containing CHO configuration (step 1).
After thinking, the CHO could be configured together with CA or DC, then the processing time should be same as CA and DC. To avoid confusion, we do not need to capture this in the table.  
Proposal 7. RRC processing requirement on CHO is not captured in the table 12.1-1. 
3 Conclusion

The followings are proposed:

Proposal 1.
Keys used in source is discarded upon source release;
Proposal 2.
Keep using “source” and “target” in the RRC specification unless it is necessary;
Proposal 3.
CHO (MCG) + DC is allowed configuration.
Proposal 4.
Keep current sentence on the condition “if more than one triggered cell exists”.
Proposal 5.
In 5.3.7.3, removal of CHO related measurement is handled together with the removal of VarCHO-Config when selected cell is CHO cell;
Proposal 6.
Keep in the field description that  When the network removes the stored CHO configuration for a candidate cell, the network releases the measIDs associated to the cho-ExecutionCond if it is not used by the cho-ExecutionCond of other candidate cells.
Proposal 7.
RRC processing requirement on CHO is not captured in the table 12.1-1.
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�Since these keys are only applicable in the source cell, is there really a need to explicitly say that the UE shal discard them here?


�[Yi]] We had similar behaviour for other cases, to discard the keys. E.g. when the UE entering IDLE,


1>	discard the KgNB key, the S-KgNB key, the S-KeNB key, the KRRCenc key, the KRRCint key, the KUPint key and the KUPenc key, if any;





�Samsung, Agree with Ericsson


�MTK, Agree with Intel that we should explicit specify when the keys are discarded. Even though the keys are applicable in source cell, after handover the target cell will become “source” cell, and it may be confusing whoch keys are to be used.


�The wording “of source” is not clear. The source of what?


Since there should never be more than one T310 timer for PCell running at a specific point in time (target PCell T310 can not be started before this point in time), “source” can be skipped here. It could instead say “stop timer T310 for that cell group, if running;”.


�[Yi] we agreed to use the term source, target. I updated this part as stop timer T310 for source


�To say only “source” and “target” makes the specification text unclear. It could refer to different entities (PCell, cell group, etc) in different procedures. This is however not clear when just writing “source” and “target”.





�[Yi1] then we have to define “source cell group”, target cell group? For instance, here t304 is for cell group, then T310 should be for cell or cell group?


�This wording “for the source” is very unclear. It should either be “for the source PCell” or “for the source cell group”. 


This is a general comment for where only “source” or “target” is used in the CR.


�We do not need this part as during the online session it was decided to cover this aspect via a NOTE, which is provided in the end of this subsection.


�[Yi] No strong opinion. Fine to keep or remove. Let’s see other company’s view. 


�Indeed, we have agreed to let the cell selection to UE implementation in this version. We anyway think we benefit from the text to indicate there could be multiple triggered cells and that UE needs to select one.


�Agree with Ericsson


�Network requirements don’t need to be captured. 


�[Yi] it is related to UE havior. If the network does not behave like this, the UE will treat it as network error. 


�Nokia, Why do we add this separate entry in the table if the value of processing time for RRCReconfiguration stays exactly the same and in addition the preceding entry covers all types of RRC Reconfigurations (as no further details of its type are given in the brackets)?


�[Yi] just try to say, the processing time for RRCReconfiguration message with CHO configuration is same as without CHO configuration. But different from CA/DC.





