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1. Introduction
[bookmark: Proposal_Pattern_Length]This is the summary of below offline discussion:
· [AT112-e][211][MOB] CHO/CPC RRC corrections (Intel)
Scope: 
· Discuss which CHO/CPC corrections for 36.331/38.331 are seen necessary and provide merged CRs with agreeable corrections (if any)
	Intended outcome: 
· Discussion summary in R2-2010719 (by email rapporteur).
· Merged CRs to 36.331 (R2-2010720) and 38.331 (R2-2010721) (if any)
	Deadline for providing comments, for rapporteur inputs, conclusions and CR finalization:  
· Initial deadline (for companies' feedback):  1st week Fri, UTC 0900 
· Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2010719):  2nd week Mon, UTC 13:00
· Deadline for CR finalization: 2nd week Thu, UTC 1000 

1. Discussion
To make it easier to find the correct contact delegate in each company for potential follow-up questions, the rapporteur encourages the delegates who provide input to provide their contact information in this table:
	Company
	Delegate contact

	COMPANY_NAME
	NAME (email@address.com)

	Sharp
	ningjuan.chang@cn.sharp-world.com

	OPPO
	lihaitao@oppo.com

	Nokia
	jedrzej.stanczak@nokia.com

	Google
	frankwu@google.com

	Apple
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	Ericsson
	cecilia.eklof@ericsson.com

	NEC
	hisashi.futaki@nec.com

	vivo
	Chenli5g@vivo.com

	Qualcomm
	oozturk@qti.qualcomm.com

	Huawei
	jun.chen@huawei.com

	ZTE
	zhang.mengjie@zte.com.cn

	ITRI
	NellenHuang@itri.org.tw

	MediaTek
	li-chuan.tseng@mediatek.com

	LG
	hassium.kim@lge.com

	Samsung 
	June77.hwang@samsung.com

	CATT
	chandrika@catt.cn

	Lenovo
	Wulh5@lenovo.com




As indicated by chairman, following CRs are handled in this offline discussion for CHO;
R2-2009996	Missing release of VarConditionalReconfig	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2153	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
R2-2009997	Missing release of VarConditionalReconfiguration	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.2.1	4491	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core

Summary of change:
NR:
The entities in VarConditionalReconfig are released in case of a successful inter-RAT handover in 5.4.3.4.
LTE:
The entities in VarConditionalReconfiguration are released as part of the actions when entering RRC_INACTIVE in 5.3.8.7.

The entities in VarConditionalReconfiguration are released as part of the actions when leaving to RRC_IDLE with suspended configuration in 5.3.12.

The entities in VarConditionalReconfiguration are released in case of a successful inter-RAT handover from E-UTRA/5GC to NR and in case of inter-system HO in 5.4.3.4.

[Rapp comments] The intention is ok. But wonder why we did not do this for measurement related variables?
Question 1: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009996 (NR) and R2-2009997(LTE)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No for inter-RAT handover,
Yes for others cases in LTE than inter-RAT handover
	For inter-RAT handover, as full configuration is used in HO command, UE already releases all source configuration after receiving the HO command.

	Nokia
	Not needed
	We agree that for inter-RAT case the UE shall release everything, so we do not need to list all possible parameters/variables explicitly. In general, releasing those UE variables does not have to be done separately for each procedure, if it is known that e.g. the UE releases it when moving to IDLE/INACTIVE.

	Google
	No
	As indicated by rapporteur, we don’t do this for measurement related variables. We think the following sentence in section 5.4.3.4 should cover all cases that the UE releases RRC configurations in case of a successful inter-RAT handover, unless specified otherwise. 
1>	release all radio resources, including release of the RLC entity and the MAC configuration;

	Apple
	See comments
	We agree with the google’s comment, release “ all radio resources” in section 5.4.3.4 can cover all the configuration. 

	NEC
	Yes for LTE (1st, 2nd change) 
	No strong view for Inter-RAT HO parts, as our understanding is also to release everything upon IRAT HO. 
For others (1st and 2nd changes) in LTE CR, we guess these are same as what NR 38.331 has for similar cases. With this understanding, fine with those changes in LTE.

	vivo
	No
	We agree that for inter-RAT handover, all resource configuration should be released. As mentioned by above companies, there is no need to list each individual variables. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with Google

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Share the same view as Nokia.

	ZTE
	No for inter-RAT handover, perhaps yes for other cases
	For inter-RAT handover, agree other companies’comment that “release all radio resources” can cover the release of CHO/CPC related configuration.
For entering RRC_INACTIVE/RRC_IDLE with suspended configuration, it’s fine to capture the release of  VarConditionalReconfiguration to align with that in NR spec, but the related measurement variables should also be released.

	ITRI
	Yes for LTE (1st, 2nd change)
	We are fine with the 1st and 2nd changes in LTE CR.
For Inter-RAT HO parts, we agree with Google and Apple that release “all radio resources” covers all RRC configurations.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	· Companies are only commenting the parts concerning the inter-RAT HO case, i.e. the parts concerning the missing release of VarConditionalReconfig at release to RRC_INACTIVE and to RRC_IDLE (with suspended configuration) in 36.331 seem to not have been considered.
· As commented on the inter-RAT HO procedure in 5.4.3.4 includes that the UE shall “release all radio resources”. However, this does not cover “all configurations” that the UE has stored, e.g. stored variables. It includes the radio resources (as indicated by the following e.g. “including RLC entity and MAC configuration”). It can be compared with the procedure in e.g. 38.331, 5.3.11 (“UE actions upon going to RRC_IDLE”) where the UE shall “release all radio resources” but also “remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig, if any” since that is not covered by the release of radio resources.
· Regarding the comment from OPPO that full configuration is always used in HO command for inter-RAT HO, this is not necessarily the case. The fullConfig in RRCConnectionReconfiguration is “optionally present, need ON,… for intra-system handover from NR to E-UTRA” (and corresponding for fullConfig in the RRCReconfiguration message).


	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	LG
	No
	CR seems not necessary. Like other companies, since there is a procedure to remove any dedicated UE variables when leaving RRC Connection, we don’t need to specify this explicitly. 

	Samsung 
	No for inter RAT case, Yes for state transition in LTE.
	Have the same view with Google for inter RAT. For transition case, we think to align with NR make sense.

	CATT
	Yes
	The release of VarConditionalReconfig has been captured in the section of RRC release , UE actions upon going to RRC_IDLE, perform handover, so it can be added in the section for inter-RAT handover case

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with google and Nokia



Summary:18 companies provided inputs
For Inter RAT case (NR CR, LTE CR): 
· Yes: 3
· No: 15
[bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK25]For state transition (LTE CR):
· Yes: 8
· No:10
Considering, NR specification has capture the release of VarConditionalReconfig and corresponding measurement for conditionReconfig, Rapporteur would suggest:
[bookmark: _Hlk55847627]Proposal 1a: Do not capture the release of VarConditionalReconfig for inter-RAT handover case, and therefore R2-2009996 is not pursued;
Proposal 1b: The updated changes of R2-2009997 (to remove the change for inter RAT handover, and add the release of corresponding measurement configuration for conditionalReconfig) are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 



R2-2009533	Correction on configuration of triggerCondition for CHO	CATT	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.2.1	4466	-	F	LTE_feMob-Core 
Summary of change:
LTE:
To add in the field description “When configuring 2 triggering events (MeasIds) for a candidate cell, network ensures that both refer to the same measObject.”

[Rapp comments] The CR just copied the sentence from NR RRC to LTE RRC. 

Question 2: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009533(LTE)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes 
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Correct, but perhaps could be merged with rapporteur’s CR, as the change is very simple?

	Google
	Yes
	It is ok to align LTE to NR.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	We are find to align LTE with NR, and fine to merger into rapporteur’s CR.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	ITRI 
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	


Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
All companies agree the changes, i.e. to align LTE with NR. 2 companies commented that the change could be merged into Rapporteur’s CR. 
Rapporteur tend to agree, the change is really simple, and not pure editorial change. However the intention of this email discussion is to merge simple changes. Only substantial individual CRs will be agreed separately. Therefore 
[bookmark: _Hlk55847780]Proposal 2:The updated changes of R2-2009533 ( to add the clauses affected in the coversheet) are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 
R2-2009848	Correction to attemptCondReconfig in ConditionalReconfiguration	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2140	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Summary of change:
NR:
1. 6.3.2, ConditionalReconfiguration field descriptions, field attemptCondReconfig
Redundant and inconsistent text in field description is deleted.

2. 6.3.2, ConditionalReconfiguration field descriptions, Conditional presence explanation for attemptCondReconfig
The Conditional presence explanation is changed to “optional present, Need R”.
Modified to cover the intended case (UE is configured with at least one conditionalReconfiguration for CHO).

	ConditionalReconfiguration field descriptions

	attemptCondReconfig
If present, the UE shall perform conditional reconfiguration if selected cell is a target candidate cell and it is the first cell selection after failure act as described in clause 5.3.7.3.

	condReconfigToAddModList
List of the configuration of candidate SpCells to be added or modified for CHO or CPC.

	condReconfigToRemoveList
List of the configuration of candidate SpCells to be removed.



	Conditional Presence
	Explanation

	CHO
	The field is optional present, Need NR, if the UE is configured with at least one conditional reconfiguration conditionalReconfiguration is added for CHO. Otherwise the field is not present.



[Rapp comments] No strong opinion on the first change. Second change looks correct.  Then the LTE changes are also needed. 

Question 3a: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009848 (NR)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	No for the 1st change,
Yes for the 2nd
change
	For 1st change, we do not see the issue and think current text is ok.
For 2nd change, the intention is correct.

	OPPO
	
	First change is not needed.
For the second change, the intention is ok. But wonder if it is correct to refer to “conditional reconfiguration”, since it may be misleadingly referred to the IE “ConditionalReconfiguration-r16” in which case it can be only one (instead of “at least one”).

	Nokia
	
	Agree first change is not needed. Agree with OPPO regarding second change – the ambiguity should be removed. A reference to a certain IE is what shall be done.

	Google
	
	The second change is correct. The first change is not needed.

	Apple
	Yes for the 2nd change
	We are fine with the 2nd change, but think the 1st change is not needed.  

	NEC
	Yes for 2nd change
	For 1st change, we need to confirm real problem in the existing text at first, then may consider alternative text.

	vivo
	No for 1st change, Yes for 2nd change
	The UE shall perform conditional reconfiguration if the selected cell is target candidate cell and it is the first cell selection. As this is RAN2 conclusion. It better to keep it more specific to avoid any misunderstanding, so we prefer to keep the original text for the first change.

	Qualcomm
	Yes for 2nd
	The first change is incomplete “The UE shall”. The original text is fine. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes for 2nd
	

	ZTE
	Yes for 2nd
	

	ITRI
	Yes for the 2nd
change
	We are fine with the 2nd change, but do not see the need for the 1st one.

	MediaTek
	Yes for 2nd 
	Regarding the 1st change, current text is good.

	LG
	
	The first change is not needed.
For the second change, in NR, Need R means, upon receiving a message with the field absent, the UE should release the field. We wonder if Need R is correct. Since there is a case that the network update CHO configuration including candidate cell configuration, the network should always set this value whenever CHO configuration update if this field is Need R. Thus we think this change is also not needed because this field is autonomously release by the UE after HO success.

	Samsung 
	Yes for the 1st. Yes for the 2nd.
	Want lean field description to avoid the duplicated.

	CATT
	
	First change is not needed
Second change, agree with change the need code to need R,

	Lenovo
	Yes for second change
	The first one is not needed



Summary: 17 companies provided inputs. 
Only 1 company supports the first change;
For second change:16 companies support the change. 2 companies think it would be good to refer to a certain IE instead of “conditional reconfiguration”. Rapporteur would suggest to change “one conditional reconfiguration” to “ a candidate SpCell”
1 company commented whether “Need R” is correct. Rapporteur assumes it should be ok since it allows the network to remove the field when updates the CHO configuration.  
[bookmark: _Hlk55818687]Proposal 3a: The updated changes of R2-2009848 (to change “one conditional reconfiguration” to “ a candidate SpCell”, and corresponding changes on coversheet) are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 

Question 3b: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009848 should also be applied for LTE RRC? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes for the 2nd change
	

	OPPO
	
	Should be applied to LTE, once agreed for NR.

	Nokia
	Yes, 2nd change 
	

	Google
	Yes
	The second change should be applied for LTE RRC.

	Apple
	Yes 
	

	NEC
	Yes for 2nd change
	if agreed for NR, it can be applied for LTE in a different form, as Condition is not used. E.g., just change from Need ON to OR.

	vivo
	Yes for 2nd change
	See above.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes for 2nd
	

	ZTE
	Yes for 2nd
	

	ITRI 
	Yes for the 2nd
change
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree that it is applicable to LTE as well. We have prepared a corresponding CR and will send it out.

	MediaTek
	Yes (for 2nd)
	

	LG
	No
	The first change is not needed.
The second change is also not needed because this field is autonomously release by the UE after HO success.

	Samsung 
	Yes for both changes.
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes for second one.
	


	
Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
Same as NR CR, Rapporteur propose:
[bookmark: _Hlk55818698]Proposal 3b: To capture the updated changes of R2-2009848 into LTE CR R2-2010720. Corresponding CR is agreeable. 

[bookmark: _Hlk55816711]R2-2009640	Correction to remove conditional reconfiguration related measurement configuration	ITRI	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2100	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Summary of change:
NR:
Add corresponding procedures of the missing agreements in the part after the RRCReconfiguration is applied due to a conditional reconfiguration execution upon cell selection while timer T311 is running in section 5.3.5.3.
[bookmark: _Toc52836614][bookmark: _Toc52837622][bookmark: _Toc46486736][bookmark: _Toc46443975][bookmark: _Toc53006262][bookmark: _Toc46439138]5.3.5.3	Reception of an RRCReconfiguration by the UE
The UE shall perform the following actions upon reception of the RRCReconfiguration, or upon execution of the conditional reconfiguration (CHO or CPC):
3> 1>	if the RRCReconfiguration is applied due to a conditional reconfiguration execution upon cell selection while timer T311 is running, as defined in 5.3.7.3:	Comment by ITRI: This leading number in the CR remains 1>.
2>	remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig, if any;
2>	for each measId, if the associated reportConfig has a reportType set to condTriggerConfig:
3>	for the associated reportConfigId:
4>	remove the entry with the matching reportConfigId from the reportConfigList within the VarMeasConfig;
3>	if the associated measObjectId is only associated to a reportConfig with reportType set to condTriggerConfig:
4>	remove the entry with the matching measObjectId from the measObjectList within the VarMeasConfig;
3>	remove the entry with the matching measId from the measIdList within the VarMeasConfig;

[Rapp comments] Tend to agree this part is missing for NR. 

Question 4: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009640 (NR)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes 
	Agree to add the missing part.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	
	In general OK with such measurement cleanup changes (if those are not released elsewhere in the specification). 
Why are those changes proposed in section 5.3.5.3? Because the measurement ID will not be evaluated anyway, even if the UE does recovery via CHO?

	Google
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Big no
	This is not necessary. The sub-clause exists to cover the case where the UE performs re-establishment and applies a stored CHO configuration. As we agreed this optimization can be done only once, the UE that comes to 5.3.5.3 as a result of that deletes the remaining CHO configurations, that’s why we have “2> remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig, if any;” When it comes to the measId(s) related to CHO, as the procedure continues, the UE will either successfully execute the handover or, end up performing re-establishment (or go to IDLE). In any of the cases the measId(s) related to CHO are deleted. Hence, adding that as CR suggests is unnecessary. 
We believe this also responds Nokia question.  

	NEC
	Yes
	we understand this is just missing somehow.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree to add this missing part.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with Ericsson. These will be deleted upon every possible outcome of the second CHO attempt.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	ITRI
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	No
	In 5.3.7.3, if the selected cell is a CHO candidate, UE can perform the so-called “recovery with CHO” procedure, which can be used only once. If this CHO fails, since all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig has been removed, UE must go to the “else” branch in 5.3.7.3, and remaining CHO configurations are removed. CHO configurations will also be removed if the recovery with CHO succeeded.
The proposed text is not wrong but we do not see the need.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	No 
	Agree with Ericsson, this is redundant.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	ITRI
	[follow-up comment]
	We understant that “2> remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig, if any;” here implements the restriction of performing recovery via CHO only once, no matter whether the CHO is successful or not.
In our opinion, it makes more sense to remove the related measurement configurations along with removing VarConditionalReconfig (as what we discussed in #108 and agreed in #109).
As for the restriction of one-time CHO attempt during recovery, we think this relates to attemptCondReconfig rather than VarConditionalReconfig. For example, we will not have VarConditionalReconfig removal without removal of related measurement configurations if UE releases attemptCondReconfig instead of removing VarConditionalReconfig after the first CHO attempt.
From another point of view, the current field description of attemptCondReconfig already expresses the restriction of performing recovery via CHO only once, i.e. the first cell selection after failure. If that is the case, we wonder if removing VarConditionalReconfig (without removal of related measurement configurations) to avoid the second CHO attempt is still needed.
In case “2> remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig, if any;” exists, it makes sense to also remove the associated measurement configurations as what we agreed previously. 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	




Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
13 companies support the change. 
However, as mentioned by Ericsson, the measurement related configuration for CHO will be released upon successful conditional handover or upon selected cell is not CHO cell during reestablishment procedure. Therefore nothing is broken. 
Therefore Rapporteur considers the changes are not needed. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55818712]Proposal 4: The changes in R2-2009640 are not needed and therefore R2-2009640 is not pursued. 

R2-2009639	Correction to conditional reconfiguration evaluation	ITRI	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2099	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Summary of change:
NR:
1. Change “received condRRCReconfig” to “stored condRRCReconfig” in section 5.3.5.13.4 (condRRCReconfig is an optional field with need code M).
2. Based on the 1st change, add “associated to CondReconfigId” after “stored condRRCReconfig”.
3. Revise the editorial error in the spelling of “reconfiguration” in section 5.3.5.13.4.

[Rapp comments] Do not see the problem even if we do not have change 1 and 2. Change 3 is editorial change.  

Question 5: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009639 (NR)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	No for 1st and 2nd change
Yes for 3rd
	Agree with rapporteur’s comment.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with rapporteur’s comments.

	Nokia
	No
	We understand the motivation behind, but we do not think current specs is erroneous and shall be fixed. Fine to merge editorial change with the rapporteur’s CR.

	Google
	No
	The current text is sufficiently clear.

	Apple
	Yes for the 3rd change
	Agree with rapporteur’s comments.

	Ericsson
	No
	Not needed.

	NEC
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur’s comment

	vivo
	No
	Agree with rapporteur’s comment. The current text is clear enough.

	Qualcomm
	No
	This is the typical language in RRC even for optional IEs. The last change should be in rapporteur editorial CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur’s comment.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur’s comment.

	ITRI
	
	For 1st change:
Both addition and modification of conditional reconfiguration lead to conditional reconfiguration evaluation (as specified in the procedure of section 5.3.5.13.3). In case of modification, there may be no “received condRRCReconfig” which is used in section 5.3.5.13.4 (conditional reconfiguration evaluation) in the current text. For example, when modifying a CondReconfigId and only the field condExecutionCond needs to be modified, condRRCReconfig may be absent. That is the issue the 1st change want to solve. 
It would be much clearer to use “stored” to represent an already existing item. We believe the ambiguity can be eliminated with this change. In case companies think there is no ambiguity here, we are ok with no change.
For 2nd change:
Since there may be multiple entries in the CondReconfigToAddModList within the stored VarConditonalReconfig, each entry (which can contain condRRCReconfig and/or condExecutionCond) needs to be identified by CondReconfigId. 

	MediaTek
	No
	We do not see the need.

	LG
	No
	Agree with rapporteur’s comments.

	Samsung 
	No 
	Agree with rapporteur.

	CATT
	Yes for 3rd change
	Agree with rapporteur’s comments

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with repporteur



Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
17 companies agree the change 1 and 2 are not needed. And only editorial change is needed, but too tiny to have a CR. Therefore Rapporteur would suggest to merge it in the editorial CR for DAPS. . 
[bookmark: _Hlk55818809]Proposal 5: The editorial change in R2-2009639 is agreed and merged in R2-2010721;


[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK26]R2-2010190	Correction on TS 36.331 for CHO	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.2.1	4498	-	F	LTE_feMob-Core
Summary of change:
LTE:
In section 5.3.7.2 ad 5.3.7.3, the text is updated so that the UE will always suspend all RBs, except SRB0, upon initiation of the RRC connection re-establishment procedure.

[Rapp comments] Do not understand the changes. The results looks exactly same as original text. 

Question 6a: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010190 (LTE)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	
	No strong view. Since the change results the same with current text, we want to know the reason for this change.

	OPPO
	No
	No need for the change.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with preceding comments, not sure what we actually gain when applying those changes?

	Google
	No
	The current text is clear.

	Apple
	See comments
	We understand the motivation is to suspend the data transmission during the cell selection period when UE initiates the RRC reestablishment procedure, and  resume the transmission when UE selects the candidate CHO cell for access and completes the CHO procedure. 
But maybe one NOTE is sufficient. 

	Ericsson
	No
	We believe the change is erroneous. If the UE is configured with conditionalReconfiguration, it will attempt handover once and then the RBs cannot be suspended. That is the reason why the suspension is after the if-sentence “if the UE is not configured with conditionalReconfiguration” in the existing text.

	NEC
	No
	we do not see real difference from the current text

	vivo
	No
	1. This change has no impact to re-establishment.
2. This change only has impact on CHO based failure handling. But for CHO based failure handling, if it is successful, handover procedure should be applied; if it is failed, current re-establishment procedure should be applied. Thus, this change is a redundant operation for the CHO based failure handling.  

	Qualcomm
	No
	3. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Our intention is to let the UE suspend RBs upon initiation of re-establishment instead of after selecting a suitable cell. Ok to change nothing if companies think there is no different between the CR and the current text.

	ZTE
	No
	No need for the change. It seems there is no big problem for the UE even if RBs are not suspended during the cell selection period.

	ITRI
	No 
	The current text seems ok without this change.

	MediaTek
	No
	Current text is OK.

	LG
	No
	The current text is enough to understand

	Samsung 
	No 
	Same view with vivo

	CATT
	No
	No need for the change

	Lenovo
	No
	



Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
Huawei and Apple clarified that the intention of the change is to suspend the data transmission during the cell selection period when UE initiates the RRC reestablishment procedure, and  resume the transmission when UE selects the candidate CHO cell for access and completes the CHO procedure. 
However, rest companies did not see the big problem even if RBs are not suspended during this period. 
Therefore Rapporteur would suggest. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55818821]Proposal 6:The changes in R2-2010190 are not needed and therefore the R2-2010190 is not pursued;

Question 6b: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010190 should also be applied for NR RRC? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	
	See our comment to question 6a.

	OPPO
	No
	No need for the change.

	Nokia
	No
	Same as for Question 6a.

	Google
	No
	The current text is clear.

	Apple
	
	See our comment to question 6a.

	Ericsson
	No
	See above, the existing text is correct, but the CR is not.

	NEC
	No
	Unless the intention is clarified and agreed for NR, no need

	vivo
	No
	See above.

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	ITRI
	No 
	Same as for Question 6a.

	MediaTek
	No
	

	LG
	No
	

	Samsung 
	No 
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	



R2-2010205	Issue on failure handling of handover without key change for the UE configured with attemptCondReconfig	SHARP Corporation	discussion	Rel-16	NR_Mob_enh-Core
R2-2010206	Correction of reconfiguration with sync failure procedure for the UE configured with attemptCondReconfig	SHARP Corporation	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2190	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Observation 1: When DAPS handover without key change fails and the UE falls back to the source configuration, PDCP COUNT is maintained to avoid reusing the same key stream for transmitting FailureInformation message. This is because PDCP COUNT may be incremented to transmit Msg3 at the target if CBRA was used for the DAPS handover.
Observation 2: The UE configured with attemptCondReconfig performs CHO after reverting back to the source PCell configuration upon handover failure, if the selected cell is one of the candidate cells.
Observation 3: Unlike the DAPS case, PDCP COUNT is not maintained for the UE configured with attemptCondReconfig in the failure handling of handover without key change. Therefore the UE may reuse the same key stream to transmit RRCReconfiguratinComplete message for CHO after the handover failure.
Proposal 1: In the reconfiguration with sync failure procedure, if the UE is configured with attemptCondReconfig and masterKeyUpdate was not included in the RRCReconfiguration for the previous reconfiguration with sync, the UE reverts back to the configuration used in the source PCell except state variables of each SRB PDCP entity.


[Rapp comments] The issue should not exist for CHO since the UE did not suspend RBs, and did not touch PDCP COUNT.

Question 7a: Do companies agree the issue and proposal mentioned in R2-2010205? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes (proponent)
	The issue will exist for CHO. This is because when (normal or CHO) handover fails, the UE reverts back to the source configuration including COUNT value, and performs the RRC re-establishment procedure.

The issue will occur in the following example scenario:
1. UE is configured with 2 CHO candidate cells: cell X and cell Y which are both not configured with key update. Then UE holds COUNT value ’N’ and security key A in source cell just before performing normal or CHO handover. 
2. UE performs normal handover or CHO handover to candidate cell X without key change. If CBRA is applied, COUNT value N with key A is used for transmitting Msg3, and COUNT value is incremented to 'N+1'
3. However if the handover fails, UE reverts back to the source configuration and performs the RRC re-establishment procedure. According to NOTE 1 of 5.3.5.8.3, all state variables, i.e. including COUNT value, are reverted. This means COUNT value becomes 'N' again
4. If UE is configured with attemptCondReconfig, and selected cell during the RRC re-establishment procedure is candidate cell Y, UE initiate conditional handover. As cell Y is configured without key change, UE does not update the key and will use COUNT value N with key A to transmit RRCReconfigurationComplete massage. 
Consequently, the same key stream is used


	OPPO
	
	Not exactly sure about the identified issue. After the previous handover failure without key change, why would the UE reuse the same key to transmit complete message to the new CHO recovery cell? Did SHARP refer to the case where the new CHO cell just happens not to provide the masterKeyUpdate? We wonder if this is not a corner case. 

	Nokia
	No
	In case of CHO the UE does not recover via source cell (like in case of DAPS), so we do not think such scenario will occur.

	Google
	
	There is no such issue that the UE performs CHO via the source PCell.

	Apple
	
	It’s the rare case that UE selects the source cell to reestablish the connection upon CHO failure. 
If it may happen, the simple solution is to support the CHO with security key change. 

	Sharp
	[follow-up comment]
	We see some companies’ comments that CHO recovery via source cell is not a typical case. We want to explain that the point is not recovery via source cell, but it is actually recovery via a candidate that is not configured with key update. See the update above especially for the parts highlighted in yellow to further clarify the issue. And we don’t think the case in the example is a corner case.

	NEC
	
	not sure if there is a problem. Anyway the scenario clarification seems necessary as companies have a bit different understanding.  It seems that the proponent consider the same key stream is used for both the first target cell (for which the CHO is triggered but failed) and the second target cell (for which another CHO trial happen after the first CHO failure) and it would be the issue. Given this is correct understanding, it is still not sure if any problem resides in that case? 

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	In our understanding, there are two cases that the UE is configured with attemptCondReconfig and masterKeyUpdate was not included in the RRCReconfiguration for the previous reconfiguration with sync:
1. UE selects the source cell to for CHO based failure handling.
2. UE selects the different cell in the same gNB for CHO based failure handling.
For case 1, I suppose the current configuration cannot support the UE to revert back to the same cell for CHO based failure handling.
For case 2, there is possibility. The UE is configured with attemptCondReconfig and masterKeyUpdate was not included in the RRCReconfiguration for the previous reconfiguration with sync, as there is no need to change the key. We think one possible solution could be use the configuration in the source PCell except state variables of each SRB PDCP entity.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with the rapporteur. DRBs are not suspended in CHO.

	ZTE
	
	Agree that it may have the security problem in case the UE fails to execute a CHO cell without key change and selects another CHO cell without key change during RRC re-establishment. But it seems a rare case.

	Ericsson
	
	We agree that the scenario may happen, but we wonder if Sharp could explain what the problem would be with reverting back the state variables?

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We agree with the proponent. Although this is a rare case, if it happens it does cause keystream reuse, and thus we need the proposed changes. 

	LG
	No
	Current text is ok

	Samsung 
	No 
	Agree with the rapporteur.

	Sharp 
	[follow-up comment]
	[Reply to Ericsson and NEC‘s question]
We would like to reply for the questions from NEC and Ericsson.
For security purpose, re-using the same COUNT value for the same security key, radio bearer and direction (transmission or reception)), i.e., re-using the same key stream, is not allowed. This is described in, e.g., sub clause, 6.9.4.1 of 33.501 and sub clause 5.3.1.2 of 38.331(It is not allowed to use the same COUNT value more than once for a given security key).

In our example, if the UE reverts back the state variable in case of normal handover or CHO failure, the PDCP COUNT value will be reverted back to N. Then in case both the failure cell and the selected target cell for recovery is configured without a key update, the same key and COUNT value will be used for SRB in the failure HO and the selected target cell for recovery.

	
	
	



[bookmark: _Hlk55822883]Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
As clarified by Sharp, the scenario is the UE reverts back the state variable in case of normal handover or CHO failure, the PDCP COUNT value will be reverted back to N. Then in case both the failure cell and the selected target cell for recovery is configured without a key update, the same key and COUNT value will be used for same MSG3 in original target cell and new CHO cell (for failure recovery).
[bookmark: _Hlk55822959][Rapporteur comments] Do not see the problem if same key, same COUNT value is used for the same data. Should not it same as retransmission? 
Based on offline clarification, the first RRCReconfigurationComplete message and the second RRCReconfigurationComplete message are NOT always exactly the same, i.e., some parameters such as rrcTransactionID, uplinkTxDirectCurrentList, rlf-InfoAvailable could be different. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55848210]Proposal 7:To discuss during online session, in case both the failure cell and the selected target cell for recovery is configured without a key update, whether there is security issue  if same COUNT value and same key is used for the same message, but to different target cells as mentioned in R2-2010205;

Question 7b: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010206 (NR RRC)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes (proponent)
	

	Nokia
	No
	

	Google
	No
	

	NEC
	No
	the issue, if really exist, needs to be confirmed first

	vivo
	
	See above. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	The text proposal should be adopted if we confirm the problem.

	LG
	No
	

	Samsung 
	No 
	



Question 7c: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010206 (NR RRC) is also applied for LTE RRC?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	No
	As security key is always changed in LTE, the issue in R2-2010206/R2-2010206 would not occur.

	Nokia
	No
	

	Google
	No
	

	NEC
	No
	

	vivo
	
	See above.

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	Security key is always changed in LTE

	LG
	No
	

	Samsung 
	No 
	



R2-2009472	Target cell ID parsing in CHO and CPAC	Apple	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2080	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Summary of change:
NR:
In CondReconfigToAddMod, explicitly indicates the physical cell ID associated with each set of condExecutionCond and condRRCReconfig.
[bookmark: _Toc46486773][bookmark: _Toc53006299][bookmark: _Toc52836651][bookmark: _Toc52837659][bookmark: _Toc46444012][bookmark: _Toc46439175]5.3.5.13.4	Conditional reconfiguration evaluation
The UE shall:
1>	for each condReconfigId within the VarConditionalReconfig:
2>	consider the cell which has a physical cell identity matching the value indicated in the condReconfigToAddModList included in the received conditionalReconfiguration ServingCellConfigCommon included in the reconfigurationWithSync in the received condRRCReconfig to be applicable cell;

CondReconfigToAddMod-r16 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    condReconfigId-r16               CondReconfigId-r16,
    condExecutionCond-r16            SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..2)) OF MeasId                      OPTIONAL,    -- Cond condReconfigAdd
    condRRCReconfig-r16              OCTET STRING (CONTAINING RRCReconfiguration)          OPTIONAL,    -- Cond condReconfigAdd
    ...,
[[phyCellId-r16                  PhyCellId                                             OPTIONAL    -- Need N
]]
}

[Rapp comments] Nice to have. But too late for Rel-16 since nothing is broken. 

[bookmark: _Hlk55817655]Question 8a: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009472 (NR)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	No
	We see this as an optimization. May be discuss in later release if needed.

	OPPO
	Yes
	We think this is beneficial for late compliance check and good for UE implementation.

	Nokia
	No
	Why would the cell ID be essential for Conditional Reconfiguration execution condition evaluation? Isn’t what was provided in MeasID/Measurement Object sufficient for the UE to evaluate the condition?

	Google
	Yes
	We think this is beneficial for the UE implementation.

	Apple
	Yes (proponent)
	The benefit is that UE is not required to decode the container to acquire the target cell ID when starting to perform the condition evaluation.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is beneficial for late compliance check. Responding to Nokia, the MeasObject and measId do not have the PCI the UE needs to monitor. Hence, the only alternative is if the UE performs a parsing of each RRCReconfiguration message per target candidate upon configuration. So if in theory we agreed on reducing the processing burden at the UE by allowing late compliance, in practice, without this explicit configuration, it would not be possible. Hence, this seems a natural way to be consistent to what has been previously agreed (that is up to UE implementation to do early or late compliance check). It might be discussed if we make it optional and/or if we need a capability for that. 

	NEC
	No
	if correctly remember, this (or maybe similar) was discussed but not agreed before 

	vivo
	
	We think this is related to early/late compliance check. I assume this was discussed and concluded in RAN2#108 meeting: there is no change to the current specification, which means it is up to UE implementation whether to perform early/late compliance check. We would to keep the previous conclusion. 

	Qualcomm
	Maybe
	It is not an essential correction since PCI is already in the RRCReconfiguration. However, agree that it can simplify the UE implementation for late compliance check so we are fine with the CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We support the changes as from UE point of view, the current design requires the UE to go through a full RRCReconfiguration message for the candidate cell and then get the PCI info, and we think it may lead to unnecessary behaviours.
In addition, based on the current 36/38.331 spec, it is possible that the UE may only need to decode the full configuration upon CHO execution. In other words, before CHO execution, the UE may only need to know the PCI of a candidate cell.
In summary, we think the changes can simplify the UE implementation.

	ZTE
	No strong view
	We think this is an optimization. May be discussed in later releases.

	ITRI
	No 
	We understand the motivation and the change aims at improving UE performance. As the physical cell ID already exists in current configuration, we think this is an optimization which is worth being discussed in later release.

	MediaTek
	Maybe
	Agree with rapporteur.

	LG
	No
	This is may be resolved by UE implementation. Seems not needed.

	Samsung 
	No 
	Similar proposal to pick the cell info up into the higher layer of the RRCReconfiguration msg was denied as I recall. We need to be fair on the decision. And This is not essential correction, and we don’t have any obligation to let the UE implementation have full degree of freedom.

	CATT
	No
	It is too late to add, and it is an optimization and we agree with Nokia, the cell ID can be get via measID and the  condRRCReconfig

	Lenovo
	No
	It is optimized solution.



Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 
6 companies support the change, considering it can enable late check. 8 companies do not support the change since it is optimization and too late to add. 
Therefore Rapporteur would suggest. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55818839]Proposal 8:In Rel-16, do not add the physical cell ID of candidate PSCell in CondReconfigToAddMod and therefore R2-2009472 is not pursued;

Question 8b: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2009472 should also be applied for LTE RRC? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	No
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	

	Google
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes (proponent)
	

	Ericsson
	No
	In LTE the UE is required to decode the whole message upon reception according to existing specification, so the change is not needed in LTE. The UE anyhow will get the information when it decodes the message that will be applied upon execution of CHO.

	NEC
	No
	

	vivo
	
	See above. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	See above.

	ITRI
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Maybe
	See above

	LG
	No
	

	Samsung 
	No 
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	




R2-2010589	Correction to CG-Config for CPC	Google Inc.	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.2.0	2251	-	F	NR_Mob_enh-Core
Summary of change:
NR:
Add in the scg-CellGroupConfig of the CG-Config that the RRCReconfiguration message may also contain the conditionalReconfiguration.

scg-CellGroupConfig
Contains the RRCReconfiguration message (containing only secondaryCellGroup and/or measConfig and/or otherConfig, radioBearerConfig, and/or conditionalReconfiguration):

[Rapp comments] In the change, why radioBearerConfig is needed?. 

Question 9: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010589 (NR)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	
	Agree the addition of conditionalreconfiguration 

	OPPO
	
	Same question as rapporteur on the need of radioBearerConfig.

	Nokia
	
	We share the comments above: fine for conditionalReconfiguration. Not sure why suddenly radioBearerConfig is proposed? To be merged with rapp. CR.

	Google
	
	After double check on the current specification, we also think that the radioBearerConfig should not be included in the inter-node message CG-Config. The change of adding condtionalReconfiguration is a correction rather than a purely editorial change, so we don’t see why this change should be merged into the rapporteur’s CR.  We will remove the radioBearerConfig in the updated CR. 

	Apple
	
	Agree to add the CHO configuraiton part, but not understand why to add the radioBearerConfig. 

	Ericsson
	Partly
	Agree for conditionalReconfiguration, do not see the reason for radioBearerConfig.

	NEC
	
	we also have same question as Rapporteur. Other than radioBearerConfig can be included in rapporteur CR

	vivo
	
	We are also fine with conditionalReconfiguration.

	Qualcomm
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK30][bookmark: OLE_LINK31]Agee with others to include conditionalReconfiguration.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Share the same view as others’ to include conditionalReconfiguration.

	ZTE
	
	Share the same view as others’ to include conditionalReconfiguration.

	ITRI
	Yes for conditionalreconfiguration
	Agree the addition of conditionalreconfiguration.

	MediaTek
	
	Share the same view as others’ to include conditionalReconfiguration.

	LG
	
	Agree only the addition of conditionalreconfiguration

	Samsung 
	Partly 
	Agree for adding conditionalReconfiguration, and not for radioBearerConfig.

	CATT
	
	Agree to add the CHO configuraiton part, but for add the radioBearerConfig. agree with the rapp comment

	Lenovo
	
	Agree to add conditionalReconfiguration



Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 

All companies agreed to the change on conditionalReconfiguration. 
Two companies commented that this can be merged into Rapporteur CR. 1 company commented that it is correction instead of editorial change. Rapporteur would suggest:
[bookmark: _Hlk55818973]Proposal 9: The updated changes of R2-2010589 ( to remove the changes on radioBearerConfig) are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 


R2-2010641	Cell selection upon RRCConnectionReestablishment 	Samsung R&D Institute UK	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.2.1	4525	-	F	LTE_feMob-Core
Summary of change:
LTE:
Since already cell selection is executed in RRCConnectionReestablishment procedure initiation (5.3.7.2) regardless of conditional Reconfiguration, there is no need to re execute the cell selection in 5.3.7.3.
4>	release delayBudgetReportingConfig, if configured and stop timer T342, if running;
4>	perform cell selection in accordance with the cell selection process as specified in TS 36.304 [4];

[Rapp comments] The change seems correct. 

Question 10: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010641 (LTE)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes 
	This redundant sentence should be removed.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Seems correct.

	Google
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	ITRI
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	


Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 

All companies agreed to the change. 
Rapporteur would suggest:
[bookmark: _Hlk55819149]Proposal 10: The changes in R2-2010641 are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 


[bookmark: _Hlk55819349]R2-2010645	Miscellaneous corrections on LTE CHO procedures	Samsung R&D Institute UK	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.2.1	4526	-	F	LTE_feMob-Core
Summary of change:
LTE:
Change 1. Remove “only” in the initiation section.
Change 2. (editorial) remove duplicated “entry”.
Change 3. (editorial) change the typo “evulation”.
Change 4. (editorial) put new line.
Change 5. Remove “only” in the field description of conditionalReconfiguration field

[Rapp comments] The changes seems correct. 

Question 11: Do companies agree the changes proposed in R2-2010645 (LTE)? And if any additional correction is needed for the CRs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remark 

	Sharp
	Yes 
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	To be merged with the rapporteur’s CR. Purely editorial.

	Google
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	
	The changes are fine but minor and should be included in the rapporteur CR instead according to agreement in previous meeting.

	NEC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Ye
	Merge with the rapporteur CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	ITRI
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	Since usage of conditionalReconfiguration was restricted to “only” used for normal CHO, and proposed to expand to the other case, it is not purely editorial but may be minor. So it’s Ok with merging with the reapporteur CR.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	


Summary: 18 companies provided inputs. 

All companies agreed to the change, But considering it is pure editorial CR, and therefore should be merged into Rapporteur CR. 
[bookmark: _Hlk55819460]Proposal 11: The changes in R2-2010645 are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 

1. Summary
Proposal 1a: Do not capture the release of VarConditionalReconfig for inter-RAT handover case, and therefore R2-2009996 is not pursued;
Proposal 1b: The updated changes of R2-2009997 (to remove the change for inter RAT handover, and add the release of corresponding measurement configuration for conditionalReconfig) are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 
Proposal 2:The updated changes of R2-2009533 ( to add the clauses affected in the coversheet) are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 
Proposal 3a: The updated changes of R2-2009848 (to change “one conditional reconfiguration” to “ a candidate SpCell”, and corresponding changes on coversheet) are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 
Proposal 3b: To capture the updated changes of R2-2009848 into LTE CR R2-2010720. Corresponding CR is agreeable. 
Proposal 4: The changes in R2-2009640 are not needed and therefore R2-2009640 is not pursued. 
Proposal 5: The editorial change in R2-2009639 is agreed and merged in R2-2010721;
Proposal 6:The changes in R2-2010190 are not needed and therefore the R2-2010190 is not pursued;
Proposal 7:To discuss during online session, in case both the failure cell and the selected target cell for recovery is configured without a key update, whether there is security issue  if same COUNT value and same key is used for the same message, but to different target cells as mentioned in R2-2010205;
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 8:In Rel-16, do not add the physical cell ID of candidate PSCell in CondReconfigToAddMod and therefore R2-2009472 is not pursued;
Proposal 9: The updated changes of R2-2010589 ( to remove the changes on radioBearerConfig) are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 
Proposal 10: The changes in R2-2010641 are agreed and merged in R2-2010720. 
Proposal 11: The changes in R2-2010645 are agreed and merged in R2-2010721. 






