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1	Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
[AT113bis-e][220][DCCA] Miscellaneous DCCA corrections (Ericsson)
Scope: 
· Discuss corrections under R16 DCCA WI marked for this discussion to see which CRs could be agreeable. CRs that are editorial or smal can be merged to rapporteur CRs.
	Intended outcome: 
· Discussion summary in R2-2104313 (by email rapporteur).
· Agreeable CRs (if any)
	Deadline for providing comments, for rapporteur inputs, conclusions and CR finalization:  
· Initial deadline (for company feedback):  1st week Thu, UTC 0900 
· Initial deadline (for rapporteur summary):  1st week Fri, UTC 0900
· Deadline for CR finalization: 2nd week Tue, UTC 1000 

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	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


	Ericsson
	stefan.wager@ericsson.com

	Qualcomm 
	chengp@qti.qualcomm.com

	ZTE
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	david.lecompte@huawei.com

	vivo
	wenjuan.pu@vivo.com

	Nokia
	jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com

	Samsung
	s_dg.kim@samsung.com

	CATT
	erlin.zeng@catt.cn

	MediaTek
	Chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	Convida
	sunell.kaierik@convidawireless.com

	
	


Companies are requested to add their comments for each of the treated CRs of this email discussion in the boxes below.
2.1	Early measurements
R2-2103110	Addition of early measurement in idle/inactive UE behavior description in 38.331	CATT	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2509	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The CR adds the sentence “Performs early measurement for early measurement configured UEs” in the high level description in 4.2.1, as an action that the UE can perform when it is in RRC_IDLE and in RRC_INACTIVE.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	Being a non-functional change of descriptive nature, this belongs to the rapporteur CR.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with the intention. Also agree with Ericsson to include in rapporteur CR

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with the intention, but we don’t use the terminology “early measurement” in SPEC, so suggest to revise the sentence as:
“Performs idle/inactive measurements for idle/inactive measurement configured UE.”
And agree with Ericsson to merge it into the Rapporteur CR. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree that the wording from ZTE is better but sees the addition as really not adding any value.

	vivo
	Yes
	Prefer ZTE’s wording. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson and ZTE. Terminlogy is wrong in the CR as stated by ZTE. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine with ZTE’s suggestion.

	CATT
	Yes
	Proponent, we are fine with ZTE’s wording change if majority support.

	MediaTek
	No
	We do not use the term early measurement and it is not necessary to specify every single feature in the high level functionality for different states.

	Convida
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson; this can be captured in the rapporteur’s CR. ZTE’s rewording looks fine as well.
Separate the list item identifier ‘-‘ and the text with a tab instead of spaces (see TR 21.801 clause 5.2.5).


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies agree with the intent of the CR, but that the change is editorial and should be captured in rapporteur CR on miscellaneous corrections. It was commented the term “early measurements” is not used in 38.331 and should be replaced with “idle/inactive measurements”.

[bookmark: _Toc69737353]Changes in R2-2103110 are added to rapporteur CR on miscellaneous DCCA corrections. Replace “early measurements” with “idle/inactive measurements”.

R2-2103111	Addition of early measurement in idle/inactive UE behavior description in 36.331	CATT	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.4.0	4615	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The CR adds the sentence “Performs early measurement for early measurement configured UEs” in the high level description in 4.2.1, as an action that the UE can perform when it is in RRC_IDLE.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	Being a non-functional change of descriptive nature, this belongs to the rapporteur CR. The same sentence should probably also be added to RRC_INACTIVE?

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with the intention. Also agree with Ericsson to include in rapporteur CR. We think same sentence can be added for RRC_INACTIVE

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson and Qualcomm. And we suggest to revise the sentence as:
“Performs idle/inactive measurements for idle/inactive measurement configured UE.”

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree that the wording from ZTE is better but sees the addition as really not adding any value

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Same comment as for previous CR

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine with ZTE’s suggestion.

	CATT
	Yes
	Proponent, as mentioned above that the same sentence should also be added to RRC_INACTIVE, we consider the yellow highlight below can cover this, i.e. in 36.331 it specified explicitly that the UE in inactive applies the RRC IDLE procedure unless specified otherwise.
-	RRC_INACTIVE:
-	A UE specific DRX may be configured by upper layers or by RRC layer;
-	A RAN-based notification area is configured by RRC layer;
-	The UE stores the UE Inactive AS context;
-	The UE:
-	Applies RRC_IDLE procedures unless specified otherwise;
-	Monitors a Paging channel for CN paging using 5G-S-TMSI and RAN paging using fullI-RNTI;
-	Performs periodic RAN-based notification area update;
-	Performs RAN-based notification area update when moving out of the configured RAN-based notification area.

	MediaTek
	No
	Same comment as previous one

	Convida
	Yes
	Agree with Ericsson and Qualcomm; this can be captured in the rapporteur’s CR, and the sentence can be added to RRC_INACTIVE. ZTE’s rewording looks fine as well. 
Separate the list item identifier ‘-‘ and the text with a tab instead of spaces (see TR 21.801 clause 5.2.5).


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies agree with the intent of the CR, but that the change is editorial and should be captured in rapporteur CR on miscellaneous corrections. It was commented the term “early measurements” is not used in 38.331 and should be replaced with “idle/inactive measurements”. For RRC_INACTIVE no change is needed, as there is already the sentence to apply the RRC_IDLE procedures unless otherwise specified.  

[bookmark: _Toc69737354]Changes in R2-2103111 are added to rapporteur CR on miscellaneous DCCA corrections. Replace “early measurements” with “idle/inactive measurements”.

R2-2103803	Misc corrections for Rel-16 DCCA	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2534	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The DCCA miscellaneous corrections CR contains so far changes to solve the inconsistency with RAN4 specs regarding early measurements, caused by the recent RAN4 agreement where idle/inactive mode measurement became dependent on SnonIntraSearchP and SnonIntraSearchQ (ref LS R2-2100059). This was discussed in last meeting and decided not to reply to the RAN4 LS. The CR removes the sentence in Note 1 of section 5.7.8.2a that idle/inactive measurements are not affected by NonIntraSearchP and s-NonIntraSearchQ.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm 
	Yes in principle
	

	ZTE
	See comments
	Please see our comments to R2-2103804. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We disagree with the change: the "procedures" are what is in 38.331 and the sentence proposed to be removed is perfectly correct, removing it would give the impression that in 38.331, there is a dependency, which is not true.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Prefer No
	We think current text is fine. EMR requirement (RAN4) depending on the threshold value but actually EMR procedure (RAN2) does not. However, we are fine to remove this majorities company insist.

	Convida
	Yes
	Notes are informative text. They do not contain provisions to which it is necessary to conform in order to be able to claim compliance with a specification.


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies agree with the intent of the CR. There was a comment that the actual procedures in 38.331 are not affected by the RAN4 agreement, but keeping the first sentence Note1 may be interpreted as being in conflict with the RAN4 agreement and therefore it is best to remove it and just keep the reference to the RAN4 specification (38.133).

[bookmark: _Toc69737355]R2-2103803 can be in principle agreed.

R2-2103804	Misc corrections for Rel-16 DCCA	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.4.0	4622	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The DCCA miscellaneous corrections CR contains so far changes to solve the inconsistency with RAN4 specs regarding early measurements, caused by the recent RAN4 agreement where idle/inactive mode measurement became dependent on SnonIntraSearchP and SnonIntraSearchQ (ref LS R2-2100059). The LS mentioned only 38.133, but similar changes have been introduced also in 36.133. This was discussed in last meeting and decided not to reply to the RAN4 LS. The CR updates the sentence in Note 1 of section 5.6.20.2 to add the fields s-NonIntraSearchP and s-NonIntraSearchQ and add that it is only applicable for EUTRA inter-frequency measurements.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	There are a couple of typos in the cover sheet where 36.133 shall be changed to 36.331. Sorry for that.

	Qualcomm 
	Yes in principle
	

	ZTE
	See comments
	We have different understandings of what described in the CR cover sheet. In fact, for LTE inter-frequency measurement, the requirement in TS 36.133 is defined as below”:
For overlapping carriers, the inter-frequency measurement requirements in section 4.2.2.4 apply.
For non-overlapping carriers, at least prior to transmission of the idle mode measurement report, the UE shall perform at least a single measurement on detected cells on the non-overlapping inter-frequency carrier(s) configured to be measured for early measurement reporting.
For overlapping carrier, legacy requirement of inter-frequency cell-reselection will be applied, which means if serving cell quality is > s-NonIntraSearch, the UE either measures EMR carrier with 60s*Nfreq periodicity, or stops measurement completely? And for non-overlapping carrier, the UE is only required to perform measurement once before transmission of idle mode measurement report. So the situation is even worse than NR. 
So strictly speaking, the sentence of Note1 is not completely wrong, but we are ok to remove it, because the last sentence already indicates the UE should follow the requirement defined in TS 36.133 or TS 38.133. 
So we suggest to do the same for both TS 38.331 and TS 36.331, only keep the last sentence of Note 1:
Note 1: How the UE performs the idle/inactive measurements is up to UE implementation as long as the requirements in TS 36.133 [16] are met for measurement reporting.
In addition, we have no strong view to Note3, because it mentions “UE implementation”. But the style of Note3 can be corrected.  

	Huawei, HSilicon
	No
	Nothing is wrong in the existing note.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	ZTE comments seem to be valid

	Samsung
	Yes but
	We prefer ZTE’s suggestion. We can just refer to RAN4 specification, which can be applied to LTE and NR.  

	CATT
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Partial
	For NOTE 1, as commented in previous question. No change is needed but ZTE version is better if we really need something.
For NOTE 3, we are fine. Just make the format correct. 

	Convida
	Yes but
	Agree with ZTE. It is sufficient to reference RAN4 specification.


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies agree with the intent of the CR. There are some typos on the cover sheet that need to be corrected. In addition, there was some concern with the proposed modifications of the first sentence in NOTE1, and that it would be best to just remove the first sentence, as in the 38.331 CR, and only keep the reference to the RAN4 requirements. Regarding NOTE3, there was no intended change in the CR, but it appears the formatting was merged with the END OF CHANGE indication. A revision is needed to make these corrections.

[bookmark: _Toc69737356]R2-2103804 can be in principle agreed, with following changes:
- fix typos on cover page
- remove 1st sentence in NOTE1
- fix formatting of NOTE3.

2.1	T316 handling
R2-2103981	T316 handling when the split SRB1 or SRB3 is released	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-16	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The document discusses T316 handling when SRB1 or SRB3 is released. It proposes to capture in field description that network only configures T316 if UE is configured with SRB1 or SRB3 and that network releases T316 when SRB1 and SRB3 are no longer configured.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	The changes proposed by Huawei are not needed. 38.331 already states the conditions for MCG failure information initiation in 5.7.3b.2: 
A UE configured with split SRB1 or SRB3 initiates the procedure to report MCG failures when neither MCG nor SCG transmission is suspended, t316 is configured, and when the following condition is met:
1>	upon detecting radio link failure of the MCG, in accordance with 5.3.10.3, while T316 is not running.

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	For Proposal 1, we think it is reasonable NW behaviour.  
For Proposal 2 and corresponding spec change in appendix, we tend to think it is not really needed to be captured in spec because it is NW responsibility to provide a correct configuration to UE. 

	ZTE
	See comments
	The first bullet of P1 looks OK. Considering MN can know whether SRB3 is established through RAN3 procedure, network can ensure the T316 configuration is compatible with SRB configuration. 
The second bullet of P2 is not necessary, based on current specification, the UE will send MCG failure report through SRB3 if split SRB1 is not configured. 
CR change in Annex is not needed, because the concern can be addressed by the condition (Split-SRB1-SRB3). If companies think there is ambiguity, we can make below update.
	 Split-SRB1-SRB3
	This field is optionally present, Need ON, if the UE is configured with split SRB1 or SRB3. It is absent or set to release otherwise.




	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proponent
	We think it is not entirely straightforward because t316 is controlled by MN while SRB3 is controlled by SN.
If people don't want a CR, we would like to capture in the meeting minutes that the network is expected to release T316 explicitly when SRB3 is released and split SRB1 is not configured.

	vivo
	No
	Bullet 1 of the proposal: It’s one NW implementation. Another possible NW implementation is that NW can keep the T316 if there is no split SRB1 and SRB3, and to be used when the NW re-configures the split SRB1 or SRB3 to the UE. According to the below procedure in 5.6.26.2 in TS 36.331, although T316 is configured, the UE will not initiate MCG fast recovery, so nothing is broken. 
A UE configured with split SRB1 or SRB3 initiates the procedure to report MCG failures when neither MCG nor SCG transmission is suspended, t316 is configured, and when the following condition is met:
1>	upon detecting radio link failure of the MCG, in accordance with 5.3.11, while T316 is not running.
We think both NW implementation can be supported. If bullet 1 is to be captured in the TS 36.331, the condition marked in yellow can be removed since it has already ensured by the condition of “t316 is configured”:
Bullet 2 of the proposal: we think it is the current UE behaviour in spec, according to the below procedure.
The UE shall:
1>	start timer T316;
1>	if SRB1 is configured as split SRB:
2>	submit the MCGFailureInformation message to lower layers for transmission via SRB1, upon which the procedure ends;
1>	else (i.e. SRB3 is configured):
2>	submit the MCGFailureInformation message to lower layers for transmission, embedded in NR RRC message ULInformationTransferMRDC via SRB3 as specified in TS 38.331 [82], clause 5.7.2a.3.

	Nokia
	See comments
	Observation 1: If the network configures timer T316 for the UE and does not release it explicitly in the subsequent reconfiguration message, the UE shall continue to use the existing timer value (and the associated functionality).
Full-config handover is a counterexample to this observation.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to clarify that:
· The network will release T316 if there is no split SRB1 and SRB3, no special UE handling is needed.
· If split SRB1 and SRB3 are both configured, when network removes SCG bearer of split SRB1 but not release T316, the UE performs MCG failure recovery via SRB3 using the existing T316. 
1st bullet: agree that no special UE handling is needed, but regarding network release, good to keep in mind also full-config HO.
2nd bullet: This is already clear from the current specifications.
Draft CR: we rather support ZTE’s text proposal.

	Samsung
	See comments
	Regarding Proposals, the intended behaviour would be done by network implementation. The first bullet of Proposal 1 seems fine to us. However, there may be several more similar cases where network may signal field merely to release upon condition not met anymore. So we prefer not to take any action for one particular case. The second bullet of Proposal 1 is already clear as other companies mentioned.

	CATT
	See comments
	We can accept the first bullet of proposal 1.
The second bullet of P2 is not necessary, since it is already supported in the current spec, i.e., the UE will send MCG failure report through SRB3 if split SRB1 is not configured.

	MediaTek
	Agree intention
	We think P1 is correct understanding.
Whether to have further SPEC clarification, we do not have strong view.

	Convida
	See comment
	We don’t think neither of the proposed changes are needed. We share the views expressed by Ericsson and Qualcomm


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies think no specification change is needed. Regarding the first bullet of proposal 1:
•	The network will release T316 if there is no split SRB1 and SRB3, no special UE handling is needed.
companies agree it is one expected network behaviour, but the network may also decide to keep t316. It was pointed out that MN can know whether SRB3 is established through RAN3 procedure, network can ensure the T316 configuration is compatible with SRB configuration.
Regarding proposal 2, majority of companies think it and the proposed changes in the CR are not needed, since according to current spec it is already defined that the UE will send MCG failure report through SRB3 if split SRB1 is not configured.

[bookmark: _Toc69737357]R2-2103981 is not agreed. FFS if we capture "The network will release T316 if there is no split SRB1 and SRB3, no special UE handling is needed." in chairman’s notes.

R2-2103270	Set-up and release of T316 in procedures	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2503	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The CR adds procedural text for handling the timer T316 in section 5.3.5.3 Reception of an RRCReconfiguration by the UE.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	This is not needed. We typically do not include procedural text for all fields in received configuration message if it is just to set a value. E.g. onDemandSIB-Request is not covered either in procedural text.

	Qualcomm 
	No strong opinion
	Agree with the intention of the CR. But as Ericsson mentioned, we generally don’t include such detailed processing for one IE in procedure text. We don’t have strong opinion. We can accept the CR if majority prefer

	ZTE
	See comments
	Agree with the intention. However, we have following comments:
1. First, we want to confirm the understanding that, if T316 is running, the RRCReconfiguration message sent by NW must include reconfigurationWithSync. In this case, the T316 should already be stopped when executing 5.3.5.5.2: So there is no need to stop timer again. 
2. Instead of stopping timer, we should release the configuration, so, suggest to modify it as:
2> if the t316 is set to release;
     3> release the t316 configuration;


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	If running, t316 will be stopped by reconfigurationWithSync already, stop here is redundant.
The "general requirements" cover setup/release, no need to duplicate

	vivo
	No
	According to the Guidelines on use of parameterised SetupRelease type, both spec understanding and UE behavoiour are clear without the CR. 

	Nokia
	Yes (Nokia CR)
	Please note that technically the CR is no different from the following CR (by Samsung, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips) agreed in the previous meeting:
3    The changes in R2-2100438 can be incorporated in rapporteur 36.331 CR.

To Ericsson, Qualcomm: while we are aware of the generic text for setup-release handling in spec section 5.1.2, we think at least the stopping of the timer needs to be spelled out nonetheless.
To ZTE:
1. Please compare with the above LTE CR agreed in previous meeting. While T316 is running, a reconfig without sync can be received if it has crossed with MCGFailureInformation. Hence the timer needs to be stopped.
[ZTE] It seems the reconfig without sync message you are saying is not the response message to MCGFailureInformation? If this happens, we are wondering what will UE do if t316 is included (not set to release)? Will UE reconfigure the running T316 with the new length? 
We think releasing the configuration is covered by the generic text in spec section 5.1.2. 

	Samsung
	No
	We tend to agree with Ericsson and Huawei.

	CATT
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	

	Convida
	-
	What is the specification version? It reads 16.3.1 on the cover page but the latest version is 16.4.1. If this is agreed, it needs to be ensured that the final version is written towards the latest version.


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies think the current guidelines for handling of fields of type SetupRelease are sufficient for handling the configuration and release of t316. One issue discussed was whether the stopping of the t316 timer is currently covered sufficiently. In order to restore the MCG connection with the UE, the network needs to send a RRCReconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync, to change the PCell. The procedural text already covers the stopping of t316 upon reconfigurationWithSync. The case remaining is the case where a RRCReconfiguration without reconfigurationWithSync is received. This may happen e.g. due to race condition, i.e. network sent the RRCReconfigruation just before receiving the MCG Failure Information. In such a situation, it is though not clear why the RRCReconfiguration would include the release of t316? This should be counted as a corner case, for which there is no need to define UE behavior. This was also discussed in last meeting when discussing a similar CR for 36.331 (R2-2100438). In summary, there seems no need for the CR.

[bookmark: _Toc69737358]R2-2103270 is not agreed.

2.1	SCG handling with RRC resume
R2-2104044	Clarification on NR SCG configuration within RRC Resume	MediaTek Inc.	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2543	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The CR updates the field condition for secondaryCellGroup in RRCReconfiguration to say that it is mandatory in case of RRCReconfiguration embedded in RRCResume or RRCConnectionResume message. As motivation it is mentioned that the reconfigurationWithSync field is required for the SCG in case of RRCResume.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	When resuming the SCG, the reconfigurationWithSync (and thus the secondaryCellGroup) should always be included for the SCG. The network would thus always include the secondaryCellGroup. Note that this is already mentioned in both field description and condition of mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup in RRCResume:
mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup 
Includes an RRC message for SCG configuration in NR-DC or NE-DC. 
For NR-DC (nr-SCG), mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup contains the RRCReconfiguration message as generated (entirely) by SN gNB. In this version of the specification, the RRC message only includes fields secondaryCellGroup, with at least reconfigurationWithSync, otherConfig and measConfig.
For NE-DC (eutra-SCG), mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup includes the E-UTRA RRCConnectionReconfiguration message as specified in TS 36.331 [10]. In this version of the specification, the E-UTRA RRC message only include the field scg-Configuration with at least mobilityControlInfoSCG.


RestoreSCG	
The field is mandatory present if restoreSCG is included. It is optionally present, Need M, otherwise.
This applies at least in Rel-16. Note that for Rel-17 we are still discussing whether RA is needed or not for deactivated SCG, so there may be exceptions to this in Rel-17.

	Qualcomm 
	Yes
	It is aligned with below agreements made in RAN2#108-e:
If “SecondaryCellGroup” is included in RRC(Connection)Resume without “restoreSCG”, UE shall release the stored SCG configuration and apply SCG configuration in “SecondaryCellGroup”.
Confirm that we Support SCG delta configuration in RRCResume message (by including restoreSCG and secondaryCellGroup).
For restoreSCG upon RRC resume, Network shall always include secondaryCellGroup (with at least reconfigurationWithSync) together with restoreSCG.


	ZTE
	No
	For Rel-16 UEs, network is allowed to release SCG during RRCResume procedure (by not including restore SCG). So we cannot say SCG RRCReconfiguration must be present.
In addition, we have conclusion that SCG configuration must be provided if restoreSCG is included in RRCResume or RRCConnectionResume, that is already captured by the Condition defined in RRC resume message (as mentioned by Ericsson).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The change is not wrong but this is already captured in the field descriptions in the RRC(Connection)Resume messages, there is no need to repeat here.

	vivo
	No
	First, in RRC Resume message, the SCG configuration is configured in mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup, not the SN RRC reconfiguration container.  
Besides, mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup is mandatory present in RRC Resume message if restoreSCG is included. It is optionally present, Need M, otherwise. The CR will enforce the NW to must configure mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup in RRC Resume, even if NW does not neither restore the SCG or configure the SCG to the UE, which is not reasonable.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	Not sure if the proposed change reflects the intention correctly. It seems to propose to include secondaryCellgroup in RRCResume or RRCReconfiguration to add/reconfigure SCG as mandatory field. However, it looks mandatory even for no SCG case. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree with HW, seems already captured in spec. 

	MediaTek
	Yes (Proponent)
	Companies seems has some misunderstanding on the CR
@ZTE, @Samsung, @Vivo, the CR does NOT force NW to always configure NR SCG in Resume procedure.
If the NW do not want to restore/add the SCG, it does NOT have to include the embedded NR RRCReconfiguration. The change apply only in case embedded NR RRCReconfiguration is embedded in Resume message. If the NW includes embedded RRCReconfiguration without secondaryCellGroup, the UE behavior is clear. So, the CR simply try to clarify the case while the NW intend to restore/add the NR SCG. It is still completely up to NW whether to include this embedded message or not.  
@Huawei, @ZTE, @CATT, current field description does not cover this case. 
The field description only saying mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup-r16 is present in Resume in case that restoreSCG is included. Although the mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup-r16 (== embedded NR RRCReconfiguration) is included but its sub-field secondaryCellGroup is still optional to present. It is not possible to restore the SCG without secondaryCellGroup. The field is also mandatory in case NW want to add SCG add in Resume.  

	vivo
	Yes (update)
	If mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup is present in RRC Resume message,  secondaryCellgroup shall be included in the SN RRC reconfiguration message container. Thus the CR is correct. 

	ZTE
	Yes (update)
	@MediaTek, thanks for the clarification. 
Now we understand the issue, so if RRCReconfiguration container is included in RRC resume message. It means network already decides to resume the SCG (because this is the only case), thus secondaryCellGroup must be provided. So, the original sentence (about "optional" statement) in the Condition is technically wrong. 
We are OK with the CR. 

	CATT
	yes (updated)
	thanks to MTK for clarification. we now understand the point is to align the cond and description in resume part. 
we can support this one. 

	Samsung
	Yes (update)
	We now support this based on MediaTek’s further clarification.


Rapporteur summary: Clear majority of companies agree with the CR after clarification from CR author that the CR is to align the field condition for secondaryCellGroup in RRCReconfiguration to be aligned with the field description of RRCReconfiguration in RRCResume.

[bookmark: _Toc69737359]R2-2104044 can be in principle agreed.

R2-2103031	CR on SCG release and suspend in EN-DC	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0257	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

Rapporteur comment: The CR introduces the possible network actions based on activity notification for EN-DC, that were so far listed only for MR-DC with 5GC.
	Company
	Agree (yes/no)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No, at least not in current form
	The proposed additions is basically the same as is already covered in 10.12.2 MR-DC with 5GC, mainly just replacing “5GC with INACTIVE” with “suspended RRC connection”. It is not so nice to just duplicate the sections, and it would be better to find some way without causing specification overhead and repetition. If at all needed, it would be better to cover both EN-DC and MR-DC with 5GC in the same text, e.g. by using formulations like “The UE is sent to suspended RRC connection or RRC_INACTIVE”.

	Qualcomm
	Yes in principle
	We agree that the SCG suspend/resume procedure for EN-DC is missed in current 37.340. So, we are fine to capture it in stage 2 spec.
Meanwhile, we also agree with Ericsson’s concern and their suggestion: “cover both EN-DC and MR-DC with 5GC in the same text, e.g. by using formulations like “The UE is sent to suspended RRC connection or RRC_INACTIVE”.”

	ZTE
	Yes
	Proponent.
We understand the concern from Ericsson. However, to cover both cases in the same text does not fit the style of (section 10) in TS 37.340. ;-(
At least the signalling name will be different for X2 and Xn interface. So we are not sure how to name the signalling if common figure is used. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	but agree with Ericsson's comment. Besides, the case with release is already supported in Rel-15, so should we have a Rel-15 CR as well?
[ZTE] Agree, we can provide a Rel-15 CR for capturing the release case. 

	vivo
	No strong view
	Maybe we can just add a high-level description for EN-DC, and more details can refer to MR-DC case.

	Nokia
	See comments
	 We agree with the intention, however, in the 1st new figure, the entities S-GW - MME - AMF should rather be SN - S-GW - MME (like in the other figures in that section).
[ZTE] Thanks for the comments, will fix it. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree to the intention and are fine to capture this. However, we have similar concern as Ericsson. 

	CATT
	Yes
	No strong view either corrections suggested by ZTE or Ericsson is ok to us.
Besides, we also agree with HW’s comment, a Rel-15 CR may be needed too.

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	It is not essential but no strong view.

	Convida
	No strong view but
	The CR should be written with 3GPP specification styles. Everything is now added with style Normal. What is the style that is used for subtitles “EN-DC Activity Notification”, “EN-DC with suspended RRC connection – SCG configuration release in SN” and “EN-DC with suspended RRC connection - SCG configuration suspended in SN”? If they are supposed to be headings under clause 10.12.1 , heading level H4 should be used. The items in the added lists should also use style B1 instead of Normal.
[ZTE] Thanks for your careful checking, we will fix the style according to your comments. 



Rapporteur summary: There were split views on this CR. Majority (6/10) of companies agree with the intention of the CR, whereas 4 companies have not strong view. Several companies expressed concerns about specification overhead if implemented as the CR. Rapporteur suggested merging EN-DC and 5GC cases into one section to avoid duplication. Expressions like “The UE is sent to suspended RRC connection or RRC_INACTIVE” could be used. Signalling names on X2 and Xn differ, so this could be captured as e.g. “SN/SgNB Modification Request”. Node names also differ, so this could be captured as e.g. (S-GW/UPF). In total 4 companies shared the concern of duplication and supported.
However, as commented by CR author ZTE, this is not the current style in 37.340 and may be complex to achieve because of differing signalling/interface and node names for EPC and 5GC.
A third approach mentioned was to give only a short high level description for EN-DC and refer to MR-DC figures for details.
Summarizing, there seems to be three possible approaches for covering the functionality in 37.340:
1) Cover EN-DC in existing figures and text on MR-DC connected to 5GC
2) Add separate figures and text for EN-DC in 10.12.1 as in the proposed CR.
3) Give only short high level descroption for EN-DC and refer to MR-DC for details. 
There was a slight majority for the 1st approach, but rapporteur also acknowledges the possible complexities of doing this and the fact it goes against the current principle in 37.340 to list EN-DC and MR-DC with 5GC separately. So, to keep alignment with the rest of the 37.340 spec, rapporteur suggests we follow approach 2, i.e. the CR can be in principle agreed. Even if it causes specification overhead, there is maybe not much gain of condensing this one section, when we have similar duplications in whole section 10.
However, the following issues raised need to be addressed in a revision of the CR: 
· 3GPP styles are missing
· in the 1st new figure, the entities S-GW - MME - AMF should rather be SN - S-GW – MME
· Rel-15 CR covering the SCG release case is also needed
[bookmark: _Toc69737360]R2-2103031 can be in principle agreed, but a revision is needed to correct following:
- 3GPP styles are missing
- In the 1st new figure, the entities S-GW - MME - AMF should rather be SN - S-GW – MME.
- Split R2-2103031 (with cover page corrections) to two sets of CRs: One for SCG suspend in EN-DC (Rel-16 CatF CR, R2-2104344) and Rel-15/16 CRs (in R2-2104345 and R2-2104346) covering the SCG release case (with cover page corrections.

Conclusion
Rapporteur would like to thank all companies participating in the email discussion. In summary, based on the discussion the following is proposed: 
Proposal 1	Changes in R2-2103110 are added to rapporteur CR on miscellaneous DCCA corrections. Replace “early measurements” with “idle/inactive measurements”.
Proposal 2	Changes in R2-2103111 are added to rapporteur CR on miscellaneous DCCA corrections. Replace “early measurements” with “idle/inactive measurements”.
Proposal 3	R2-2103803 can be in principle agreed.
Proposal 4	R2-2103804 can be in principle agreed, with following changes: 
- fix typos on cover page 
- remove 1st sentence in NOTE1 
- fix formatting of NOTE3.
Proposal 5	R2-2103981 is not agreed. FFS if we capture "The network will release T316 if there is no split SRB1 and SRB3, no special UE handling is needed." in chairman’s notes.
Proposal 6	R2-2103270 is not agreed.
Proposal 7	R2-2104044 can be in principle agreed.
Proposal 8	R2-2103031 can be in principle agreed, but a revision is needed to correct following: 
- 3GPP styles are missing 
- In the 1st new figure, the entities S-GW - MME - AMF should rather be SN - S-GW – MME. 
- Split R2-2103031 (with cover page corrections) to two sets of CRs: One for SCG suspend in EN-DC (Rel-16 CatF CR, R2-2104344) and Rel-15/16 CRs (in R2-2104345 and R2-2104346) covering the SCG release case (with cover page corrections.
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