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1. [bookmark: _Toc18403966][bookmark: _Toc18404533][bookmark: _Toc18413600]Introduction
This document is used to collect the company views on the following: 
[AT113bis-e][005][NR15] Connection Control I (ZTE)
	Scope: Treat R2-2103790, R2-2104300, R2-2104095, R2-2103793, R2-2103794, R2-2103859, R2-2104093, R2-2104094, R2-2104077, R2-2104078, R2-2104090, R2-2104079, R2-2104080, 
	Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.
	Intended outcome: Report and Agreed-in-principle CRs. 
	Deadline: Schedule A
2. Contact details
	Company
	Point of contact
	Email address

	ZTE (moderator)
	Eswar Vutukuri
	eswar.vutukuri@zte.com.cn

	Ericsson
	Antonino Orsino
	antonino.orsino@ericsson.com

	Huawei
	Zhenzhen Cao
	caozhenzhen@huawei.com

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	MediaTek
	Felix Tsai
	chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	Samsung
	Seungri Jin
	seungri.jin@samsung.com

	Intel
	Sudeep Palat
	Sudeep.k.palat@intel.com

	Qualcomm
	Mouaffac Ambriss
	mambriss@qti.qualcomm.com

	NEC
	Hisashi Futaki
	hisashi.futaki [at]nec.com

	OPPO
	Zhongda Du
	duzhongda@oppo.com

	Nokia
	Amaanat
	amaanat.ali@nokia.com

	CATT
	Jing Liang
	liangjing@catt.cn

	Apple
	Fangli XU
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	Sequans
	Olivier Marco
	omarco at sequans.com



3. [bookmark: _Toc18413601][bookmark: _Toc18404534][bookmark: _Toc18403967]Phase 1 discussion (initial feedback on agreeable aspects)
3.1.1. Releasing active BWP
At RAN2#113, the following discussion was postponed: 
	=> Postpone P9 P11
P9: whether the NW can release the active BWP for SpCell using RRC, and if allowed, whether the NW should always provide the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id and firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the same RRC message. 
P11: The active BWP of an SCell cannot be released by RRC message.



In R2-2104300 and in R2-2104095, it was observed that the network is in general allowed to add/modify/release any BWP via RRC reconfiguration. 
In addition, in R2-2104095 it was pointed out that some UEs may not support DCO based BWP switch (i.e., 6-1 UEs) and the network has to release the active BWP and add another dedicated BWP in the same message for such UEs. 
R2-2104300
Observation 2: The release and addition of BWP with the same BWP ID in a single RRC message is allowed.
R2-2104095: 
Observation 1: The network can add/modify/release any BWP via RRC reconfiguration.

So, the first question is whether companies agree with the above observations. 
Q 3.1.1-1: Do companies agree that network can add/modify/release any BWP (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	We think this is necessary. If this is not allowed, then the only way for the network to release the current active BWP using RRC would be to first switch the UE to a different active BWP, then release the non-active BWP. This results in a rather unacceptable delay.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Qcom
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No exactly
	It is not true for initial BWP since it can’t be released and added. And the common part of the initial BWP can’t be modified either. If “any BWP” is changed to be “BWP with BWP ID>0”, then it is correct

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	



Seems there is consensus that the network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message
Proposal 1: The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message

Discussion for SpCell:
In R2-2104095, the following observation was made: 
Observation 4: For the UE not supporting DCI based BWP switch (i.e. 6-1 UEs), the network has to release the active BWP and add another dedicated BWP in a same message in order to change the BWP, and the network has to perform RRC based BWP switch, i.e. by including firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message. 
The above observation seems to indicate that firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id are mandatory present for RRC based BWP switch in the above case. 
On the other hand, in R2-2104300, the following proposal is made: 
Proposal 1: For SpCell reconfiguration, the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id is mandatory present if current active BWP (i.e. BWP with the same BWP-ID as the current active BWP) does not exist after the RRC message is performed. Otherwise, the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id is optional 

The assumption for proposal 1 in R2-2104300 seems to be that if the active BWP ID is same before the reconfiguration and after the reconfiguration, the UE will continue to use this as the active BWP even if the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id are absent in the reconfiguration message. 
So, the question to companies is whether the above assumption is the common view. 
Q 3.1.1-2: For SpCell, if a BWP with the same BWP ID as the current active BWP exists after reconfiguration, does the UE continue to use this BWP as active BWP (even if firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id are not present?)
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	Indeed, this is our understanding. Of course, if implementations don’t comply with this understanding, then we think we can make the presence of firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id as mandatory for all such reconfigurations. 

	Nokia
	Need clarity
	We would think P1 from R2-2104300 would also work but then Observation 4 from R2-2104095 would be unambiguous.
Are we now talking about a real field issue here or just clarifying the spec? If it is the former then we can make this more explicit but if not and UE can cope with the other interpretation as well, then maybe no real need to clarify anything.  

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	Same as Nokia, not sure what we are discussing here. If we talk about changing parameters of the active BWP, we already agreed in the last meeting that, for SpCell, this is supported via an RRC reconfiguration. If we talk about releasing the active BWP for the SpCell, our understanding is that the network can release the active BWP (along with other configured BWPs) and add new BWPs in a single reconfiguration message, where the network provides the new active BWP with firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id and firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id.
Having said this, we believe that nothing should be clarified in the specification.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not sure
	When we talk about “current active BWP”, we need to be clear the active BWP can be dynamically indicated in DCI. In the DCI, there is not exactly a BWP ID but only a BWP indicator, and which BWP is used should be interpreted based on this BWP indicator and the BWP RRC configuration. This means, the active BWP should always exist before and after the RRC reconfiguration.
We are also fine to not clarify anything in specifications.

	LG
	Not sure
	We are also wondering what the question aims for. As explained by Ericsson, we don’t see any broken issue in current specification.

	MediaTek
	Maybe
	The first active BWP Id is of course needed if NW releases current active BWP without adding the BWP with same ID back.
In case the NW release and add with same Id, we think it is still better to provide the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id or firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id to avoid potential IODT issue.

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	We agree with the understanding on this operation but it seems no clarification is needed based on what we already supported in the specification.

	Intel 
	Yes
	We agree that given that we assume that active BWP can be reconfigured, it would be reasonable to assume that the UE continue using the active BWP if firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id are not present. There might be the case where the active BWP is releases as Huawei pointed out. In this case, gNB should make sure that there is no ambiguity by signaling firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id.

	QCOM
	Yes
	Not sure if any clarification is needed.

	NEC
	Not sure
	we do not identify anything is broken..

	OPPO
	No
	Logically it is feasible but it is quite complicated for UE. Sensible deployment would be both firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id and firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id are present for such cases.

	CATT
	Not sure
	In current spec, the field description of firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id is as following:
“If configured for an SpCell, this field contains the ID of the DL BWP to be activated upon performing the RRC (re-)configuration. If the field is absent, the RRC (re-)configuration does not impose a BWP switch.”
it specifies if the field is absent, the RRC reconfiguration doesn’t impose a BWP switch. But for the case, given the BWP ID of the active BWP is 2 upon the reception of the RRC reconfiguration which release the BWP with BWP ID=2 and add new BWP with BWP ID=2 (the new BWP and old BWP has different frequency allocation), and the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id is absent, if the UE assume the BWP with same BWP ID as the active BWP ID before the reception of the RRC reconfiguration message is the active BWP, does that mean the UE should perform BWP switch? If so the BWP switch is performed based on RRC or DCI?
We should confirm whether the UE will active the BWP using the same BWP ID as the active BWP ID before the reception of the RRC reconfiguration message with BWP release/addition without first UL/DL active BWP ID.

	Apple
	Need clarify
	To avoid the ambiguity, if NW updates the BWP configuration of current activated BWP, the NW shall release the active BWP and add another dedicated BWP in a same message in order to change the BWP, and the network has to perform RRC based BWP switch, i.e. by including firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message.

	Sequans
	Yes
	Same view as Intel


· Some companies are not sure about the use case for not including the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id in an RRC message 
· A few companies mentioned that it is probably safer to include the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id in an RRC message in all cases to avoid any ambiguity
· One company pointed out that it is unclear whether the configuration is considered to impose a BWP switch when the firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id are absent
· Multiple companies pointed out that no change is needed to specs anyway (see the question below)
· Based on the above, it seems the safe approach is to include firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id regardless of whether BWP ID with same ID is present or not. 
Proposal 2: For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it includes the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message. 


Discussion for SCell:
Both R2-2104300 and R2-2104095 suggest that the network can use SCell release/add in a single message to modify the current active BWP. 
So, the question to the companies is as follows: 
Q 3.1.1-3: For SCell do companies agree that the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	This was discussed last meeting also by Apple offline discussion? In Rel-15 and Rel-16 both this requires release and add of SCell.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Should be clear that this is not the only way to release/modify the active BWP for SCells.

	LG
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Qcom 
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	



Proposal 3: For SCell the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell 

Assuming that there is some common view on the above aspects, one question is if there is any need to clarify anything in the specs to capture the above views. Companies can express their views on what clarification is needed for this. 
Q 3.1.1-4: Considering your answers to Q3.1.1-1 to Q3.1.1.1-4, do you think there is a need to clarify anything in the specs? If so, please provide any detailed view on what clarification is needed
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	If a common agreement is reached on the RRC based reconfiguration for active BWP and the usage of firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id, we think we could clarify this in the field descriptions of the corresponding fields to avoid any such future discussions on this aspect. 

	Nokia (v2)
	No
	See also our response to Q 3.1.1-2. Seems based on other companies’ feedback nothing is required.

	Ericsson
	No
	We think that everything is clear, at least in stage 3. If companies are eager to clarify something, we may add something in stage 2. However, our preference is to not have any change to current specs.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes/No
	The handling should be an implementation issue. We are also ok to not change specs.

	LG
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Maybe yes
	We are open for discussion.
If something is needed, we prefer to clarify this in present condition of first active BWP. We can specify that the field is mandatory present in some cases.

	Samsung
	Open to discuss
	We don’t think this clarification is not really needed in stage 3 but we are open to discuss on this.

	Intel 
	No strong view
	From our perspective, this is not so difficult BWP operation to draw based on the assumption that the active BWP can be also reconfigured by RRC reconfiguration. Nevertheless, if companies have different understanding on BWP operation, we are ok to clarify in the chair note or in the specification.   

	Qcom
	May be not
	

	NEC
	Not really
	but open for further discussions for clarifications

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	We think the Q 3.1.1-2 should be clarified, but nothing is needed in the spec, it can be handled by NW implementation.

	Apple
	Yes
	Q 3.1.1-2 should be clarified. 

	Sequans
	No strong view
	


· No consensus on need for any spec change. 
· We can capture agreements in chairman’s notes (i.e. agree P1 and P2) and companies can think about any need for spec change until next meeting
Proposal 4: Capture agreements for P1-3 in chairman’s notes and companies can think about any necessary changes until next meeting

3.1.2. Correction to firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id
In R2-2103793, it was highlighted that the current field description for firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id is not inline with the conclusion from R2#113e: 
R2#113-e agreement: 
	“This field is mandatory present for a SpCell upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync”. 
Current field description: 
“Upon PCell change and PSCell addition/change, the network sets the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id and firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id to the same value.”



So, it is proposed to modify the field description to comply with the agreement above. 
Q 3.1.2-1: Do companies agree that the current field for description of firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id needs to be corrected as proposed in R2-2103793/ R2-2103794?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia (v2)
	Maybe no
	We think this widens the use cases a bit. Network can do RRC resync at other times than PSCell addition/change, so this would now allow those. Hence, we are not sure this is BC correction.

	Ericsson
	Maybe no
	We agree with Nokia that the proposed change address a wider scope on what is currently stated in the spec. Since this may be seens as NBC, we prefer to keep the current text.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The change should be the intended behaviour, given that in the CR in R2-2100552 agreed in the last meeting, we already clarified that “PCell change and PSCell addition/change” was meant to be reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync.

	LG
	Partly Yes
	We are ok to correct the field description following the RAN2#113-e agreement. However, we also acknowledge problem addressed by Nokia. Thus, our proposal is to just add reconigurationWithSync to the existing text.

Upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync for PCell change and PSCell addition/change

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We understand that it is already specified in MAC that UE will UE same DL/UL BWP Id while triggering RACH (see 5.15.1). So we think same DL/UL Id applies also for intra-cell reconfiguration with sync. (Not just for PSCell addition/change). As long as the RACH is triggered, the rule applies.
--------- From 38.321 5.15.1 -------
2>	if the Serving Cell is an SpCell:
3>	if the active DL BWP does not have the same bwp-Id as the active UL BWP:
4>	switch the active DL BWP to the DL BWP with the same bwp-Id as the active UL BWP.

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	Agree with the intention of this CR. If companies have strong concerns on the NBC we are fine for the LG’s suggestion.

	Qcom
	Agree with the intention
	If other companies have concerns about the implication of this change, may be we can discuss it.

	NEC
	Maybe
	we would also like to check whether this is any compatibility issue or not.

	OPPO
	Yes
	LG’s suggestion could be compromise

	CATT
	Yes 
	We think the intention is “the field is mandatory present for a SpCell upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync” so the modification is right. Considering ambiguous may exist for “PCell change” and “PSCell change”, i.e. whether intra-PCell handover or intra-PSCell change belongs to PCell change and PSCell change, the modification can make it more clear which can eliminate the ambiguous.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	


· Majority of companies seem to be okay with the change, but couple of network vendors mentioned that this seems to expand the scope
· The alternative proposed by LG above seems acceptable, however, it is unclear to the moderator if this covers the case of intracell handover where PCell is not changed (seems the original intention is to cover this case? Or is the comment from Nokia/Ericsson that this case should not be covered?). 
· Seems further discussion is needed for this perhaps? – discuss in phase-2
Proposal 5: Discuss if it is acceptable to cover the intracell handover case without PCell change and hence if the CRs in R2-2103793/ R2-2103794 are agreeable – in phase 2

3.2. DC related issues
3.2.1. DC related issues
R2-2103859	NR-DC Clarification	Apple	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core, TEI15
Issue 1: PSCell SMTC configuration for HO with PSCell addition and PSCell change
It’s proposed to clarify that the SMTC configuration restriction for EN-DC case is also applicable for NR-DC case:
Proposal 1.1: For the NR to NR handover with NR PSCell addition/change, the PSCell SMTC configuration based on PCell timing is only supported when the source and target NR PCell are SFN and subframe synchronized. 
Q 3.2.1-1: Do you agree with the P1.1 of 3859?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	For EN-DC there was no option but to add that Note, because based on the discussion, there were different UE implementations in the field. Ideally, it is better to use target PCell as timing reference, because target PSCell is added by target MN, so it is more straightforward to let target MN to generate the SMTC for PSCell, and use target PCell as timing reference. 
Considering SMTC for PSCell in NR-DC was clarified/added recently, we expect there is no different UE implementations in the field. So would suggest to take target PCell as timing reference when the SMTC of PSCell is signalled.     


	Nokia
	Yes
	It does not make much sense to have PSCell SMTC based on PCell and not being synchronized. What would be the need otherwise?

	Ericsson
	No
	We agree with ZTE that we have different frameworks for Rel-15 and Rel-16 about the SMTC in the RRC reconfiguration. We prefer to not introduce any new behaviours in Rel-15.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with ZTE that the situation for NR-DC now is different from that for EN-DC, and we agree to use target PCell timing.

	LG
	No
	We think it is restrictive in NR-DC to allow explicit SMTC configuration only for the case where source PCell and target PCell are SFN and subframe synchronized. As commented by ZTE, we think it is desirable to use a target PCell as timing reference for PSCell, whenever possible. 

	MediaTek
	Yes
	While adding the SMTC for target PSCell in NR-DC, there is no discussion on which cell would be the timing reference cell in case of NR PCell change. As a consequence, we should assume that the same principle from EN-DC applies. This is not new behavior in Rel-15. If we do not take this approach, we would need another clarification on which serving cell to use (source or target) in case of PCell change.

	Samsung
	No
	RAN2 can only avoid the sync limitation if RAN2 can confirm that all UE support use of target PSCell timing.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	Qcom
	 Neutral 
	If network is sync’ed we can have a faster HO performance on the PSCell by avoiding serializing the process. 

	NEC
	No
	our understanding is same as ZTE and NR-DC is different from EN-DC for this issue

	OPPO
	Yes
	If we don’t expect new UE behaviour we’d better align ENDC and NR-DC case

	CATT
	No
	Agree with ZTE.

	Apple
	Yes
	We should support the same design for NR-DC and EN-DC. 
If the enhancement is needed, the enhancement should be supported for both EN-DC and NR-DC scenarios. 

	
	
	




For proposal 1.1: Clarify that reconfigurationWithSync is included in the SCG configuration in case of the handover with SCG, no matter whether the SCG configuration is changed or not.

· Majority of companies think UE operation in NR-DC could be different from EN-DC, and UE can use the target PCell as the reference. 

Question for phase-2: Do we need to make spec clear that UE should apply the target PCell timing as the PSCell SMTC timing during the NR-DC handover case?

Issue 2: Handover without SCG configuration change
For the handover without SCG change, if the SCG configuration is not changed (e.g. no key change, no bearer type change), it is not clear whether NW provides the reconfigurationWithSync in the SCG configuration in the handover command. It’s proposed to clarify that the UE’s behavior should be same for the handover with and without SCG change case, and the RACH procedure on the SCG procedure is required for both handover cases. 
Proposal 2.1: Clarify that reconfigurationWithSync is included in the SCG configuration in case of the handover with SCG, no matter whether the SCG configuration is changed or not.
Q 3.2.1-2: Do you agree with the P2.1 of 3859?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	It’s better to have an unified handling in case of handover with SCG configuration regardless of whether the SCG is changed or not. 

	Nokia
	No
	Why would you mandate RACH access on SCG if there is handover on MCG? In our view the basic principle is that if there is no key change on MCG then this should not require any RACH on SCG. So we disagree with your observation.

	Ericsson
	No
	We agree with Nokia. On top of this, the change is NBC.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The UE should just follow the network indication on whether a random access /reconfiguration with sync is needed or not.

	LG
	No
	We think HO with SCG without reconfigWithSync is already allowed from specification point of view. So, unless there is a clear reason to prevent this, we do not need to change. 

	MediaTek
	No
	We are confused by the proposal.
The proposal say that SCG RACH is always needed in case of PCell change (handover). 
The corresponding text proposal implies that SCG RACH is triggered only while PCell change (handover).
Neither of these are correct in our view. It should be possible to perform PSCell change without handover or perform handover without PSCell change. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Qcom 
	No
	MCG handover should not mandate an SCG handover, because NR spec allows MCG handover without change of MN keys (no SCG/SN key change) and therefore SCG handover is not required

	NEC
	Yes/No
	Yes for (NG)EN-DC.
Probably No for NR-DC, where SCG config including security key may not be changed.

	OPPO
	No
	If key and SCG configuration is not changed we also think it is not necessary to mandate this and can leave this to network implementation.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Huawei and LG, UE just follow the command whether reconfiguration with sync is needed, and for intra-MN PCell change without key change and without bearer that PDCP terminated in MN with SCG RLC bearer, it doesn’t need to perform reconfiguration with sync for SN.

	Apple
	Yes
	In case of HO without SCG change, if no RACH sync procedure via SCG link is needed, does it mean UE can keep the SCG transmission during the MCG handover procedure? 
The clarification is still needed if resync configuration is not provided in SCG config in the HO command.  

	Sequans
	No
	Agree with Ericsson/Nokia



For proposal 2.1: Clarify that reconfigurationWithSync is included in the SCG configuration in case of the handover with SCG, no matter whether the SCG configuration is changed or not.    
· Majority of companies think reconfigurationWithSync is not mandatory in SCG config for the handover without SCG change case (no spec changes required)

Issue 3: RRCReconfiguration for suspended SCG 
According to RRC spec description, only the SCG configuration with reconfigurationWithSync can resume the SCG transmission after the SCG failure is detected. It’s further discussed two cases of the SCG configuration after SCG failure.
· Case 1: The PSCell SMTC configuration for the SCG failure recovery
Since the UE may lose the downlink timing of the PSCell after the SCG failure and NW is not aware of this, if NW provides the PSCell SMTC configuration based on the source PSCell timing, it does not work. Therefore,  it should be clarified that NW does not provide the PSCell SMTC configuration based on the source PSCell timing in this case, i.e. no smtc configuration in the reconfigurationWithSync of SCG configuration. So it’s proposed:
Proposal 3.1: Upon receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall not provide the smtc configuration in reconfigurationWithSync of SCG configuration. 
Q 3.2.1-3: Do you agree with the P3.1 of 3859?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes/No
	SCG failure may be triggered due to multiple reasons. Will UE lose synchronization for all of them? At least for scg-ReconfigFailure, srb3-IntegrityFailure, we think the timing of PSCell is still valid. 
    failureType           ENUMERATED {
                             t310-Expiry, randomAccessProblem,
                       rlc-MaxNumRetx, synchReconfigFailureSCG,              scg-ReconfigFailure, srb3-IntegrityFailure, other-r16, spare1},
In our understanding, there are two ways for this clarification:
· Solution 1: Clarify in which cases, network can/cannot provide smtc; (based on the clarification from UE vendor in which cases, UE may lose DL synchronization)
· Solution 2：UE ignores the provided smtc if UE lost the DL synchronization.  
We would prefer solution 2 unless problem is identified. 

	Nokia
	Yes, but
	It would be up to NW implementation to ensure timing is provided correctly.

	Ericsson
	No
	Not in all cases of SCG failure the UE loses the sync with the network. Therefore, we do not see the point in this case to over clarify what and what not the network can include. This is totally up to network implementation.

	Huawei,HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with Ericsson, this should be up to network implementation.

	LG
	No
	We understand the intention. But we think this should be left to network implementation. Just in case UE loses its timing for SCG by the received reconfigWithSync, then another failure will happen, which is the cost of improper network implementations. 

	MediaTek
	Yes/No
	The UE may lost the timing of original PSCell. So, the SMTC may not be work. But there is no harm to provide this even if UE cannot use. So, we prefer not to change the SPEC and up to NW implementation to provide this or not. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with it would be up to NW implementation.

	Intel
	Yes, but
	Agree with others that it can be left to network implementation.

	Qcom 
	
	No need to restrict network behaviour and change spec, UE/Network implementation should take care of such case

	NEC
	No
	The proposal seems too strong/restrictive. 
We tend to agree with observations from ZTE. we are fine to discuss those further.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	CATT
	No
	We think it is enough to up to network implementation for the right configuration.

	Apple
	Yes
	Since UE may lost PSCell timing during the SCG failure recovery procedure, and NW cannot be aware of this case, if NW provides the SMTC configuration based on PSCell timing, 
The SMTC configuration cannot be used. 
We think it should be clearly clarified. Solution 2 as ZTE proposed is also fine to us.  

	Sequans
	No
	Agree it would be up to NW implementation



For Proposal 3.1: Upon receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall not provide the smtc configuration in reconfigurationWithSync of SCG configuration.
· Companies think it is up to network implementation to handle this and no spec changes are needed

· Case 2: SCG configuration handling without reconfigurationWithSync
Considering some race conditions, if NW provides the delta configuration in the SCG configuration with reconfigurationWithSync for SCG recovery purpose in the middle of the normal SCG configuration procedure, as shown in Figure-1, UE may use the wrong configuration to perform the delta configuration. Therefore, NW should provide the full SCG configuration (not delta config) to resume the SCG transmission. 
[image: Diagram
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Figure-1. Rach Condition of the RRCReconfiguration during SCG failure recovery period
Proposal 3.3: Upon NW receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall provide the full configuration of the SCG configuration (i.e. ReleaseAndAdd) to recover the SCG transmission.
Q 3.2.1-4: Do you agree with the P3.3 of 3859?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	It is a corner case, and we see no strong need to have such change. Anyway, it can be up to the NW implementation to maintain two sets of SCG configuration (i.e., the old SCG configuration and the updated SCG configuration) before reception of RRC Reconfiguration Complete message. If the SN receives SCG Failure Information before reception of the confirmation message, the SN can generate the new RRC Reconfiguration based on the old SCG configuration. And then there is no configuration mismatching between the UE side and the SN side.  

	Nokia
	No
	NW could handle this by itself by avoiding the race condition and no need to limit.

	Ericsson
	No
	A smart network implementation can handle this. No need to over specify a corner case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Same view as other network vendors. The network implementation can handle this case.

	LG
	No
	This issue itself seems to be a corner case. We believe a proper network can handle this without specifying behaviours for such case. 

	MediaTek
	No for SPEC change
	We think that the proposal is one of reasonable NW behavior in response to SCG failure. However, we see no need to specify this NW behavior in SPEC. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with it would be up to NW implementation.

	Intel
	No
	These kind of rare failure conditions should be left to good network implementation.

	Qcom
	No
	Racing condition is rare corner cases … I would rather let the call fail and let it recover from scratch than changing the spec to accommodate for this scenario.

	NEC
	No
	this can be handled by network implementation 

	OPPO
	No
	We also think it is corner case.

	CATT
	No
	NW implementation can avoid the problem

	Apple
	Yes
	We are worried that the wrong network configuration during the race condition may lead to UE Connection Reestablishment.
If NW vendors ensure NW implementation can handle the case, we propose to capture it in the chairman notes, e.g. NW implementation ensure the correct SCG configuration in the race condition.  

	Sequans
	No
	NW implementation should handle it


Proposal 3.3: Upon NW receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall provide the full configuration of the SCG configuration (i.e. ReleaseAndAdd) to recover the SCG transmission.
· Companies think NW implementation can handle this and no spec changes are needed

Proposal 6: R2-2103859 can be noted

3.2.2. Radio bearer handling upon SCG RLF
R2-2104093	Radio bearer handling upon SCG RLF	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2547	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2104094	Radio bearer handling upon SCG RLF	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.0	2548	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core
Reason for change:
In sub-clause 5.7.3.2 in TS 38.331, upon SCG failure reporting,
Upon initiating the procedure, the UE shall:
1>	suspend SCG transmission for all SRBs and DRBs;
1>	reset SCG MAC;
1>	stop T304 for the SCG, if running;
1>	if the UE is in (NG)EN-DC:
2>	initiate transmission of the SCGFailureInformationNR message as specified in TS 36.331 [10], clause 5.6.13a.
1>	else:
2>	initiate transmission of the SCGFailureInformation message in accordance with 5.7.3.5.
The UE will suspend SCG transmission for all SRBs and DRBs upon SCG failure, but will not suspend radio bearers.
After receiving SCG failure reporting, the network may perform PSCell change to recover SCG, via reconfigurationWithSync. 
In sub-clause 5.3.5.5.1 in TS 38.331, upon receiving a CellGroupConfig containing the spCellConfig with reconfigurationWithSync:
The UE performs the following actions based on a received CellGroupConfig IE:
1>	if the CellGroupConfig contains the spCellConfig with reconfigurationWithSync:
2>	perform Reconfiguration with sync according to 5.3.5.5.2;
2>	resume all suspended radio bearers and resume SCG transmission for all radio bearers, if suspended;
The part of “resume SCG transmission for all radio bearers” correponds to the action “suspend SCG transmission for all SRBs and DRBs” upon SCG failure. As the radio bearers were not suspended, there is actually no case to “resume all suspended radio bearers”. Note that this action was introduced at the beginning of Rel-15 for EN-DC.
In section 5.3.5.5.1, remove “resume all suspended radio bearers”.
	The UE performs the following actions based on a received CellGroupConfig IE:
1>	if the CellGroupConfig contains the spCellConfig with reconfigurationWithSync:
2>	perform Reconfiguration with sync according to 5.3.5.5.2;
2>	resume all suspended radio bearers and resume SCG transmission for all radio bearers, if suspended;


Q 3.2.2-1: Do you agree with the intention of 4093/4094?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	Even if there are no suspended bearers as of now, the existing text is not wrong since it says resume suspended RBs if any… So, we don’t really see the need to do any correction.

	Nokia
	No
	The current spec text is not wrong so let's avoid a non-essential correction

	Ericsson
	No
	Strictly speaking, the text does not seem broken and this is really an editorial correction. If companies are eager to have this change, than this should be handle in RRC Rapporteur’s CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	It should be first clear if the action is needed or not.
To us it seems that this unnecessary behaviour was introduced since the beginning of RRC speciation without a clear reason. When revising the text for new features, people start to think that this is an intended behaviour and would further complicate the procedure.

	LG
	No
	Nothing broken. If there is no suspended radio bearer, the resumption step can be skipped. However, if majority companies see the need, we are ok to include the change in Rapporteur CR. 

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	Correct but not-essential. If really needed, we could have this in Rapporteur’s CR. 

	Samsung
	No
	The current text seems fine i.e. no need to introduce change.

	Intel
	May be
	While we agree with the intention, it doesn’t seem an essential correction.  Could be merged with the rapporteur CR.

	Qcom
	No strong view 
	Agree with the intention, but it seems not needed as “resume all suspended radio bearers” has no implication in this case. 

	NEC
	No
	our mild preference is not to make this correction, as spec is not broken and only controversial correction should be considered for Rel-15 basically.. but soft no.

	OPPO
	Yes
	It is acceptable for us to incorporate in RRC rapporteur’s CR

	CATT
	No strong view 
	It seems an editorial correction but broke nothing, it can be handled by Rapporteur’s CR

	Apple
	No
	This part is to cover the RB suspension due to the RRC reestablishment or switch to INACTIVE. NW can use the first configuration to resume the SCG configuration and resume DRBs at the first configuration message after reestablishment or the resume message.

	Sequans
	No strong view
	Ok to clarify if this is the majority view.



· No consensus on R2-2104093 or R2-2104094. 
· Seems a few companies may be willing to accept the change if captured in rapporteur CR though? It is left up to the proponent companies to discuss this directly with the rapporteur for capturing anything in rapporteur CR. 
Proposal 7: CRs R2-2104093 and R2-2104094 are not pursued 

3.2.3. Clarification on SCG failure information
R2-2104077	Clarification on SCG failure information	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2104078	CR on SCG failure information	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2545	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2104090	CR on SCG failure information	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2546	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core, NR_Mob_enh-Core, NR_unlic-Core
R2-2104079	CR on SCG failure information	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-15	36.331	15.13.0	4629	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2104080	CR on SCG failure information	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.4.0	4630	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

Firstly, 4077 raised a issue about SCG failure report. According to the current spec, in case the UE detects random access problem indication from SCG MAC when performing reconfiguration with sync of the SCG, the UE initiates SCG failure information procedure and sets the failure type as random access problem, instead of SCG reconfiguration with sync failure, which may cause the NW confuses PSCell addition/change failure with random access problem. So the following proposals are provided in 4077:
Proposal 1: Upon detection of random access problem indication from SCG MAC while T304 is not running, the UE shall initiate the SCG failure information procedure and set the failure type as random access problem. 
Proposal 2: Upon detection of random access problem indication from SCG MAC while T304 is running, the UE shall continue trying random access procedure until T304 expiry. Only upon T304 expiry, the UE shall initiate the SCG failure information procedure and set the failure type as SCG reconfiguration with sync failure.
Q 3.2.3-1: Do you agree with the P1/2 of 4077?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE (Proponent)
	Yes
	It’s better to clearly clarify the SCG failure type upon detection of random access problem indication from SCG MAC during PSCell addition/change, to avoid the failure type confusion. And the similar handling has been applied on detection of random access problem from MCG MAC. 

	Ericsson
	No
	We do not see this as a very critical change to be introduced. Further, in R2-2104077 it is stated that the change is needed because “the NW may want to count PSCell addition/change failure in such case, but receiving the indication of random access problem from the SCG failure report”. However, this is again up to the network how to use the failure types signalled by the UE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with the intention, but with this change, UEs of different versions would report different failure types and would make the network even more difficult to use the information.

	LG
	No
	Some observations are correct in that the setting of the failure cause as “RA problem” does not happen in MCG failure but only happen in SCG failure. However, nothing is broken in current specification. The proposed CR is an optimization, i.e. help the network to identify the failure types for random access problem.

	MediaTek
	Yes with comment
	To clarify, we think that “T304 is not running” should be changed to “T304 of SCG is not running”. Note that we use same timer name (T304) for MCG and SCG re-sync.
This aligns SCG re-sync behavior with MCG re-sync that UE continues to do the RACH before T304 timeout, so we think it is correct.
However, we see no need to emphasize the failure type discussion in CR coversheet. There is no need to clarify this part. 

	Samsung
	No strong view
	Proposals and the CRs are aligned with the current operation. We do not think this clarification is needed but if majority wants to clarify this we are fine.
Normally MN will take action upon receiving SCG failure so case not likely to happen anyhow.

	Qcom
	No
	Often we want to pin-point to the network the exact procedure that had caused failure (so in case of RACH failure during reconfigWithSync, we also want to indicate it is the RACH's problem not others). There is also unnecessary delay in waiting to report the failure (of RACH) for the reconfigWithSync case with the proposed change.

	NEC
	No
	similar view as Huawei. One way may be to apply this from Rel-16 with hoping that all rel-16 UEs supporting the corresponding function behave in the same way?

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with the proposals.

	Apple
	Yes
	The clarification is aligned with our understanding. 

	
	
	


· No consensus for Rel-15 changes
· Different UE vendors seem to have different implementations/understanding of the current specs
· Companies seem to be willing to have a unified behaviour (for later releases)?
· One option could be to bring the clarification only for Rel-16 (possibly with the magic sentence?). 
Proposal 8: Rel-15 CRs in (R2-2104078	and R2-2104079) are not pursued. Rel-16 CRs (R2-2104090
R2-2104080) are postponed proponents can consider whether there is willingness to clarify this for uniform behaviour for later releases. 

And 4077 proposed that the similar issue also exists in case of R16 LBT failure and gave the following proposals:  
Proposal 3: Upon detection of consistent uplink LBT failure indication from SCG MAC while T304 is not running, the UE shall initiate the SCG failure information procedure and set the failure type as SCG LBT failure. 
Proposal 4: Upon detection of consistent uplink LBT failure indication from SCG MAC while T304 is running, the UE shall continue trying LBT procedure until T304 expiry. Only upon T304 expiry, the UE shall initiate the SCG failure information procedure and set the failure type as SCG reconfiguration with sync failure.
Q 3.2.3-2: Do you agree with the P3/4 of 4077?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE (Proponent)
	Yes
	It’s better to clearly clarify the SCG failure type upon detection of consistent uplink LBT failure indication from SCG MAC during PSCell addition/change, to avoid the failure type confusion. And the similar handling has been applied on detection of consistent uplink LBT failure indication from MCG MAC. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Same as previous comment. On top of this, this is a Rel-16 correction and I am not sure we should treat NR-U in this email discussion. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Same as previous comment.

	LG
	No
	Same as previous comment. The proposed CR is an optimization.

	MediaTek
	Yes, but
	I think CR does not clarify this failure type and there is no need to discuss this actually. We suggest to clarify the following UE behavior first 
“Whether UE shall continue trying random access procedure until T304 of SCG expiry”
Note that if target cell is an NR-U cell, trying RACH implies trying LBT. 

	Samsung
	No strong view
	Same comments above.

	Qcom
	No
	

	NEC
	No
	same as previous comment

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with the proposals.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	
	
	


· No consensus on P3/4. But if some clarification is made for Rel-16, proponents can also consider clarifying this for LBT failure
· It is noted that some coordination is also needed with NR-U though. 

Another issue is proposed in 4077 about the timer handling upon initiation of SCG failure information procedure. In the current spec, upon initiation of SCG failure information procedure, the UE shall stop timer T304 for the SCG, if running. However, the timer T310/T312 for the PSCell may keep running after initiation of SCG failure information transmission, which may cause the UE trigger the redundant and unnecessary SCG failure information procedure before the SCG link is recovered, due to T310/T312 expiry. So it’s proposed that:
Proposal 5: Upon initiation of SCG failure information procedure, the UE shall stop timer T310/T312 for the PSCell, if running.
Q 3.2.3-3: Do you agree with the P5 of 4077?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE (Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No but
	In principle we are ok, but this issue was already discussed during Rel-15 and during Rel-16 within the DCCA WI and the outcome was that the UE will not trigger an SCG failure information procedure two times in a raw. For this reason, we do not see the need to discuss this again.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	There is no problem to continue T310/312.

	LG
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Yes but
	We are also fine not change it as explained by Ericsson.

	Samsung
	
	We are fine to the intention but it seems not needed based on the comments from Ericsson.

	Qcom
	Yes
	Expected behaviour, it’s good to modify the RRC procedure accordingly.

	NEC
	Yes
	can be included in (potential) Rapporteur CR

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Apple
	
	Agree with the intention. According to Ericsson’s comment, we are fine to keep the spec as it is.

	
	
	


If P1-5 are agreed, 4077 proposed that the similar handling can be applied to NE-DC and LTE-DC cases and provided the following proposal:
Proposal 6: If the proposals above are agreed, the similar handling is also applied to NE-DC and LTE-DC on the corresponding timer in LTE spec.
Q 3.2.3-4: Do you agree with the P6 of 4077?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE (Proponent)
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No but
	In principle we are ok, but this issue was already discussed during Rel-15 and during Rel-16 within the DCCA WI and the outcome was that the UE will not trigger an SCG failure information procedure two times in a raw. For this reason, we do not see the need to discuss this again.

	LG
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Yes for NE-DC
No strong view for LTE-DC
	It seems reasonable to apply same behavior for NE-DC. We are not sure whether LTE-DC is needed as there is no deployment on LTE-DC.

	Samsung
	
	We are fine to the intention but it seems not needed based on the comments from Ericsson.

	Qcom
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	same handling as NR spec

	OPPO
	No
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



· Seems companies agree with the intention that UE will not trigger an SCG failure procedure twice in a row but companies are not willing to change anything in the specs.
· So, we can agree the intention and capture in chairman’s notes it seems (i.e. the following proposal)
Proposal 9: RAN2 agrees that upon initiating SCG failure information procedure, if T310/T312 for the PSCell expires before the SCG link is recovered, UE does not trigger another SCG failure information procedure. 
4. Phase 2 discussion (Fine-tuning CRs seen as agreeable)
4.1. Active BWP change
	Proposal 1: The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message
Proposal 2: For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it includes the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message. 
Proposal 3: For SCell the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell
Proposal 4: Capture agreements for P1-3 in chairman’s notes and companies can think about any necessary changes until next meeting 

Q 4.1-1: Any further comments to the above proposals? Is it okay to capture the above in chairman’s notes?

	Company
	Comments if any (if no comments, we will assume it is acceptable to capture these in chairman’s notes)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are open to capture something in chairman notes or not capture anything. But if something needs to be captured, the wording should be precise. 
For Proposal 1, not sure why “BWP ID>0” is needed, given that BWP#0 can also be added/released/modified by adding/releasing/modifying the dedicated configuration.
For Proposal 2, it should be clear this is not the only option for SpCell to release a BWP. Like Proposal 3, the wording can be revised to :
Proposal 2: For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it can include the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message.


	Ericsson
	We think that there is no need to capture anything in the RRC specification and that capturing some understanding in the chairman’s notes would be more than enough.
Regarding the actual proposals, we have the same understanding than Huawei. We suggest to reformulate the proposal as follows:
Proposal 1: The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message
Proposal 2: For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it may include the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message. 



	Nokia
	Agree with Huawei.

	MediaTek
	We agree the proposal from rapporteur. From ASN.1, the BWP#0 could not be released.
For P2, we prefer original wording based from the rapporteur. The UE does know which BWP to use if NW release current active BWP with providing a new one. The NW “may” sentence does not clarify anything.



For Active BWP change (R2-2104300, R2-2104095): 
· Online discussion needed to see if the following can be captured in chairman’s notes (highlighted aspects don’t have a consensus):
· The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message (note: for BWP#0 network can only modify the dedicated part of the configuration). 
· For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it (can/may?) includes the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message.
· For SCell the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell

4.2. Correction to firstActiveBWP-ID
	Q 4.2-1: For the clarification in R2-2103793/ R2-2103794, do companies agree that the intracell HO without PCell change case needs to be covered too and with this in mind, are the CRs in R2-2103793/R2-2103794 agreeable?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	I think this is to simply align the field description with the condition description for “SyncAndCellAdd”. 
If companies still have concerns, this can be simply added into RRC rapporteur CR, as there is no functional change we think.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We are okay to align and to include this into the Rapporteur’s CR.

	NEC
	Yes
	after further checking, we are fine to this change to align with the previous agreement.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes, but
	We will only agree to have this as non-technical change i.e. merge to rapporteur CR.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Could put in rapporteur’s CR



· Merge the contents of R2-2103793 and R2-2103794 into the rapporteur’s CR. 

4.3. DC related issues
	Q 4.3-1: Is it needed/acceptable to make spec clear that UE should apply the target PCell timing as the PSCell SMTC timing during the NR-DC handover case? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	A large majority is not in favour of this change. We are not sure why this need to be discussed again.

	Apple
	Yes
	Current spec is not clear. 
In EN-DC, the PSCell SMTC can based on either source PCell or target PCell timing. In NR-DC, it was not discussed yet, and UE behavior in the spec is not clear.  

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	MediaTek
	Acceptable 
	



· It seems that the majority view is that the UE should apply the target PCell timing as the PSCell SMTC timing reference during the NR-DC handover.
· Propose to note the above in chairman’s notes and proponents can try and bring CRs to see if this can be clarified.

	Q 4.3-2: Do companies think there is any need to further clarify UE behaviour for the case of Handover without SCG change, if reconfigurationWithSync is not configured?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	A large majority is not in favour of this change. We are not sure why this need to be discussed again.

	Intel
	Consider adding a NOTE
	I cant recall this particular sequence discussed before.  Judging from the responses, it seems that if we follow the specifications as they are written, the SCG can continue without interruption or change during MN HO without key change.  This combination may not be so obvious and adding a NOTE could help avoid wrong implementations.

	NEC
	see comment
	Maybe our response in Ph1 was not so clear. We thought the behaviour in proposal is not what we assume, while we are fine to clarify somehow, e.g. chairman notes or NOTE in spec. But we are wondering if the clarification can be rather from network point of view, as UE  follows the configuration from the network? (either way is fine though)

	Apple
	Yes 
or 
up to UE implementation 
	Normally UE doesnot perform any data transmission during the handover. 
So here UE is not required to perform SCG transmission during the handover in this case. 

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Ericsson, we think nothing in particular is really required to be clarified.

	Qcom
	Yes
	Agree wth Apple 

Although spec allows MCG HO without SCG change (no HO on SCG), we still need to clarify if further data exchange between UE and SCG is expected or not. 
For instance for the case where SRB is a split bearer, while MCG is undergoing HO, the SRB signaling traffic is expected to be interrupted. 

Therefore we strongly request a clarification on the expected behaviour of the UE/network.

	MediaTek
	Up to UE implementation
	Whether the PCell handover will cause interruption to SCG transmission is a RAN4 issue. It may or may not introduce interruption depends on the band combination and UE implementation. Our understanding is that no UE requirement defined in RAN4 for this scenario, so it should be up to UE implementation at this moment.



· reconfigurationWithSync is not mandatory in SCG config for handover without SCG change (no spec changes needed). 
· Further discussion is needed on whether in the case of HO without SCG change, if SCG reconfigurationWithSync is not included, the UE continues the transmission on SG during the handover or not (or can this be left to UE implementation?). No consensus on the need for any clarification – Postpone to next meeting.
4.4. Other comments
	Q 4.4-1: Are there any other comments to the conclusions/proposals from phase-1?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson (Tony)
	For P8: we believe that is not reasonable to have two different UE behaviors for Rel-15 and Rel-16

	Nokia (Amanat)
	For P8: We can follow by not pursuing the CRs in Proposal 8 to avoid different UE behaviors. We maintain this view of ours in Phase 2 as well.

	ZTE (Mengjie Zhang)
	For P8, we think the main issue is that companies have different understanding and different UE implementation on detection of random access problem from SCG MAC while T304 is running. At least 5/11 companies (ZTE/MTK/Samsung/CATT/Apple) share the same view with Proposals in R2-2104077. And one company (NEC) suggests to have a R16 CR to ensure all R16 UEs implement the same way as proposed. 
So we think it’s better to firstly clarify the UE behaviour in such case and try to have a common understanding on this issue. If clarified, there are three options can be considered:
Option 1: It’s confirmed that the UE implementation should be aligned with the current spec, i.e. the UE initiates SCG failure information procedure upon detection of random access problem indication from the SCG MAC while T304 is running. Then no CR shall be pursued.
Option 2: It’s confirmed that the UE implementation should be changed as proposals in R2-2104077, i.e. the UE shall continue trying random access procedure when detection of random access problem indication from the SCG MAC while T304 is running, until T304 expiry. Then the CRs (at least R16 CRs) can be considered.
Option 3: If there is no consensus, we can have a NOTE in the spec to allow such kind of inconsistent implementation in the current release, e.g. NOTE: Upon detection of random access problem indication from SCG MAC while T304 is running, the UE may continue trying random access procedure until T304 expiry. And as we know, a similar note on allowing different UE implementation is captured for DAPS HO. 
We will bring a discussion paper according to these options to the next meeting assuming there is no consensus on option 2 at this meeting.

	MediaTek
	For P8, we prefer to have same behavior in R15 and R16. And we think it should be clarified as option 2 (from ZTE). Option 3 (from ZTE) is also acceptable. We think companies may need more time to check, it is suggested to postpone the issue.



· It seems there is no consensus on the CRs in R2-2104078, R2-2104079, R2-2104090 and R2-2104080. They are all not pursued
· Companies can discuss whether any further clarification is needed based on option 2/3 above at next meeting.
5. Conclusion and proposals from Phase -1
[bookmark: _Toc18403976][bookmark: _Toc18404543][bookmark: _Toc18413612]---- For Active BWP Issues ----
Proposal 1: The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message
Proposal 2: For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it includes the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message. 
Proposal 3: For SCell the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell
Proposal 4: Capture agreements for P1-3 in chairman’s notes and companies can think about any necessary changes until next meeting 

---- Correction to firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id ----
Proposal 5: Discuss if it is acceptable to cover the intracell handover case without PCell change and hence if the CRs in R2-2103793/ R2-2103794 are agreeable – in phase 2
----- NR-DC clarifications ----
For proposal to clarify that reconfigurationWithSync is included in the SCG configuration in case of the handover with SCG, no matter whether the SCG configuration is changed or not.
· Majority of companies think UE operation in NR-DC could be different from EN-DC, and UE can use the target PCell as the reference. 
· Question for phase-2: Do we need to make spec clear that UE should apply the target PCell timing as the PSCell SMTC timing during the NR-DC handover case?

For proposal to Clarify that reconfigurationWithSync is included in the SCG configuration in case of the handover with SCG, no matter whether the SCG configuration is changed or not.    
· Majority of companies think reconfigurationWithSync is not mandatory in SCG config for the handover without SCG change case (no spec changes required)

For Proposal that Upon receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall not provide the smtc configuration in reconfigurationWithSync of SCG configuration.
· Companies think it is up to network implementation to handle this and no spec changes are needed
For Proposal that Upon NW receiving SCGFailureInformation, NW shall provide the full configuration of the SCG configuration (i.e. ReleaseAndAdd) to recover the SCG transmission.
· Companies think NW implementation can handle this and no spec changes are needed

Proposal 6: R2-2103859 can be noted
[bookmark: _Hlk69716289]----- Radio bearer handling upon SCG RLF -----
[bookmark: _Hlk69716355][bookmark: _Hlk69716323]Proposal 7: CRs R2-2104093 and R2-2104094 are not pursued 
------- Clarification on SCG failure information -------
Proposal 8: Rel-15 CRs in (R2-2104078 and R2-2104079) are not pursued. Rel-16 CRs (R2-2104090
R2-2104080) are postponed proponents can consider whether there is willingness to clarify this for uniform behavior for later releases. 
[bookmark: _Hlk69716729]Proposal 9: RAN2 agrees that upon initiating SCG failure information procedure, if T310/T312 for the PSCell expires before the SCG link is recovered, UE does not trigger another SCG failure information procedure.
6. Final proposals
For Active BWP change (R2-2104300, R2-2104095): 
Proposal 1: Online discussion needed to see if the following can be captured in chairman’s notes (highlighted aspects need online discussion):
· The network can add/modify/release any BWP with BWP ID > 0 (including the active BWP) in a single RRC message (note: for BWP#0 network can only modify the dedicated part of the configuration). 
· For SpCell, if the network releases the active BWP using RRC reconfiguration message, it (can/may?) include (s) the firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/ firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the RRC Reconfiguration message.
· For SCell the network can use SCell/Release/Add procedure in a single RRC message to modify the current active BWP for the SCell
For Active BWP change (R2-2103793 and R2-2103794):
Proposal 2: Agree the changes in R2-2103793 and R2-2103794 and merge these into the rapporteur’s CRs.
NR-DC clarifications (R2-2103859):
Proposal 3: Capture in chairman’s notes: 
· reconfigurationWithSync is not mandatory in SCG config for handover without SCG change (no spec changes needed).
· Further discussion is needed on whether in the case of HO without SCG change, if SCG reconfigurationWithSync is not included, the UE continues the transmission on SG during the handover or not (or can this be left to UE implementation?). No consensus on the need for any clarification – Postpone to next meeting.
· Majority view seems to be that UE should apply the target PCell timing as the PSCell SMTC timing reference during the NR-DC handover (postpone the discussion on any CRs to the next meeting)
Radio bearer handling upon SCG RLF (R2-2104093 and R2-2104094):
Proposal 4: 
· CRs R2-2104093 and R2-2104094 are not pursued  
Clarification on SCG failure information (R2-2104077)
Proposal 5: Capture in chairman’s notes that: 
· upon initiating SCG failure information procedure, if T310/T312 for the PSCell expires before the SCG link is recovered, UE does not trigger another SCG failure information procedure 
· CRs in R2-2104078, R2-2104079, R2-2104090 and R2-2104080 are not pursued
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