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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk23361985]At the last RAN3 meeting, the usage of the Initial UL RRC message in the case of network sharing was discussed, and additions to the Initial UL RRC message were decided. In this contribution we will further elaborate on this topic and conclude on the actions needed to be taken. 
Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk509769073]At the previous RAN3 meeting, it was argued that in the case of network sharing, according to TS 38.401 the Initial UL RRC message is used to transfer both the msg3 and the msg5 towards the gNB-CU. Based on that the following was agreed:

[bookmark: _Hlk23361577]RAN3 agree to add RRC-Container-MSG5 IE to INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER

We believe that the new gNB-CU should know how the UE was configured both, to handle it correctly now and to be able to generate a valid delta configuration in a subsequent reconfiguration. In order for the new CU to have the ability to apply delta RRC Configuration, the content of the RRCSetup sent by the old gNB-CU needs tobe known because a delta configuration is based on the RRCSetup content the old CU sent. This highlights the need for the new CU to know the msg4 content.
It also seems inconsistent not to at least inform new gNB-CU what the old gNB-CU has configured for SRB1.
During RAN3-105bis it was argued that the content of the RRCSetup message does not need to be forwarded to the new gNB-CU because it is assumed that old gNB-CU and new gNB-CU are coordinated on the content of the RRC radioBearerConfig IE (included in the RRCSetup message). 
The above assumption not only is very demanding in terms of pre-configuration and coordination between sharing operators but it may result into increasing and more detailed coordination work in the future. Indeed, if in future releases the SRB1 configuration becomes richer or if more bearer configuration is performed via RRCSetup, sharing operators would need to be in constant coordination of such configurations, limiting the implementation flexibility.  
[bookmark: _Hlk23361616]Based on the above, we propose that an RRC container for RRCSetup shall be included in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER.
Proposal 1: an RRC container for RRCSetup be included in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER. 
We would also like to address the naming of the IEs. We believe that the names MSG4 and MSG5 are prone to cause confusion. In fact, “Msg4” and “Msg5” are not official names to describe RRC messages but only “slang” used to identify the 4th and 5th message in the sequence of signaling for a UE establishing access to the RAN. A more precise IE naming, free from ambiguities, is:
[bookmark: _Hlk23361848]RRC-Container-RRCSetup
RRC-Container-RRCSetupComplete
Proposal 2: the names for the RRC containers for RRCSetup and RRCSetupComplete in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER should be RRC-Container-RRCSetup and RRC-Container-RRCSetupComplete. 



Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]In this contribution, the addition necessary in the Initial UL RRC message in the case of network sharing has been discussed and the following conclusions and proposals were made:
Proposal 1: an RRC container for RRCSetup be included in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER. 
Proposal 2: the names for the RRC containers for RRCSetup and RRCSetupComplete in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER should be RRC-Container-RRCSetup and RRC-Container-RRCSetupComplete. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 3: RAN3 is kindly requested to agree with the changes proposed in the accompanying CRs
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