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1
Introduction
This contribution summarizes the offline discussion for the following CB.

CB: # 2_Email002-RACS_common

add UE Radio Capability ID as optional IE in the messages and also add a procedure for enabling the RAN node to obtain the capability container (from the ID), For discovery of target support in N2 handover, consider the approach where the UE Radio Capability ID is inserted in both the source-to-target and target-to source transparent containers; echo of the ID implies feature support, For the inter-RAT/system formatting issue, in order to reduce impacts to RAN specifications, it is suggested that the UCMF is able to convert between TS 36.331 and TS 38.331 formats? (QC)
-  terminology: “UE Radio Capability ID”? (NEC)

- assume RACS support known by OAM, i.e. no need for RAN nodes to exchange info on RACS support?

- Include IE in S1AP, NGAP, X2AP, XnAP? Criticality: ignore or reject? (E///), (CATT), (HW), (SS)

- New procedure to retrieve UE radio capability info from CN? (E///), (CATT), (HW)

- No signalling impact to exchange RACS capability between RAN and CN, between RAN nodes; the source node could get the RACS capability of the target node via OAM, or the source node could learn it by setting the new Capability ID IE to Optional/Reject? (CATT)

- UE capability ID not used in DC-related signaling? (HW)

- common subset of agreeable characteristics

- split work; merge/revise as needed

- check further details

(SS)

Summary of offline disc

In this document, the followings are asked to companies:

Agreeable #1: Include the UE Capability ID as explicit Xn/X2 information elements. (if agreed, LS reply to RAN2 is required).

Agreeable #2: Use the term “the UE Radio Capability ID IE”.

Agreeable #3: No explicit indication of RACS capability between RAN nodes and between RAN node and CN node.

Agreeable #4: setting the criticality of the new UE Radio Capability ID IE to ‘ reject’ in all S1/NG/X2/XN messages.

Agreeable #5: Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, the HANDOVER REQEUST, the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE and the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages.

Issue #1: Whether to include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in other S1/NG messages?

Agreeable #6: Introduce the UE Radio Capability ID Mapping Request procedure as non-UE associated and class 1 procedure, and introduce the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST and the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE messages.
Issue #2: (QC) Add the UE Radio Capability ID in the Source-to-Target Transparent Container IE and the Target-to-Source Transparent Container IE.

Issue #3: -(HW) Indicate the maximum size of the UE radio capability information expected by the NG-RAN node is included in the NG/S1 SETUP REQUEST message.

Agreeable #7: Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the HANDOVER REQEUST and the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE  messages.

Agreeable #8: Support the UE Radio Capability ID in EN-DC and MR-DC.
Issue #4: Whether to support the UE Radio Capability ID in LTE DC?

Conditional Agreeable #9: (if supported for DC) Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the SN Addition Request message.
Issue #5: -(SAM) Introduce a new X2/Xn Radio Capability Information Request procedure as non-UE associated procedure for SN to retrieve the UE Radio Capability information from the MN.

Issue #6: -(QC) UCMF is able to covert between TS 36.331 and TS 38.331 formats.

Issue #7: -(QC) A general solution for F1AP signalling of RACS seems to require AP level signalling.

2
Email Discussion
2.1
How to exchange the UE Radio Capability ID over X2/Xn interface
Summary of Proposals

· X2AP/XnAP level: QC, CATT, NEC, CATT, E///, HW, SAM

Based on the proposals, the following could be agreeable:

Agreeable #1: Include the UE Capability ID as explicit Xn/X2 information elements. (if agreed, LS reply to RAN2 is required).

· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	It’s already the agreement in last RAN3 meeting. It’s preferred to formally reply the LS to RAN2.

	Ericsson
	Good summary, excellent situation, we keep our position, of course

	Huawei
	Agree to send the LS response to RAN2. 

	ZTE
	ok

	Nokia
	With RAN3 agreement, we do not need RAN2 to do anything. So no necessary to send  the LS. 

	Qualcomm
	Seems no LS needed, internal coordination should be enough as long as this is minuted.


2.1.1
The IE term for the new UE radio capability ID

Summary of Proposals:

· UE Radio Capability ID: QC, NEC, CATT, E///, HW, SAM

Based on the proposals, the following could be agreeable:

Agreeable #2: Use the term “the UE Radio Capability ID IE”.

· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	Fine with the IE name “UE Radio Capability ID”.

	Ericsson
	This is the proper name, very good.

	Huawei
	Agree with the IE name. 

	ZTE
	ok

	Nokia
	ok

	Qualcomm
	Agree


2.2
Exchange of RACS capability
Summary of Proposals:

· No explicit indication: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, SAM, HW

· Explicit indication: 
Based on the majority view, the following may be agreeable:

Agreeable #3: No explicit indication of RACS capability between RAN nodes and between RAN node and CN node.

· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	Agree.

OAM based solution,  the source node can also learn it by setting the criticality of the IE to optional/reject.

	Ericsson
	We keep our position.

	Huawei
	The Indicating the maximum size of the UE radio capability information is discussed in section 3.3.1

	Vodafone
	Disagree. A fundamental 3GPP requirement on EPC is that the RAN should be “plug and play”. For 5GSystem, “automation” is a similar over-riding principle.

	ZTE
	Agree. OAM based solution, 

	Nokia
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree, although we also assume that criticality (below) can be used to spot misconfigurations.


2.2.1
Criticality of the new UE Radio Capability ID IE

Summary of Proposals:

· ‘reject’ in all messages: QC, CATT, E///, HW

· ‘reject’ in some messages: SAM

· ‘ignore’ in all messages / relying on OAM: NEC, E///

Based on the majority view, the following may be agreeable:

Agreeable #4: setting the criticality of the new UE Radio Capability ID IE to ‘ reject’ in all S1/NG/X2/XN messages.

· No (Company Name): NEC, ZTE
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	NEC
	If by default the RACS supported situation is known by configuration, then no need “reject”. There is another possible value “notify” which can be considered.

	CATT
	Agree to set the criticality of the new UE Radio Capability ID IE to ‘ reject’, this IE is important, if present and the target node cannot phrase/handle it, it’s appropriate to do reject.

	Ericsson
	We keep our position: Reject, in initiating messages, Ignore in reply messages (or class 2), following well established protocol principles.

	Huawei
	Agree. Only the RAN node that supports this new UE Radio Capability ID IE can use it for further procedures. While for other RAN nodes not supportting the RACS, it shall reject the procedure.

 

	Vodafone
	No. The criticality should be “ignore”. RACS is an optional UE feature, and legacy eNB/gNBs (e.g. that send X2-Handover Request) might not support it. RACS is also optional for the MME/AMF. With pooling/Décor/slicing it is quite possible that not all AMFs/MMEs connected to a RAN node support RACs.

	ZTE 
	Similar concerns as NEC’s

	Nokia
	Agree to use “reject” in all messages

	Qualcomm
	Seems reasonable to use “reject” at least in initiating messages (probably not useful in others). This can be used to spot any misconfiguration issues. 


3
S1/NG Interface
3.1
Existing messages to exchange the UE Radio Capability ID
Summary of Proposals - List of messages including the UE Radio Capability ID as optional IE:

1. INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
2. HANDOVER REQUEST: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
3. PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGEMENT: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
4. UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
5. DOWNLINK NAS TRANSPORT: QC

6. UE RADIO CAPABILITY MATCH REQUEST: QC, CATT

7. CONNECTION ESTABLISHMENT INDICATION: QC 

Based on the proposals, the following could be agreeable:

Agreeable #5: Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, the HANDOVER REQEUST, the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE and the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST messages.

· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	Agree.

	Ericsson
	This is exactly our position

	ZTE
	Agree

	Nokia
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree


For other S1/NG messages, further input is required.
Issue #1: Whether to include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in other S1/NG messages?

· No (Company Name): SS, ZTE, Nokia
· UE RADIO CAPABILITY MATCH/CHECK REQUEST (Company name): CATT
· DOWNLINK NAS TRANSPORT / CONNECTION EXTABLISHMENT INDICATION (Company name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	Samsung
	RACS doesn’t support NB-IOT. And we can’t find a use case for these messages.

	CATT
	We also agree not to support the messages for NB-IoT.

Due to the UE RADIO CAPABILITY MATCH/CHECK REQUEST, I assume it’s also needed, this is a common message used by EPC/5GC to check the IMS voice support capability with the RAN node. The UE Radio Capability ID could be included in the Request message, then no need to include the UE Radio Capability IE.

	Ericsson
	Same as Samsung, no support for these messages.

	Huawei
	So far we don’t see the need to include the new IE into other S1/NG messages.

	Qualcomm
	Of course the last two messages are not specific to NB-IOT, so we don’t understand this argument. 

Also we think it is useful to add the ID to the UE Radio Capability Match Request, otherwise usage of this always requires sending the full capabilities.


3.2
New procedure to retrieve the UE Radio Capability information from CN
Summary of company proposals:
· QC: Non-UE associated signalling / Class1 procedure / Request-Response-Failure

(UE Radio Capability Transfer procedure including UE RADIO CAPABILITY TRANSFER REQUEST, UE RADIO CAPABILITY RESPONSE and/ UE RADIO CAPABILITY TRRANSFER FAILURE messages)

· NEC: Non-UE associated signalling / Class 1

· CATT: UE associated signalling / Class 1 / Request – Response 

(UE Radio Capability Retrieval procedure including RETRIEVE UE RADIO CAPABILITY REQUEST and RETRIEVE UE RADIO CAPABILITY RESPONSE messages)

· E///: Non-UE associated signalling / Class 1 / Request – Response 

(UE Capability ID Mapping Query procedure including UE CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST / UE CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE messages)

· HW: Non-UE associated signalling / Class 1 / Request – Response 

(UE Radio Capability ID Mapping Request procedure including UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST and UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE messages)

· SAM: Non-UE associated signalling / Class 1 / Request – Response 

(Radio Capability Information Request procedure including RADIO CAPABILITY INFORMATION REQUEST and RADIO CAPABILITY INFORMATION RESPONSE)

Based on the majority view, the following may be agreeable:

Agreeable #6: Introduce the UE Radio Capability ID Mapping Request procedure as non-UE associated and class 1 procedure, and the related messages are the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST and the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE messages.
· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	I’m fine to use a non-UE specific class 1 procedure.

But for the procedure name and the message name, the procedure is used to retrieve UE Radio Capability from CN, slightly prefer to use UE Radio Capability Retrieval procedure, RETRIEVAL UE RADIO CAPABILITY REQUEST/RESPONSE.  No strong opinion, let’s see the views of the other companies.

	Ericsson
	Exactly our position

	Huawei
	No strong view of procedure name. Slightly prefer the “UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST and the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE”. 

	Vodafone
	It is important that this message pair both carry the UE radio capability ID so that a RAN node can have multiple requests running in parallel.

	Qualcomm
	In principle ok, not really sure of the “mapping” name because the mapping has previously been done, what this procedure does is simply download the capabilities based on an ID. Also we thought there should be the possibility of failure but can discuss further.


3.3
Others (one company proposal)
3.3.1
(QC) How to support Inter-System Handover

Issue #2: (QC) Add the UE Radio Capability ID in the Source-to-Target Transparent Container IE and the Target-to-Source Transparent Container IE.

· Yes (Company Name): QC
· No (Company Name): SS, NEC, CATT, ZTE
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	Samsung
	The CN can add the UE Radio Capability ID in the HANDOVER REQUEST message if needed. The usage is not clear.

	NEC
	If it will be decided to have the UE Radio Capability ID in HANDOVER REQUEST message then no need to be in Transparent Container, provided also the RACS supporting situation is known by configuration. 

	CATT
	No. 

Same understanding with Samsung.

	Ericsson
	We do not see the clear use case. UE Capabilities and the UE Cap ID should be part of the CN UE Context and provided to the target side by the CN.

	Huawei
	Agree with Samsung

	ZTE
	Agree with Samsung

	Qualcomm
	Of course we agree that the use case where both target RAN and CN support RACS is fully covered. 
The scenario here is where the target RAN node does not support RACS (irrespective of whether the target CN does), so the source needs to learn to fallback to legacy use. Please note that the AMF has no way to provide the capabilities to the target node if it knows it does not support RACS. So in a first handover it could send both the ID and the capability container in the transparent container and learn from the response (so from then on can send nothing or full capability).  


3.3.2
(HW) Indicating the maximum size of the UE radio capability information expected by the NG-RAN

Issue #3: -(HW) Indicate the maximum size of the UE radio capability information expected by the NG-RAN node is included in the NG/S1 SETUP REQUEST message.

· Yes (Company Name): HW

· No (Company Name): SS, CATT, ZTE, Nokia
Company views are provided below:
	Company name
	Comments

	NEC
	This may not be specific to the RACS function but rather general regarding the size of the UE Radio Capability information. We can discuss further the solution if the issue is identified. Also the solution to add the Maximum size of the UE Capability that can be supported by the RAN node, its impact to the CN is not clear e.g. what should CN do, if the PLMN assigned UE capability still exceed the supporting size? 

	CATT
	We do not see the real issue when manufacturer based capability ID is applied. 
Is there any problem for RAN to phrase the IE if the size of UE Radio capability exceeds 16 max PDCP PDU size? How can CN get the full set of UE capability if its size bigger than 16 max PDCP PDU size? Via OAM? 

	Ericsson
	No need

	Huawei
	As described in our paper [R3-200394], the UE radio capability associated to the UE manufacturer based capability ID is assigned to the CN by the manufacturer or by OAM, the processing ability of the RAN node is not considered at this stage. As the UE manufacturer based capability is not filtered, the size may exceed the limitation of a RAN node. Hence the RAN node may receive the UE capabilities that it cannot decode for future use. 

To avoid this issue, we assume: if the ‘maximum size of the UE radio capability information expected by the NG-RAN node’ could be informed to the CN, the CN will not send the excessive UE radio capability to the RAN node; instead, the CN may fallback to use PLMN-based UE Capability ID procedure..

	Vodafone
	At least for the manufacturer assigned case, the Full RAC’s size could be huge (I think that Mediatek had a paper in some WG saying that the RAN 2 encoding allows up to 4G bytes). However, just giving a size limit does not help the CN reduce the size of the Full RAC – instead, some indication of which RAT types the eNb/gNB wants could be useful.

	ZTE
	No critical issue.

	Nokia
	Do not understand why it is an issue.


4
X2/Xn Interface
4.1
X2/Xn Interface (Handover)
4.1.1
Existing Messages/IEs to exchange the UE Radio Capability ID

Summary of Proposals - List of messages including the UE Radio Capability ID as optional IE:

1. HANDOVER REQUEST: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
2. RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, HW, SAM, ZTE
Based on the proposals, the following could be agreeable:

Agreeable #7: Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the HANDOVER REQEUST and the RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE  messages.

· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	Agree

	Ericsson
	Agreeable

	Huawei
	Agree.

	ZTE
	ok

	Nokia
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree


4.2
X2/Xn Interface (EN-DC / MR-DC)
4.2.1
Support of RACS feature in EN-DC / MR-DC

Summary of Proposals: 

· LTE DC: QC(?), CATT, NEC(?)

· EN-DC: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, SAM, ZTE
· MR-DC: QC, CATT, NEC, E///, SAM, ZTE
· No: Huawei

Based on the majority view, the following may be agreeable:

Agreeable #8: Support the UE Radio Capability ID in EN-DC and MR-DC.
· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	Agree

	Ericsson
	This is our position.

	Vodafone
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Agree


For LTE DC, further input is required.
Issue #4: Whether to support the UE Radio Capability ID in LTE DC?

· No (Company Name): SS, ZTE
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	Samsung
	We don’t see the necessity for LTE DC.

	NEC
	We have not enhanced the LTE DC for long, not sure to add new thing from now.

	CATT
	Similar story with EN-DC, MR-DC case, LTE DC case should also be supported. In the WID, it’s clearly said RACS is applicable for both LTE and NR. This is Rel-16 feature, and may only impact the Rel-16 eNBs and UEs.

I do not understand why not use it for LTE DC?  Transferring the UE Radio Capability ID between MeNB and SeNB is also helpful. 

	Ericsson
	We haven’t touched LTE DC for a very long time, no need.

	Huawei
	We don’t see the need. 

	Vodafone
	Either RACS should be added to LTE DC, or, RAN 3 should clearly inform TSG-RAN that LTE DC is not being maintained by RAN3.

	ZTE
	No need

	Qualcomm
	It is hard to tell whether LTE DC is functional since after all this is contribution driven. This probably needs a formal discussion at plenary level.


4.2.2
(if supported for DC) Messages to exchange the UE Radio Capability ID

Summary of Proposals - List of messages including the UE Radio Capability ID as optional IE:

· SN Addition Request: QC, CATT, NEC, ZTE, Nokia
· SN Modification Request; QC(?)

Based on the majority view, the following may be agreeable:

Conditional Agreeable #9: (if supported for DC) Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the SN Addition Request message.
· No (Company Name): 
Other Comments:
	Company name
	Comments

	CATT
	At the beginning, we analysed and sorted out all the DC related messages which may include the UE Radio Capability in the RRC container, and prepared to add UE Radio Capability ID for all of the messages, e,g, SGECONFIGURATION COMPLETE, SGNB MODIFICATION REQUEST, SGNB MODIFICATION REFUSE,  SGNB RELEASE REQUEST, etc.
Based on our analysis in R3-200307, we see it should be enough to only signal the UE Radio Capability ID in the first UE specific message, i.e. SN Addition Request message.

	Qualcomm
	For now we can just go with addition; if there is a case for modification, it can be considered later.


4.2.3
Other (one company proposal) – (SAM) Whether to introduce new procedure to retrieve the UE Radio Capability information from MN

Issue #5: -(SAM) Introduce a new X2/Xn Radio Capability Information Request procedure as non-UE associated procedure for SN to retrieve the UE Radio Capability information from the MN.

· Yes (Company Name): 

· No (Company Name): CATT, ZTE, Nokia
Company views are provided below:
	Company name
	Comments

	NEC
	If there will be a case the MN does not provide UE Radio Capability information (i.e. the UE-CapabilityRAT-ContainerList), then in order to complete the RACS also for the DC case, UE Radio Capability Information Request from SN to MN may be needed.

	CATT
	We do not see it’s really needed. As SA2 has clearly specified the target RAN node could retrieve the UE Radio Capability from the Core Network if it does not recognize the ID.

	Vodafone
	OK, but the (stage 2) procedures should make it clear that (in EN-DC) a NR Secondary node can use the S1 interface of a co-located eNB to retrieve the Full RAC corresponding to a UE Capability ID.

	Qualcomm
	There should in general be no problem for MR-DC, also we would expect that the local cache should be available to MN and SN in deployments where both use RACS and where the 


4
Others (one company proposal)
4.1
(QC) Inter-RAT/System formatting issue
Issue #6: -(QC) UCMF is able to covert between TS 36.331 and TS 38.331 formats. [Vodafone – even within one format, it is also beneficial that the UCMF organises the “per RAT RACs” into a consistent order]

· Yes (Company Name): SAM. Vodafone

· No (Company Name): Nokia
Company views are provided below:
	Company name
	Comments

	Samsung
	We think it can reduce the impact on RAN.

	NEC
	SA2 issue?

	CATT
	It should be possible, may need to further check with SA2.

	Ericsson
	First, we think that SA2 is currently working on an LS to RAN groups, so we should wait for it to come.
And then the big question is how transparent the UCMF should be wrt the Cap information: should this be a simply “bit-string-operating” entity or “understand” to a certain extent the content?
So far, the assumption was rather following the first approach.
To be postponed.

	Huawei
	We can further discuss this based on SA2 progress. 

	Vodafone
	a) The release 8 system design of UE Capability handling (requested by RAN 2) (and copied into 5GSystem) requires that all changes to the UE Radio Access Capability encoding are fully backward compatible. This is because the core network can send the stored RAC to an eNb/gNb of any Release. Hence having the UCMF understand (only) the existing RAT Type fields specified differently in 36.331 and 38.331 is OK.

b) When the eNB/gNB sends a Full UE RAC to the core network, there does not seem to be any requirement (or need in the legacy system) for the eNB/gNB to put the per RAT RACs in any specific order. E.g. one vendor could just use the order sent by the UE (e.g. LTE, followed by 2G then NR and then EN-DC) while another could send them in an order with the largest RAT Type value first. In order that these IDENTICAL UE RACs receive the same UE Capability ID, the UCMF needs to read and understand the RAT Types. Lack of “RAT type” awareness in the UCMF may mean that the RAN node needs to store many (e.g. 4*3*2*1 = 24) entries of the UE RAC per UE type.

c) In the UCMF, a bit string approach can still work OK (but not fully optimally), provided that the UCMF “calculates” the UE Capability ID on the tuple {Full UE RAC, coding format} where the coding format is set to either 36.331 or 38.331. The sub-optima1 consequences are that the RAN node is likely to need two entries in its cache for that UE type, and, to have to download twice (rather than once) the Full UE RAC across S1/N2 for that UE Type. 

	Nokia
	We do not see a UCMF (a CN node “far away” from the RAN) need to have the RRC encoder/decoder to do the conversion. The UCMF is just like a database. It is not that simple for a database to perform RRC conversion. 

	Qualcomm
	Although we raised this issue, we are also fine with waiting for SA2 discussion first.


4.2
(QC) RACS support over F1
Issue #7: -(QC) A general solution for F1AP signalling of RACS seems to require AP level signalling.

· Yes (Company Name):

· No (Company Name): CATT, ZTE, Nokia
Company views are provided below:
	Company name
	Comments

	Samsung
	We don’t strong opinion, but F1 procedure may be more complex compared with NG/Xn procedure. Further review is required.

	NEC
	The purpose of the RACS may be also apply to F1. Continue to check what signalling messages to include the UE Radio Capability ID.

	CATT
	In principle, it seems needed to support RACS for F1.

But do that means each DU have to local cache a big amount of UE Radio Capabilities, new F1 procedure should be introduced for UE Radio Capability Retrieval. This will introduce extra complexity and challenge the capability of the DU. To avoid extra impact to DU and F1 procedures, it’s suggested not to support RACS over F1. Further study may be needed.

	Ericsson
	We have missed this aspect so far and should discuss this further, but probably at the next meeting.

	Huawei
	Same understanding as CATT

	ZTE
	Same understanding as CATT

	Nokia
	Same understanding as CATT

	Qualcomm
	No problem to leave this for next meeting. However it should be taken into account that one of the motivators for RACS is to address also message size on network interfaces. This is then a trade-off between this and access to local cache in gNB-DU.


3
Conclusion
Based on the email discussion, the followings are proposed to support the RACS feature:
Proposal 1: Agree on the followings:
· Use the term “the UE Radio Capability ID IE”.
· Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the following S1/NG messages:
.
INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST
. HANDOVER REUQUEST
. PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
. UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST
· Introduce the new UE Radio Capability ID Mapping Request procedure with the followings:
. Non-UE associated and class 1 procedure
. the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING REQUEST and the UE RADIO CAPABILITY ID MAPPING RESPONSE messages
. the title of the procedure and the message names are FFS.
· Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the following X2/NG messages:

. HANDOVER REQUEST
. RETRIEVE UE CONTEXT RESPONSE
· Support RACS feature in EN-DC and MR-DC:
. Include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the X2/Xn SN Addition Request messages.

Proposal 2: RAN3 doesn’t have consensus on the following and should discuss it in the next RAN3 meeting:

· Setting the Assigned Criticality of the UE Radio Capability ID IE with ‘reject’ or ‘ignore’. (FFS in BL CR at this time)
Proposal 3: Agree on the following BL CRs for capturing agreements

· BL CR for TS 36.413 in R3-201289 (HW)

· BL CR for TS 36.423 in R3-201299 (SS)

· BL CR for TS 38.413 in R3-201300 (E///)

· BL CR for TS 38.423 in R3-201301 (CATT)

And RAN3 doesn’t have consensus on the followings either, and RAN3 may discuss the followings depending on the company’s contributions:
· Stage 2 work

· Whether to use the explicit indication of RACS capability between RAN nodes and between RAN node and CN node.
· Whether to include the UE Radio Capability ID IE in S1/NG UE RADIO CAPABILITY MATCH/CHECK REQUEST messages.
· For inter-system handover, whether to add the UE Radio Capability ID IE in the Source-to-Target Transparent Container IE and the Target-to-Source Transparent Container IE.
· Whether to indicate the maximum size of the UE radio capability information expected by the NG-RAN node is included in the NG/S1 SETUP REQUEST messages.
· Whether to support RACS feature in LTE-DC.

· Whether to introduce a new X2/Xn Radio Capability Information Request procedure as non-UE associated procedure for SN to retrieve the UE Radio Capability information from the MN.
· Whether to support RACS feature over F1 interface.
4
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