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1 Introduction

E///: OK for st2 change, but new container should be used in st3 (agreed for all other additions); procedure text should be reworded

Nok: RAN2 apparently changed our procedures!?!

Gg: they decided to use UL info trsf instead of RRC mess trsf

Nok: this is RAN3 decision, not RAN2

NEC: there’s only one way to transfer RRC in Xn/X2 – no question about usage; no issue with container (CR is consistent with current practice)

E///: maybe too late to do anything about this

MCC to minute: next time info needs to be transferred between nodes, it should be clear that this is a RAN3 decision
CB: # 90_CPCcompleteTrsf

- check container usage; check details

(Gg - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206963
The discussion is to check for the stage 3 CRs whether the existing container (i.e., UE Report) or a new container is required.  

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:
Proposal 1: RAN3 confirms that the MN does not need to interpret the UL-DCCH message when it receives an ULInformationTransferMRDC message.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to transfer the CPC complete message in the existing RRC Container IE, i.e. NR UE Report and UE Report in the RRC Transfer procedure for X2 and Xn, respectively. 

Proposal 3: Agree the related CRs for TS38.401, 36.423, and 38.423 in R3-206976, R3-206977, and R3-206978, respectively.  
3 Discussion

3.1 Reasons for Change 
For the RRC Transfer, apparently RAN2 and RAN3 made the changes about the same time without proper liaison as the impacted X2/Xn signaling shall be an RAN3 issue. We did have the discussion about RRC Reconfiguration Complete for CPC in RAN3#107bis-e and agreed to R3-202295/R3-202296.

At the same time (RAN2#109bis-e), RAN2 seems to revert some agreement and had a new one for using the ULInformationTransferMRDC to inform the network of CPC execution.
Agreements

1
The UE does not inform the MN when CPC execution condition is fulfilled and the UE starts executing CPC, when CPC configuration is provided over SRB3.

2
A threshold parameter is not introduced to determine PCell quality for execution of CPC.

3 
Upon transmission of SCG failure information to the network, the UE stops evaluating the CPC execution criteria according to the current CPC configuration until a response is received from the network.

4 
Whether the UE continue measurements for candidate PSCells configured for execution condition upon CPC failure is left to the UE implementation.

5
The content of FailureReportSCG for CPC procedure failure should include failureType, measResultFreqList and measuResultSCG-Failure. These parameters are set according to the exiting SCGFailureInformation procedure. (same as legacy)

7
Use ULInformationTransferMRDC instead of RRCReconfigurationComplete message to inform the network of CPC execution when no SRB3 is configured and the MN informs the SN, i.e. ULInformationTransferMRDC message to MN includes an embedded RRCReconfigurationComplete message to the SN. This applies to both NR MN and LTE MN. (change of previous agreement).
In the post meeting email discussion, it seems that the stage 2 changes about the RRC Transfer is implemented by the rapporteur and later endorsed in RAN2#110e. 

By Web Conf (Tuesday June 9th) - from R2-2005731
Outcome of [Post109bis-e][929][NR MOB]Stage-2 CR for CPC (CATT)
R2-2005071   Introduction of Conditional PSCell Change for intra-SN without MN involvement            CATT    draftCR    Rel-16   37.340  16.1.0   F            NR_Mob_enh-Core    Late
     Email discussion [929] outcome
     Endorsed, to be updated with this meeting’s agreements. 
But if the ULInformationTransferMRDC message is used by the UE, it seems inevitable for RAN3 to modify the RRC Transfer function to support it. The related discussion actually happened many times (for example, the discussion of [2]) in RAN3 before. 
For (NG)EN-DC, by placing the NR RRC message in the UL-DCCH message container in the NR UE Report, the MeNB does not have to understand the ASN.1 structure of 38.331 and can transparently send the RRC Container to the SgNB. For the CPC execution completion use case, the RRC Transfer message carries the NR RRCReconfigurationComplete message but the MeNB does not have to know what is inside the ULInformationTransferMRDC. If a new RRC Container is introduced in the RRC Transfer message to carry the RRCReconfigurationComplete message specifically, on the contrary, the MeNB needs to read into the ul-DCCH-MessageNR-r15 in the ULInformationTransferMRDC and check if an RRCReconfigurationComplete message is carried. And basically it is also why the SgNB Reconfiguration Complete message can’t be used after RAN2 decided to use ULInformationTransferMRDC instead of RRCReconfigurationComplete when CPC is executed by the UE. 
ULInformationTransferMRDC-r15-IEs ::=   SEQUENCE {

    ul-DCCH-MessageNR-r15          OCTET STRING                      OPTIONAL,

    lateNonCriticalExtension       OCTET STRING                      OPTIONAL,

    nonCriticalExtension           SEQUENCE {}                  

    OPTIONAL

}

As for NR-DC, the same principle should be followed (MN does not interpret the message send from UE towards SN but just put into the container, although the MgNB can actually understand the NR RRC).
Last but not least, although there are other RRC container IEs in the RRC Transfer message, they are used for different scenarios as shown below (the highlighted part are as the proposed stage 3 CRs) and shouldn’t be confused with each other as illustrated in TS 37.340 Clause 10.10. As for the IAB Information in the current TS36.423, there is a CR [6] to address it in this meeting.
	IE name
	RRC Transfer Direction
	Container generated by
	Usage

	Split SRB
	MN to SN or SN to MN
	MN or UE 
	Split SRB

	UE Report
	MN to SN
	UE 
(UE sends the ULInformationTransferMRDC message to the MN)
	Providing an NR measurement report, NR failure information, NR UE assistance information or CPC execution completion from the UE to the SN via the MN

	Fast MCG Recovery via SRB3 from SN to MN
	SN to MN
	UE 
(UE sends the ULInformationTransferMRDC message to the SN)
	Providing MCG failure information from the UE to the MN via the SN

	Fast MCG Recovery via SRB3 from MN to SN
	MN to SN
	MN
	Providing an RRC reconfiguration, or release, or an inter-RAT handover command from the MN to the UE via the SN


With the above context and elaboration, two questions are drafted as below and please provide your view.

Q1: Do you confirm that the MN does not need to interpret the UL-DCCH message when it receives an ULInformationTransferMRDC message? 

	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	Confirm,

	Ericsson
	Yes

	Google
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	
	


Q2: Do you confirm that the MN should transparently send the received UL-DCCH message in the UE Report in the RRC Transfer to the SN? 

	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	Confirm.

	Ericsson
	Yes for transparently. But not necessarily in the UE Report IE. Proposing a new container does not mean a new RRC message but a new IE, containing the exact same container type as the other IEs i.e. OCTET STRING. Please note that all the IEs in the RRC TRANSFER are defined the same (see ASN.1 below). Please also note that the Fast MCG Recovery via SRB3 from SN to MN IE is a separate IE but has the same definition than the UE Report IE in your table.
Both solutions would work and this CR is needed so we’ll follow the majority.

	Google
	Yes
And for the Fast MCG Recovery via SRB3 from SN to MN IE, it is used when the “SN” receives an ULInformationTransferMRDC message from the UE. Then the SN should transparently send the received UL-DCCH message in the Fast MCG Recovery via SRB3 from SN to MN IE in the RRC Transfer to the MN. 
(Some of the confusion here may be that, for the MN to SN, the UE Report now contains more than just NR measurement report so that the container name does not fit well. However, to keep MN from interpreting the UL-DCCH message, it should be used by the MN. For SN, it is simpler as there is only MCG failure use case now.)

	ZTE
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Same like Ericsson. But if the message ULInformationTransferMRDC is already transferred in the RRC Transfer procedure, we could reuse that IE, right?
Clarification: we agree with Ericsson that both options (reusing the UE Report IE or a new IE) are possible, but we prefer reusing the existing one in this case may be easier (unless it is referred to have separation of Rel.15 and Rel.16 features in the procedure).

	NEC
	We would like to emphasize again and again that, in order to avoid the MeNB dig into the NR-RRC, only the existing UE Report IE is feasible. This is because if you want to put the received content of the LTE RRC:ULInformationTransferMRDC into different new IE than the exiting UE Report IE of the X2AP RRC TRANSFER message, the MeNB will need to decode and interpret the content of the ul-DCCH-MessageNR (which is the NR RRC ASN.1 encoding) of the LTE RRC:ULInformationTransferMRDC message, so can differentiate and put into the appropriate X2AP IE of the RRC TRANSFER message. This in other word will force the implementation burden in the MeNB.

If we just transparently put the received ul-DCCH-MessageNR (which is the NR RRC ASN.1 encoding) of the LTE RRC:ULInformationTransferMRDC message into the exiting UE Report IE of the X2AP RRC TRANSFER message, the MeNB does not need to interpret the NR RRC ASN.1, therefore whatever RAN2 in future will add any new things in the ul-DCCH-MessageNR (which is the NR RRC ASN.1 encoding) of the LTE RRC:ULInformationTransferMRDC message (for SgNB), it will not impact MeNB at all in terms of signalling content transfer.

	CATT
	Yes

	
	


SplitSRB-RRCTransfer ::= SEQUENCE {


rrcContainer




OCTET STRING





OPTIONAL,


srbType






ENUMERATED {srb1, srb2, ...},


deliveryStatus




DeliveryStatus





OPTIONAL,


iE-Extensions




ProtocolExtensionContainer { {SplitSRB-RRCTransfer-ExtIEs} } OPTIONAL,


...

}

UEReportRRCTransfer::= SEQUENCE {


rrcContainer




OCTET STRING,


iE-Extensions




ProtocolExtensionContainer { {UEReportRRCTransfer-ExtIEs} } OPTIONAL,


...

}

FastMCGRecoveryRRCTransfer::= SEQUENCE {


rrcContainer




OCTET STRING,


iE-Extensions




ProtocolExtensionContainer { { FastMCGRecoveryRRCTransfer-ExtIEs} } OPTIONAL,


...

}

Summary:

Moderator’s summary:
Proposal 1: RAN3 confirms that the MN does not need to interpret the UL-DCCH message when it receives an ULInformationTransferMRDC message.
Proposal 2: RAN3 to transfer the CPC complete message in the existing RRC Container IE, i.e. NR UE Report and UE Report in the RRC Transfer procedure for X2 and Xn, respectively. 

Proposal 3: Agree the related CRs for TS38.401, 36.423, and 38.423 in R3-206976, R3-206977, and R3-206978, respectively. 
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