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1 Introduction

CB: # 109_UEradioCapPagingINACTIVE

- Rel-16 or future Rel-17?

- any duplication of info?

- check tdoc type etc.

- add TEI identifier in title according to MCC guidance?

(QC - moderator)

rev in R3-212733
1623 rev in R3-212734
Summary of offline disc R3-212735
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose to agree:

· R3-212733

· R3-212734

3 Discussion

The drafts of the revised CRs have been placed in the folder.

Below we check the issues raised. 

3.1 Release (16 or 17)

As discussed online, the main reason to go for rel-16 is that the CN Assistance IE is not transparently passed during handover, and so any mix of releases in deployment (e.g. 16 + post-16) will cause loss of information, precisely the problem we are trying to solve.

We also note that there are potentially other changes affecting the same IE due to issues with calculation of paging occasions, and so changes in rel-16 seem inevitable.

Our understanding is that the company raising the possibility of rel-17 in the online discussion has now reconsidered based on above, and is happy to support and co-sign a rel-16 CR.

With that the moderator’s proposal is to continue with rel-16 CRs. 

Please provide any view / comments on this topic, if any:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK R16.

	ZTE
	Prefer to continue with rel-16 CRs. Because:
1. The  UE paging capabilities for CN paging are usually necessary for RAN paging.
2. For E-UTRAN, the UE paging capabilities are usually included in UE radio capability for paging IE. 
3. For NR, although the anchor gNB can contruct the UE radio capability for paging IE from the UE Radio Capability IE, since the UE radio capability for paging IE is not delivered during handover or RRC re-establishment, the target gNB should re-construct the UE radio capability for paging IE, which is not efficiency. 
We should provide a universial solution to deliver the UE paging capabilities for RAN paging.
Furthermore, the issues with calculation of paging occasions are being discussed in RAN2, and may provide a solution for rel-16, which also involves the UE paging capability delivery.

	Ericsson
	Ok

	Qualcomm
	Ok

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary: Continue with rel-16 CRs (stage 2 and stage 3) as per drafts in R3-212733, and R3-212734.

3.2 Signalling / Information duplication

It was noted that in the solution proposed, the IE may be effectively duplicated in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message.

As was noted in the discussion document R3-211621, other options consist of providing the IE during mobility (e.g. as part of RAN procedures, or via messages from the MME, or both).

The advantage of using the Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE is that the mobility aspects are already handled automatically, and also there is no confusion as to how the IE is to be handled. Today the IE received in the context setup is used for checking, and possible upload to AMF in case of need, but there seems to be no need to store it in the context.

It should also be noted that there isn’t even any procedural text for the IE in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message.

Taking this into account, it seems simpler and more robust to use the approach in the CR and live with the small duplication. A possible optimization would consist of introducing text in the Initial Context Setup procedure along the below lines:

If the UE Radio Capability for Paging IE is contained in the INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message (either within the Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE, or as an independent IE), the NG-RAN node shall, if supported, use it to verify the included information as specified in TS 23.501 [].
Some text is needed anyway, and this could allow the verification function to be done on either IE (so the legacy IE could still be used e.g. in case the inactive feature is not used in a network and there is no need for the CN Assistance, while the duplication is not necessary if the CN Assistance is sent).

The moderator’s proposal is to follow the current approach (within the CN Assistance Information), and to consider a possible introduction of procedural text as per above.

Please provide any view / comments on this topic and the proposal in bold below:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Don’t see the need for the above text. 

	ZTE
	Prefer to follow the current approach.

Since UE Radio Capability for Paging in INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST is an optional IE, AMF can decide to include UE Radio Capability for Paging in INITIAL CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST, or include UE Radio Capability for Paging in Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE. Thus, for E-UTRAN, the duplication can be avoided by implementatiom.

As for NR, the UE Radio Capability for Paging in Core Network Assistance Information for RRC INACTIVE IE can avoid the (re-)construction of UE Radio Capability for Paging IE, the duplication canbe acceptable.

	Ericsson
	For now, we share view with the above and don’t see the need of such text.

Eventually, one day we could do a checking of all the duplicate IEs present in a message in our specifications and see if any “clean up” is needed. Such clean-up would follow specific recommendations or can be proposed by spec rapporteurs.

	NEC
	Prefer to have the text. In addition, if the UE Radio Capability for Paging is received in both places, need a text to indicate which one take the precedence.

	Qualcomm
	As far as we can see, the AMF can avoid duplication in most cases by not sending the legacy IE (i.e. if the UE’s context is already present at the AMF and particularly if the UE has not performed some form of inter-RAT or inter-system mobility, there is little point in verification as it would be a repetition). With that, and also to avoid legacy issues, our thinking is that the proposed structure is ok (i.e. the RAN uses the legacy IE for verification, and there is occasional duplication).
Then what is missing is more like a correction for lack of text for the legacy IE, but I think we can discuss this as a separate item. 

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary: Majority of companies prefers to go ahead with existing proposal even if there is duplication in one message, it also seems that duplication does not necessarily happen at every instance. Whether the existing functionality requires procedure text can be considered further if needed (e.g. at the next meeting, based on company contributions).
3.3 Formal aspects

RP-210826 states that

Each TEI cat.B/C CR and each TEI cat.F/A CR that corrects functionality related to an earlier TEI cat.B/C CR shall have a unique TEI identifier in square brackets [ ] at the end of the CR title on the CR cover sheet. TEI cat.B/C CRs without such a unique TEI identifier cannot be approved at RAN.

As was pointed out online, this seems not to affect this CR.

I have checked with Young Ik, and he has confirmed that no TEI identifier is needed.

With that, the moderator’s proposal is that no formal aspects need to change (apart from changing the type of the stage 2 document to draft CR in the database).
Please provide views if any.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Agree. 

	ZTE
	Agree with the moderator’s view.

	Ericsson
	Add CR revision history? :) [done]

	NEC
	agree

	Qualcomm
	agree

	
	


Moderator’s summary: No need to add TEI identifier.

4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed

5 References

