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1 Introduction

CB: # MRDC3_CPAC
- Check progress and LS from RAN2, LS reply to RAN2?

- Confirmation of the working assumption regarding the so called “2nd step” of SN-initiated CPC?
- Down select the options for SN-initiated CPC
- Use of single or multiple procedures in case CPC is triggered towards multiple target SNs?
- Keep the explicit prepared cell list in the ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE?

- Capture agreements, clean up and provide TPs if agreeable
(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-222431
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

First round:

 Agree Option 3 as described in Q1.
· Step 4~8a are the same as in Option 1

· After step 8a, S-SN possibly triggers SN MODIFICATION REQUIRED message if it has any update, e.g., measurement configuration.

· MN replies with SN MODIFICATION CONFIRM message
· After CPC execution, MN triggers SN Release procedure to the S-SN as same as in Option 1/2

No indicator is needed from S-SN to MN to say that step 2 is not needed.

Single SN Change procedure is used during preparation phase for SN-initiated inter-SN CPC to prepare multiple T-SNs. A list of multiple target SN IDs will be added to SN CHANGE REQUIRED message meanwhile the legacy target SN ID is ignored. More stage-3 details will be finalized in second round.

Resource Coordination Information is not provided for CPAC preparation. Lower Layer parameter coordination is not within scope of RAN3.

Agreed to capture the followings into stage-3 TPs.

· Remove FFS for maximum number of candidate cells, use the value 8

· Add the Estimated Arrival Probability IE to the MN-initiated modification procedure

· Add “early data transmission stop” indicator in the Xn-U Address Indication message.

Introduce timer handling between the SN Reconfiguration Complete and MN-initiated modification procedure. 
Keep the “List of Prepared PSCell IDs” in the SN ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message.

Keep the CPC Cancel procedure as it is.

Continue checking the removal of CPAC Addition/Modification Indicators in the second round. 

Second round:

R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion – Phase II

Detailed TPs and reply LS will be discussed in Phase II.
4 Discussion – Phase I

From last meeting, the group has discussed massively about SN-initiated inter-SN CPC. Certain progress was made as follows.

RAN3#114bis-e:

SN Change Confirm message is sent from the MN to the S-SN after CPC reconfiguration, but before CPC execution.

RAN3 will enable signalling so that it is optional for the MN, e.g., when the target SN accepts all or some of the proposed PSCells, to inform the SN about the accepted PSCells (for the 2nd step).

WA: If the MN decides to trigger the 2nd step (optionally, as proposed in the LS from RAN2), the MN uses MN-initiated modification procedure. If the SN decides to update the CPC configuration, it provides the update in the response to the SN MOD REQ message.
Further discussion on WA, to be continued….

4.1 SN-initiated inter-SN CPC
4.1.1 Procedures for preparation

The main controversial point from last meeting is that when MN decides to skip/perform the second part, which procedures should be used for the MN to inform the accepted PSCells and how the source SN transfers the updated CPC configuration to the MN. During the email discussion, to make progress there was a proposal that if companies all agree that no issue is seen by using MN-initiated modification procedure thus no indicator from source SN to MN in the SN CHANGE REQUIRED message is required, a WA can be made.

Current stage-2 procedures are depicted below. Step 4, 5, 6, 8a, and 10 would need inputs from RAN3. In this meeting companies should review the procedures and confirm which option to go. 
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 Figure 10.5.2-4: Conditional SN change procedure - SN initiated
Option 1: MN-initiated modification procedure
· Step 4: MN sends the SN MODIFICATION REQUEST message to the S-SN

· Step 5: S-SN sends the SN MODIFICATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message to the MN with updated CPC configuration if any
· Step 8a: MN sends the SN CHANGE CONFIRM to the S-SN

· Step 10: MN triggers SN RELEASE REQUEST and receives SN RELEASE REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE from S-SN

One question is how in this option the S-SN updating SCG configuration? Could it be a new SN Change Required by the S-SN?
Option 2: SN-initiated modification procedure

· Step 4: MN sends the SN CHANGE CONFIRM message to the S-SN

· Step 5: S-SN triggers the SN MODIFICATION REQUIRED message to the MN with updated CPC configuration

· Step 6: MN optionally sends the XN-U ADDRESS INDICATOIN message

· Step 8a: MN replies with SN MODIFICATION CONFIRM message to the S-SN

· Step 10: MN triggers SN RELEASE REQUEST and receives SN RELEASE REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE from S-SN

Option 3: MN-initiated modification + SN-initiated modification procedures
· Step 4~8a are the same as in Option 1

· After step 8a, S-SN possibly triggers SN MODIFICATION REQUIRED message if it has any update, e.g., measurement configuration.

· MN replies with SN MODIFICATION CONFIRM message
· After CPC execution, MN triggers SN Release procedure to the S-SN as same as in Option 1/2

Option 4: Xn-U Address Indication + SN-initiated modification procedures
· Step 4: MN sends the XN-U ADDRESS INDICATION message to the S-SN to indicate the accepted PSCells

· Step 5: S-SN may provide update CPC measurement configuration to the MN by triggering SN MODIFICATION REQUIRED message

· Step 6: MN replies with SN MODIFICATION CONFIRM message

· Step 8a: MN sends the SN RECONFIGURATION COMPLETE message to the S-SN

· Step 10: SN CHANGE CONFIRM message is sent from MN.

Here is a summary of the above four options.

· Option 1 is a MN initiated modification procedure. It relies on MN’s request to get updated configuration from S-SN. 

· Option 2/3/4, SN initiated modification procedure is used.

· Option 2: it is S-SN who has the configuration update can initiate the modification procedure and informs the MN.

· Option 3, it is a combination of Option 1+2, which allows MN initiates the request of CPC config from S-SN, also SN has the flexibility to transfer e.g., measurement configuration if any immediate update occurs in case for example, MN decides to skip the second part.

· Option 4, similar as Option 2 while use the Xn-U Address Indication procedure to inform the accepted PSCells.

Another open point is about which message being used to transfer the RRCReconfigurationComplete message from the MN to the S-SN. One solution is to reuse the existing SN RECONFIGURATION COMPLETE message which already includes this container. The other way is to use SN CHANGE CONFIRM message by introducing a new container. This will depend on the final decision on the down-selection of procedures in the options. Details can be figured out in second round after the answer to Q1 is clear.
Also, an indicator from S-SN to MN is proposed to recommend whether S-SN would update PSCells later. The purpose said in [5] is to avoid unnecessary delay in the preparation of an SN-initiated CPC. This proposal has been discussed last meeting, and companies explained whether MN skips the second part is up to its own implementation. As summarized in SoD [29], “there is no support for the proposal to enable the S-SN to indicate to the MN that it suggests to have the 2nd step initiated”, and no FFS remains. Thus from moderator’s point of view, we prefer not repeating this discussion in the last meeting for the WI.

Question 1: which option do companies prefer to use to support SN-initiated inter-SN CPC and which option is not acceptable? How is the S-SN supposed to modify the SCG upon receiving the SN Change Confirm (if MN skipped second step) if there is no need to update Target Candidates? Provide comments if any.
	Company
	Preference
	Not acceptable and why?
	Comment

	Nokia
	Opt 3
	Opt. 2 & 4
	We would like to comment a bit on the option. For the CPC preparation (steps 1 to 8a) it is important that the MN knows if the S-SN is to respond to the 2nd step, if triggered. Option 1, where step 2 is triggered with a class-1 procedure with expectable response is the only good solution among those proposed for this part. This is very important and this why options 2 and 4 are not acceptable.

However, if the S-SN decides to change anything in the prepared CPC, then there are two cases:

· The S-SN changes the CPC at the T-SN, e.g. by changing the max limit of PSCell to be prepared ( RAN3 has already agreed to use again the SN Change procedure with the “modify” flag. But we’re open to discuss it again, if there are any issues identified.

· The S-SN changes the UE config of the CPC, which does not require updating the T-SN (e.g., the S-SN decides to change the triggering condition) ( in this case, the SN-initiated modification is the best option, because this is the procedure to use in case of UE reconfiguration from the S-SN side (the UE is in DC operation with the S-SN!).

We understand, that option 3 follows the option 1 in the preparation hase (steps 1-8a), while it addresses the 2nd point in the list above for the changes in the UE config once CPC is already prepared (between 8a and 9). Therefore, if this is correct understanding, we support strongly option 3.

	Google
	Option 3
	
	Option 3 addresses also the case that S-SN updates the S-SN configuration using SN-initiated SN modification and it should be supported by default.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1, 3
	2, 4
	We support option 1 or 3. If S-SN wants to modify the SCG after receiving SN change confirm, S-SN can use SN initiated SN modification procedure. Not sure if we want to explicitly describe it since S-SN modify SCG configuration using SN initiated SN modification procedure is a legacy procedure. 

	Ericsson
	2, 3
	1
	We would say Option 1 alone is not acceptable. It does not work since MN has no idea when the S-SN would update the configuration for CPC. In the worst case, MN decides to perform 2nd part, requests S-SN to provide configuration while S-SN feedbacks nothing related to CPC. We have to handle the S-SN which wants to update SCG config. How is that done in 1?

3 is acceptable, as it addresses this issue. It is also a compromise for companies who would go for option 1.
Reply to Lenovo, the usage of SN initiated modification procedure should be captured in the spec, e.g., stage-2, since it is part of a complete solution for CPC prepration.

	ZTE
	3
	
	Option 3 is better in this phase, it can align with our current WA and progress.

	Huawei
	1, 3
	2. 4
	Our understanding of 3, is 1) plus SN initiated CPC update, as it is triggered after CPC configuration.

	China Telecom
	1, 3
	2, 4 
	Actually we think option 1 and 3 are the same, because currently the SN can use SN modification procedure to update the SCG configurations, we can accept option1 and option3.
For option2, the Step 4 in option2 contradicts the agreement of the last meeting, which cannot be acceptable.

For option4, it uses much mandatory Xn/X2 signalling to support MN perform 2nd part compared with option1/3, and the messages used are not align with previous agreement, since this is the last meeting for R17 discussion, we prefer to keep align with the agreement we have reached, so we cannot accept option4.

	CATT
	1, 3
	2. 4
	 We have same understanding as Huawei. The option3 additional part may not be mentioned in the CPC preparation procedure as it another procedure.

	Samsung
	1, 3
	2, 4
	We support option 1. Option 3 could be a supplementary solution (or compromise). 

	NEC
	4
	
	The SN-Initiated SN Modification procedure can be used to update the CPC configuration before the CPC execution, this should be common to all option 1/2/4.  

For the step 8a, the use of SN Reconfiguration Complete can be used to transfer the RRCReconfigurationComplete from the UE to the S-SN, why don’t we use it?



	Qualcomm
	1, 3
	2, 4
	We prefer option 1. The S-SN initiated modification in option 3 is to modify a configured CPC. So, option 3 is technically correct, but it need not to be specified in above SN initiated inter-SN CPC message flow. 


Summary:
11 companies provided feedback. 

10 companies prefer Option 3. No one thinks Option 3 is not acceptable.
6 companies prefer Option 1. One company does not accept Option 1.
1 company think Option 2 is also preferrable. 7 companies think Option 2 is not acceptable.

Proposal 1: Option 3, i.e., a combination of MN initiated modification and SN initiated modification procedures will be used for preparation of SN-initiated inter-SN CPC. The signaling flow updates will be discussed in second round.
As described above, at RAN3 #114-bis meeting, the indicator in the SN CHANGE REQUIRED, that triggering step 2 is recommended was not seen needed. However, in [5], it is proposed to enable an indicator that step 2 is NOT needed, so that the MN does not trigger it unnecessarily and thus to avoid delay in the CPC preparation.
Question 1a: Do companies agree to add an indicator in the SN CHANGE REQUIRED that the 2nd step is NOT needed, so that CPC preparation is not delayed unnecessarily?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment, if the answer is ‘N’

	Nokia
	Y
	

	Google
	Y/N
	If the T-SN can only select candidate PSCells from the proposed candidate cells, the step 2 is not needed. Otherwise, can S-SN determine that the step 2 is not needed in advance as further measurement config may be required?  

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	N
	No, it can be left to MN implementation in our view, e.g., depending on if execution condition for every candidate PSCell is provided. 

Besides, even if MN skips the 2nd step and sends SN change confirm to S-SN, S-SN can still modify the configuration provided before following what has been discussed for CPAC replace. 

Thus, we don’t see the need of such indicator, things can still work well without it

	E///
	N
	The proposed indicator does not work. How does S-SN know 2nd step should not be performed? RAN2’s agreement is up to MN’s implementation.

	ZTE
	N
	It can be MN implementation.

	Huawei
	No
	Do not see the need

	China Telecom
	No
	It can be MN implementation.

	CATT
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	It can be MN implementation

	NEC
	N
	No, simply because it is the MN to decide whether to trigger 2nd step, as already discussed in RAN2 and RAN3. If the T-SN accept all the candidate, it is also up to MN to decide to skip the 2nd step, so the proposed indicator in the SN Change Required does not help.

	Qualcomm
	No
	I would prefer to make 2nd step conditional. If candidate PSCells were partially accepted, it is mandatory to send the 2nd step. Otherwise (fully accepted), MN does not send 2nd step.


11 companies provided feedback.

9 companies think this indicator is not needed. 
1 company thinks it is needed. 
1 company raised the question whether S-SN can determine that the step 2 is not needed in advance or not.
Proposal 2: No indicator is needed from S-SN to MN to say that step 2 is not needed.
4.1.2 Single or multiple procedures to target SNs

Whether single SN Change procedure or multiple procedures should be used to prepare one or multiple target SNs remain open. In the papers [10][14][19], it has been proposed to adopt single procedure in order to avoid complexity considering Solution 2 is agreed in RAN2 which may lead to information exchange between MN and S-SN before configuring the UE. Detailed changes include:

1) Add multiple target SN IDs to the SN CHANGE REQUIRED message

a. whether the legacy target SN Node ID shall be ignored

b. describe in the semantics description this is only used for SN-initiated inter-CPC 

2) Add prepared target SN IDs to the SN CHANGE CONFIRM message

Question 2: Whether the above changes are required to support preparation of SN-initiated inter-SN CPC, and please select either 1a or 1b for bullet 1.
	Company
	Choice
	Comment

	Nokia
	?
	We do not quite understand the choices here… If RAN3 agrees to add multiple target SNs to the SN CHANGE REQUIRED, the SN CHANGE CONFIRM must be enhanced too, to support a case that one of the target SNs does not accept the Addition, right? Or this information will be provided in the RRC message? In any case, this is a single procedure.

The question is, shall other procedures between the MN and the S-SN be enhanced, too, to be common for multiple target SNs? E.g. MN-initiated modification (for step 2, if triggered), Reconfiguration Complete, etc. 

We are open to have these messages combined, but we’d prefer to decide it as the last step, e.g. in the 2nd round of the discussion.

	Google
	
	Prefer having a single SN Change procedure to prepare one target SN

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	See comment
	We prefer using one procedure for multiple target T-SNs for simplicity considering the support of Solution 2. 

Regarding if we need target SN IDs in the relevant Xn messages, it depends on if RAN nodes can understand from the list of PSCell IDs that which target SN they belong to.

	E///
	1a+2
	From the proposals, the majority would go for single procedure. So the open point is about what to be added in the SN Change procedure.

SN Change procedure needs to have a list of target SN IDs, so when the procedure is triggered from the S-SN to MN, MN would be able to know which target SN(s) are involved. 
For the concern raised by Lenovo about interpretation on the list of PSCell ID, the PhysCellId ID in the CG-CandidateList is referring to the physical cell ID of a cell served by an NG-RAN node. Thus here the list of target SN Node IDs are needed over Xn signaling.

	ZTE
	1a+2
	Agree with E///

	Huawei
	1a, 1b and 2
	For 1) when we add a list of TSN id, this new IE will only be used for SN initiated inter-SN CPC, so why we need to choose between 1a) and 1b)? they should be there together.

	China Telecom
	1a+1b
	Agree with HW, both 1a and 1b are needed.

	CATT
	1a+2
	Agree with E///. 

	Samsung
	1a+2
	Agree with E///.

	NEC
	
	We can go for single SN change procedure.

We would prefer the target SN IDs is explicitly defined in the Xn message for simplicity reason to avoid digging into RRCcontainer as much as possible. 



	Qualcomm
	1a + 1b
	We prefer single SN change procedure too.

For 2, I think the S-SN can know the accepted T-SN list also from the MN initiated modification procedure (option 1/3 in Question 1).


All companies agree to use single SN Change procedure.
4 companies think 1a+2 is enough. 2 companies prefer 1a, 1b+2. 1 company prefers 1a+1b.
Proposal 3: Single SN Change procedure is used during preparation phase for SN-initiated inter-SN CPC. A list of multiple target SN IDs will be added to SN CHANGE REQUIRED message meanwhile the legacy target SN ID is ignored. More stage-3 details will be finalized in second round.

4.2 Explicit prepared cell list
It has been discussed for several meetings but not decided yet whether to keep the “List of Prepared PSCell IDs” in the SN ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message. Since RAN2 has agreed to introduce a new container CG-CandiateList which already provides the prepared PSCells ID, RAN3 needs to revisit if the same info should be explicitly carried over Xn.


Some concern is raised that it could be troublesome if MN always needs to open the container to check the list. In other papers, it has explained that MN anyway has to check the inter-node message for generation of execution condition for the UE, thus the duplicated info should not be transferred over Xn as an explicit list.

Question 3: do companies agree to remove the “List of Prepared PSCell IDs” in the SN ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message considering the info has been carried in the inter-node message?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Nokia
	N
	We prefer to keep it mainly for the reason that the RRC message contain PCIs of the prepared PSCells, while the explicit list could provide CGIs.

However, we are open for a discussion if the above reason is relevant in this case.

	Google
	Y
	Essentially the list of prepared PSCell can be determined by checking the CG-CandidateList and the MN anyway needs to check it for preparing the RRC reconfiguration. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	It seems purely duplication to indicate the same PSCell in Xn message same as in RRC although may be in different ways.

The problem also exists in SN ADDITION REQUEST message wherein MN indicates suggested candidate PSCells to target SN, and in SN CHANGE REQUIRED message wherein S-SN indicates suggested candidate PSCells to MN. 

It is true that CGI could be more precise, but if we believe it is right to explicitly indicate (suggested) PSCells in Xn message, then maybe we can ask RAN2 to remove the PCIs in RRC message, or? We don’t see the need of duplicated design.

	E///
	Y
	We don’t have to carry duplicated info in both container and explicit Xn signaling. MN anyway needs to check the container.

	ZTE
	Y
	MN can decode this container easily.

	Huawei
	N
	We prefer to keep it there, good for Xn/X2AP signaling handling, as we need to control max no. of  PSCells, etc.

	China Telecom
	Y
	Duplicated information is not needed.

	CATT
	Y
	It is already in container

	Samsung
	Yes
	Could be obtained by CG-CandidateList

	NEC
	N
	We would prefer to keep List of Prepared PSCell IDs” in the SN ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message, MN neeed to control the list of the PSCells. 
Also for the SN Change Required message, since we already have today the explicit  Target S-NG-RAN node ID IE, we can just follow that to have explicit SN Node ID in the Xn messages.



	Qualcomm
	N
	It would be efficient for Xn/X2 processing without opening RRC container.


7 companies think the duplicated list of Prepared PSCell ID should be removed over Xn.
4 companies prefer to keep the duplication info. 1 company is open to discuss. Concern is raised for EN-DC case.
Proposal 4: Keep “List of Prepared PSCell IDs” in the SN ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message.
4.3 Procedures and IEs design

4.3.1 Change of Cancellation procedure
In [5] it is proposed to update the Conditional PSCell Change Cancel procedure and use it for providing list of prepared PSCells from MN to the source SN in certain cases, for example, MN does not inform the S-SN about the prepared PSCells before it reconfigures the UE. 

Question 4: do companies agree that the CPC Cancellation procedure needs to be changed to CPC Information procedure to provide the list of prepared PSCells, e.g., from MN to the S-SN in [5]? 
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Nokia
	Y
	The way the message for the cancellation is defined is incomprehensive. In particular, the purpose of the “CPAC Cancellation Indicator” is unknown and the IE is not described. This must be resolved.

Also, the procedure does not support a scenario, where a cell is replaced with another (so, one is cancelled, while other added). If the list of cancelled cells is changed to the list of prepared cells, this is addressed.

	Google
	N
	If the prepared PSCells need to be informed to the S-SN, prefer using the SN Modification Request message or the SN Change Confirm message.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Maybe no
	Addition of PSCells will probably require source SN to provide additional execution condition and thus a class 1 bi direction procedure should be better used, e.g. SN modification request?  No strong view. 

	E///
	N
	In Q1, the accepted PSCells ID list can be provided in the existing message.

	ZTE
	Maybe N
	Class 1 procedure seems better.

	Huawei
	N
	The SN modification procedure can be used.

	China Telecom
	N
	Prefer to reuse the SN modification procedure.

	CATT
	N
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Nokia 2
	
	Some clarification, because it seems that companies understand that it is proposed to modify the procedure. It is not. The point is that the CPC Cancel procedure does not work, as now. Please consider the scenario where the T-SN modifies the list of prepared Cells:

The T-SN sends the SN MOD REQD message with a list of prepared cells (the Candidate PSCell ID List IE) – but the MN has to analyse the list, find those that are cancelled and put them in the CPC CANCEL message; if there is a new cell, the MN can’t inform the S-SN!!! The list of cancelld cells in the CPC CANCEL message shall be replaced with the same list that is provided from the T-SN, i.e. the Candidate PSCell ID List!

Then, nobody explain what is the CPAC Cancellation Indicator??? It seems it has no use, doesn’t it?

So, it is not proposed to change the Cancel procedure, but to align it with the agreements made at the last meeting, i.e. with the T-SN-initiated modification.

	NEC
	N
	The accepted PSCells ID list can be provided in the SN Reconfiguration message, also for the case when MN does not inform the S-SN about the prepared PSCells before it reconfigures the UE. 

	Qualcomm
	N
	We have same understanding on using SN initiated modification procedure. Impact to CPC CANCEL message can be discuss in correct phase, if any issue.


10 companies prefer not to update the CPC Cancel procedure.
1 company think it is needed and commented that this is for the scenario that target SN modifies the list of prepared PScells.
Proposal 5: Keep the CPC Cancel procedure as it is.
4.3.2 Update/change of existing IEs

1) Remove FFS for maximum number of candidate cells, use the value 8

2) Removal of CPAC Addition/Modification Indicators

There are two CPAC related indicators in current BL CRs, one in the SN ADDITION REQUEST message named CPAC Addition Indicator, and the other in the SN MODIFICATION REQUEST message named CPAC Modification Indicator. The reason to remove them is if the IEs Conditional PSCell Addition Information Request and Conditional PSCell Modification Information Request are present, then they can be used as an implicit way to indicate CPAC addition/modification. Therefore we don’t have to introduce explicit indicators. 

3) Add the Estimated Arrival Probability IE to the MN-initiated modification procedure
In [5] it is proposed to add the Estimated Arrival Probability also to the MN-initiated modification so it can be passed from the source SN when it decides to modify a prepared CPC.

4) Add “early data transmission stop” indicator in the Xn-U Address Indication message [26].

Question 5: which of the above that companies think are acceptable?
	Company
	Choice
	Comment

	Nokia
	1,3,4
	Regarding 2, we agree with the arguments, but if the trigger flag is removed, the block IE remains with only optional IEs, which is rather bad design. Therefore, it may be better to keep the flag.

	Google
	1, 2, 3, 4
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1,2,3,4
	

	E///
	1, 2, 3, 4
	Reply to Nokia, optional IEs would be fine for the node to understand that the IEs are for CPAC operation as usual.

	ZTE
	1,3,4
	Agree with Nokia, an explicit indicator shall be kept.

	Huawei
	1, 3, 4
	

	China Telecom
	1,3,4
	Agree with Nokia.

	CATT
	1,2,3,4
	

	Samsung
	1,2,3,4
	

	NEC
	1
	For 1, can remove the FFS and use the value 8.

For the rest, open for discussion.

	Qualcomm
	1,2,3,4
	

	
	
	


All companies agree 1).

10 companies agree to have 3) and 4).

6 companies agree 2). Since more than half of the companies see the need to remove the indicators in 2), we would give more time to discuss in the second round.
Proposal 6: Continue checking the removal of CPAC Addition/Modification Indicators in the second round. 
Proposal 7: Agreed to capture the followings into stage-3 TPs.
· Remove FFS for maximum number of candidate cells, use the value 8

· Add the Estimated Arrival Probability IE to the MN-initiated modification procedure

· Add “early data transmission stop” indicator in the Xn-U Address Indication message.

4.3.3 Resource Coordination and Lower layer Info

One proposal is given in [16] about how the Resource Coordination information can be provided by the target SN upon the successful execution of a prepared CPAC. Another point is whether lower layer parameters coordination should be applied for a CPAC scenario. The proposals are given below.

1) Target SN provides the Resource Coordination Information for the accessed PSCell to the MN upon a successful execution of CPAC.
2) MN suspends applying lower layer parameter coordination during CPAC preparation if receives multiple CG-Config IEs.
Question 6: do companies agree to capture the above two bullets?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Nokia
	1: ?

2: N
	Regarding 1, the question is if the resource coordination may change between the preparation and execution of the CPC. We prefer to have a brief discussion online on this.

Regarding 2, this was already commented, I think, that the problem is rather RAN2’s. Has anything changed?

	Google
	1: Y

2: Y
	Regarding 1, the point is that the WA excludes the Resource Coordination Information from the preparation phase and is not confirmed by the RAN3 yet. We assume the (latest) Resource Coordination Information should be provided by the T-SN to the MN when the CPAC is executed.

Regarding 2, this is a RAN3 issue as this may affect whether the MN-CU signals the CG-Config IEs to the MN-DU during the CPAC preparation phase, while the content of CG-Config is a RAN2 issue and not to be addressed here.

	E///
	1, 2: N
	For 1, the Resource Coordination Information is a rather large and optional IE. We don’t see the strong need to mandatorily include it for CPC.

For 2, lower layer coordination is depending on network’s implementation as described in TS 38.473 by using “may”. Furthermore, the concern raised is from RAN2’s IEs in the CG-Config. Thus it seems no action is needed in RAN3.

	Huawei
	1 No
2 ?
	For 1) the Resource Coordination Information is for one PSCell, therefore when we agreed to use one procedure to prepare multiple PSCells, it was the common understanding that this IE will not be used. And the RAN nodes can do the resource coordination after CPC execution.

	China Telecom
	1: N
2: N
	For 1), the Resource Coordination may increase the complexity of CPAC procedure, and it can be network implementation.

For 2), lower layer parameter coordination depends on works in RAN2, we prefer to not discuss this issue in R17.

	CATT
	1,2: NO
	

	Samsung
	1,2: No
	Same view with E///

	Qualcomm
	1: yes

2: ?
	Agree with Google. This is needed for SUO (single UL operation). The resource coordination is not performed in preparation phase. So, it is needed after execution.

	
	
	


7 companies provided feedback.

6 companies say no and raised question. 1 company prefers to have both. 1 company thinks 1) is needed.
Proposal 8: Resource Coordination Information is not pursued for CPAC in R17. Lower Layer parameter coordination is not within scope of RAN3.
4.4 Other aspects
4.4.1 Timer handling

In [15], one proposal is to add the timer handling between the SN Reconfiguration Complete and MN-initiated modification procedure. The reason given is the SN shall start the timer (TDCoverall or TXnDCoverall) when it sends the SN Modification Request Acknowledge message to the MN and shall stop the timer when it receives the SN Reconfiguration Complete message. Though there is uncertainty when the condition will be fulfilled, similar to the CPA and CPC preparation where the SN refrain from starting the timer when it sends the SN Addition Request Acknowledge message to the MN, the SN shall also refrain from starting the timer when it sends SN Modification Request Acknowledge message to the MN.  
Question 7: do companies agree to add timer handling to the interaction between MN-initiated modification procedure and SN Reconfiguration Complete procedure?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	Nokia
	?
	The change in the stage-3 seems all right, but it has to be backed by a stage-2 change that will explain how the modification works.

	Google
	Y
	For current stage 2 BLCR it has been captured that the MN-initiated SN modification procedure is to be used in updating/modifying previous CPAC configuration as general description. In [15] a stage 2 figure to update/modify previous CPAC configurations is provided and may be discussed if necessary for the message flows. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Same way as how it is for SN addition. 

	E///
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	Same view with Len

	Huawei
	ok
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	
	
	


10 companies provided comments. 

9 companies think the timer handling between the SN Reconfiguration Complete and MN-initiated modification procedure should be covered.
Proposal 9: Introduce timer handling between the SN Reconfiguration Complete and MN-initiated modification procedure. Discuss the detailed change in second round.
4.4.2 AoB

Any other business related to CPAC to be discussed.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	In [17], the SN to MN Container clarification issue (whether CG-CandidateList or CG-Config is included) is raised and to be discussed. 

	E///
	The clarification on inclusion of CG-CandidateList in the container is not a controversial issue. Think companies can discuss and agree the details in procedural text in second round.

	
	

	
	

	
	


5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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