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1. Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][bookmark: OLE_LINK79][bookmark: OLE_LINK78]CB: # MBS2_Inactive
- Based on what factors, gNB transitions UE to RRC_INACTIVE for multicast reception (e.g., QoS/MBS Session Info/5GC indication)
- Who to decide which multicast to be transmitted in RRC_INACTIVE. (e.g., gNB/5GC)
- The configuration delivery/update method of multicast for UEs in RRC_INACTIVE. (e.g., MCCH/dedicated signaling, or leave it to RAN2)
- Mobility for RRC_INACTIVE UE with multicast reception (e.g., cell re-selection, multicast reception area)
- Misc. e.g. on group paging during RRC_INACTIVE upon session activation, UAC, counting mechanism for multicast, admission control for RACH…
- Capture agreements and open issues
(CATT - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-225016
This offline discussion paper is based on 15 papers provided by 10 companies [1–15]. The deadline for the first phase is UTC time 00:00 Thursday. 
2. For the Chairman’s Notes
First round:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK17]Proposal 1: There is no consensus to change the scope in RAN3 discussion. Loads on RACH or CM_CONNECTED state UE context storage may be factors when evaluating solutions, but they are not the only key factors. Load on RACH should be evaluated in RAN2 first.
[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: OLE_LINK24][bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28]Proposal 2: It is the common understanding that the following information, among others, may be taken into account by the gNB when deciding to enable UEs receiving multicast in RRC_INACTIVE state: 
a) the capability of UE (of whether support the mode “multicast over RRC inactive”);
b) the Rel-17 multicast context, e.g. the QoS parameters not associated to any specific UE;
c) parameters available at the local gNB without enhancement on interfaces, e.g. cell load.
Whether and which additional information (e.g. counting mechanism, per MBS session level assistant information from 5GC, per-UE preference on multicast over RRC_INACTIVE) is needed by the gNB is FFS
Proposal 3:For issues related to mobility we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.
Proposal 4: On the topic whether/how to keep the PTM leg in gNB-CU/DU split scenario when there are only RRC-Inactive UEs which joined multicast session, we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]Discuss in next round:
Whether the new delivery mode will be decided per cell or per UE 
Whether common mc ptm resources are supposed to be usable for connected and inactive UEs
Whether current reception quality, UE mobility statistics, number of UEs in a cell should be factors for NG-RAN node to consider when deciding to enable UEs receiving multicast in RRC_INACTIVE state
3. Discussion (first phase)
3.1. Scope of discussion
In [11] it was proposed:
	Proposal:	Regardless the RAN WG where the main discussions are led and respective protocol solutions are developed - it is proposed to include into discussions for support of multicast reception in RRC_INACTIVE state considerations on RACH congestion handling and limitations of gNBs in terms of admitting UEs in CM-CONNECTED.


As understood by the moderator, this proposal pointed out two separate issues on the limit of RAN resources: the limited resource of RACH, and the limited resource of storing UE contexts in gNBs.
For the former issue, the moderator believes that it highly relies on the solutions on state transition and/or mobility handling for multicast over RRC INACTIVE. The moderator thinks that we may take it into consideration when deciding what solution to adopt, e.g. using it as a reason to rule out solutions which are deemed to cause huge load on RACH in some cells, rather than duplicate a question here.
For the latter issue, the moderator thinks that it is a separate issue worthy of an offline question.
Questions 1-1: Do you agree that the RACH congestion issue should be discussed when selecting solutions on multicast reception in RRC inactive? What is your opinion on the issue that, if there are many UEs to join multicast service, the limit on the number of stored UE contexts in a gNB may be exceeded?
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	For the RACH congestion issue, we agree that it depends on the solutions selected for RRC Inactive reception and maybe RAN2 is the right place to discuss.
For the limitation on number of stored UE context in a gNB, since only RRC connected and RRC inactive mode UE is supported for multicast, we think it is inevitable. However, if there are solutions which could resolve this issue, we are open to discuss.

	Huawei
	These are two factors could be considered during the comparison of the alternative solutions, but they are not the only two factors, for example, we should also consider to limit too many XnAP signalling exchange, avoid unnecessary Uu resources cost, etc. 

	Ericsson
	This is a know issue since 3GPP started to look into support of MBS in Rel-5 (!) for 3G. The only difference is that back then, remedy actions have been provided. We should at least allow respective discussions and arguments.

	Nokia
	We do not agree the RACH congestion issue: we would like to recall that this was discussed in release 17 in RAN2 and not acknowledged by RAN2.
For the consideration on number of admitted connected UEs, this consideration can be taken when comparing solutions for reception in RRC_INACTIVE state but, as indicated by Huawei, other factors have to be considered as well when comparing the solutions. 

	Qualcomm
	RACH congestion is more of RAN2 discussion. RAN2 can discuss solution for RACH congestion handling. Solutions have to consider not only number of UE contexts to manage, other resources as well but at the same time enable only Multicast UEs that have joined Multicast session can receive service , mobility management , state transitions , not to make Multicast as  broadcast feature etc.

	Lenovo
	RACH congestion is not the key point for down selection of solutions. It has been discussed in RAN2 in R17 as Nokia pointed it out.
We also don’t think limit on the number of stored UE contexts in a gNB is an issue.

	CMCC
	RACH congestion and the limitation of UE contexts in a gNB are worthy issues to be considered. However, as Huawei said, they are not the only two factors influencing the inactive MBS reception. Other considerations should also be pointed out and discussed if it is in the scope of RAN3. From our view, RACH congestion is in RAN2 scope and the maximum capacity of handling CM-CONNECTED UEs for a gNB should be further investigated.

	ZTE
	Share the same view with moderator that RAN2 is in charge on RACH.
However, if there is anything, principle or guideline, whatever the name is, in Rel-18 it is "scalability". Anything about scalability, including RACH resources shall be taken into consideration.
Although usually Uu interface is where the limitation is, this principle applies to RAN3 as well, on scalability of network interfaces. We shall follow such principle whenever we start our new design in RAN3.

	Samsung
	RACH congestion is an issue should be considered when we discuss the solutions. But should involve RAN2 to confirm how serious the problem is. Agree with above that more factors need to be considered. 



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback for the issue on RACH load. A majority (albeit narrow, 5/9) thought it was a factor but should be considered in RAN2 while the view from other companies diverse a lot.
7 companies provided feedback for the issue on context storage load. A majority (albeit narrow, 4/7) thought it was among the many factors needed to consider, 2 said no and 1 said yes.
Moderator’s proposal: There is no consensus to change the scope in RAN3 discussion. Loads on RACH or CM_CONNECTED state UE context storage may be factors when evaluating solutions, but they are not the only key factors.Load on RACH should be evaluated in RAN2 first.
3.2. How to decide activating the mode “multicast over RRC inactive”
The next issue is on the decision of activating the mode “multicast over RRC inactive”. One obvious input for such decision is the capability of the UE, e.g. if the UE is a Rel-17 one that mode shall never be activated. But it is not clear whether/what other inputs should be taken into consideration. Another input is the conventional parameters provided by the core network, e.g. the (non-UE-associated) MBS QoS profile. Other inputs available at the local gNB such as the cell load should also be taken into consideration. The moderator proposes confirming these as baseline before discussing additional inputs.
Questions 1-2: For inputs to the decision to use “multicast over RRC inactive”, do you agree that they should include at least:
a) the capability of UE (of whether support the mode “multicast over RRC inactive”);
b) the Rel-17 multicast context, e.g. the QoS parameters not associated to any specific UE;
c) parameters available at the local gNB without enhancement on interfaces, e.g. cell load.
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	Yes.

	Huawei 
	Yes for a). 
But, b) and c) are available at the gNB side already, whether the gNB should take them into account should up to the gNB implementation. 

	Ericsson
	The decision to send UEs to RRC_INACTIVE has been always an NG-RAN internal matter and in our opinion there is sufficient information available to enable this function.

	Nokia
	Yes, among other parameters.
In tdoc R3-224529, the following list of candidate parameters to be taken into account is elaborated:
quality of service parameters received for the MBS session, load in the considered cell, support of DM2 by the RAN node, number of DM2-capable UEs in the cell, presence of release 17 UEs in the cell, radio conditions in the cell, UE preferences

	Qualcomm
	Yes. RAN should consider MBS Session priority, UE priority , loading etc. 

	Lenovo
	Yes

	CMCC
	Yes 

	ZTE
	Yes. RAN internal decision it is.

	Samsung
	Currently NG-RAN can decide if move the UE into RRC_Inactive with sufficient information. Whether additional information is needed need further clarification. 



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. All agreed that these factors might be taken into account.
Considering that bullet a) is within RAN2 scope (and will surely be introduced) and b) and c) are both legacy available information, we propose:
Moderator’s proposal: WA: gNB may take the following information into account when deciding to use “multicast over RRC inactive”:
a) the capability of UE (of whether support the mode “multicast over RRC inactive”);
b) the Rel-17 multicast context, e.g. the QoS parameters not associated to any specific UE;
c) parameters available at the local gNB without enhancement on interfaces, e.g. cell load.

For additional inputs not related to any specific UE, a few companies provided some views:
· a) [8] proposed clearly that the 5GC should indicate to RAN whether such mode was allowed. [12] thought maybe 5GC could indicate.
· b) [4] and [12] also thought that some additional information from 5GC might be necessary.
· c) [8] proposed that a “counting” mechanism over Uu for multicast should also be introduced, in order to get the number of UEs (per cell) willing to receive a given multicast session in RRC inactive state.
Questions 1-3: What is your opinion on the three bullets?
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	a) and b) depends on SA2 discussion. They do not infect RAN work very much so we need not rush into agreeing or disagreeing.
c) RAN2 scope similarly.

	Huawei 
	Agree with CATT.

	Ericsson
	We should not depend on SA2 decisions, as support of RRC_INACTIVE is basically transparent to the CN with respect to the gNB’s decision to send UEs to RRC_INACTIVE. There is legacy functionality specified to inform the 5GC when the UE is RRC_INACTIVE, however, any related SA2 proposal to influence the NG-RAN decision to send UEs to RRC_INACTIVE have to be finally agreed by RAN WGs.
On counting, we understood that sending UEs to RRC_INACTIVE is due to NG-RAN capability limitations to serve a large number of UEs. Keeping some UEs RRC_CONNECTED as the assumed baseline approach would not require any counting mechanism.

	Nokia
	a/ b/ c/  are OK.
We think 5GC should have the overall control whether using the new delivery mode is allowed or not for a given MBS session. If allowed by CN, then we think the decision to use it or not should be made in the NG-RAN node on a per cell / per UE (to be decided) basis.
For C/ it seems inevitable that some counting is needed because one criteria to use the new mode in a cell will be the number of UEs benefitting from the feature.

	Qualcomm
	A/B : RAN can take 5GC input about whether a given multicast session need to be in RRC_CNNECTED state or either of RRC_CONNECTED/INACTIVE states based on Multicast Session priority and UE priority as well. RAN3 has to take SA2 solutions into consideration. 
C: We don’t see need for Counting at this stage and for Multicast service, both 5GC and RAN will have context info and how many UEs are receiving service.

	Lenovo
	None.
We think the gNB can decides to use multicast reception according to existing information as listed in Questions 1-2. The additional information needs to be justified further.

	CMCC
	A/B are ok.
C: We do not see the necessity of counting mechanism. NG-RAN keeps the UE context, thereby perceiving the number of UEs.

	ZTE
	Similar view with Ericsson. 
BTW, RAN1 impacts had been ruled out since the beginning by RAN plenary.

	Samsung
	No to all currently. 



Moderator’s summary:
For bullet a) and b), 9 companies provided feedback but the view is split. 3 companies said we could wait SA2, 2 companies said RAN3 could discuss it but did not specify yes or no, 2 companies said yes and 2 companies said no.
For bullet c), 9 companies provided feedback. A majority (6/9) said no, 2 consider it RAN2 issue and 1 said yes.
The moderator proposes the follows:
Moderator’s proposal: FFS whether to introduce counting mechanism. FFS whether to introduce per MBS session level assistant information from 5GC to help NG-RAN node make decision on multicast over RRC inactive .
For additional inputs related to any specific UE, a few companies provided some views as well: [14] proposed that the UE should provide its preference either for such mode or against such mode by RRC signalling. [4] thought a UE-specific preference might also be provided, but from 5GC instead.
Questions 1-4: What is your opinion on providing the UE-specific preference toward gNBs, and how? 
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	It seems beneficial to provide UE preference. Maybe providing over RRC is sufficient enough, no need to involve 5GC.

	Huawei 
	UE-specific preference from UE is not needed, while such information may be provided from CN for NG-RAN node to make decision on which UE stayed/moved in inactive state, it can be decided by SA2.

	Ericsson
	As said, the main aim of that topic is to combat NG-RAN capability limitations, not UE preference, not UE power saving, not 5GC xy-whatever.

	Nokia
	Agree with CATT. 
It seems beneficial to provide UE preference. One use case that is clearly mentioned in the WID is the optimization of power saving: 
Also, to always keep UEs in RRC_CONNECTED state is not power efficient. It is ‎therefore important to support multicast for UEs in RRC_INACTIVE
Some UEs can have higher power constraints and set preferably to multicast RRC_INACTIVE reception.
Whether it is provided directly by UE over RRC or indirectly via CN can be further discussed. 

	Qualcomm
	We don’t see need for UE preference for specific RRC state to receive Multicast service but it is upto RAN to decide based on 5GC provided assistance info, loading etc to decide which Multicast service and/or which group of UEs to operate in RRC_INACTIVE mode and continue to receive Multicast service.

	Lenovo
	None

	CMCC
	We agree to introduce UE preference towards gNB. Besides the reason for power efficient, considered the scenario where a UE receiving real-time interactive service in RRC_CONNECTED moves to the edge of a cell, it may report that it wants to stay in connect state to avoid transition to inactive state.

	ZTE
	None. 
RAN is in charge.

	Samsung
	It is discussed in SA2. Can wait for SA2.



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. A majority (albeit narrow, 5/9) of companies said no, 3 said yes, whereas 1 said we could wait SA2.
Moderator’s proposal:FFS whether per-UE preference on multicast over RRC_INACTIVE should be provided from UE or 5GC to NG-RAN node  

3.3. Mobility
The next topic is about mobility. There are many companies proposed to introduce either an explicit concept of multicast RAN area, or some assumption on what area of cells should behave the same:
· [1] proposed that there should be a concept of multicast RAN area (configured as RNA), and the anchor node should provide the multicast configuration of every cell within the multicast RAN area toward the UE in the RRCRelease message. [5] also mentioned similar. [6] proposed similar, but in the name of “a list of cells” rather than defining a new area concept.
· [4] and [14] acknowledged that it should be necessary if we precluded the solution to deliver the multicast configuration over e.g. MCCH, but this was a bad idea as analysed in [13] considering the huge signalling overhead—so the conclusion was not to preclude such solution of MCCH. [11] also mentioned the pressure on RACH.
· [15] proposed introducing such concept, but it should not be larger than one gNB, considering the signalling overhead.
· [9] preferred the solution to deliver the multicast configuration over e.g. MCCH, but proposed that the anchor gNB should still notify every cell within the RNA when configuring a UE to receive multicast in RRC INCATIVE state. Nevertheless, it was just a notification. Those cells receiving such notification might still not activate the multicast delivery.
The moderator thinks that the area mentioned (either proposed or criticised) in [1][4][5][6][13][14] focuses on the case if the solution of MCCH is precluded, whereas [9] focuses on the case if the solution of MCCH is included. Considering whether to introduce the concept of multicast RAN area depends on the details of solution(s) on support of multicast reception in inactive, the moderator would like to ask the following questions which could be the input on whether to introduce such concept.
Questions 1-5: What is your opinion on the idea that the anchor node provides a list of multicast reception configurations for each cell within the UE’s RNA in the RRCRelease message?
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We think it is within RAN2 scope and it is better for RAN3 to wait the conclusion of RAN2.

	Huawei
	Agree with CATT. It is the scope of RAN2.

	Ericsson
	This is RAN2 scope and touches the question upon the RRC state in which UEs are configured for RRC_INACTIVE reception and respective RRC signalling means.

	Nokia
	We disagree with the idea.
About which group to discuss, we think that it should also be discussed in RAN3. Indeed, as correctly analysed in [13], the pros and cons of using such an approach require an evaluation of the overall RAN architecture impacts. For example, [13] shows that this approach would lead to significant signalling increase in RAN and extra UE power consumption. Tdoc [13] can eb s starting point for such an evaluation in RAN3. 

	Qualcomm
	RAN2 need to discuss how RAN node provides configuration of Multicast MRB for a group of cell (ex: Multicast RAN Area cell). RAN3 can discuss how to retrieve MRB configuration from neighbour cell for Intra CU-Intra/Inter DU, Inter CU – Inter DU cases.

	Lenovo
	Share the same view with Qualcomm.

	CMCC
	Agree with Huawei and CATT.

	ZTE
	OK to wait for RAN2. They provide options, RAN3 provide our inputs to those options.

	Samsung
	Agree with CATT.



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. A majority (albeit narrow, 5/9) of companies said we should wait for RAN2, 3 said RAN2 and RAN3 can work in parallel, whereas 1 said no.
Moderator’s proposal: For issues related to mobility we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.

Questions 1-6: What is your opinion on the idea that the anchor node notifies every cell within the RNA when releasing a UE into RRC INACTIVE (and still receiving multicast)?
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	Neutral.

	Huawei
	NOK. It will heavily depend on the solution of providing PTM configuration. We can wait for decision of RAN2.

	Ericsson
	This is dependent on RAN2, as Huawei already stated. 

	Nokia
	This can be one solution. To be captured and compared with other solutions. 

	Qualcomm
	This is one possible mechanism and solution depends on how UEs will receive Multicast MRB configuration for operating in RRC_INACTIVE state.

	Lenovo
	Same view with Qualcomm.

	CMCC
	Same view with Qualcomm.

	ZTE
	OK to wait for RAN2. 
But apparently we shall limit it inside one gNB.
Current NG-U is only established toward the gNB and the only gNB a CM-CONNECTED UE is associated with. This is the user plane architecture we shall stick with.

	Samsung
	It is a possible solution, but depends on RAN2 conclusion.



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. A majority (6/9) of companies thought it depended on the solution of providing PTM configuration and we should wait. Besides, one company said it shall be limited within one gNB.
The moderator’s proposal is the same as for Q1-5 in order to avoid capturing too many words in the chairman’s note.
Moderator’s proposal: For issues related to mobility we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.

In addition, the moderator also wishes to ask companies to provide their understanding on the “scalability” problem on cell load, e.g. large amount of random access (RA) happening at the border of multicast RAN area or RNA.
Questions 1-7: What is your understanding on the “scalability” problem on cell load, e.g. large amount of random access (RA) happening at the border of multicast RAN area or RNA, or within it.
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	It could be problematic if we introduce the concept of “multicast RAN area”, but it is not a problem if we don’t introduce so.
There are two cases if not:
Moving out of RNA: RNA is configured in a per-UE manner. As long as the RNA is configured as large as in Rel-15, random access will occur as frequent as in Rel-15. There isn’t any problem.
Moving within RNA: The first UE moving into a new cell may observe that the new cell is not delivering multicast in the Rel-18 new mode, and thus it performs random access. Then the new cell activates the Rel-18 new mode. Then any subsequent UE will observe that the new cell has activated the Rel-18 new mode so no more random access will be performed. As the result there is only one random access procedure per cell regardless of the number of UEs. This is obviously not a problem.

	Huawei
	Firstly, we disagree for the “multicast RAN area”.
And for the large amount of random access (RA) problem, we think it depend on the solution of providing PTM configuration. In additional, we think the inactive mode is determined by gNB instead of UE, and may only be enabled in congested gNB, so the inactive UE can access naturally when moving to a non-congested gNB.

	Ericsson
	This depends on RAN2 first steps/decisions.

	Nokia
	We are not sure to understand the problem mentioned. We welcome a discussion paper to clarify it and the question 1-7. 

	Qualcomm
	First we need to discuss whether UEs in RRC_INACTIVE state are allowed to move across cells without resuming connection and how to provide MRB configuration. Whether we call these group of cells as Multicast RAN Area or other name it is secondary. Based on MRB configuration methos, what is scope of cells providing Multicast service , mobility etc will determine whether to RACH or not at the boundary. 

	Lenovo
	RAN2 issue.

	CMCC
	We prefer to postpone discussing the concept of “multicast RAN area” before the PTM configuration is decided.

	ZTE
	OK to wait for RAN2. Maybe we can at least to have some agreements like, e.g.:
- RAN3 waits for RAN2 on the possible options of the PTM config provisioning, update and state transitioning. 
- After which RAN3 further progresses on whether UE is able to stay in RRC_INACTIVE to continue the multicast data in one configured area (e.g., a list of cells).

	Samsung
	Agree with Huawei.



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. The issue “scalability problem” is not clear and thus the feedback is not focused. Nevertheless, 4 companies expressed their negative view either on the concept of “multicast RAN area” itself or on discussing it, whereas one company proposed it should be discussed in a form that whether UE was allowed to move across cell boundaries. The moderator thinks that the latter one is within RAN2 scope. And 3 companies also explicitly said we should wait RAN2 whereas some others implicitly said so.
Although one company said clarification is needed, the company raised such problem said we should wait RAN2, so the moderator decides not to request clarification.
The moderator’s proposal is the same as for Q1-5 in order to avoid capturing too many words in the chairman’s note.
Moderator’s proposal: For issues related to mobility we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.

3.4. Indicating to keep PTM delivery
The last issue is on indicating the gNB-DU to keep PTM delivery. In [2] and [12] it is observed that in Rel-17 the gNB-DU may deactivate the PTM delivery by implementation, but if the multicast over RRC INACTIVE mode is used, the gNB-DU should not do so. Considering that the gNB-DU conventionally does not keep any UE context if the UE is in RRC INACTIVE state (SDT may be an exception), the gNB-CU should provide some indication toward the gNB-DU.
Questions 1-8: What is your opinion on the idea that the gNB-CU may indicate toward the gNB-DU that the PTM leg should be kept, so that the UE(s) can continue multicast receiving in RRC INACTIVE state?
	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	Agree.

	Huawei
	NOK.
We agree that the gNB-DU should keep PTM transmission when providing multicast service to inactive UEs, but it is doubtful that whether the gNB-CU send an indicator is needed. We think this problem depends on the solution of providing PTM configuration to inactive UEs. If MCCH solution is adopted, the MCCH message will be generated by gNB-DU similar with Rel-17 broadcast, then the gNB-DU can keeps PTM transmission by itself. Thus, this problem will depend on the conclusion of RAN2. We can first achieve the assumption that the gNB-DU shall keep the PTM transmission when providing multicast service to inactive UEs.

	Ericsson
	We would assume that in the unlikely case (though it might be implemented) where all UEs the joined a MC sessions and are receiving MC traffic from cells served by a DU are sent to RRC_INACTIVE, the MC Context in the DU would need to be kept, w/o any of those UEs having a UE Context established in the DU, a situation that resembles BC. Today, in Rel-17, the above mentioned (refs [2], [12]) specified implementation choice (in TS 38.300) only affects the handling of UEs by the network, not the F1 interface (would be wrong TS). We understand that the case where the DU requests the release of a MC Context during an active session is due to admission control, when another session has higher priority. If the DU decides to allow scheduling of other MC/unicast data as no MC data is available to be scheduled then the MC Context does not need to be released (would be counterproductive). 

	Nokia
	NOK
We share same view as Huawei. If we use MCCH we don’t see what this issue is about. But we are of course open for further clarifications. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes but lets wait for how to provide Multicast MRB configuration for INACTIVE UEs. 

	Lenovo
	Same view with Huawei, it depends on the solution for PTM configuration.

	CMCC
	Same view with Huawei and Lenovo.

	ZTE
	Same view with Huawei.

	Samsung
	Same view with Huawei.



Moderator’s summary:
9 companies provided feedback. 6 said no but depends on RAN2 solution, 1 said yes, 1 said yes but depends on RAN2 solution.
Moderator’s proposal: For issues related to keeping the PTM leg in gNB-CU/DU split scenario we should wait RAN2. Companies may anyway share their analysis on RAN3 impacts for each RAN2 solution, but such content should be treated as “for information” rather than “for agreement” until RAN2 achieves some agreements.
3.5. Other key points: Per cell or per UE decision for the new delivery mode
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]One key basic question to solve is whether the new delivery mode will be decided per cell or per UE.
A explained in tdoc R3-224532, if decision is per cell then it is not usable as soon as one release 17 UE is in the cell. But if it is per UE it cost extra control plane signaling in the cell:  
Even though the data transmission is done one time (PDSCH scrambled by G-RNTI received by UEs using DM1 and DM2), it leads to duplicated control information transmission (separate PDCCH signalling for UEs receiving DM1 and DM2).  

Questions xx: What is your opinion whether the new delivery mode decision should be per cell or per UE ?
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




4. Conclusion, recommendations [if needed]
5. Reference
[1] R3-224245; Enhancements to support Multicast reception by UEs in RRC_INACTIVE state; Qualcomm Incorporated.
[2] R3-224300; MBS Inactive Reception; NEC.
[3] R3-224301; CR for RRC_INACTIVE MBS interested indication in 38.473; NEC.
[4] R3-224326; Multicast reception by UEs in RRC_INACTIVE state; Huawei, CBN.
[5] R3-224348; Discussion on Mobility Handling During Multicast Reception in RRC Inactive State; TCL Communication Ltd.
[6] R3-224438; PTM configuration for multicast reception in RRC_INACTIVE; Lenovo.
[7] R3-224439; Mobility and state transition for multicast reception in RRC_INACTIVE; Lenovo.
[8] R3-224529; Principles for RAN support of Multicast in RRC INACTIVE state; Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell.
[9] R3-224531; Principles for mobility and state transition for Multicast in RRC INACTIVE state; Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell.
[10] R3-224532; Dual Delivery Mode Support and Backwards Compatibility issues for multicast in RRC Inactive state; Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell.
[11] R3-224581; Support of multicast reception in RRC_INACTIVE state - the bigger picture; Ericsson.
[12] R3-224652; Initial thought on RAN3 aspects of multicast over RRC INACTIVE; CATT.
[13] R3-224664; Comparison of MCCH solution and RRC Dedicated signalling solution; Huawei, CBN.
[14] R3-224915; Multicast Reception in RRC_INACTIVE state; CMCC.
[15] R3-224945; Multicast reception in RRC_INACTIVE; ZTE.


1
[bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: _Hlk493690070][bookmark: _Hlk493690069]R3-225016
