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CB: # 16_MCGConfigF1
- Check the issue and LS to RAN2 if needed
(Google - moderator)
Summary of offline disc in R3-226799

For the Chairman’s Notes 
Propose to capture the following:
Majority companies acknowledged the issue in F1AP. Some company thinks that the MCG configuration can be configured separately; however, from the moderator’s view, further 37.340 clarification may be required for that understanding. 
Proposal 1: The conditional MCG configuration issue is identified in F1AP and should be solved in RAN3. 
Given the result that the clear majority (6 out of 7) prefers or can accept Option1, the moderator would like to propose to agree on Option 1 for the identified issue. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree on Option 1 to solve the issue and agree the CR in R3-226819 (revision of R3-226461).

----
In case that Proposal 2 is not agreeable …
[bookmark: _GoBack]Way forward: For the way to capture in the specification, take Option 1, 2A, and 2B as the base, to be continued in the next meeting.
Discussion
At the online session at RAN3#118 it was clarified that the scenario is applied for CPA and inter-SN CPC and the issue emerges when the MN consists of a CU and a DU.
The moderator also took some offline discussions with the delegates who gave valuable comments online and basically the comments are clarified or resolved with additional revision to the CR.
Confirm the issue in RAN3
Regarding whether it is RAN2 or RAN3 issue, reiterate from our observations in the TS 37.340 below. It is clarified that RAN2 assumed a conditional MCG configuration can be configured to the UE together with a SCG configuration in the RRCReconfiguration** received from the candidate SN. Unless RAN2 removes the possible MCG configuration from the TS 37.340, there is no way to support it in current F1AP specification. Therefore, the moderator proposes to solve it in RAN3 to align with the specification text added by RAN2. The additional reason may be that the MCG configuration can also be configured during immediate DC operation so that there may be no clear reason why in CPAC this cannot be supported.

	3.	The MN sends to the UE an RRCReconfiguration message including the CPA configuration, i.e. a list of RRCReconfiguration* messages and associated execution conditions. Each RRCReconfiguration* message contains the SCG configuration in the RRCReconfiguration** received from the candidate SN in step 2 and possibly an MCG configuration. Besides, the RRCReconfiguration message can also include an updated MCG configuration. e.g. to configure the required conditional measurements.
4.	The UE applies the RRCReconfiguration message received in step 3, stores the CPA configuration and replies to the MN with an RRCReconfigurationComplete message. In case the UE is unable to comply with (part of) the configuration included in the RRCReconfiguration message, it performs the reconfiguration failure procedure.
4a.	The UE starts evaluating the execution conditions. If the execution condition of one candidate PSCell is satisfied, the UE applies RRCReconfiguration* message corresponding to the selected candidate PSCell, and sends an MN RRCReconfigurationComplete* message, including an RRCReconfigurationComplete** message for the selected candidate PSCell, and information enabling the MN to identify the SN of the selected candidate PSCell.



Proposal 1: The conditional MCG configuration issue is identified in F1AP and should be solved in RAN3. 

Solutions to the issue 
[Option 1] To support parallel UE Context Modification procedures for CPAC preparation at the MN, it was further noticed that there should be a way for the CU and DU to differentiate between the parallel procedures. One way to achieve so is to add PSCell ID in the UE Context Modification Request message and the existing Requested Target Cell ID IE in the UE Context Modification Response message can be reused with some further semantics and procedure text changes.
[Option 2] One extra solution is raised to avoid parallel UE Context Modification procedures for CPAC preparation at the MN. It is the MN-CU to signal the received CG-CandidateList IE to the MN-DU directly and retrieve a list of CellGroupConfig IE(s) from the MN-DU in one UE Context Modification procedure. Regarding the list of CellGroupConfig IE(s), there may be two possible options. 
· Option 2A is to define a RAN3 IE to include the list of CellGroupConfig IE(s) and the corresponding PSCell ID. 
· Option 2B is to request RAN2 to define a new inter-node RRC container for the list of CellGroupConfig IE(s) during the preparation phase and therefore an LS out is required.  
[bookmark: _Hlk119397401]
As the two solutions above both work but may require different specification change efforts. The moderator first prepares two draft contributions based on R3-226461 regarding the Option 1 and Option 2A as they requires only RAN3 efforts and to be revised as needed.
· Draft_R3-226819 Correction to conditional MCG configuration in CPAC_38.473_Option1
· Option 1 (parallel UE Context Modification procedures) 
· Draft_R3-226819 Correction to conditional MCG configuration in CPAC_38.473_Option2A 
· Option 2A (a single UE Context Modification procedure; RAN3 defined list)

Companies to provide valuable comments for the solutions

[bookmark: _Hlk116392416]Q1: Comments/remarks regarding the preferred options  

	Company
	Option 1, 2A, or 2B
	Comment

	Google
	Option 1
	Although both options could work, Option 1 has less specification impact and is consistent with the target/SN side F1AP behavior.
[To Intel] As the list of PSCell ID and CG-CandidateList is provided in the SN Addition Request Acknowledge message for CPAC operation, anyway MN is aware of them. And if the same logic as XnAP is followed, in addition to the RRC container, the list of PSCell ID is still required while the RRC container already has the PCIs and ARFCNs included actually. We may therefore inevitably introduce the list of PSCell ID along with the new Container still in F1AP for Option 2B.

	Nokia
	Perhaps 1 is simpler…
	

	Intel
	Option 2B
	We think there is no clear reason of having the parallel procedures in the source side. The original intention of the parallel procedures is to allow possibly different admission results for each candidate cell to be prepared for CHO/CPAC. Here the source CU just needs to provide a list of CG-Config (for which RAN2 already defined inter-node RRC container CG-CandidateList) and the source DU just needs to provide a list of CellGroupConfig for which any update is performed from the DU. For this, we can ask for RAN2 to define (as similar for CG-CandidateList). 
We tend to agree that the identification of each CG-Config and CellGroupConfig should be based on PSCell ID, but here is for the source side, which has nothing to do with PSCell ID.. for which Option 1 and Option 2A are a bit conercing to us. We think it is not good to expose PSCell ID explicitly over RAN3 signalling to be performed on MCG side. If RAN2 can define the corresponding container for the list of CellGroupConfig (as similar for CG-CandidateList), those identifications can be hidden by the container and the impact on our F1AP can be minimal.    


	Huawei
	Option 1 is preferred. 
	Unless there is any severe issue for option1, we can go to a simple solution.  

	Lenovo
	Maybe we ask RAN2
	Strictly speaking it depends on what will change for MCG configuration, e.g., if DU will be involved at all. 
We can accept Option 1 if majority prefers. 
For Option 2b we need LS to RAN2. 

	ZTE
	Both, prefer to option 2A
	Option 1 is also  fine for us

	CATT
	Option 1
	Option 1 is simple



6 companies prefers or can accept Option1.
1 company prefers Option2A.
1 company prefers Option2B.

	Moderator Summary  :
Majority companies prefer or can accept Option 1. One company prefers also Option 2A. One company prefers Option 2B.




If the Option 2B is preferred, in regard to a possible LS to RAN2 informing the decisions at this meeting, companies are also asked to provide their view.
Q2: Comments/remarks regarding the LS to RAN2 if the Option 2B is selected in Q1 

	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	If Option 2B is preferred, we can ask for RAN2 to define an inter-node RRC container for a list of CellGroupConfig, as similar for CG-CandidateList. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



	Moderator Summary  :
One company prefers Option 2B and suggests sending LS to RAN2 to define an inter-node RRC container for a list of CellGroupConfig.




Given the result that the clear majority (6 out of 7) prefers or can accept Option1, the moderator would like to propose to agree on Option 1 for the identified issue. 

Proposal 2: RAN3 to agree on Option 1 to solve the issue and agree the CR in R3-226819 (revision of R3-226461).

Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
TBU
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