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0. Introduction
This contribution provides the discussion of the following CB,
CB: # 5_QMCCoordination

- Check the network based solution to align with the UE behavior without any issue?

(moderator - SS)

Summary of offline disc R3-252271
1. For the Chairman’s Notes

To be updated…
2. Discussion
According to the reply LS from RAN2 in R3-251516, the following reply is provided,
It is specified in the field descriptions as below that rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 is only configured for an MCG and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 is only configured for an SCG. 

	rrc-SegAllowedSRB4

This field indicates that RRC segmentation of MeasurementReportAppLayer is enabled on SRB4. The field is only configured for an MCG. It may be present only if the UE supports RRC segmentation of the MeasurementReportAppLayer message.

	rrc-SegAllowedSRB5

This field indicates that RRC segmentation of MeasurementReportAppLayer is enabled on SRB5. The field is only configured for an SCG. It may be present only if the UE supports RRC segmentation of the MeasurementReportAppLayer message.



Based on it, there are two different understandings in RAN2:

· Understanding 1: rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 is only used for an MCG, and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 is only used for SCG. But there is no restriction that MN should not include rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 in AppLayerMeasConfig-r17 or SN should not include rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 in AppLayerMeasConfig-r17. In order words, UE can receive both rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 in a common AppLayerMeasConfig-r17 from any node.
· Understanding 2: rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 is only configured in an MCG configuration and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 is only configured in an SCG configuration.

…

RAN2 has discussed whether to change the current design on rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 and it was not agreed as it would lead to non-backward compatible changes in RAN2 specifications. Therefore RAN2 reached below agreement:
	· We do not correct this in RAN2 and let RAN3 make corrections


Based on the above information provided by RAN2, it is clear that there are two understandings in RAN2.
In addition, it is also clear that RAN2 agreed not to correct the current design on rrc-SegAllowedSRB4-r17 and rrc-SegAllowedSRB5-r18 because the potential correction will lead to NBC change.

As an conclusion based on the above observations,
· A common understanding needs to be achieved, otherwise we will have inter-operability issue between the network and the UE,
· If we follow Understanding 2, NBC change is needed for RAN2 spec.

· If we follow Understanding 1, the RRC segmentation coordination is needed for XnAP
Question 1: Do you agree that we have to achieve one common understanding?
Question 2: Do you agree that,
· If we follow Understanding 2, NBC change is needed for RAN2 spec.

· If we follow Understanding 1, the RRC segmentation coordination is needed for XnAP.
Question 3: Which Understanding do you prefer and why?
Question 4: Whether a reply LS is needed, and what to be captured in the reply LS?
On top of the above questions, if time allows, we can further check,

Question 5: Whether any enhancement is needed to support offloading issue as described by company?
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