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1. Introduction
The offline discussion scope is as shown below:
CB: # 6_RNA_Update

- consensus is to go for Opt3
-  periodic only or mobility triggered?

- cause value in retrieve request?

- retrieve failure vs. retrieve response message?

- Releasing UEs in RRC_INACTIVE should follow the same approach as for RNAU w/o path switch? Any additional indications needed at all?

- SS proposal on optimizing the connection resume?

- LS to RAN2
(QC)
2. Summary of discusson and proposals

(1) Procedure structure

A slight majority of companies prefers using the failure message. The main technical reason for using the successful response message is the possibility that counters are used for “unsuccessful context retrieval” (which can happen within the RNA for various reasons). It seems however that the serving node could easily distinguish a “normal” failure from this case by the presence of the RRC container.

Proposal 1: Use failure message.

(2) Cause

Most companies prefer to include only the RNAU cause value. 
Ericsson also asks how the periodic RNAU scenario can be distinguished from others. This can be done by combining the cause value (RNAU) with the anchor’s knowledge of the RNA (i.e. if the cell ID is inside the RNA and the cause value is RNAU).

We should however not rule out other possible scenarios in future. For example, in the application to release (to idle), it may be helpful to know that cause is MT (i.e. paging).  

Proposal 2: Add Resume Cause value to the request message with extensible enumeration and single value (RNAU).
(3) Application to mobility RNAU
Although most companies think it is feasible, there seems to be no need to consider this specifically at this stage. We could mention in the response LS that although not forbidden, the application to mobility RNAU has some drawbacks.
Proposal 3: Proceed on the basis that anchor non-relocation is targeted at periodic RNAU.

(4) Application to release (to IDLE)

There is a consensus that this can be left as an implementation option. If agreeable, possible stage 2 clarifications could be considered at a later meeting (as part of stage 2 inactive clean-ups).
Proposal 4: Application to release to IDLE is enabled by the same functionality and can be left to implementations. Whether possible stage 2 clarifications are required may be considered further.
(5) On the Samsung proposal

After further investigation, it is understood that this proposal requires further discussion in RAN2 and/or SA3, as it does not provide the two-step security key separation.

LS reply to RAN2 and stage 3 TP are provided respectively in R3-184337 and R3-184336.

Annex: Record of discussion
Based on the above, we should start from the Option 3 as discussed in CATT’s paper, and focus on the specifics of Option 3 as represented in different flavours presented at this meeting.
Let’s consider first the signalling details.

(1) Procedure structure

Some proposals use the failure message to provide the RRC container, while one proposes using the successful response message. In the second case, the structure of the response message needs to change (with a choice) since currently the context is mandatory.
Q1: Do you have a preference for using either the failure or successful response message to carry an RRC message? Please justify.
	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	We have a slight preference for the failure message. Currently a successful context retrieval would send the context, hence there is in some sense a failure if the context is not relocated. However, we acknowledge that this could work either way.

	Huawei
	In general, we prefer to use the response message due to two reasons:

1) It is strange to use a faiure message over Xn for a peiroidc RNA update which is a normal use case (Failure message can be only used for abmorma cases) and   is usually performed successfully.

2) There shold be negative impact to the failure coutners in the new nodes if failure message is used in this case. And it will further impact the root cause diagnose function in OAM.

For the impact on the response message, either we use a choice IE, or we can implement the RRC container as a contional IE, e.g., if-UEContextnotPresen. We are open to discuss this.

	CATT
	Slightly prefer to use failure message as UE context is not needed in case of periodic RNAU.

	LGE
	A slight preference for response message. If the failure message is used to deliver the RRC message to the new gNB, the cause IE should be included into this message. However, there seems to be no cause IE to indicate the state transition to RRC_INACTIVE without context relocation. But we have no strong preference for this issue.

	Nokia
	Slight reference for response message.

	ZTE
	Slight preference to use failure message as UE context relocation is not needed in periodic RNAU. Response message would normally imply UE context relocation.

	Ericsson
	Only the failure message makes sense

	Samsung
	Preference for failure message.

	
	

	
	


(2) Cause
Some form of indication is required in the initiating message that allows the anchor to distinguish at least periodic RNAU from other UE transactions. Currently RAN2 has a RNAU cause, but it is anyway easy for the anchor to detect a periodic RNAU (if needed) by taking the cause value and the knowledge of the RNA for the UE. For this, several options are possible:

· Send the cause value as provided by the UE in msg3

· Send cause value only for certain values, or an IE which is conditional on the cause value taking certain values (e.g. RNAU)
Q2: Do you have a preference for using cause value or dependent IE in the request message (or some other selective scheme)?

	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	We have a slight preference for sending the cause value as received from the UE. This is consistent with other aspects of the request message which are essentially copy/paste of msg3.

	Huawei
	No strong view. But copy/past all the RRC values into Xn procedure may bring some redundant into our spec.

	CATT
	Only add the cause value e.g. RNAU to Xn, or use an IE to indicate the current resume is for RNAU. 

	LGE
	At least add the cause value for RNAU in the Retrieve UE context request message.

	Nokia
	Should be RNAU cause value.

	ZTE
	Single RNAU cause value is enough.

	Ericsson
	From a functional point of view, we need to be able to deduce the scenario. An indication with a single enumeration for RNAU should be sufficient. Q: can we distinguish periodic RNAU from normal? Or is this a guess to be made in NG-RAN?

	Samsung
	A cause value e.g. RNAU seems benifical.

	
	

	
	


(3) Application to mobility RNAU
The question is whether there should be support for not relocating the context in the case of periodic RNAU only, or also for mobility RNAU cases. In the mobility RNAU case, obviously there would have to be an Xn between new serving node and anchor node as a pre-requisite, and also by definition the configuration would have to be changed by the anchor node.

Q3: Do you agree with the proposal to extend the application to mobility RNAU?

	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	We think that this is possible but maybe should be kept as an FFS for now; at least it should be checked with RAN2 to clarify that they intended this use case to be covered by the same functionality.

	Huawei
	Technically, we think it is feasible. It may depend on the implememtation of anchor gNB.  And standard should not restrict the feasibility of product implementation.
Anyway, we agree that further check with RAN2 is needed.

	CATT
	It’s feasible but not preferred.

Base on the implementation, the anchor gNB could decide not to relocate the anchor for mobility triggered RNAU by extending the RNA for the UE.

	LGE
	No strong view. However, it seems to be feasible to extend the application to mobility RNAU.

	Nokia
	To be further studied.

	ZTE
	Though feasible, we prefer that UE context relocation is always performed for mobility inter-RNAU case, as target (new) node needs to reconfigure the inactive parameters. It would be bad if the last serving node still holds the UE.

	Ericsson
	Mobility RNAU should be always followed by Path Switch.

	Samsung
	For mobility case, the anchor should be relocated.

	
	

	
	


(4) Application to release (to IDLE)
The observation made by some companies is that, since the difference between sending UE to inactive or idle is just the inclusion of the inactive configuration in the RRC Release message, then the solution now comes for free for the transition to idle.

This would be up to RAN implementation and policy i.e. as part of context release, the anchor can trigger Uu and/or RAN paging, and then use the same functionality to ensure that the UE goes to idle even if in another node’s coverage. 
Q4: Do you agree with the proposal to extend the application to release UE to IDLE?

	Company
	View

	Qualcomm
	Our view is that requires no extra stage 3 specification work, and can be left as an implementation option. If agreeable, possible stage 2 clarifications could be considered at a later meeting (as part of stage 2 inactive clean-ups).

	Huawei
	Agree with QC.

	CATT
	Agree with QC, Stage 2 is needed.

	LGE
	Agree with QC.

	Nokia
	if no impact (check RAN2)

	ZTE
	Agree with QC. (we have tried to clarify that in R3-183650)

	Ericsson
	Yes, that is what we proposed

	Samsung
	This can be network implementation without any stage 2 and stage 3 impact. Nothing is required to be clarified in the specification.

	
	

	
	


5. Indicator in context response message

If RAN3 restrict the solution of not relocating the context only for periodic RNAU case then the common case of mobility RNAU is not addressed. As a consequence the release message is delayed due to path switch which results in UE power consumption impacts.

This can be avoided at least for the case of vertically derived key if the 1-bit indicator is included in the context response message. 

Q5: Do you agree with the proposal to include the 1-bit in context response message for the mobility RNAU case?

	Company
	View

	Samsung
	Yes, this is independent of RAN2 decision to handle mobility RNAU to avoid negative impacts to UE power consumption

	Qualcomm
	For the record, this topic was not initiated as it was initially believed that it required further motivation from SA2. After further checking, we understand this is definitely the case (in fact both RAN2 and SA3), since the proposal does not provide the two step security separation required by SA3.


