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Discussion
During the meeting, two points were left for offline discussion #78 (Annex captures the chair’s minutes):
1) How to handle the reestablishmentComplete
2) The changes to capture what can be changed during re-establishment procedure (which is done using first reconfiguration after re-establishment).
Handling re-establishment complete
As discussed [1] and in the meeting, after processing the reestablishment message, the UE will immediately deliver the reestablishmentComplete before processing the Reconfiguration message.
Three options were considered during the online and offline discussions:
Option 1. Don’t do any specification changes.  UE will RACH unless there is an UL grant for the re-establishment complete message (it will be difficult for network to time the UL grant correctly).  Network implementation may wait until receipt of reestablishmentComplete to send the first reconfiguration.  
Option 2. UE is allowed to delay reestablishmentComplete until it has processed the reconfiguration message.  Network has to send the first reconfiguration message as soon as possible.  
This option has no procedural or ASN.1 changes.   A NOTE is added that UE is allowed to delay sending reestablishmentComplete.  UE processing delay requirement for reestablishment message must consider the combined processing delay for reestablishment+Reconfiguration message (similar to what is done for SMC+reconfiguration for LTE). 
Option 3. Add necessary configuration parameters to reestablishment message.  LTE includes RRCConnectionReestablishment includes RadioResourceConfigDedicated.  No additional restriction seems to have been placed in the specifications and what is allowed to be included in RadioResourceConfigDedicated without security is left to network implementation.  We can do something similar in NR – include CellGroupConfig in reestablishment.  Though it will still remain optional and hence optional for network to use it.
This change impacts ASN.1 and is non-backward compatible.  
Q1: Please provide comments on the above options and your company preference.
	Company
	Preferred option
	Additional Comments on the options

	Intel 
	Option 1
	Our concern with option 3 is that some networks may include it and some may not.  And we will need additional capability/IOT bit for this leading to additional overall complexity at this late stage of Rel-15.
There does not seem to be much support for option 2!

	Samsung
	Option 1
	We agree with Intel

	CATT
	Option 1
	Network may provide an UL grant for RRCReestablishmentComplete message. If no UL grant is allocated, it is acceptable for UE to trigger RACH for reestablishment complete message.

	ZTE
	Option 1 or Option 3 
	We are okay with option 1. However, if there is a majority view to go with option 3, this is also fine for us (assuming this is changed in a backwards compatible way – from ASN.1 perspective)

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 1 or Option 3
	It is indeed true that even with option 3 the network may not provide necessary configuration to avoid random access.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	Same view as CATT



Proposal #1: No change is made to the specifications.  RACH, if needed, is considered acceptable for the re-establishment Complete.

Handling CR covering first reconfiguration after re-establishment
Having double checked LTE, there are a some L2 parameters that can only be changed during Handover or in first reconfiguration with sync.  Some of these are also valid for NR but there are not many.  Then one suggestion for the CR would be to:
Option 1. Limit changes in the CR to only L2 parameters (as mentioned there are not many and these are mostly already what is in the CR) and give an opportunity for User plane delegates to check the CR – with a short email discussion if it cannot be completed by end of the meeting.
Option 2. The other option is to postpone the topic to next meeting.  Though most of these changes should not be controversial and can be seen to be of clarification nature,  it may increase the risk of “non-backward” compatibility.  
I will provide an updated CR shortly and upload it to the same folder.  
Q2: Please comment on the above suggestion on the handling L2 parameters in the CR this week.
	Company
	Preferred option
	Additional Comments on the options

	Intel
	Option 3
	Option 3 is not introduce any of these changes in Rel-15.  After looking at the draft CR I have uploaded, it does not seem essential (though not optimal) to support an update of any of these parameters following a re-establishment.    

	Samsung
	Option 3
	We agree with Intel

	CATT
	Option 3
	We agree with Intel

	ZTE
	Option 3 or option 1
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Option 3
	Optimizations can be considered in release-16.

	Huawei
	Option 3
	



Proposal #2: No change is made to the specifications.  No additional L2 parameter updates will be supported with first reconfiguration after re-establishment.  

Conclusion and proposals

Proposal #1: No change is made to the specifications.  RACH, if needed, is considered acceptable for the re-establishment Complete.
Proposal #2: No change is made to the specifications.  No additional L2 parameter updates will be supported with first reconfiguration after re-establishment.  



Annex: Chair’s notes on the documents

R2-1816766	Ambiguity during transmission of RRCReestablishmentComplete	Intel Corporation	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
-	Samsung ask if this problem is in LTE. Intel explain that it doesn’t exist in LTE as the re-establishment message itself can contain some configuration.
-	ZTE think the solution is that the network just needs to provide an UL grant so that the complete message can be sent.
-	Nokia agree with ZTE.
-	LG think the smart gNB will not send the conflicting configuration in the same TTI and so can handle this case. 
-	Huawei think that the UE is required to send the re-establishment response before acting on the reconfiguration message.
-	Ericsson think the 2 response messages might be send together in the same TTI.
-	Update from offline: 3 options to be discussed more. 1 to update the re-establishment message, 2 to delay the complete message until the reconfiguration is processed; 3 make not specification changes which will likely cause the UE to initiate RACH
-	Samsung see no problem with the UE doing random access.
-	ZTE also think that it is not critical if RACH is triggered but also think some Phy configuration could be included in re-establishment
-	Huawei think adding anything in the message is too late at this stage
=>	Offline discussion to try to conclude (Offline discussion 78, Intel)

R2-1816747	Ambiguity during transmission of RRCReestablishmentComplete	Intel Corporation	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.3.0	0573	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1816749	Corrections to first reconfiguration after re-establishment	Intel Corporation	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.3.0	0574	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
-	ZTE think we could instead do a reconfig with sync in the first reconfiguration after re-establishment.
-	Ericsson wonder if we change these parameters with the reconfiguration after re-establishment then there could be issues if the parameters were ones where the network and UE need to be synchronised.
-	Intel think the problem is that we did not carefully consider all these parameters when we introduced the re-establishment issue.
=>	Discussed offline on how to progress with the CR together with offline discussion 78


