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1	Scope of the offline email discussion
This document aims to discuss list of open issues and provide summary as per below email discussion:

[Post109e#47][NBIOT/EMTC] Connection to 5GC open issues (Qualcomm)
Scope: Address known remaining open issues from 109e
	Capture identified NEW, if any, issues. Issues that have already been discussed and not pursued should not be brought up again.  
      Intended outcome: Report and proposals addressing open issues

Rapporteur suggests to handle this email discussion in 2 phases:
Phase 1: all companies are requested to provide their feedback by April-03-2020
Phase 2: Rapporteur will prepare summary by April-08-2020
2	Discussion
Remaining aspects related to DRB resumption
[1] Proposal S2-2: Offline discussion on remaining aspects related to DRB resumption, covering:
· full configuration
· particularities of NR PDCP

It is proposed to discuss the issues raised in [2] and also to indicate additional issues if any.

Full Configuration during  MO-EDT
In [2], it is indicated that full configuration will trigger the release followed by establishment of all layer 2 entities in both UE and the ng-eNB and that, for EDT, it means that the data transmitted in MSG3 are lost.  Therefore [2] proposes to capture the following in stage 2.
Proposal 1-1: If RRCConnectionResume message received in response to MO-EDT includes fullConfig, the UE shall consider the data were not successfully transmitted.
For reference, RRC specification section 5.3.5.8 includes the following (highlighting added):

	[bookmark: _Toc20486804][bookmark: _Toc29342096][bookmark: _Toc29343235]5.3.5.8	Radio Configuration involving full configuration option
The UE shall:
1>	if the UE is connected to EPC:
2>	release/ clear all current dedicated radio configurations except for the following:
-	the MCG C-RNTI,
-	the MCG security configuration,
-	the PDCP, RLC, logical channel configurations for the RBs,
-	the logged measurement configuration;
1>	else if the UE is connected to 5GC:
2>	release/ clear all current dedicated radio configurations except for the following:
-	the MCG C-RNTI,
-	the MCG security configuration,
-	the configurations (SDAP if configured, PDCP, RLC and logical channel) for the RBs;
NOTE 1:	Radio configuration is not just the resource configuration but includes other configurations like MeasConfig and OtherConfig. In case (NG)EN-DC is configured, this also includes the entire NR SCG configuration. Such NR SCG configuration does not include the DRB configuration as configured by nr-RadioBearerConfig1 and nr-RadioBearerConfig2).
1>	if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes the mobilityControlInfo:
2>	release/ clear all current common radio configurations;
2>	use the default values specified in 9.2.5 for timer T310, T311 and constant N310, N311;
1>	else:
2>	use values for timers T301, T310, T311 and constants N310, N311, as included in ue-TimersAndConstants received in SystemInformationBlockType2 (or SystemInformationBlockType2-NB in NB-IoT);
1>	apply the default physical channel configuration as specified in 9.2.4;
1>	apply the default semi-persistent scheduling configuration as specified in 9.2.3;
1>	apply the default MAC main configuration as specified in 9.2.2;




I.e., some configurations are preserved even for fullConfig case, and default PHY and MAC Config is applied for msg3 which is not different from current specification for MO-EDT with or without fullConfig. 

Discussion Point P1:  Indicate whether you agree with the proposal and provide justifications.
	Company
	do you agree with the proposal (yes/no)
	Comments

	QC
	
	If UL data was sent byusing MO-EDT (UL data is multiplexed with Msg3), if ng-eNB can successfully receive SRB0 RRC Connection Resume msg (Msg3), ng-eNB should be able to at least decode UL DRB data as well. 
We are not 100% sure under which specific scenario, ng-eNB may fail to receive UL data??   
Even if fullConfig is received in Msg 4, it only causes UE to apply default PHY, MAC configurations. 


	BB
	No
	The successful reception of the RRC Resume message in msg3 does not indicate failure to receive the data. The response with full config may be sent be the network regardless of the data reception status (e.g. the network may decide to reconfigure the UE even if it has received the data).

	Huawei
	TBD
	We agree that the extract above is not different from legacy from legacy. However, in the same section, there is the following text for eMTC (and similar text has been added for NB-IoT). which is only possible in case fullConfig is included
1>	if the UE is connected to 5GC:
2>	for each pdu-Session that is part of the current NR UE configuration:
3>	release the SDAP entity (clause 5.1.2 in TS 37.324 [97]);
3>	release the NR PDCP entity for each DRB associated to the pdu-Session;
3>	release the RLC entity or entities for each DRB associated to the pdu-Session;
3>	release the DTCH logical channel for each DRB associated to the pdu-Session;
3>	release the drb-identity for each DRB associated to the pdu-Session;
NOTE 4:	This will retain the pdu-Session but remove the DRBs including drb-identity of these bearers from the current NR UE configuration and trigger the setup of the DRBs within the AS in clause 5.3.10.3 using the new configuration. The pdu-Session acts as the anchor for associating the released and re-setup DRB. In the AS the DRB re-setup is equivalent with a new DRB setup (including new PDCP and logical channel configurations).
We are fine with not specifying anything. However, this implies that the eNB falls back to RRCConnectionSetup if it needs to reconfigure the radio bearers. 

	Ericsson
	FFS
	Agree in principle with above comments.
Additionally, it is not clear what is the use cases for full configuration with MO-EDT and if that needs to be supported.  
We have earlier agreed to support full configuration for RRCConnectionResume for the 5GC UP CIoT optimization, e.g., like it is supported for RRC_INACTIVE case. However, we have not explicitly talked about EDT and full config, and such option, where data would have been transmitted in Msg3 before full config, does not currently exist in the specifications. Moreover, such option does not exist for the EPC MO-EDT and the motivation to support it is not clear. 

	LG
	No
	The problem in the proposal is not clear to us. Is the issue, if an ng-eNB transmits RRCConnectionResume with fullConfig, that means the ng-NB was not able to extract UL data in Msg3 and fails to forward it to the core side?  

	Nokia
	No
	As the msg4 is sent in response to msg3 which also includes the MO-EDT, this can be considered as ack for UL-DATA. As QC indicated for which specific scenario, network sends the RRC-Reconfig without decoding the complete msg3 contents.

	ZTE
	No
	As mentioned previously, we think for EDT and PUR case, even UE receives full configuration in Msg4, data transmission along with RRCConnectionResumeRequest message still can be considered as success. Such case is a fallback case under successful resumption.
Moreover, before we can clearly identify any issue, we don’t think it needs to have the restriction that ng-eNB can only send RRCConnectionSetup in Msg4 if it needs to reconfigure the radio bearers. That is, we disagree with HW’s last comment. We assume it's possible for ng-eNB to send reconfiguration in either RRCConnectionResumeRequest or RRCConnectionSetup messages.



Conclusion: 
No: 4 companies (ZTE, Nokia, LGE, BB)
FFS: 2 companies (Huawei, Ericsson)
1 company did not say YES or NO. (QC)
Majority companies agree that there is no clear use case for scenario specified in proposal 1-1 mentioned above.
Proposal 1: If RRCConnectionResume message received in response to MO-EDT includes fullConfig, the UE considers the data were successfully transmitted and additional UE and ng-eNB restrictions will not be specified.

NR PDCP configuration for SRB1 
In [2], it is described that, in Rel-15 eLTE, UE implicitly changes to NR-PDCP for SRB1 upon reception of RRCConnectionSetup in response to RRCConnectionResumeRequest. In [2], it is proposed to follow the same approach for eMTC connected to 5GC.
Rapporteur’s understanding is the proposal above is intended for fallback to RRC Connection setup procedure. Therefore, the proposal is slightly reworded below.
Proposal 2-1: Upon fallback to RRC connection establishment setup procedure during RRC connection resumption when connected to 5GC, eMTC UEs implicitly change to use default NR-PDCP configuration for SRB1.

Discussion Point P2:  Indicate whether you agree or not with the proposal and provide justifications.
	Company
	do you agree with the proposal (yes/no)
	Comments

	QC
	yes
	eMTC UE always uses NR PDCP when connected to 5GC. During RRC Connection resume procedure, if NW triggers fallback to RRC Connection setup, UE still continues to use NR PDCP but uses default configuration.
This can be done in the RRC with following two changes (new text in yellow highlight):
[bookmark: _Toc29343205][bookmark: _Toc29342066]5.3.3.4	Reception of the RRCConnectionSetup by the UE
NOTE 1:	Prior to this, lower layer signalling is used to allocate a C-RNTI. For further details see TS 36.321 [6];
The UE shall:
1>	if the RRCConnectionSetup is received in response to an RRCConnectionResumeRequest from a suspended RRC connection when connected to EPC:
<skip>
1>	if the RRCConnectionSetup is received in response to an RRCConnectionResumeRequest from RRC_INACTIVE or for resuming a suspended RRC connection in 5GC:
<skip>

	BB
	yes
	Using default configuration in this case is ok.

	Huawei
	yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Assuming the motivation is to (only) clarify that in fallback case, the default NR PDCP configuration would be used, we agree. 
Suggestion to clarify the proposal "… to use default NR PDCP configuration for all subsequent messages via SRB1". 

	LG
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	



Conclusion: 
All 7 companies agree with the proposal. 
Proposal 2: Upon fallback to RRC connection setup procedure during RRC connection resumption when connected to 5GC, eMTC UEs use default NR-PDCP configuration for all subsequent messages via SRB1.


Aligning Cat M definition with LTE-M indicator 
[1] Proposal S3-1: Discuss the change in the e-mail discussion on the running eMTC 36.306 running CR or postpone to next meeting
In [3], it indicated that clarification in TS 36.306 is essential to ensure LTE-M indicator serves the purpose it is intended for.  A text proposal is provided for inclusion in  the eMTC running CR to TS 36.306.
Proposal 3-1:	Changes proposed in section 2 of [3] be included in the eMTC running CR to TS 36.306.

Discussion Point P3:  Do you agree with the text proposal and do you have any comments on the suggested text
	Company
	Do you agree with the text proposal 
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	First change is merely to capture the conditional support of lower eMTC category in a table to be consistent with other LTE categories.  
Second change is needed to ensure UE signalling Cat M category should not signal any other optional LTE categories so that LTE-M indication in RRC message can be relied upon by network.

	BB
	Yes
	Makes UE capabilities consistent.

	Huawei
	No
	this was discussed at RAN2#109e so not sure why we are discussing again.
About the TP:
We don’t understand why ‘A UE indicating Category M2 shall also indicate Category M1.’ has been deleted in the first change
The change in table 4.1A-6 changes the meaning of the column, which is to indicate which other capability the UE shall also report not the other way round (i.e. which capability the UE should not report as in the TP)
We do not think a change is needed at all, as anyway, the UE will always report a mandatory category , i.e. cat (1..5), so what difference does it make to forbid reporting of optional category ? In both cases, there are ignored by the eNB.  

	Ericsson
	No
	We don't understand why the text should be removed from 4.1A.

There doesn't seem to be need for the changes in Table 4.1A-6., indication of M1 when UE indicates M2 is already clear in 4.1A. We had the discussion about this in RAN2#108 and agreed to capture clarification in chairman's notes, we don't think anything else is needed.

It is not clear what would be the confusion regarding Cat-M indication in RRC message?

	ZTE
	Yes
	Per our understanding, we think the changes in [3] are editorial and the intention is to be aligned with the definition way for categories combinations in legacy.
We are generally ok with the changes but for the second change in Table 4.1A-6, we suggest to change “DL Category M1, UL Category M1” to “DL Category M1 and UL Category M1”.



Conclusion: 
Yes : 3 companies (QC, BB, ZTE)
ZTE suggested that for the 2nd change in Table 4.1A-6, we suggest to change “DL Category M1, UL Category M1” to “DL Category M1 and UL Category M1”.
No : 2 companies (Huawei, Ericsson)
These 2 companies think there is no need for changes.
These is no consensus about the changes proposed in [3]
Proposal 3:  RAN2 to further discuss about need for including changes proposed in the eMTC running CR to TS 36.306 (R2-2000311)

Early UE capability retrieval enhancements for eMTC/5GC
In case of NB-IoT/EPC, upon eNB receiving Msg 3 from NB-IoT UE, eNB can retrieve UE radio capabilities from MME (by using S1-AP UE Retrieve Information and S1-AP UE Information Transfer) before sending Msg 4 to UE. S-TMSI included in Msg3 is used by eNB to unambiguously identify the MME where the UE is registered with. 
In case of NB-IoT/5GC and eMTC/5GC, it should be allowed for ng-eNB to retrieve UE radio capabilities from AMF during RRC Connection Setup procedure, i.e., upon receiving RRC Connection Setup request-NB/RRC Connection Setup Request from UE and before sending RRC Connection Setup-NB/RRC Connection Setup message to UE.
Document [4] discussed about enhancements required to enable ng-eNB to retrieve UE radio capabilities from AMF after receiving Msg 3 from eMTC/5GC UE. But the document was not treated in the last meeting. Proposals from [4] are (after some rearrangement):
Proposal 4-1:	For eMTC connected to 5GC, adopt truncated 40-bit 5G-S-TMSI as UE Identity in RRC Connection Request Message.
Proposal 4-2:  SIB1 indicates whether or not to use truncated 40-bit 5G-S-TMSI.
Proposal 4-3:	If truncated 40 bit 5G-S-TMSI is used in Msg 3 for eMTC UE connected to 5GC, there is no need for including ng-5G-S-TMSI-Part2 in Msg 5.
Proposal 4-4.	Send LS to SA2, RAN3 and CT1.
Rapporteur wants to emphasize that if we want to introduce such functionality in future release and not in Rel-16, that would require differentiating msg3 with or without truncated 5G-S-TMSI, and that would be almost impossible given that there is only one spare bit left in msg3 for eMTC.

Discussion Point P4:  Do you agree with above proposals P4-1 to P4-4? Please provide your comments to for each proposal, if any.
	Company
	Do you agree with the proposals P4-1 to P4-4 above?
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	
We think if we don’t introduce this optimization in R16, and if we introduce in later releases it would require UE to indicate whether UE is using truncated 5G-S-TMSI or not in Msg3. In eMTC there is only one spare bit left in MSG3, and this spare bit needs to be kept for very essential need. Therefore, use of truncated 5G-S-TMSI in eMTC is impossible to introduce in future release.
This feature should be mandatory for R16 UEs without any capability. If SIB indicates to use truncated 40-bit 5G-S-TMSI, UE shall send truncated 40-bit 5G-S-TMSI in Msg3.


	BB
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	No
	We do not see the need for this. This is not part of the WI, has impact on RRC specification (text and ASN.1) and on other WGs, while the release is now functionally close.

	Ericsson
	FFS
	We are wondering that as there already is RRC connection request defined, wouldn't we already require differentiation in Rel-16 to unambiguously differentiate between e.g. WB and NB access? 

	LG
	No
	If this enhancement is needed for specific cases, we can further discuss this.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Huawei. This enhancement is not specific to LTE-M/NB-IoT connectivity. Needs to be taken up outside this WI scope as generic solution for 5GC connectivity for LTE.

	ZTE
	FFS
	We tend to agree with the intention that ng-eNB also needs to acquire UE capabilities after Msg3 in some cases. Also we can understand the issue that ng-eNB cannot identify the AMF only based on ng-5G-S-TMSI-Part1 (the rightmost 40 bits of 5G-S-TMSI) in Msg3. The solution needs to be discussed if this function would be supported.
But we think firstly we need to check whether the similar UE radio capabilities retrieval procedure as that for S1AP in EPC has been supported for NGAP in 5GC.



Conclusion:
Yes : 2 companies (QC, BB)
No : 3 companies (Huawei, LG, Nokia)
One company thinks it is not needed, is not part of WI, impacts to other WGs.
One company thinks that this enhancement is not specific to LTE-M/NB-IoT connectivity. Needs to be taken up outside this WI scope as generic solution for 5GC connectivity for LTE.
One company thinks further discussion needed.
FFS : 2 companies (ZTE, Ericsson)
One company is wondering “wouldn't we already require differentiation in Rel-16 to unambiguously differentiate between e.g. WB and NB access?”.  
Rapporteur thinks that the issue is related to how to differentiate within a given RAT (i.e eMTC/5GC), how to differentiate whether UE is reporting 40 LSBs of 5G-S-TMSI or 40 bit truncated 5G-S-TMSI within critical extension of RRC Connection Request Msg used for 5GC connectivity. 
One company agrees with intention but wanted to further check whether the similar UE radio capabilities retrieval procedure as that for S1AP in EPC has been supported for NGAP in 5GC.
Rapporteur thinks NGAP enhancements were not discussed in RAN3 and not yet specified. Based on RAN2 discussion, LS can be sent to other WGs
In summary, Rapporteur thinks that R16 WI is not officially closed yet and in last meeting this issue was brought up and not treated. There are many enhancements introduced in R16 WI for 5GC enhancements even though they were not explicitly captured in WI objectives (Ex: CN based Re-establishment, PUR) and they were specified to make feature parity with EPC. 
These is no clear consensus about solution. Needs further discussion during next e-meeting.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to further discuss about potential solution for introducing truncated 40 bit 5G-S-TMSI in Msg 3 to assist ng-eNB for early UE capability retrieval from AMF.

How to report AS RAI when it leads to data segmentation
In document [5], AS RAI reporting was discussed. Summary of discussion point 3 from [5] is shown below:
[bookmark: _Hlk32539292]For discussion point 3: Do you agree that AS RAI, when triggered, should have higher priority than data? Please elaborate on why.
[bookmark: _Hlk32540696][bookmark: _Hlk32545927]5 companies agree that AS RAI, when triggered, should have higher priority than data. One company did not provide any comments to this discussion point and one company did not state any preference but shared their understanding that AS RAI can have the same priority as existing DL channel quality report MAC CE. Two companies argued that AS RAI should not be provided if including AS RAI would lead to data segmentation.

Based on discussion of [6], the following was agreed.
· For EDT and PUR: When AS RAI is triggered by upper layers but cannot be sent along with the associated MAC SDU due to MAC prioritisation, AS RAI is cancelled.
                      FFS non-EDT/non-PUR case
Discussion Point P5:  For non-EDT/non-PUR cases, should Rel-16 AS RAI triggered by upper layers be cancelled in case it leads to data segmentation?
	Company
	     Yes or No ?
	Comments

	QC
	no
	For non-EDT/non-PUR case, if sending of AS RAI leads to data fragmentation then UE can send AS RAI later instead of cancelling AS RAI. UE should be allowed to send AS RAI alone even when there is no data to send to provide assistance info to ng-eNB. It is up to UE implementation when to send AS RAI.

	BB
	No
	It should be possible for the UE to send the RAI later so that the network can act on it. The trigger for AS RAI is still valid and should be sent.


	Huawei
	No
	If it is cancelled then the eNB has no information on whether to keep the UE in connected mode or to release the UE.

	Ericsson
	No
	However, we don't agree that UE should send AS RAI without data solely as "assistance info". It would be strange to indicate e.g. single UL transmission or DL reply in case there would be no data at all. 

	LG
	Yes
	We think Rel-14 AS RAI (Sending BSR=0) is still available in Rel-16. 
Therefore, we can support the proposal.

	Nokia
	FFS
	If it is possible to include BSR=0 in this case (if AS RAI inclusion) is not possible, it can be used. Whether sending this AS RAI alone later will require SR and BSR for just sending it ? In this case it should be avoided.

	ZTE
	No
	We agree with Nokia.



NO : 5 companies (QC, BB, Huawei, Ericsson, ZTE)
One company says NO but they don't agree that UE should send AS RAI without data solely as "assistance info".
Yes :1 company ( LG)
FFS : 1 company (Nokia)
If inclusion of R16 AS RAI leads to data segmentation, UE will not include it for Non-EDT/Non-PUR case, R16 AS RAI is not cancelled and is allowed to be sent later. companies indicated that R14 AS RAI is applicable for 5GC as well. 
Rapporteur thinks that there is no prior agreement of supporting R14 AS RAI for 5GC. How UE can send AS RAI is discussed in P5-1 and P5-2.
Based on offline feedback from one company, I updated proposal to avoid confusion.

Proposal 5: For non-EDT/non-PUR cases, when Rel-16 AS RAI triggered by upper layers is not included in order to avoid data segmentation, the Rel-16 AS RAI is not cancelled.



Additionally, rapporteur wants to also bring into attention the following scenarios (for non-EDT/non-PUR) which seems to be missing from the Tdocs. Therefore, rapporteur has added the following proposals for discussion:
Proposal 5-1:	UE in RRC_CONNECTED can send Rel-16 RAI without any UL data.
Discussion Point P5-1:  Do you agree on proposal 5-1?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	 See above comments

	BB
	Yes
	Related with previous point.

	Huawei
	Yes
	this is not only for the case where sending RAI has been postponed to avoid segmentation, e.g. the upper layers may detect only after receiving a DL transmission that no more data are expected.

	Ericsson 
	No
	Please see the earlier reply. 

	LG
	No
	Related to previous one.

	Nokia
	No
	Same as above.

	ZTE
	No
	



Yes : 3 companies
No : 4 companies
There is no consensus.
Proposal 6:  RAN2 further discuss about whether UE in RRC_CONNECTED is allowed to send Rel-16 RAI without any UL data.


Proposal 5-2:	Rel-14 AS RAI is not configured for the UE connected to 5GC.
Discussion Point P5-2:  Do you agree on proposal 5-2?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	R14 AS RAI is only applicable for EPC system. For 5GC, it is not necessary as Rel-16 RAI is supported without capability reporting.
rai-Activation description can be updated as below.
rai-Activation 
When UE connected to EPC, Aactivation of release assistance indication (RAI) in TS 36.321 [6].

	BB
	Yes
	For the Rel-16 we have the Rel-16 RAI.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We should also discuss the case of EPC. Can the eNB configure both, or one or the other if the cell indicates support and the UE reports support?

	Ericsson
	No
	R14 AS RAI is a RAN feature and has nothing to do with EPC or 5GC, it would be not supported only if we explicitly say it would not apply in 5GC case – but this we have not agreed. 
It should be up to NW to configure if AS RAI is supported as well. The Rel-14 "AS RAI" considers only if BSR=0 would be sent – if configured, UE cancels pending BSR if there is no data right now to be sent but there may be in "the near future". Thus, the functionality is different and it doesn't interfere directly with the code points of Rel-16 AS RAI, and could be useful e.g. in cases there is no need to send Rel-16 AS RAI. Cf. e.g. the earlier questions on AS RAI: If Rel-14 AS RAI was configured, it could be enough to not send anything to indicate UE doesn't have information to indicate it would like to be released. 

	LG
	TBD
	If the UE decides on whether there is no more UL/DL transmission in the near future based on the same upper layer traffic information as Rel-16 AS RAI, Rel-14 AS RAI may not be needed. More details may need to be specified e.g. TS36.321. 

	Nokia
	No
	I think, Rel-14 BSR can be used if Rel-16 AS RAI cannot be accommodated in the uplink packet.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Nokia and also have sympathy with Ericsson’s comments.



Conclusion:
Yes: 3 companies
No: 3 companies
FFS: 1 company

Proposal 7: RAN2 to further discuss about whether R14 AS RAI (i.e BAR = 0) is applicable for 5GC or not. 

RRC Indication to 5G NAS about AS entering into RRC_INACTIVE vs UP 5GC CIoT Optimization
CT1 has sent a LS [7] asking for clarification on how NAS could distinguish between suspension to RRC_INACTIVE and Suspension to RRC_IDLE in 5GC. 
The same issue was raised in [8]. From 5G NAS, perspective 
· For RRC_INACTIVE state, NAS will be in CM_CONNECTED state 
· For UP CIoT 5GC Optimization, 5G NAS will be in CM_IDLE with suspended state
When UE AS enters into either RRC_INACTIVE and UP CIoT 5GC Optimization, RRC has to indicate to indicate to 5G NAS about which AS optimization is used to enable 5G NAS to use appropriate 5G NAS procedures. 

	There seems to be an ambiguity associated with the suspend indication that the RRC provides to the NAS as follows:
a) Section 5.3.8.7 of TS 36.331 (titled: UE actions upon entering RRC_INACTIVE) states:
“1>	indicate the suspension of the RRC connection to upper layers;”
b) For a UE that is using user plane CIoT 5GS optimization, section 5.3.12 of TS 36.331 (titled: UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED or RRC_INACTIVE) states:
 “1>	if leaving RRC_CONNECTED was triggered by suspension of the RRC:
… [SKIP] …
2>	store the following information provided by E-UTRAN:
3>	the resumeIdentity;
… [SKIP] …
2>	indicate the suspension of the RRC connection to upper layers;”
For the UE in WB-E-UTRA that is using user plane CIoT 5GS optimization, the NAS cannot know the trigger for the suspend indication from the lower layers i.e. RRC entering RRC inactive state or a suspension of the RRC connection for user plane CIoT 5GS optimization. 

ACTION: 	CT1 kindly requests RAN2 to clarify how the NAS can differentiate the two triggers for a suspend indication received from the RRC described above.



Proposal 8-1:   For eMTC connected to 5GC, when UE RRC enters into either RRC_INACTIVE state or UP CIoT 5GC Optimization, RRC procedure has to clearly indicate about RRC state to 5G NAS to enable 5G NAS using appropriate procedure.
Discussion Point P6:  Do you agree with above proposals P8-1? 
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	This is needed to avoid 5G NAS ambiguity of whether AS entered into RRC_INACTIVE or UP Optimization. Depending on AS state, 5G NAS CM state would be different.

	BB
	Yes
	Useful for AS/NAS synchronization.

	Huawei
	Yes
	But we should avoid to impact legacy eLTE (RRC_INACTIVE). so the default should be RRC_INACTIVE

	Ericsson
	Agree on intention but not agree on wording
	We don't think the RRC layer should indicate which RRC state is used, as that information would be specific to RRC layer only. However, the indication should contain unambiguous information to NAS layer on which type of suspension is done so that it is unambiguous whether CN considers the UE to be connected or not. 
We suggest to indicate in 5GC UP optimization case that it considers 5GC UP optimization, e.g. "indicate the suspension of the RRC connection for user plane CIoT 5GS optimization to upper layers" and keep the RRC_INACTIVE indication intact.  

	LG
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	The wording can be further discussed.



Conclusion:
Yes : 6 companies
All companies agree with intention. But wording can be discussed during CR discussion.

[bookmark: _Hlk37272494]Proposal 8: For eMTC connected to 5GC, when UE enters into either RRC_INACTIVE state or UP CIoT 5GC Optimization RRC suspension, RRC has to clearly indicate whether RRC entered in RRC_INACTIVE state or UP Optimization RRC suspension to 5G NAS.



UAC check for eMTC in RRC_CONNECTED after handover
UAC check for eMTC UEs in RRC_CONNECTED mode was discussed at RAN2#109e and the following agreement was made:
BL UEs or UEs in CE in RRC_CONNECTED mode performs access barring check based on the latest UAC parameters acquired prior to entering RRC_CONNECTED.

However, the issue of handover was not discussed. Section 5.3.16.1 requires the UE to acquire a valid version of SIB25 in the target cell. As per section 5.2.1.3, this is not feasible for eMTC UEs.

	5.3.16.1	General
The purpose of this procedure is to perform access barring check for an access attempt associated with a given Access Category and one or more Access Identities upon request from upper layers according to TS 24.501 [95] or the RRC layer.
After a handover resulting in change of PCell in RRC_CONNECTED the UE shall defer access barring checks until it has obtained valid UAC information (from SystemInformationBlockType25) from the target cell if the SystemInformationBlockType25 is broadcasted.



5.2.1.3 System information validity and notification of changes
In RRC_CONNECTED, BL UEs or UEs in CE or NB-IoT UEs are not required to acquire system information except when T311 is running, or upon handover where the UE is only required to acquire the MasterInformationBlock in the target PCell, or for UEs in CE to receive ETWS/CMAS information. In RRC_IDLE, E-UTRAN may notify BL UEs or UEs in CE or NB-IoT UEs about SI update, and except for NB-IoT, ETWS and CMAS notification, and EAB modification and UAC modification, using Direct Indication information, as specified in 6.6 (or 6.7.5 in NB-IoT) and TS 36.212 [22].
NOTE 2: Upon system information change essential for BL UEs, UEs in CE, or NB-IoT UEs in RRC_CONNECTED, E-UTRAN may initiate connection release.



Discussion Point P7:  Do you agree that eMTC/5GC UEs are not required to acquire SIB25-BR of target cell after handover? 
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comments

	QC
	Yes
	 This should be similar to handling of SIB14 in EPC case during handover and RAN/cell specific barring parameters should not be applicable if target accepts HO request. We do not expect any change to CN specific barring parameters and UE should apply the stored unified access control information, if any, in the target cell.

	BB
	Yes
	We can keep the EPC principles unless a new issue is raised.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We think it is different from EPC because there is no access barring check in connected mode. 
This can be solved by eNB implementation, e.g. release the UE is access control parameters are different in the target cell.
We still need to clarify in 5.3.16.1 the behaviour for the eMTC, i.e. either carrying on with the parameters acquired before entering RRC_CONNECTED or consider after handover that SIB25-R is not broadcast in the new cell

	Ericsson
	FFS
	We think RAN2 should further discuss whether SIB25 should be acquired in one way or another for handover purposes. 
UAC should be supported in RRC_CONNECTED if possible, this is a requirement in TS 22.261. After handover, UE would typically have no information of any previously configured UAC parameters in a new cell, thus there is nothing to compare against (cf. the solution of checking the latest UAC parameters in non-HO case).
Exception could be made for SIB25 or information could be provided during handover if agreed be supported. 

	LG
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	FFS
	With current specification, the eMTC UE cannot acquire SIB25-BR of target cell after handover in RRC_CONNECTED. We disagree with QC that UE should apply the stored unified access control information, if any, in the target cell. This may cause issues, e.g, in the case that an Access Category or Access Identity is not barred in source cell but barred in target cell. For the eNB implementation way mentioned by HW, we are also not sure whether it’s feasible or whether it may cause bad UE experience.
We tend to agree with Ericsson that maybe we can further discuss whether SIB25 could be provided during handover, e.g., via handover command message?



Conclusion:
Yes : 4 companies (QC, BB, Huawei, LG)
One company thinks that it is different from EPC because there is no access barring check in connected mode. 
This can be solved by eNB implementation, e.g. release the UE is access control parameters are different in the target cell and clarification needed in 5.3.16.1 the behaviour for the eMTC, i.e. either carrying on with the parameters acquired before entering RRC_CONNECTED or consider after handover that SIB25-R is not broadcast in the new cell

FFS : 2 companies (ZTE, Ericsson)
UAC should be supported in RRC_CONNECTED if possible, this is a requirement in TS 22.261. After handover, UE would typically have no information of any previously configured UAC parameters in a new cell, thus there is nothing to compare against (cf. the solution of checking the latest UAC parameters in non-HO case).
These 2 companies think that exception could be made for SIB25 or information could be provided during handover if agreed be supported.
Proposal 9:   eMTC/5GC UEs are not required to acquire SIB25-BR of target cell after handover 
Proposal 10:   RAN2 to discuss whether SIB25-BR can be provided during HO signalling procedure, or whether to leave it to ng-eNB implementation


3	Summary

Summary proposals for easy agreements:
Proposal 1:	If RRCConnectionResume message received in response to MO-EDT includes fullConfig, the UE considers the data were successfully transmitted and additional UE and ng-eNB restrictions will not be specified.
Proposal 2:	Upon fallback to RRC connection setup procedure during RRC connection resumption when connected to 5GC, eMTC UEs use default NR-PDCP configuration for all subsequent messages via SRB1.
Proposal 5:	For non-EDT/non-PUR cases, when Rel-16 AS RAI triggered by upper layers is not included in   order to avoid data segmentation, the Rel-16 AS RAI is not cancelled.
Proposal 8:    For eMTC connected to 5GC, when UE enters into either RRC_INACTIVE state or UP CIoT 5GC Optimization RRC suspension, RRC has to clearly indicate whether RRC entered into RRC_INACTIVE state or UP Optimization RRC suspension to 5G NAS.
Proposal 9:   eMTC/5GC UEs are not required to acquire SIB25-BR of target cell after handover 

Summary proposals for discussion during meeting:

Proposal 3: 	RAN2 to further discuss about need for including changes proposed in the eMTC running CR to TS 36.306 (R2-2000311)
Proposal 4:	RAN2 to further discuss about potential solution for introducing truncated 40 bit 5G-S-TMSI in   Msg 3 to assist ng-eNB for early UE capability retrieval from AMF.
Proposal 6:  	RAN2 further discuss about whether UE in RRC_CONNECTED is allowed to send Rel-16 RAI without any UL data.
Proposal 7:	 RAN2 to further discuss about whether R14 AS RAI (i.e BAR = 0) is applicable for 5GC or not. 
Proposal 10:   RAN2 to discuss whether SIB25-BR can be provided during HO signalling procedure, or whether to leave it to ng-eNB implementation
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