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1
Introduction

This is the report of [AT113bis-e][203][LTE] One-shot configurations.
· [AT113bis-e][203][LTE] One-shot configurations (Huawei)

Scope: 

· Discuss whether something needs to be done for one-shot configurations in 36.331


Intended outcome: 

· Discussion summary in R2-2104323 (by email rapporteur)


Deadline for providing comments and for rapporteur inputs:  

· Initial deadline (for companies' feedback):  1st week Thu, UTC 0900
· Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary):  1st week Fri, UTC 0900
Please companies provide the contact information in the table below so that it would be easy to find the relevant delegate for the comments.

	Company
	Delegate contact (email)

	Intel
	Sudee.k.palat@intel.com

	Qualcomm
	Umesh Phuyal (uphuyal at qti.qualcomm.com)

	Huawei
	Jun Chen (jun.chen@huawei.com)

	Samsung
	Seungri Jin (seungri.jin@samsung.com)

	Ericsson
	Emre A. Yavuz (emre dot yavuz at ericsson dot com)

	Lenovo
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	Nokia
	Jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com

	
	

	
	


2
Discussion

2.1
Relevant contributions
As indicated by the session chair, the following contributions are to be discussed by email [203].

Web Conf (Monday 1st week) (1)

Ambiguity in Need ON for one-shot configurations:

R2-2104013
Discussion on one-shot configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
TEI15

Offline discussion [203] (Huawei)
2.2
Companies’ feedbacks
R2-2104013
Discussion on one-shot configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
TEI15
Proposal 1: In TS 36.331, for the fields that are not defined in one-shot manner but they actually implement one-shot configuration, it is proposed to collect companies’ opinions. At least the reestablishRLC IE is observed as a problematic case.

Proposal 2: The following options can be discussed:

· Option 1: A general way to solve all possible issues, e.g. up to UE implementations. This option may or may not need any spec impacts

· Option 2: Discuss clarifications case by case. This option may need some spec impacts
Question 1: Do companies agree with proposal 1 in R2-2104013?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Intel
	No
	In our understanding, the statement that “In the ASN.1 definition, the reestablishRLC IE has Need ON, and it is not one-shot handling.” Is not correct.  In LTE spec, ON is used both for one shot and to continue using the same value. Continue to use  value is only where applicable “where applicable shall continue to use the existing value” and this is not the case for reestablishRLC.  This issue has been discussed a few times before in LTE.  If there is any ambiquity, it can be clarified in the field description.  But for reestablishRLC field, we don’t think there is a possibility of confusion on whether UE continue to store it.  

	Qualcomm
	No
	Similar view as Intel - we don’t think there is any ambiguity in general. If there is ambiguity for specific field(s), field description clarification can be considered case by case. Regarding reestablishRLC, it seems to be clear that it is a one-shot parameter.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We are the proponent companies.
Based on the comments from Intel and Qualcomm, it is understood that UE should implement the reestablishRLC following one-shot hanlding because it is obvious. Our concern is that there are 7 places in the filed descriptions in TS 36.331 to explicitly mention one-shot handling, and we think the following two definitions would lead to different UE behaviours:
· (need ON) indicates that the UE shall XXX
· (need ON) A one-shot field indicating that the UE shall XXX
For now, we only observe the one-shot handling issue for the IE reestablishRLC, and we prefer to discuss it case by case. Our reference is shown in section 5 in R2-2104013, i.e. update the field description of the reestablishRLC to clearly indicate the one-shot filed.

	Samsung
	
	It seems we now have 7 cases in LTE RRC specification where we state a field is one-short as Huawei indicated but we don’t recall if RAN2 agreed a convention i.e. that from a certain release we would aim to clarify this.
We tend to agree that this kind of clarification is needed consistently compared with what already indicated in the specification.
It seems better to make general agreement how to handle the field(s) need to be clarified for one-shot configuration.

	Ericsson
	No
	Clarifications may be acceptable only where it is necessary, but there is no need to start a campaign to go through the whole specification to discuss each case.

In particular for the reestablishRLC IE; consider the procedure text for re-establishment:
4> if the rlc-Config is included:
5> if reestablishRLC is received:

6> re-establish the primary RLC entity of this DRB;
The text for Need ON captures the following: “…where applicable shall continue to use the existing value” and the procedure text above indicates that “continue using the existing value” does not apply to this case, i.e. RLC should not be re-established every time a reconfiguration is received with a blank reestablishRLC parameter. 
The procedure text states “when received” so it directly connects the execution of the procedure with the presence of the field in given reconfiguration message, i.e., not stored in the UE.

	Lenovo
	
	Same as Samsung we wonder whether there was a RAN2 agreement in R15 to state in field description if the field is one-shot or not.
We recall we had similar discussion in RAN2 some years ago in the context of measurement configuration and the conclusion at that time was that the normative text should be clear about the use of Need ON. For instance, the field cellForWhichToReportCGI was meant to be one-shot but due to different UE implementations RAN2 agreed to capture this in 36.331 by the note below.

NOTE 4:
UE does not need to retain cellForWhichToReportCGI in the measObject after reporting cgi-Info.

By the way, we wonder why the field endc-ReleaseAndAdd-r15 has been defined as one-shot. It’s a mandatory field within nr-Config-r15 if setup, i.e. it’s not an optional field with Need ON.

	Nokia
	No
	We agree with Intel. And with Ericsson statement that doing long lasting campaign on LTE spec to check each case separately would be tedious and unnecessary work. 

	
	
	


Question 2: For proposal 2 in R2-2104013, which option do companies prefer?
	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Intel
	
	It most cases, it should be fairly obvious on whether the field is a one-shot or not.  If there is any confusion on the UE behaviour, it can be discussed on a case by case basis and if felt necessary, can be clarified specific for that field.

	Qualcomm
	
	Can consider case by case if needed. We do not see a need for a generalized approach.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	Firstly, we suggest to discuss the one-shot handling for the IE reestablishRLC.
Secondly, in order to avoid the ambiguities, we prefer the changes in section 5 in R2-2104013, i.e.:
RLC-Config field descriptions:

reestablishRLC

A one-shot field that indicates that RLC shall be re-established.


	Samsung
	
	We assumed that there are many R15/R16 one-shot fields not having such indication, so it would be best to handle all fields together i.e. do not prefer to handle this issue on case by case basis, but we agree that it would be the easiest way to handle case by case.
In short, we are fine for the suggestion of Huawei above at this moment, and further foundings will be added in Rap CR.

	Ericsson
	
	Agree with Intel that in most cases it should be clear whether the field is one-shot. If there is any confusion for a particular case, we can discuss and clarify if needed.

	Lenovo
	
	What was agreed in RAN2 some years ago still applies, i.e. the normative text should be clear about the use of “Need ON“. Agree with Intel that we can discuss case-by-case which fields do not follow the agreement and how to clarify.

	Nokia
	
	These seem to be obvious on basically all cases. If there is ambiquity in some particular case it should be discussed case by case. 

	
	
	


3
Conclusion

Based on the discussions in section 2, the following observations are confirmed by almost all companies:
Observation 1: If there is any confusion for a particular case, RAN2 can discuss and clarify if needed.
Observation 2: For the IE reestablishmentRLC, the text for Need ON captures the following: “…where applicable shall continue to use the existing value” and the procedure text above indicates that “continue using the existing value” does not apply to this case, i.e. RLC should not be re-established every time a reconfiguration is received with a blank reestablishRLC parameter.
In conclusion, the current specification TS 36.331 is clear on UE behaivours upon the IE reestablishmentRLC, and thus no clarifications are needed.
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