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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction

This contribution concerns a report of phase 2 of the RAN2 e-mail discussion [87bis#01][LTE/DC] Running 36.331 CR (Samsung)

2 Discussion

2.1 Scope
The 2nd phase of the e-mail discussion aims to resolve most of the remaining issues, which are summarised in the following table. For each of the issues included, the last row indicates the proposed way forward.

	No
	Issue
	Type
	Ref
	Proposal (for now)

	1
	Keep convention that PSCell is an SCell in RRC (or align with MAC)?
	Description
	3.1
	A.1: Conclude/ confirm no change is needed

	2
	Conclude DRB procedural specification, adressing a.o. the following issues:
a) improve text by grouping L2 operation,
b) use of drb-Type field (y/n),
c) avoid multiple loops..?
	ASN.1/ procedural
	5.3.10.3x, 6.3.2
	B.1: Discuss/ conclude general direction (for details TP is invited, preferrably single joint TP)

	3
	Procedural specification regarding SCG cells (PSCell, SCell release, SCell addition) i.e. whether to re-use/ extend existing procedures or create new ones
	Procedural
	5.3.10.y3/4/6
	A.2: Discuss/ conclude general direction (and include details in revised CR i.e. rather straightforward)

	4
	Handling of SCG upon HO/ reconfiguration with full configuration procedure? Can we agree that for REL-12 we only support SCG release (not SCG change)? I.e. after procedure, bearers will be MCG DRBs (and UE takes actions as upon SCG release)
	Procedural
	5.3.5.8
	A.3: Discuss/ conclude general direction (for details TP is invited, preferrably single joint TP)

	5
	In case of S-RLF the UE may detect multiple triggers to send the SCG failure message shortly after one another. This may result in the UE sending multiple failure messages while a single one is sufficient. Is there a need to prevent this?
	Procedural
	5.6.x
	A.4: Conclude need to avoid multiple successive SCG failure messages support in REL-12 (can be regarded an optimisation?)

	6
	SCG security algorithm i.e. is SeNB always required to signal upon SCG establishment, or only if different from MCG algorithm
	ASN.1
	6.2.2
	A.5: Conclude whether default for SCG ciphering algorith (i.e. sameAsMCG) is needed (can be regarded an optimisation?)

	7
	Review the conditions for the IEs
	ASN.1
	6.2.2, 6.3.x
	C: Company action invited, preferrably joint effor resulting in single TP

	8
	Review to determine which of the PCell dedicated physical configuration fields are really applicable for the PSCell, and try to conclude the need for a new IE (I.e. taking RAN1 agreements into account e.g. w.r.t. TPC-RNTI)
	ASN.1
	6.3.2
	B.2: Discuss/ conclude

	9
	Contents of RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell i.e. any additional fields compared to RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell
	ASN.1
	6.3.2
	B.3: Discuss/ conclude

	10
	Measurement gap: Is there a need for signalling by which the network can indicate whether synchronous DC is configured i.e. to ensure that UE and E-UTRAN have the same view w.r.t. the gap that is applied (6 or 7ms). If needed, it would probably good to introduce a general (not measurement specific) field within the MeNB part of the SCG configuration e.g. within MAC-MainConfig(SCG)
	ASN.1
	6.3.2
	B.4: Discuss/ conclude

	11
	Signalling of drb-Type (in legacy and SCG drb-ToAddMod)
	ASN.1/ procedural
	6.3.2
	>B.1: Discuss/ conclude with DRB reconfiguration procedural specification

	12
	Confirm final details regarding use of delta/ full signalling i.e. that delta is used when an (RLC) entity continues while full configuration when a new entity is created
	ASN.1/ procedural
	6.3.2
	A.6: Conclude whether default for SCG ciphering algorith (i.e. sameAsMCG) is needed (can be regarded an optimisation?)

	13
	Can we in general agree to re-use existing value ranges for the SCG RLF timers and countera, and in particular can we agree to introduce value infinity for T313?
	ASN.1
	6.3.2
	B.5: Discuss/ conclude

	14
	UE capabilities i.e. meaning of DC w.r.t. cell groups i.e. issue raised by SK
	ASN.1
	6.3.6
	B.6: Discuss/ conclude

	15
	UE capabilities: which 'group' to use for signalling the UE support of split and SCG DRBs i.e. PDCP, Other, or introduce a new grouping for DC capabilities that do not fit in the current structure
	ASN.1
	6.3.6
	>B.6: Discuss/ conclude

	16
	Review X2 AP signalling/ scenario's
	ASN.1 (INM)
	10.2.2
	C: Company action invited, preferrably joint effor resulting in single TP

	17
	SCG-Config
This message is used to transfer the SCG radio configuration generated by the SeNB, and may possibly include some information to request the MeNB to modify of the SCG configuration (FFS)
	Description
	10.2.2
	-: Remove 2nd part of sentence (as currently no local RRC fields are defined)

	18
	SCG-ConfigInfo
a) Should more containers be used to facilitate extension
b) Should power coordination info be signalled together with TB size restriction (rather than as part of MCG config)
c) any parameters missing?
d) need to include/ what to include regarding the empty RRRC reconfiguration complete message?
	ASN.1 (INM)
	10.2.2
	B.7: Discuss/ conclude general direction (for details TP is invited, preferrably single joint TP)

	19
	The SeNB only includes a new SCG cell in response to a request from MeNB, but may include release of an SCG cell release without preceeding request from MeNB. FFS whether SeNB can include release of SCG part of SCG/Split DRB without preceeding request from MeNB. The SeNB does not  use this field to initiate release of the SCG.
	Field description
	10.2.2
	-: Update to indicate that SeNB does not use this field to initiate release of the SCG part of an SCG/ split DRB


2.2 Discussion of issues
A: Issues to be confirmed
The running CR is based on a number of assumptions that can hopefully be confirmed without requiring further discussion. The items listed in this section are candidates for batch agreement (set A). 

Item 1:
Keep convention that PSCell is an SCell in RRC (or align with MAC)
Item 2:
Cover SCG cell addition/ modification (including PSCell reconfiguration) within the existing procedures SCell addition/ modification procedure and cover SCG cell release within the existing SCell release
Item 3:
In REL-12, upon HO/ reconfiguration with full configuration procedure we only support SCG release (not SCG change). I.e. after procedure, bearers will be MCG DRBs (and UE takes DRB actions alike upon SCG release)
Item 4:
No need to avoid multiple successive SCG failure messages (resulting from different RLF triggers) in REL-12 (can be regarded an optimisation). <Alternative is to specify that S-RLF detection / SCG failure sending stops when SCG is suspended>
Item 5:
SeNB always provides ciphering algorithm upon SCG establishment i.e. no need to optimise by specifying that in case of absence the UE applies the same ciphering algorithm as for MCG/ SRBs
Item 6:
RAN2 already agreed that upon SCG establishment a new MAC is created. It was also agreed that the RLC entity continues upon switch from MCG to SCG DRB (or vice versa), while upon switch from MCG to split DRB a 2nd RLC entity is created. Proposal is to confirm that full configuration (rather than delta compared to some reference/ default e.g. MCG) is used when a new SCG related entity is created (and delta signalling otherwise). In particular this means:

· 
The SeNB signals the full configuration for the SCG MAC that is newly created upon SCG establishment
· 
The SeNB signals the full configuration of the SCG RLC  entity upon switch from MCG to split DRB

· 
(Note that upon switch from MCG to SCG DRB or vice versa, we already agreed that the existing RLC entity continues and is reconfigured i.e. delta signalling is used)
[du]:yes
In the following table, companies are invited to indicate which of the items indicated in the above can be confirmed. If applicable, companies can provide concerns and/ or aspects requiring further discussion. Depending on the concerns expressed/ issues raised, these propolsals may be moved to the set of issues requiring discussion (set B, C, D).

	No
	Question

	A
	Please indicate which of the items listed can be confirmed/ not agreeable.

	Company
	Agreeable
	Not agreeable
	Remarks/ concerns regarding not agreeable proposals

	ZTE
	Item3/5/6: yes


	Item1
Item2

Item4
	Item1: to align with MAC;
Item2: 5.3.10.3a and 5.3.10.3b can be reused for SCell addition/release, but not PSCell reconfiguration
Item4: alternative approach is better

	Ericsson
	3, 5, 6
	1, 2, 4
	Item 1:  We consider that also in RRC it would be clearer to not call PSCell as SCell but it is acceptable to do so if this is majority view. Anyhow, MAC can be kept as it is.
Item 2: Similar view as ZTE, that PSCell sections are not directly applicable as IE names are not correct. So some changes needed at least.

Item 3: we consider that it would have been good to support also full configuration (in case SeNBs releases are different). However, maybe it is fine to exclude this from Rel-12

Item 4: We consider that it is easy to avoid sending multiple SCG failure messages. This behaviour would be then similar to RLF where also multiple messages are avoided. 

Item 5: No strong view. However, note that we should inform SA3 if we adopt this approach.

	Interdigital
	3,5,6
	1,2,4
	Item 1: We have a preference to align with the MAC spec
Item 2: The addition/modification and release of a Scell in a SCG can be covered within the existing procedures of SCell addition/modification and release procedures.  However, the PSCell reconfiguration cannot be covered with the existing procedures, as the configuration of a PSCell resembles more the configuration of the PCell rather than that of a SCell.  
Item 4: Agree with Ericsson we should avoid multiple S-RLF indications as per current RLF procedures.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	3, 5, 6? (please see comments) 
	1,2,4,6 (see also comments on 6)
	Item 1: We are not consistent in RRC anyway, and it is quite difficult to be.  In some places, PScell has additional properties than Scell.  It is difficult to generalise.
Item 2: Not clear how that would be possible/implemented.

Item 4: Agree that there is no benefit in sending multiple failure messages.   Also not clear if this will really happen for the failure cases under discussion.  But if preventing requires more specification work, it is OK to not prevent it.  
Item 5: after considering all options, agree that it is simplest to always include it (to complexity of having a baseline for the delta) and  there is not much saving anyway.

Item 6: It is not clear if this is only for SCG establishment or also for SCG change. IF it is only for SCG establishment, then it is agreeable. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	3, 5, 6
	1, 2, 4
	Item 1: PSCell should be treated differently than other SCG SCells (also related to Item 2). It’d then be better to have it aligned with MAC specs.

Item 2: It is fine to cover the SCG SCell addition/modification/release within the exising CA SCell addition/modification/release procedures. But the (re-) confifguration of PSCell should be handled differently, given it has more properties than a normal SCell.

Item 4: Multiple successive SCG failure reports should be avoided. The alternative seems quite straightforward and effective.

	Fujitsu
	3,6
	1,2,4
	Item 1,2,4: agree with ZTE

Item 5: no preference.  

	CATT
	3, 4, 5, 6
	1, 2
	Item 1: The configuration IE for PSCell would be different. And PSCell is always activated upon addition.

Item 2:  Same comments as Item1.

Item 4: We would rather consider avoiding multiple SCG failure message as an enhancement. The SCG failure message is different from the RLF report as the UE have a log of all the RLF information. The log of SCG RLF is not necessary for the UE.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	1, 2(SCell add/mod), 3
	2 (PSCell reconf),  4, 5, 6
	Item 1: No strong opinion, but we should be pragmatic and adopt the approach that works the best.

Item 2: Some changes are needed due to IE for SCell addition/release. For PSCell change, it has now been configured in a different place in ASN.1 so creating a new procedural section seems more suited than overloading the existing SCell modification section.

Item 3: For the sake of completing Rel-12 on time this would be a reasonable simplification.

Item 4: UE shouldn’t send multiple reports. Preventing this is not a complex matter.

Item 5:The reason why the MeNB algorithm is provided to the SeNB in the first place is that SeNB knows the used algorithm and would likely choose the same algorithm as MeNB if possible. Considering the text in 33.401 section E2.4.3, it says (with added emphasis) “.  If the so identified AS encryption algorithm is different from the one indicated in the received X2 request message for SCG Addition/Modification , the SeNB shall include an indicator for the locally identified AS encryption algorithm in the X2 response message for SCG Addition/Modification ”. It seems very much unnecessary to force the SeNB to provide the algorithm in case it’s the same as in MeNB. Hence, we shouldn’t optimize for the exceptional case but consider that in the normal cases, UE would use the same algorithm for both MeNB and SeNB.

Item 6: It is not clear why the MeNB would have to signal its own configuration without delta signalling: for consistency, since delta signalling was agreed we should allow it also for the MCG configuration where possible. 

	NEC
	3,5,6
	1,2,4
	1,2: same view as ZTE 

4: Agree with ALU

	Samsung
	1- 6
	-
	Remarks regarding

1: We think there may be quite some impact on 36.331 if PSCell would not be regarded as SCell i.e. none of the behaviour defined for SCell is inherited and would need to be repeated (name would also incorrect i.e. SPCell may be better)

2: We are fine to create a new section for PSCell reconfiguration
6: As we agreed not to use defaults, it would be strange if we now decide that upon switch from MCG to split, the MCG RLC configuration is the default for the new SCG RLC entity that is created (i.e. we think SeNB should in this case simply singal the entire SCG RLC configuration, no need to optimise), 

	Intel
	1, 3, 5, 6
	2, 4
	Item 1: it is true that in some cases, PSCell is like SCell (e.g. SI provisioning), but in some cases, it is different from SCell (e.g always activated). From RRC specification perspective, we can treat PSCell as SCell unless we specify PSCell related procedure/signalling explicitly.

Item 2: agree that separate section for PSCell reconfiguration is needed.

Item 4: UE should not send multiple successive SCG failure messages. We can specify this behaviour without introducing much complexity to the specification.

	NTT DOCOMO
	2 (SCell add/mod/rel), 3, 6
	1, 2 (PSCell reconf.), 4, 5 
	Item 1: As the term “PSCell” has already been used in the latest baseline CR, We prefer to keep using PSCell in RRC.

Item 2: For PSCell reconf., the current text in 5.3.10.3b cannot be used as it is. E.g., L2 handling has to be added.

Item 3: Reasonable assumption as there is no use case in Rel-12. In Rel-13, it could be the case.

Item 4: Unnecessary signalling should be avoided.

Item 5: As the algorithm is most likely the same, this optimisation is worth to pay.

Item 6: Agree for SCG addition.


B: General issues that need more discussion/ are proposed to be handled individually
B.1
Discuss and try to conclude the general direction for the main issues regarding the DRB procedural specification, adressing i.e. a) where to specify the RLC & PDCP actions upon SCG change, b) whether and if so, when to signal drb-Type, c) other corrections/ required changes

As shown, there are several remaining issues and it seems difficult to come to a good TP when all issues are decided during the next RAN2 meeting, it seems desirable to try to conclude the general direction as much as possible.

Note
It seems that the discussion regarding the interaction between RRC and PDCP has settled, and that the existing model will also be used in case of DC i.e. RRC specifies that the UE shall perform PDCP re-establishment/ data recovery, and subsequently that it shall reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the received pdcp-Config.
B.1a) Where to specify the RLC & PDCP actions upon SCG change?

For this aspect, it would be good to identify the main options and to come to a common understanding regarding these. The following option have been identified

1)
In the DRB reconfiguration section whenever there is a DRB reconfiguration i.e. DRB included in at least one drb-ToAddModList, and in SCG reconfiguration section otherwise (as currently in running CR)
2)
As much as possible in the SCG reconfiguration section (only MCG to SCG DRB would remain in DRB reconfiguration procedure)

	No
	Question

	B.1a
	Where to specify the RLC & PDCP actions upon SCG change

	Company
	Option
	Question/ remarks/ motivation

	Ericsson
	2
	In pricinple, we would propose to follow Rel-8 HO order for the execution: First re-establish RLC/PDCP, then perform security configuration update and finally perform PDCP/RLC reconfiguration.  By this way multiple calls of mobilityControlInfo-SCG is avoided.
Now with the current CR, this is mainly done except that security configuration occurs before re-establishment. 

Even if option 1would be adopted, we would propose that PDCP/RLC re-eastablishment is covered in the top SCG, and split bearer cases.  By this way the number of references to mobilityControlInfo-SCG.

	Interdigital
	2
	We should try to cover the majority of actions associated with PDCP and RLC in the SCG re-configuration section.  The remaining MCG to SCG and SCG to MCG DRB re-configuration can be covered in the DRB reconfiguratoin procedures.  

	Alcatel-Lucent
	1 preferred
	If we remove that restriction of DRB type change with SCG change tomorrow, the PDCP/RLC handling will be per bearer.  IF we  put them under SCG change section as in option 2, we will need to add exceptions in each DRB handling to avoid double execution when we remove this restriction.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1
	DRB (re-)configuration, e.g. L2 modifications according to pdcp-Config and rlc-Config, should be in the DRB reconfiguration sections, which can in turn be called on by SCG reconfiguration section.

	ZTE
	1
	PDCP/RLC action means both PDCP data recovery action, RLC re-establishment and PDCP/RLC reconfiguration. These actions depends on detail type of DRB, so it sound option1 is more reasonable.

	Fujitsu
	2)
	Agree with Ericsson. It is better to follow the legacy behaviour as much as possible. 

	CATT
	2?
	We would prefer to see that most of the functionalities are in the same section. But we are not sure if this implifies anything before seeing the procedural text.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	2
	We agree with Ericsson that the Rel-8 order of actions should be followed.

SCG-specific actions should preferably go to SCG-specific section. We just need to ensure no action is executed twice to avoid undesirable side-effects.

	NEC
	2
	Agree with CATT

	Samsung
	1
	We agree that for a particular DRB, the REL-8 order should be maintained. We think the current CR already does this, so the main issue is whether or not we group the L2 re-establishment actions.

Option 1 (as in the current CR) seems more future proof i.e. with option 1 it seems easier to introduce support of DRB type change with a normal reconfiguration (i.e. without SCG change). Note that even with option 2 it is not possible to have all L2 re-establishment actions together in the SCG reconfiguration section (as indicated above), so we don’t really see the benefit of option 2 (although somewhat more aligned with HO)

	Intel
	1
	Option 1 is straightforward since RLC & PDCP actions upon SCG change is also part of DRB reconfiguration.

	NTT DOCOMO
	1
	We agree with Samsung and am fine with the current text in the baseline CR.


B.1b) Whether and if so, when to signal drb-Type?

For this aspect, it would be good to identify the main options and to come to a common understanding regarding these. The following option have been identified

1)
Include a drb-Type field in the legacy drb-ToAddModList (to indicate mcg, split), and in the SCG drb-ToAddModList (to indicate scg, split). Whenever a drb-ToAddModList entry is signalled, the drb-Type is indicated i.e. alike a mandatory field (but there is no need to include an entry only to signal the drb-Type)
2)
Do not include a drb-Type, but determine the target drb-Type based on the presence of the received legacy and SCG drb-ToAddModLists (this implies that in some cases the drb identity has to be included in the legacy and SCG drb-ToAddModList although the L2 DRB configuration does not change i.e. merely to indicate one of the 3 target states when signalling drb-ToAddMod i.e. mcg, scg or split)
	No
	Question

	B.1b
	Whether and if so, when to signal drb-Type

	Company
	Option
	Question/ remarks/ motivation

	Ericsson
	1
	There seems to be many ways to it and this is mainly modelling issue. 

Maybe saving one bit of signalling is not issue but more that procedure is clear and easy to read.

Then we consider that when only SCG Change is triggered (e.g. for synchronized reconfiguration of L1 parameters), there should not be need to include any DRB-ToAddMod.
One remark: It would be maybe more future and error proof and clearer to have more if-else statements as compared to having many explaining sentences inside round brackets. As example these cases:

2>
if the DRB indicated by drb-Identity concerns an MCG DRB:

3>
if drb-Type is included and set to split (if drb-ToAddModListSCG is received and includes the drb-Identity value, MCG to split):
4>
reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if received;

4>
reconfigure the MCG RLC entity and/ or the MCG DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
4>
establish an SCG RLC entity and an SCG DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, included in drb-ToAddModListSCG;
3>
else (drb-Type is included and set to scg i.e. MCG to SCG):
And the first case includes if-sentence inside round brackets which should be avoided...

One simplification would be to have split type indication only in one place, that is DRB-AddMod-List-SCG. 

	InterDigital
	1
	Including a drb-Type in the legacy drb-toAddModList seems to be the best modelling option.  It improves the readability of the spec and removes the need to unnecesarly signal SCG drb-ToAddModList in some scenarios.  While, the clearer if-else statements can help, given the complexity of the procedures and all the different scenarios, we have a preference to at least keep the text in brackets that explains the scenario (e.g. MCG to split, MCG to SCG, etc.).  

	Alcatel-Lucent
	1
	Much cleaner with DRB type.  

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	2
	A new field for drb-Type is not absolutely needed, as the bearer type information can be conveyed through the presence of drb identity in drb-ToAddModList of MCG and/or SCG. 

With all13 possible cases of addition/modification/type change among MCG/SCG/split bearers, in only 2 cases, the drb identity is present in drb-ToAddModList purely for drb type purpose, while in other 11 cases, the drb identity needs anway to be included in drb-ToAddModList for other drb related operation. 

If a new drb type field is introduced based on the option 1), then in 9 out of 13 cases, the drb type field has to be included when there is really no need. Please note that the Option 1 is already an optimized version, compared to other ways of introducing drb type field (either always in MCG’s drb-ToAddModList, as InterDigital suggested, or always in SCG’s drb-ToAddModList, as Ericsson suggested). With those two alternatives, “drb identity has to be included in the legacy and SCG drb-ToAddModList although the L2 DRB configuration does not change i.e. merely to indicate one of the 3 target states when signalling drb-ToAddMod i.e. mcg, scg or split“.

Another downside of option 1 is that there may be different drb type value maintained in MCG and SCG branch for a bearer. For example, a DRB is initially setup as MCG bearer, so the drb-Type field in the legacy drb-ToAddModList should has the value “mcg”, If the MCG bearer is later changed into split bearer without change in MCG configuration, then the drb-Type field in the legacy drb-ToAddMod remains as “mcg”, but the drb-Type field in the SCG drb-ToAddModList has the value “split” now.
In summary, a new drb type field is not needed. Introducing it not only incurs more signalling overhead, but also more procedure work to maintain it appropriately.

	ZTE
	1
	Our observation is among total 12 combinations,10 cases can be differentiated by inclusive of drb-id within legacy or SCG drb-ToAddModList considering limitation between split and SCG bearer. However this solution doesn’t always work due to the fact that legacy or SCG drb-ToAddModList is “option need ON” IE. Absence of drb-id doesn’t means these is no configuration. For example UE is configured with one MCG bearer and then it received configuration in SCG drb-ToAddModList. It is impossible to identify the intended drb type unless some explicit drb type is included within SCG drb-ToAddModList.

Due to same reason only indicate drb type in SCG drb-ToAddModList is not sufficient. For example for one split bearer, there is no related configuration within SCG drb-ToAddModList. It is impossible to identify the intended drb type unless some explicit drb type is included within legacy drb-ToAddModList.

Another benefit is future proof if change between split and SCG bearer is possible.

	Fujitsu
	1
	Even bear type can be avoided by including drb-identiy in drb-ToAddModListSCG and/or drb-ToAddModList. Regarding to the overhead of two options, it is difficult to say one is better than another. However, from the respective of easy reading, it seems that indication bear type is clearer.

	CATT
	1
	The explicit drb-Type would provide a clearer procedural text.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	1
	Either option can be made to work, but to us it seems cleaner to explicitly indicate the MCG/split type also in the legacy DRB list. 

However, in case the bearer type change delta signalling is still applicable as usual, i.e. there is no need to indicate fields whose value does not change.

	NEC
	1
	We agree that one bit saving is trivial but it will help clarifying the procedure

	Samsung
	1
	The DRB reconfiguration procedure is already somewhat complicated. It seems possible to do without a drb-Type field, but that would result in more complicated conditions in the procedures specification (and the specification is likely to become more error prone)

	Intel
	1
	Signaling drb-Type is cleaner.

	NTT DOCOMO
	1
	Agree to make it clearer and one bit signalling is not so expensive.


B.1c) Other corrections/ required changes?

It would be good to identify any further corrections/ changes that are needed. The following issues have been identified so far
1) Add the missing statements that upon SCG change the UE shall perform L2 actions for split and SCG DRBs that are not reconfigured (i.e. not in a drb-ToAddModList)

2) Conclude how prevent that the DC specific DRB addition or reconfiguration is performed multiple times (as there the procedure in 5.3.10.3x is called multiple times. Possible solutions include: a)
to create a single DRB loop (for each DRB identity value ..) i.e. a single section where both legacy and SCG drb-ToAddModList is handled, b) maintain the separate section for DC specific actions, but remove the loop from 5.3.10.3x and include one in 5.3.10.x
(more may be added here, while questions regarding the problem and/ or proposed solution may be included below) 

	No
	Question

	B.1c
	Other corrections/ required changes

	Company
	Option
	Question/ remarks/ motivation

	Ericsson
	
	Topic 1: This should be solved so that there is no need to signal all DRB IDs even any DRB does not change.

Topic 2: How to trigger these actions relate to also execution order of different steps. To maintain Rel-8 order (L2 re-establishment, PDCP reconfig, security key update) , it would be maybe good to trigger SCG related reconfigurations actions only from one place (not  from 5.3.10.3x). 

	Interdigital
	
	On topic 2, a single section where both legacy and SCG drb list is handled may be preferable to avoid performing the DC specific DRB addition/reconfiguration multiple times.  It would be desirable to keep the existing mechanism, where there is one section that handles the drb specific actions, rather than merging everything related to SCG reconfigurations in one place only (e.g. 5.3.10.x).  

	Alcatel-Lucent
	
	No strong view on 2).  Merging the sections has its benefits and drawbacks.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Topic 1: yes.

Topic 2: option a) seems more reasonable.
Additional one: an optional PDCP reordering timer should be added into PDCP-Config.

	ZTE
	
	Toptic1: yes

Topic2: another way is to have different section which handle MCG bearer and SCG/split bearer respectively.

	Fujitsu
	 
	for 1) Yes

for 2) prefer a) . a) Follows the legacy structure DRB addition/modification. However at the same time, as indicated in B.1a, how to align the UE behaviour when SCG is changed without HO with legacy behaviour also needs to be addressed. 

	CATT
	
	1)  We think all the DRB-IDs should be always given upon SCG change. Then the endorsed 36.331 does not need a sparate paragraph or section to state this case. Some clarification might be needed to guide the network implementation.

2) Slightly prefer b)

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	
	Topic 1: Agree that this needs to be solved.

Topic 2: The multiple execution needs to be prevented one way or another. No strong opinion which way to go at the moment.

Some additional topics related to procedural text for discussion:

Consistent handling of received/included: The procedural text uses “received” and “included” in many places concerning the DRB handling. It would be good if we can unify the text to use e.g. only “received” unless there is a clear reason to do otherwise.

Usage of “received” vs. “included”: When “if received/included” is used, the place where the parameter is received should be explicitly added, e.g. “if received in drb-ToAddModList”. This is already used for the SCG DRB AddMod-list in several places, so it would be good to be consistent and explicitly state which DRB list is used in which place to avoid confusion.

Usage of “consider”: We would prefer to use the word “reconfigure whenever” possible upon parameter change. In some places “consider” is used, which seems confusing..

	Samsung
	2: b
	1: Agree this should be corrected

2: We prefer not to affect the legacy drb-ToAddMod section (which seems well possible)

	Intel
	
	Topic 1: this should be corrected.

Topic 2: we slightly prefer b) to avoid the change to legacy section.

	NTT DOCOMO
	
	1: Yes.

2: We prefer b) not to touch the legacy part.


B.2
Contents of RadioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell i.e. any additional fields needed compared to RadioResourceConfigDedicatedl
Companies are invited to review RadioResourceConfigDedicated (and extensions) to identify which of its sub-fields are relevant for the PSCell. Main aim is to get overview of differences. Need for a new IE is assumed to be decided based on regular conventions/ principles (only state something if you do not agree) 

	No
	Question

	B.2
	Contents of RadioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell i.e. a) any additional fields needed compared to RadioResourceConfigDedicated (PCell), b) any PCell fields not applicable, c) is there a need for a new IE

	Company
	a) Fields to add/ mod
	b) Fields not applicable
	c) Separate IE
	Remarks/ motivation

	
	
	n
	y
	

	Ericsson
	N
	See comment
	no 
	So we consider that for the PSCell, physical layer configuration of the PCell can be reused.

Then on the top of that, SPS configuration is needed, Other parameters are not needed. Except that similar to NSN, we consider that rlf-TimersAndConstantsSCG-r12 could be moved to PSCell branch but no strong view.

So all in all, parameters seems to be in place.

	InterDigital
	N
	N
	
	

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	N
	Y (srb-ToAddModList, drb-ToReleaseList, measSubframePatternPCell-r10, neighCellsCRS-Info-r11)
	Unclear
	We are not sure what the question means, there seem to be many aspects rolled into one question:

· A) If the intention is to ask whether RadioResourceConfigDedicated can be reused as it is for PSCell, the answer is “no”. 
· B) If the intent is to clarify whether the current structure of RadioResourceConfigDedicatePSCell is good, we would note that 

· There are two IEs containing the SCG configuration now: RadioResourceConfigDedicatedSCG-r12 and RadioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell-r12. Presumably the question is about which IE is inside which top-level IE.

· Logically the RLF-TimersAndConstants should be inside the PSCell IE since RLM only applies for PSCell.
· A/B) If the intent is to ask which fields in existing RadioResourceconfigDedicated are NOT applicable for PSCell, then our answer is “SRB list, DRB release list and eICIC configuration”.

· C) If the intent is to ask whether new IEs (in addition to ones in the running CR) are needed, then so far nothing has been identified.



	Intel
	N
	Y
	N
	We think that PhysicalConfigDedicated can be reused for physicalConfigDedicatedPSCell-r12 in RadioResourceConfigDedicatedPSCell-r12 except csi-SubframePatternConfig-r10 and additionalSpectrumEmissionCA-r10. antennaInfo and antennaInfo-v920 are not required but based on the existing condition, there should be no problem because they are optional field and it should not be present if antennaInfoDedicated-r10 is configured.

	Samsung
	N
	Y
	N
	We agree with Ericsson and Intel that PhysicalConfigDedicated can and should be reused (and not SCell IE). We agree with intel that csi-SubframePattern in cqi-ReportConfig-r10 is not applicable (can include statement that E-UTRAN does not include this optional field). We however do think that field additionalSpectrumEmission is also needed for the SCG

Regarding RadioResourceConfigSCG (was not intended to be reviewed i.e. focus was on PSCell physical configuration)

We think RLF timers should stay at this level (same location as for MCG)

SPS config apparently seems missing (and applicable for SCG)


B.3
Contents of RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell i.e. any additional fields needed compared to RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell
Companies are invited to review MIB, SIB1 and in particular SIB2 to identify if there are fields not covered by RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell that are relevant for the PSCell. Main aim is to get overview of differences. Need for a new IE is assumed to be decided based on regular conventions/ principles (only state something if you do not agree)
	No
	Question

	B.3
	Contents of RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell i.e. a) any additional fields needed compared to RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell (PCell), b) any PCell fields not applicable, c) is there a need for a new IE

	Company
	a) Fields to add/ mod
	b) Fields not applicable
	c) Separate IE
	Remarks/ motivation

	ZTE
	pucch-ConfigCommon
	
	
	

	Ericsson
	RACH-ConfigCommon
UplinkPowerControlCommon
	
	
	As contention based RACH is supported in PSCell, additional RACH parameteres could be needed.
And if we have pucch-ConfigCommon, then there is need to have UplinkPOwerControlCommon (for PUCCH power control).

All in all, alternative would be to used RadioResourceConfigCommon for the PSCell and then add only missing parameters from SIB2 (mbms-config and frequency info).

	InterDigital
	Pucch-config, rach-config, 
	
	
	We think that the comparison of additional parameters should be done based RadioResourceConfigCommon rather than on RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell.  The configuration of the PSCell resembles more that of the PCell.  

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	
	
	
	The existing IE could be included inside a new IE for future (DC-specific) extendability, i.e. 
RadioResourceConfigCommonPSCell-r10 ::=
SEQUENCE {


RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell-r10,


...
-- FFS whether additional fields are needed
}



	Samsung
	PUCCH-Config
RACH-ConfigCommon
UplinkPowerControlCommon
	None
	Extend existin IE
	Remarks:

PUCCH-Config is needed (and not provided for SCells)

All RACH-ConfigCommon fields are needed (not just the ones in RACH-ConfigCommonSCell) e.g to support CB access

All fields in UplinkPowerControlCommon (and –v1020 extension) are needed (not just the ones in UplinkPowerControlCommonSCell) i.e. to cover PUCCH
There does not seem to be a real need to introduce a new IE (It is a pity that uplinkPowerControlCommon is mandatory, so we cannot replace it. Nevertheless it seems possible to stick to the normal approach of ‘re-use and extend’.) 

	Intel
	PUCCH-Config

RACH-ConfigCommon

UplinkPowerControlCommon
	
	
	PUCCH-ConfigCommon should be included for PSCell PUCCH. 

UplinkPowerControlCommonSCell-r10 is missing: PUCCH power control related parameters are missing (p0-NominalPUCCH, deltaFList-PUCCH, deltaF-PUCCH-Format3-r10, deltaF-PUCCH-Format1bCS-r10)
PRACH-ConfigSCell-r10 does not have contention based PRACH information.


B.4
Need for signalling by which the network can indicate whether synchronous DC is configured i.e. to ensure that UE and E-UTRAN have the same view w.r.t. the measurement gap to be used (6 or 7ms).
If needed, it is assumed that general field is introduced within the MeNB part of the SCG configuration (e.g. as part of MAC-MainConfig).  If you have a different view, please express

	No
	Question

	B.4
	Do you agree there is a need for signalling by which the network can indicate whether synchronous DC is configured i.e. to ensure that UE and E-UTRAN have the same view w.r.t. the measurement gap to be used (6 or 7ms?

	Company
	a) Y/n
	b) If y, general (MAC-Main) field
	Remarks/ motivation

	ZTE
	Y
	n
	Maybe in the future there is more parameter will be linked to this.

For synchronous case UE both power control mode 1 and mode 2 can be configured. But for asynchromous case only mode 2 can be configured. That means these is no one to one mapping between synchronous state and power control mode but still these is close relationship. And to have general parameter helps UE to imply or check network’s configuration to avoid conditional explanation in field description.

	Ericsson
	N
	
	A dedicated configuration for the measurement gap length should be used (if any configuration is needed).

	InterDigital
	Y
	N (prefer alternative 3 or 2)
	The question to address is how the how the UE can determine the length of the SCG measurement gap when the legacy measurement gap configuration is received as part of the MCG configuration OR when it is already part of the UE’s existing configuration.
As already agreed the gap configuration is common, except for the length that may differ depending on whether the NW considers itself synchronous or asynchronous between CGs.   

We first note that RAN1 has minuted the following statement in the agreement on network signal of the Power Control Mode during last meeting: 

–“The network signal is explicit UE configuration

It is RAN1 understanding is that power control mode is consistent with other synchronous vs unsynchronous UE behaviors (e.g., measurement gap, definition of P_cmax) in dual connectivity”
More specifically, as indicated in RAN1 LS and RAN4 WF the UE should:

· For synchronous : use PCM1 and measurement gap 6ms  (when the UE is configured with measurement gaps in the config of MCG/PCell)

· For asynchronous cases: use PCM2 and measurement gap 7ms
Given these agreements, we have three possible alternatives to signal the SCG gap configuration:

1) Use a dedicated configuration for the SCG measurement gap length (e.g. in SCG-Configuration-R12). This however introduces an undesirable dependency on the presence of the field being conditional to the configuration of the legacy measGap for the MCG either in the same reconfiguration message OR as part of the existing configuration. It also introduces two combinations for PCM and SCG gap length that are incoherent for the NW and erroneous to the UE i.e. [PCM1, 7ms] and [PCM2, 6ms].  An additional (but not so desirable) clarification in the field description would then be required e.g. “E-UTRA does not configure combinations of SCG gap length with a value for PowerControlMode of [7ms, 1] and [6ms, 2] respectively”. There is also no clear signalling benefit to this approach;
2) Use a new parameter to reflect the assumption of the network regarding (a) synchronous operation (e.g. in SCG-Configuration-R12 a parameter that signals, synchronous or asynchronous). The UE could use this parameter to determine the applicable Power Control Mode [PCM1/PCM2] and the length of the SCG gap [6ms, 7ms] (if the MCG measurement gap is also configured). This parameter would replace the PowerControlMode-r12 in the PowerCoordinationInfo-r12 from the endorsed version of the draft CR. There is no additional bits needed to achieve this and no incoherent combinations for PCM and SCG gap length are introduced;

3) Use the existing parameter: PowerControlMode-r12 i.e. by simply adding that “Value 2 also indicates that the UE shall use a measurement gap length of 7ms for the SCG” to the description of the PowerControlMode-r12 in the PowerCoordinationInfo-r12 from the endorsed version of the draft CR. There is no additional bits needed to achieve this and no incoherent combinations for PCM and SCG gap length are introduced;

We think that adding a dedicated configuration for the SCG measurement gap length is both unnecessary signaling and unnecessary complexity given the above. Our preference is for a common parameter using either alternative 2) or preferably 3) above such that the handling of the signaling of the SCG measurement gap length is simplified and such that combinations that are incoherent for the network and erroneous for the UE are de facto excluded. We also think that this approach reflects better the understanding as expressed by RAN1.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	N
	
	Not considered essential for this purpose.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	
	If the goal (optimization) is to spare UE from monitoring an extra subframe, when the time difference between MeNB and SeNB is smaller than 33us but SeNB actually uses 7 ms as scheduling gap, then it’d be better to just signal the length of scheduling gap used in SeNB (6ms or 7ms).

	Fujitsu
	N 
	
	Measurement gap length configuration is better. 

	CATT
	No extra signaling is needed
	
	The power control mode can be used to implicitly indicate whether synchronous DC is configured, because mode 1 can only be used for the synchronous DC and mode 2 can only be used for the non-synchornous DC. According to the RAN1 agreement the UE behaviour on the power control mode has to be consistant with other synchronous or non-synchronous functions, e.g. measurement gap.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	y
	n
	The synchronous operation may have impact to other fields than just MAC, e.g. indicating synchronous operation can also mean that the UE doesn’t need to read the SFN from SeNB.

	NEC
	N
	
	We share the view that if needed explicit configuration of 6 or 7 msec can be done

	Intel
	Y
	N
	RAN1 understanding is that power control mode is consistent with other synchronous vs unsynchronous UE behaviors (e.g., measurement gap, definition of P_cmax) in dual connectivity.

Although we can reuse powe control mode signalling for this purpose, it is preferable to signal sync/async explicitly. We can then remove the signalling for power control mode since it can be determined from sync/async signalling.

	NTT DOCOMO
	N
	
	Our understanding on the RAN4 agreements is that the measurement gap length is still 6 ms from the UE point of view regardless of the DC operation mode. 7 ms is defined as interruption time for asynchronous DC and so the eNB has to take care of it. As such, the UE does not have to know where the interruption length is 6 or 7 ms. 


B.5
Can we agree in general to re-use existing value ranges for the SCG RLF timers and counters, and for T313 not to introduce value infinity?

	No
	Question

	B.5
	Can we agree a) in general to re-use existing value ranges for the SCG RLF timers and counters, and b) for T313 to not introduce the additional value infinity?

	Company
	a) Y/n
	b) Y/n
	Remarks/ motivation

	ZTE
	Y
	N 
	b) prefer to introduce infinity value

	Ericsson
	Y
	N
	Prefer to have infinity value

	Interdigital
	Y
	Y
	We should re-use the existing value ranges for SCG RLF timers, therefore, also not have a new value set to infinity.  

	Alcatel-Lucent
	Y
	Y
	Prefer to have an infinity value.  SCG failures is different from MCG as there is no need to trigger re-establisment..

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	The existing value ranges seem to be sufficient.

	Fujitsu
	Y
	Y
	Just wonder the usage scenario where T313 should be set infinity.  

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	Same behaviour like the legacy UE.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	Y
	Y
	We don’t see the need for the infinity value.

	NEC
	Y
	Y
	We should have more justification to introduce new value as infinity

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	See no real need to be able to disable SCG RLF failure reporting (such failure reporting can already be suppressed by setting T314 set to 30s and N314 to 1)

	Intel
	Y
	Y
	Existing value ranges are sufficient.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Y
	Y
	Agree on the majority view.


B.6
UE capability signalling of a) bands on which UE supports DC, and b) which DRB types the UE supports.
There are 2 remaing UE capability issues: a) Can we agree to clarify that a cell group comprises of cells operating in the same band, and b) do we agree to specify the DRB types supported by the UE within the PDCP configuration (or b.2 do we prefer to introduce a new group for DC capabilities not fitting within the existing groups)

	No
	Question

	B.6
	Can we agree a) to clarify that a cell group comprises of cells operating in the same band, and b) to specify the DRB types supported by the UE within the PDCP configuration

	Company
	a) Y/n
	b) Y/n
	Remarks/ motivation

	ZTE
	N
	Y 
	Not sure where a) comes from, I guess inter-band CA could be feasible both in MeNB and SeNB if UE support it.

	Ericsson
	N
	y/n
	a) We assume that inter-band CA should be feasible if UE supports it.

b) No strong view.

	Interdigital
	N
	Y
	We see no strong motivation to restrict all cells in a group to operate in the same    band.  

	Alcatel-Lucent
	N
	N
	a) RAN2 should not restrict it to intra-band CA

b) DRB type is not just a PDCP function and should hence be signalled outside.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	N
	a) the extra limitation is not needed in RAN2.

b) we share the same view as Alcatel-Lucent.

	Fujitsu
	N
	y/n
	For a) agree with ZTE  b) no preference. 

	CATT
	Y
	Y/N
	a) This could simplify the UE implementation. Not sure how the UE works if intra-band DC and inter-band CA are configured at the same time.
b) No strong preference.

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	N
	N
	We also agree with ALU comment on PDCP, so a new group could be used for DC capabilities. In the future there may be also other DC capabilities to consider (e.g. UL bearer split support).



	NEC
	N
	N
	Agree with ALU

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	a) We think that DC in REL-12 is only supported for at most two bands. Given this, we prefer that in REL-12 there is no support of inter-band cell groups

b) We would also be fine to introduce a new group for DC capabilities not fitting within the existing groups

	Intel
	N
	N
	a) We already agree that TDD/FDD CA can be supported within one cell group, therefore one cell group can have cells from different bands.

b) We prefer to introduce a new group for DC capabilities not fitting within the existing groups.

	NTT DOCOMO
	N
	N
	a) We cannot agree on the proposed restriction. It implies that DC cannot support 3 and more inter-band combination, which is more likely combination in near future.

b) DC specific grouping seems reasonable.


B.7
General issues related to the structure and contents of SCG-ConfigInfo.
There are a number of issues related to the structure and contents of SCG-ConfigInfo:
a) Should more containers be used for some parts of this message e.g. around the MCG configuration (to facilitate extension/ transparent forwarding). If yes, indicate for which parts

b) Should power coordination info be signalled together with TB size restriction (rather than as part of MCG config)

c) Is there a need to include 1) the (empty) RRC reconfiguration complete message, if so within container as in CR?, or 2) just a bit, or 3) nothing?

d) any parameters missing?
	No
	Question

	B.7
	Issues related to the structure and contents of SCG-ConfigInfo

a) Should more containers be used for some parts of this message e.g. around the MCG configuration (to facilitate extension/ transparent forwarding). If yes, indicate for which parts
b) Should power coordination info be signalled together with TB size restriction (rather than as part of MCG config)

c) Is there a need to include 1) the (empty) RRC reconfiguration complete message, if so within container as in CR?, or 2) just a bit, or 3) nothing?
d) any parameters missing?

	Company
	a) More containers (y/ n)
	b) Move Power info (y/n)
	c) Complete (1, 2, 3, ..)
	d) Missing parameters, if any
	Remarks/ motivation

	ZTE
	n
	y
	1
	
	In general group parameters would be helpful. The MCG configuration, limitation in terms of UE capability and power coordination info and action list for SeNB to do


	Ericsson
	maybe no
	
	1
	
	Apparently we should include P-Max of PCell (see LS R1-143667)

	Alcatel-Lucent
	N
	N
	3
	
	Assume this is only about the RRC reconfiguration complete message.  There does not seem to be a reason to forward the message itself.  Sucessful completion of the SCG reconfgution is already signalled by X2 and it is not clear to us what additional information this will convey.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	
	3
	
	We agree with Alcatel-Lucent. As long as SCG-ConfigInfo is sent from MeNB to SeNB after RRC reconfiguration is compete through MeNB, we are not sure why SeNB needs to see the actual RRC reconfiguration complete message. 

	Fujitsu
	
	
	1
	
	

	CATT
	no
	y/n
	3
	
	a) Like the legacy HO, the source eNB configuration is not within a container. If the target does not understand the source configuration, it can send a full configuration.

b) No preference. 

c) It seems that the confirmation and rejection of the SCG configuration from the MeNB to the SeNB has already included in the X2 AP layer. 

	Nokia Networks, Nokia Corporation
	no
	no
	3 (nothing)
	
	There is no need for the container even around the SCG part of the SCG configuration, so definitely we shouldn’t introduce containers “for future use” without having a clear need. If they are needed in the future, they can be introduced at that time.

Power coordination information is input by MeNB, so it should be inside MeNB configuration. There’s no point to signal bits back and forth over X2 when it can be simply avoided by the ASN.1 structure.

The information inside the RRC reconfiguration message is all related to MDT/SON functionalities, which are not relevant for SeNB. The confirmation message itself is enough to indicate that the DC configuration has been completed.



	NEC
	N
	
	3
	
	Agree with ALU

	Samsung
	n
	y
	3, or 2
	None
	a) Containers are useful for information received from UE and transparently forwarded. Hence not useful for most parameters

c) Mainly want to get this properly concluded (decision has flipped). Although message size is not critical, current signalling (empty message in container) seems overkill

d) Nothing identified. Note that if we agree to modify RLC configuration for split DRB (i.e. no UL AM parameters), SeNB can derive UL path value set by MeNB from MCG configuration (i.e. no need for other signalling across X2)

	Intel
	N
	N
	3
	
	c) Agree that there is no need for SeNB to see RRC reconfiguration complete message.

	NTT DOCOMO
	N
	N
	3
	N
	a) So far, we don’t see need on the container. Even if we find later, it can be introduced by NCE.

b) It is not “SCG-ConfigRestriction” as it includes the MCG related parameter, i.e., p-MeNB.

c) X2 level confirmation is sufficient.


Other issues discussed previously and still to be concluded:
C.1
Whether to modifiy the signalling to avoid the SeNB needs to signal an UL-AM-RLC configuration for a split DRB, for which UL PDCP PDUs are configured to be sent via MCG (former question E.6)
C.2
Whether to specify that the PSCell cannot be used for for Rx-Tx measurement and RSTD measurement for positioning purpose (former question E.7)
C.3
Whether to to relink the measId linked to measObjectId corresponding to the source/target PSCell frequency to the measObjectId corresponding to the target/source PSCell frequency when PSCell frequency is changed (former question E.8)
3 Conclusion & recommendation
The following table summarises the discussion and suggest a proposed way forward for each of the issues.

	Prop
	Support
	Summary of main remarks
	Suggested way forward

	A
	1: 3-9
2a: 0-12
2b: 8- 2

3: 12-0

4: 2- 10
5: 9- 2
6: 9- 1
	1: Several companies prefer to aligne with MAC. PCell is assumed to merely have additional properties. If not considered an SCell the large common part would have to be repeated. If not regarded an SCell, naming becomes counter-intuitive
2a (PSCell): As separate IE/ name and some properties are different e.g. activation, it is better to use separate section

2b (SCell): Most companies think the existing section can be re-used
4: It it is easy to avoid sending multiple SCG failure messages. Regarded as not so essential enhancement.

5: If we agree SeNB always signals the key we should inform SA2
	1: Agree, provided specification impact is limited
2: Separate section for PSCell, for SCells re-use existing section

4: Introduce statement that trigger only results in failure message if SCG is not suspended

3, 5, 6: Agree

	B.1a
	6- 6
	Should follow the REL-8 order. Grouping the L2 operation as in option 2 reduces the number of ‘if SCG change’ checks

If we adopt option 2 we may need to introduce DRB specific exceptions to avoid double execution of the L2 reestablishments

Option 1 seems more future proof (can easier accommodate DRB type change without SCG change)
	Further discussion seems required (Rapporteur may prepare alternative version)

	B.1b
	11- 1
	Signalling drb-Type results in less complicated specification

An explicit drb-Type field is not required and might result in some inconsistencies

A simplification could be to have the field only in the legacy drb-ToAddMod field (and signal that upon any DRB type change)

Rap>Baseline CR assumes that both legacy and SCG field include DRB type as mandatory field, that is always signalled when the concerned drb-ToAddMod field is signalled (i.e. no need to signal a drb-ToAddMod field only for the purpose of indicating drb-Type) 
	Agree. Some further discussion may be required to the actual details, in particular which option to use:

a) Field Drb-Type is mandatory in both legacy and SCG version of drb-ToAddMod field (as in baseline CR)

b) Explicit drb-Type is included in legacy field only and signalled whenever the value changes (even if legacy parameters are not changed or not applicable anymore, as upon change to SCG DRB)

	B1.c
	2: 2- 2 (some unclear)
	Companies agree both issues need to be resolved, but very few clear opinions regarding the 2nd issue. Keeping legacy section unaffected is however considered an advantage of option 2b
	Agree to correct the obvious mistake. Further discussion is required regarding how to avoid the DRB reconfiguration is called multiple times

	B.2
	
	Although applicable to PSCell, RLF timers should probably stay at the level of RadioResourceConfigSCG (same location as for MCG)
PCell physical config seems applicable, except for csi-SubframePattern. There seem to be different views regarding the applicability of additionalSpectrumEmission for the SCG. Otherwise no changes have been identified
	Agree to add SPS config to  RadioResourceConfigSCG. Agree to re-use PhysicalConfigDedicated for PSCell. Introduce statement that csi-SubframePattern in cqi-ReportConfig-r10 is not configured

	B.3
	
	It seems possible to re-use RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell and extend it to include the missing field PUCCH-Config and to include the additional sub-fields of RACH-ConfigCommon and UplinkPowerControlCommon. This can largely be done by introducing a new field replacing the previous RACH/ UL power control fields

Another approach may be to use RadioResourceConfigCommon as baseline for the PCell and add the missing fields mbms-config and frequency info
	Agree that when using RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell as baseline, there is a need to add PUCCH-Config and replace the RACH/ UL power control fields (to cover missing sub-fields). Discuss and conclude whether to instead use RadioResourceConfigCommon as baseline, while adding the mbms-config and frequency info

	B.4
	4- 7
	In case the UE has an incorrect view there is no real problem i.e. the UE may just monitor an additional subframe. Gap is still 6ms, but interruption time is 7ms in asynchronous case. UE does not need to know
Power control mode 2 indicates asynchronous and implies use of 7ms
If an indication would be needed, several companies prefer a measurement specifc indication. Others prefer a general indication, argueing the UE might take advantage of this and e.g. not acquire SFN anymore
	Do not introduce any additional indication for now (no real need/ problem was identified)

	B.5
	A: 12- 0
B: 10- 2
	
	Re-use the value ranges of the existing RLF timers and do not introduce value infinity for T313

	B.6
	A: 2- 10
B: 3- 6
	Most companies think there is no need to restrict a cell group to only support intra-band CA. one company proposed this merely as a simplification for REL-12, in which DC is assumed to be supported for at most 2 bands
	For now do not introduce a restriction that in REL-12 a cell group only supports intra-band CA. Introduce a new group for DC capabilities not fitting within the existing groups

	B.7
	A: 0- 9
B: 2- 4
C: 3- 0- 8 

D: 
	a) It would be good to group related parameters. The source configuration forwarded upon HO is not carried in a container. No clear need has been identified for more containers. Containers are merely useful for information received from UE and transparently forwarded i.e. which does not seem to apply here.
c) The confirmation message itself/ X2 AP signalling is sufficient confirmation
d) We should include P-Max of PCell (see LS R1-143667). Otherwise no new parameters have been identified (it was noted that even if we agree that UL RLC AM should not be configured for SCG RLC of split bearer with UL path via MCG, there is no need for additional signalling across X2, as SeNB can infer UL path from MCG configuration)
	Do not introduce more containers around parts of the SCG-ConfigInfo inter node message. Remove the RRC reconfiguration complete message from the SCG-ConfigInfo. Furthermore, include P-Max in the SCG-ConfigInfo . Grouping of the SCG-ConfigInfo fields may be discussed further


In accordance with the proposed way forward indicated in the previous summary, RAN2 is requested to agree the following proposals:

Proposal 1:
Consider the PSCell not to be an SCell (provided that specification impact is limited)
Proposal 2:
Cover SCG cell addition/ modification within the existing procedures SCell addition/ modification procedure and cover SCG cell release within the existing SCell release. Introduce new procedure for PSCell reconfiguration.
Proposal 3:
In REL-12, upon HO/ reconfiguration with full configuration procedure we only support SCG release (not SCG change). I.e. after procedure, bearers will be MCG DRBs (and UE takes DRB actions alike upon SCG release)
Proposal 4:
Avoid multiple successive SCG failure messages (resulting from different RLF triggers) in REL-12 i.e. specify SCG failure is reported only when SCG is not yet suspended
Proposal 5:
SeNB always provides ciphering algorithm upon SCG establishment i.e. no need to optimise by specifying that in case of absence the UE applies the same ciphering algorithm as for MCG/ SRBs
Proposal 6:
Confirm that full configuration (rather than delta compared to some reference/ default e.g. MCG) is used when a new SCG related entity is created (and delta signalling otherwise). In particular this means:

· 
Upon SCG establishment, the SeNB signals the full configuration of the SCG MAC that is newly created 

· 
Upon switch from MCG to split DRB, the SeNB signals the full configuration of the SCG RLC entity that is newly created

· 
(upon switch from MCG to SCG DRB or vice versa, the existing RLC entity continues and is reconfigured i.e. delta signalling is used)
Proposal 7:
Introduce explicit signalling for the drb-Type
Proposal 8:
Add the missing statements that upon SCG change the UE shall perform L2 actions for split and SCG DRBs that are not reconfigured (i.e. not in a drb-ToAddModList)
Proposal 9:
Agree to add SPS config to  RadioResourceConfigSCG. Agree to re-use PhysicalConfigDedicated for PSCell. Introduce statement that csi-SubframePattern in cqi-ReportConfig-r10 is not configured
Proposal 10:
Do not introduce any additional signalling to indicate ‘synchronous’ or ‘use 7ms gap’ for now (no real need was identified)
Proposal 11:
For the SCG timer/ counter values, re-use the value ranges of the corresponding legacy timers/ counters. Furthermore, do not introduce value infinity for T313
Proposal 12:
For now do not introduce the restriction that in REL-12 a cell group only supports intra-band CA. Introduce a new group for DC capabilities not fitting within the existing groups
Proposal 13:
Do not introduce more containers around parts of the SCG-ConfigInfo inter node message. Remove the RRC reconfiguration complete message from the SCG-ConfigInfo. Furthermore, include P-Max in the SCG-ConfigInfo .
Further dissussion is primarily suggested regarding the following issues:

· 
B1.a: Where to specify the RLC & PDCP actions upon SCG change i.e. 1) within DRB reconfiguration procedure as in baseline CR, or 2) As much as possible grouped together within the SCG change section
· 
B1.b: Actual signalling details of drb-Type field ie. Whether a) Field Drb-Type is mandatory in both legacy and SCG version of drb-ToAddMod field (as in baseline CR), or b) Explicit drb-Type is included in legacy field only and signalled whenever the value changes (even if legacy parameters are not changed or not applicable anymore, as upon change to SCG DRB)
· 
B1.c2: how to avoid the DRB reconfiguration is called multiple times i.e: a) create a single DRB loop (for each DRB identity value ..) i.e. a single section where both legacy and SCG drb-ToAddModList is handled, or b) maintain the separate section for DC specific actions, but remove the loop from 5.3.10.3x and include one in 5.3.10.x
· 
B.2: Discuss and conclude the applicability of additionalSpectrumEmission for the SCG
· 
B.3: Discuss and conclude whether to use a) RadioResourceConfigCommonSCell as baseline, adding PUCCH-Config and replacing the RACH/ UL power control fields (to cover missing sub-fields) or b) use RadioResourceConfigCommon as baseline, while adding the mbms-config and frequency info
· 
B.7: Grouping of the SCG-ConfigInfo fields may be discussed further
· 
C.1: Whether to modifiy the signalling to avoid the SeNB needs to signal an UL-AM-RLC configuration for a split DRB, for which UL PDCP PDUs are configured to be sent via MCG (former question E.6)
· 
C.2: Whether to specify that the PSCell cannot be used for for Rx-Tx measurement and RSTD measurement for positioning purpose (former question E.7)
· 
C.3: Whether to to relink the measId linked to measObjectId corresponding to the source/target PSCell frequency to the measObjectId corresponding to the target/source PSCell frequency when PSCell frequency is changed (former question E.8)
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