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1   Introduction
In [1], RAN2 discussed how to handle the failure of LTE and NR RRC messages, joint failure or separate failure? However, there was no agreement.
In this paper, we continue the discussion on how to handle the configuration failure for LTE-NR DC.

2   Discussion 
In LTE DC, the MeNB is able to understand the SCG-Config generated by SeNB for the UE and the MeNB is responsible for generating the final RRC message including both MeNB and SeNB configurations for the UE. Therefore it is the MeNB’s responsibility to guarantee the correction of the message. The joint failure is performed for the UE, i.e., the UE should trigger the reestablishment procedure if one of them is incorrect. 

In RAN2 #95bis meeting, RAN2 agreed that:
RAN2 aim for a solution where the master node and secondary node are not required to comprehend each other’s UE configuration.

Allow gNB to format NR RRC PDU for the UE configuration.
Based on the agreements above, taking the Option3 as the example, the differences between LTE DC and LTE NR tight interworking are:

· NR RRC message is included in LTE RRC message as container;

· The MeNB is not required to comprehend NR’s RRC message;
For DC, the MeNB and SeNB belong to the same RAT, and we assume that the MeNB is able to do negotiation with SeNB based on the configuration of the SeNB, i.e. the MeNB is able to perform some tradeoff between MeNB configuration and SeNB configuration. Since the MeNB can guarantee the correct configuration,  joint failure is accepted. For LTE-NR tight interworking, since companies prefer that the master node should not understand the configuration of the secondary node and should not change the configuration of secondary node, it is unfair to let the MeNB to be punished due to the failure of secondary node. 

Observation 1: it is unfair to let the MeNB to be punished due to the failure of secondary RAT if the master node cannot understand the configuration of the secondary node.
Proposal 1: Considering the master and secondary configurations are transparent from each other, separate failure handling should be supported.
To our understanding, the UE capability coordination will be performed between master node and secondary node and it should be dominated by the master node. Based on this assumption, the master RRC configuration should not be influenced by the secondary RRC configuration, while, the secondary will be affected by the master. In details, when only the secondary configuration cannot be complied, the master configuration should be applied if it is applicable. However, if the master configuration cannot be complied, the secondary should not be applied even if it is applicable.
For LTE DC, we already had “SCG failure information” for the reporting of SCG failure, and for LWA, we had “WLAN connection status reporting” for the reporting of WLAN problem. We could use the same way for secondary RAT failure report.
The corresponding handling could be:

· Upon reception of the final RRC message carrying secondary final RRC message as a container, the UE should apply master and secondary RRC configuration respectively. 
· If the content from master is failed, reestablishment should be used, i.e. both master and secondary node cannot be used;
· If the content from master can be complied by the UE, but the content from secondary node cannot, the UE will only report the failure of secondary node to the master node. Master path will still work well, but secondary node path will be suspended as SeNB failure;

Proposal 1b: corresponding UE/network behavior is:

· Upon reception of the final RRC message carrying secondary final RRC message as a container, the UE should apply master and secondary RRC configuration respectively. 
· If the content from master is failed, reestablishment should be used, i.e. both master and secondary node cannot be used;
· If the content from master can be complied by the UE, but the content from secondary node cannot, the UE will only report the failure of secondary node to the master node. Master path will still work, but secondary node path will be suspended as SeNB failure;
To our understanding, NR specification will specify how to handle failure case, similar to LTE:
1> upon detecting radio link failure, or

1>
upon handover failure; or

1>
upon mobility from E-UTRA failure; or

1>
upon integrity check failure indication from lower layers; or

1>
upon an RRC connection reconfiguration failure;
Proposal 2: the failure check on RRC configuration of secondary node should be specified in RRC specification of secondary node, e.g. NR RRC for 3/3a.
Similar to inter-RAT mobility, the failure handling should be specified in source RAT, i.e. LTE for option 3/3a.

Proposal 3: the failure handling should be specified in RRC specification of master node, e.g. LTE RRC for option 3/3a.
3   Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss how to handle the configuration failure for LTE NR tight interworking and have the following proposals:
Observation 1: it is unfair to let the MeNB to be punished due to the failure of secondary RAT if the master node cannot understand the configuration of the secondary node.
Proposal 1: Considering the master and secondary configurations are transparent from each other, separate failure handling should be supported.
Proposal 1b: corresponding UE/network behavior is:

· Upon reception of the final RRC message carrying secondary final RRC message as a container, the UE should apply master and secondary RRC configuration respectively. 
· If the content from master is failed, reestablishment should be used, i.e. both master and secondary node cannot be used;
· If the content from master can be complied by the UE, but the content from secondary node cannot, the UE will only report the failure of secondary node to the master node. Master path will still work well, but secondary node path will be suspended as SeNB failure;
Proposal 2: the failure check on RRC configuration of secondary node should be specified in RRC specification of secondary node, e.g. NR RRC for 3/3a.
Proposal 3: the failure handling should be specified in RRC specification of master node, e.g. LTE RRC for option 3/3a.
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