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1
Introduction

This is a response paper to papers following LS in in R3-185446 on RLC mode reconfiguration from RAN2, stating the following
RAN2 agreed that:

RLC mode reconfiguration can only be supported by DRB release/addition (including RLC bearer release) or full configuration.
This also means that, in a change of the PDCP termination point (e.g. a bearer type change from an MN terminated bearer to an SN terminated bearer), the RLC mode originally determined by the old hosting node needs to be known at the new one, to avoid the risk that a different RLC mode is selected and that the DRB must be released.

2
Discussion

2.1
Exegesis of the LS text

It seems that the first paragraph (in italics) is the basic RAN2 agreements.

The second paragraph is contradicting the first one, as it talks about the change of PDCP termination point change (bearer type change where the node hosting the PDCP is changed). There is the common understanding that such scenario can only be done by releasing the DRB at the old hosting node and adding it at the new hosting node, so this is exactly the DRB release/addition scenario, which is also reflected in RRC signalling.

Avoiding the risk that a different RLC mode is selected is contradicting the main aim of the RLC mode change. And release is not avoidable, as this is the only way to support the scenario. Also keeping parts of the DRB resources and re-use them would not make any sense, as release of DRB would not leave any parts of the DRB resources available for the subsequent addition.

Observation 1:
Whereas the basic RAN2 decision has to be followed by RAN3, the conclusion drawn by RAN2 in the 2nd paragraph of the LS is contradicting the first one. We should liaise back to RAN2 on that.
Observation 2:
Any kind of proposals to include the RLC mode in Release messages should not be followed.


Note:
We basically thought, that within Xn/X2 modification messages, the RLC mode needs to be indicated from the node hosting PDCP to the corresponding node as an optional parameter, if full configuration is applied (not sure though whether this “full configuration” is/has to visible on Xn/X2 signalling.)

Nothing more needs to be done, as DRB release doesn’t need any signalling (resources are gone after that), and addition should already include the RLC mode in the proper places (though, that might need to be checked again.)

2.2
Necessary changes on X2
Note:
Text in green provides information that the necessary IEs are in place already, text in red indicates necessary additions.
9.1.4.1 SGNB ADDITION REQUEST: 

RLC mode IE mandatory for MN terminated bearers in the E-RABs To Be Added List
9.1.4.2 SGNB ADDITION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE:

RLC mode IE C-ifMCGpresent for SN terminated bearers in the E-RABs Admitted To Be Added List

9.1.4.5 SGNB MODIFICATION REQUEST: 

RLC mode IE mandatory for MN terminated bearers in the E-RABs To Be Added List

missing: RLC mode IE C-ifMSGpresent&fullconfig for MN terminated bearers in the E-RABs To Be Modified List

missing: RRC full config indication from MeNB as input for the condition above
9.1.4.6 SGNB MODIFICATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE: 

RLC mode IE mandatory for SN terminated bearers in the E-RABs Admitted List

missing: RLC mode IE C-ifCSGpresent&fullconfig for SN terminated bearers in the E-RABs Admitted To Be Modified List

9.1.4.8 SGNB MODIFICATION REQUIRED: 

missing: RLC mode IE C-ifMSGpresent&fullconfig for SN terminated bearers in the E-RABs To Be Modified List

Observation 3:
X2AP needs changes in various sections to cater for the modification case at full configuration. SgNB Addition cases are well covered.
2.3
Necessary changes on Xn

Note:
Text in green provides information that the necessary IEs are in place already, text in red indicates necessary additions.
9.1.2.5 S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUEST

missing: RRC full config indication from M-NODE for MN terminated RLC re-configuration
9.1.2.6 S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE

missing: RRC full config indication from S-NODE for SN terminated RLC re-configuration
9.1.2.5 S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED

missing: RRC full config indication from S-NODE for SN terminated RLC re-configuration
9.2.1.6 PDU Session Resource Setup Response Info - SN terminated

RLC mode IE optional in the DRBs To Be Setup List

9.2.1.7 PDU Session Resource Setup Info - MN terminated 

RLC mode IE optional in the DRBs To Be Setup List

9.2.1.10 PDU Session Resource Modification Response Info - SN terminated

RLC mode IE optional in the DRBs To Be Setup List

missing: RLC mode IE optional for DRBs To Be Modified List

9.2.1.11 PDU Session Resource Modification Info - MN terminated 

RLC mode IE optional (presence “O” added in another TP) in the DRBs To Be Setup List

missing: RLC mode IE optional in the DRBs To Be Modified List

9.2.1.20 PDU Session Resource Modification Required Info - SN terminated 

missing: RLC mode IE optional in the DRBs To Be Setup and Modified List

Observation 4:
XnAP needs changes in various sections to cater for the modification case at full configuration. S-Node Addition cases are well covered.

2.4
Necessary changes on F1

On F1, a DRB can be modified with the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message.

It should contain in the DRB to Be Modified List IE the possibility to include the possibility to indicate RLC mode change. We suggest introducing also the possibility to indicate the request to perform Full Configuration and provide the RLC mode IE only if this Full Configuration Requested Indicator is set.

Observation 5:
F1AP should also include the possibility to indicate RLC mode change upon full configuration.
3
Conclusion
We were going to several proposals submitted to RAN3#101bis and have observed the following:
Observation 1:
Whereas the basic RAN2 decision has to be followed by RAN3, the conclusion drawn by RAN2 in the 2nd paragraph of the LS is contradicting the first one. We should liaise back to RAN2 on that.

Observation 2:
Any kind of proposals to include the RLC mode in Release messages should not be followed.


Observation 3:
X2AP needs changes in various sections to cater for the modification case at full configuration. SgNB Addition cases are well covered.

Observation 4:
XnAP needs changes in various sections to cater for the modification case at full configuration. S-Node Addition cases are well covered.

Proposal:
We have provide response papers to X2/XnAP CRs/TPs (R3-186059/R3-186060) and one to F1AP (R3-186061). Also a reply LS is proposed in R3-186062.
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