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Introduction
CB: # 112_Stage2Corrections

- Check stage2 essential corrections, approve the corresponding draftCR/CRs if agreeable

- Ignore editorial updates

(NEC - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-214265
Let me try to have a first round of the deadline on:  20/Aug (Fri)  11:59:59 UTC.
The second round (if needed) of discussion is set to : 24/Aug (Tue) 11:59:58 UTC. 
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For the Chairman’s Notes

To be Provided…
3
1st round of discussion (deadline is 20-Aug (Fri) 11:59 UTC)

	R3-213103
	Clarification on RRC inactive to other RRC state transition procedure (Radisys)
	Discussion

Rev in R3-214266 (add Reliance Jio as co-source company)


Proposal to add Note under Step 7 for clarification in TS 38.401 Section 8.6.2 RRC inactive to Other states:
Note: In Step 7 optionally CU shall send RRCReject and RRCRelease to DU via F1 UE Context Release Command instead of DL RRC Message Transfer. The RRC message is encapsulated in UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMMAND to the gNB-DU by gNB-CU. gNB-DU forwards RRC message to UE and responds with UE Context Release Complete message to gNB-CU.”
Q1: Please give your view on this discussion paper.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	No strong opinion but the current protocol does not break by using the DL RRC Message Transfer

	Ericsson
	As previously discussed, Stage 2 cannot cover all possible cases. This seems already covered (also looking at corresponding Stage 3 parts). This CR is not needed.

	Radisys
	We think this additional note is needed for working in an inter vendor environment with open F1 interface. We find the current text in step 7 restrictive, as it only talks about sending RRC Reject and RRC Release over DL RRC Message Transfer. In an inter vendor scenario where CU and DU belong to different vendors, the RRC Reject and RRC Release can be either in DL RRC Message Transfer or UE Context Release Command. Hence in order to avoid interoperability issues, we would like to have additional clarification in the specification to state that, RRC Reject and RRC Release shall also be carried over F1 UE Context Release Command. As OpenRAN vendors, we prefer to have additional clarification in the specification to justify the RRC Reject and RRC Release callflow over open F1 interface.
Also this proposal is similar to R3-213362 and R3-213363 talking about different scenarios for inter vendor operation.

	Intel
	No strong opinion, but this seems signalling optimization rather than correction or addressing critical use case. 

	Huawei
	Seems an optimization on F1 message flows for RRC inactive UEs. No any problem foreseen if not have this.

	ZTE
	This CR is not needed, because current specs has no any problem without this CR.

	Nokia
	The specifications already allow carrying the RRC message as part of UE Context Release Command. There is no need to introduce description of additional variants to stage 2.


	R3-213235
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	discussion

	R3-213236
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete in Rel-15 (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	draftCR

	R3-213237
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete in Rel-16 (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	draftCR


Proposal 1: In case of MN initiated SN modification procedure, add a note to indicate that in case the MN rejects the configuration requested by the SN, the MN instead informs the SN via SN Reconfiguration Complete message with the rejected cause.
Q2: Please give your view on these CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	The existing stage 3 spec lacks of description for the applicable usage so it should be helpful to clarify it in stage 2.

	Ericsson
	The proposed note describes a failure case, but Stage 2 typically does not describe failure cases. Where needed, failure cases are described “atomically” for the single protocol, in Stage 3. This CR is not needed.

	Radisys
	We understand that the text in stage 3 points to UE rejecting the configuration sent by SN and not the MN. Also MN sending a rejection of the SN configuration in SN Reconfiguration Complete message without triggering the RRC Reconfiguration does not make sense. We think this scenario does not fit in the SN Reconfiguration Complete message. Hence, we think that the stage 2 clarification is not needed. 

	Intel
	We support these CRs to fill the gap between stage-2 and stage-3. 

It is clearly described in stage-3 that MN sends SN Reconfiguration Complete message in case MN rejects the configuration requested by SN. This has been there from very early days. 
Namely, the same class-2 "message" is used for both successful and unsuccessful cases. This is not about a typical class-1 procedure that a failure response is automatically assumed by a different message. 
Now, in our stage-2, SN Reconfiguration Complete is described only for the successful case. It should be clearly described in stage-2 to avoid confusion on the usage of this class-2 procedure that can be used for both successful and failure cases. 
And I don't understand the point that MN should not reject SN's request before sending RRC Reconfiguration. NW should not bother the UE unless coordination is successful between MN and SN. 

	Huawei
	Seems not necessary, stage2 spec normally only captures the successful case. Share the view with Ericsson.

	ZTE
	This CR cosigned by 5 companies is needed. The change has not been described in stage 3 so that it shall be captured in stage 2. 

Without the clarification in this CR, it is misleading that when MN receiving ACK message from SN including bad configuration, the MN has to send RRC Reconfiguration message to UE, which is bad. With this CR, the SN modification procedure can be ended.

This CR does not capture failure/reject case, it is used to stop the procedure even if receiving successful response but including unsuitable SN configuration.

	Nokia
	We’re confused concerning the described failure scenario. In short, in what situation the MN may want to reject the RRC reconfiguration provided from the SN? Please note, in EN-DC, the MN is not even able to read the RRC config provided from the SN! Wasn’t this the reason why it is not described in stage-3 or stage-2 so far?


	R3-213280
	DC in same and differ ent DUs (NEC, ZTE, Google Inc.)
	CR0180r, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. F

Rev in R3-214238 (added Nokia as co-signing company)


Add the description of possible DC configuration in the single gNB-DU or separate gNB-DUs in the same gNB-CU
Q3: Please give your view on this CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	It is helpful to clarify it to reflect the change made to TS37.340 

	Ericsson
	a) the added text is not even in correct English. b) this scenario is not precluded by current Stage 2 text (37.340 says “can also be used when…”, which is perfectly fine). Therefore, no need to add a description for something which is already allowed. This CR is not needed.

	Radisys
	Agree to have this change

	Intel
	Since already reflected in 37.340, we think there is no need to repeat such high-level description in 38.401. In 38.401, DC related behaviors were already referred to 37.340. 
However, we may need some clarification on our "8.3.1 Centralized Retransmission in Intra gNB-CU Cases" in 38.401, which is described between two gNB-DUs, because, now in case of NR-DC, this is possible under one gNB-DU.

	Huawei
	No strong view, it seems that in RAN2, "DC can also apply in a single gNB-DU" was acknowledged. With this agreement, seems nothing wrong with this CR.

	NEC
	Reply to Ericson and Intel, the current Stage 2 text (37.340) says “can also be used when a UE is connected to a single gNB...” but it does not show anymore one gNB-DU or two DU. Before the RAN2 CR (R2-2102002) the description was there, after the RAN2 CR the information is lost. So we try to bring it back, but gNB-CU/DU thing is more RAN3, so we propose to add in in 38.401, hope this clarify and thanks for understanding.  
For the 8.3.1 pointed out by Intel, not sure if this relevant to this CR.

	ZTE
	We support this CR, with this CR, TS38.401 can align with TS37.340. Other, it is easy to mislead when reading different stage2 specs.

	Nokia
	This clarification is needed


	R3-213309
	Corrections on the abbreviation of OAM (China Telecommunication)
	CR0181r, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. F


1) Change the abbreviation “O&M” into “OAM”;
2) Change the full spelling “Operation and Maintenance” into “Operation, Administration, and Maintenance”.
Q4: Please give your view on this CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	Fine for the change

	Ericsson
	This CR is purely editorial (alignment with definitions, etc.): it should be noted. The corresponding issues (if acknowledged) should be left to the specification Rapporteur to address.

	Radisys
	Editorial Change. Upto to the Rapporteur to address.

	Intel
	It is true this is purely editorial change. We are fine either by this CR or by rapporteur. 

	Huawei
	ok 

	ZTE
	Fine with the CR

	Nokia
	This could be handled as part of Rapporteur corrections in Rel 17.


	R3-213361
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	discussion

	R3-213362
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation CR 38.401 (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	CR0164r3, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. A

	R3-213363
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation CR 38.401 (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	CR0163r5, TS 38.401 v15.9.0, Rel-15, Cat. F


Clarify that if UE access the same gNB-DU, then other vendor CU will trigger UE Context Setup procedure towards the same gNB-DU
Q5: Please give your view on these CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	Fine for the change

	Radisys
	This CR again talks about different scenarios or failure cases in case of Inter Vendor environment. This CR is similar to R3-213103.

We think such clarifications are needed in stage 2 to work seamlessly over Open F1 interface. Hence we think both R3-213103 and this CR is needed for clarification for open F1.

	Intel
	This is about critical handling where DU cannot retrieve UE context due to e.g. memory overload issue. 
Though we don't agree the approach described in R3-213361 (the way to trigger CU to initiate UE Context setup is by DU-initiated UE Context release request, which release and re-establishes F1 UE logical connection, but here F1 UE logical connection is not the problem. The problem is simply on DU who could not retrieve UE context properly based on the existing F1 UE logical connection), we are generally fine for the proposed changes in 3362 and 3363. 

	Huawei
	We tend to think that such abnormal scenario should not happen in a normal implementation, and should not be captured in st2, thus it is not needed

	ZTE
	In the example sequency, since DU can not find the ue context,  instead of UE context modifiction response, DU need to provide UE context failure to the CU with appopriate cause value.

With such process, the CU can aware the failure in the DU and can decide whether to setup the UE context or drop it. 

	Nokia
	Do not agree with the proposal.

This topic had already been discussed in prior meetings.

In our view, this scenario should not occur and the context would have been released upon expiry/corruption/etc. 


	R3-213375
	Suspend Configuration (Ericsson, Intel, CATT, Google)
	CR0169r2, TS 38.401 v15.9.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	R3-213376
	Suspend Configuration (Ericsson, Intel, CATT, Google)
	CR0170r2, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. A


Addition of the reference to the suspend configuration that needs to be carried by the RRC release message
Q6: Please give your view on these CRs.
	Company
	Comment

	Google
	Fine for the change 

	Radisys
	Agree with this change

	Huawei
	ok

	ZTE
	Fine with the change.

	Nokia
	Overall see this clarification as not unnecessary. If introduced, it should also be limited to Rel 16.


	R3-213515
	Clean-up on Xn-U Address Indication procedure (Intel Corporation, ZTE)
	draftCR

	R3-213516
	Clean-up on Xn-U Address Indication procedure (Intel Corporation, ZTE)
	draftCR


1. In 10.4.2, a typo is fixed.

2. In 10.5.2, a missing Xn-U Address Indication from MN to T-SN is added with the corresponding description. A typo in the Figure 10.5.2-1 is also fixed.

3. In 10.7.2, a missing Xn-U Address Indication from the target MN to the (target) SN is added with the corresponding description. 

4. In 10.9.2, a missing Xn-U Address Indication from the T-MN to the T-SN is added with the corresponding description.

Q7: Please give your view on these CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	Fine for the change

	Ericsson
	Typo should be fixed by Rapporteur; all other additions are not true for all bearer types, so we risk introducing inconsistencies. Better left alone. CR is not needed.

	Radisys
	We understand that Xn-U Address Indication is not needed after SN Addition (as mentioned in the CR) as there will not be any data left in the buffer for forwarding.

	Intel
	We think there is some misunderstanding from Ericsson and Radisys. This is not about "data forwarding". This is about SN terminated bearer using "MCG" resources where the MN must provide Xn-U DL TNL address info via Xn-U Address Indication. Otherwise, it won't work.  

The typo can be fixed by rapporteur, but the descriptions about SN terminated bearer using "MCG" resources should be implemented in all the relevant places (as in 10.2.2 and 10.3.2).

	Huawei
	ok

	ZTE
	We support this CR, some changes in this CR is correction and makes sense.

	Nokia
	All right


	R3-213572
	Correction on EN-DC messages (Huawei, China Unicom)
	draftCR

	R3-213573
	Correction on EN-DC messages (Huawei, China Unicom)
	draftCR


Update the message names in EN-DC part of Inter-Master Node handover with/without Secondary Node change
Q8: Please give your view on these CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	Fine for the change

	Ericsson
	This is an editorial CR. Not needed.

	Radisys
	Editorial Change. Upto to the Rapporteur to address.

	Intel
	It is true this is purely editorial change. We are fine either by this CR or by rapporteur.

	Huawei
	Fine for the changes, to correct the wrong message names, it is not editorial.

	Nokia
	The change is all right, but is a Cat D CR – should be reported to the rapporteur.

	ZTE
	This CR is not needed. The CR is not good because it will introduce lots of corresponding modification which is not needed at all.


	R3-213957
	Correction on conditional reconfiguration for PSCell (Google Inc., Intel Corporation, CATT, ZTE)
	draftCR


The actual given change in the proposal is:
The MN forwards the NR RRC response message to the SN in the SgNB Modification Confirm message.
Q9: Please give your view on these CRs.

	Company
	Comment

	Google
	The proposed change avoids an incorrect interpretation that the MN may receive a RRC reconfiguration without containing a SN RRC response either for immediate or conditional configuration from the SN

	Ericsson
	“…if received from the UE” does not hint that there’s a case where it is not received, but rather that the forwarded information is the one received from the UE (as opposed to, say, an available/previously received set). It is the opposite of “…if available in the node”, in other words. This alone justifies the current text, which is therefore “not wrong™”. For this reason, we prefer not to touch it. This CR is not needed.

	Radisys
	Agree with this change

	Intel
	"if received from the UE" is purely a wrong description. So, we support this stage-2 CR. 

	Huawei
	ok

	ZTE
	We support this CR.

	Nokia
	The change seems technically all right, but which group defined CPC in Rel.16? Wasn’t it RAN2? If it was RAN3, then fine, otherwise it should be provided to RAN2.


4
References

	R3-213103
	Clarification on RRC inactive to other RRC state transition procedure (Radisys)
	Discussion

Rev in R3-214266 (add Reliance Jio as co-source company)

	R3-213235
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	discussion

	R3-213236
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete in Rel-15 (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	draftCR

	R3-213237
	Correction on the usage of SN Reconfiguration Complete in Rel-16 (ZTE Corporation, Google, Intel Corporation, Lenovo, NEC)
	draftCR

	R3-213280
	DC in same and differ ent DUs (NEC, ZTE, Google Inc.)
	CR0180r, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. F

Rev in R3-214238 (added Nokia as co-signing company)

	R3-213309
	Corrections on the abbreviation of OAM (China Telecommunication)
	CR0181r, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. F

	R3-213361
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	discussion

	R3-213362
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation CR 38.401 (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	CR0164r3, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. A

	R3-213363
	RRC Re-establishment and inter-vendor CU operation CR 38.401 (Ericsson, Verizon Wireless)
	CR0163r5, TS 38.401 v15.9.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	R3-213375
	Suspend Configuration (Ericsson, Intel, CATT, Google)
	CR0169r2, TS 38.401 v15.9.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

	R3-213376
	Suspend Configuration (Ericsson, Intel, CATT, Google)
	CR0170r2, TS 38.401 v16.6.0, Rel-16, Cat. A

	R3-213515
	Clean-up on Xn-U Address Indication procedure (Intel Corporation, ZTE)
	draftCR

	R3-213516
	Clean-up on Xn-U Address Indication procedure (Intel Corporation, ZTE)
	draftCR

	R3-213572
	Correction on EN-DC messages (Huawei, China Unicom)
	draftCR

	R3-213573
	Correction on EN-DC messages (Huawei, China Unicom)
	draftCR

	R3-213957
	Correction on conditional reconfiguration for PSCell (Google Inc., Intel Corporation, CATT, ZTE)
	draftCR


