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1	Introduction
 CB: # 13_ SCG reconfiguration
- Check all the cases and figure out what should be specified
(Lenovo - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-226796

Companies are encouraged to provide their comments before 0:00 17th Nov time. 
If we can reach consensus, then we can work on merged CRs before 18th Nov. 
2	For Chair’s Notes
RAN3 agrees to support two code points in the SCG Reconfiguration Notification IE in SN modification required message, and work on the CR implementation:
· Code point 1: If any SN RRC reconfiguration is received, MN uses as it wants. MN considers all conditional reconfigurations at UE have been released. MN does not transfer SN RRC reconfiguration, if received, to UE.  
· Code point 2: If any SN RRC reconfiguration is received, MN uses as it wants. MN does not transfer SN RRC reconfiguration, if received, to UE. MN does not consider all conditional reconfigurations at UE have been released.

OR

RAN3 takes the table captured in this CB as baseline for further discussion and discuss the CR implementation based on contribution next meeting. 

	MN awareness  

Source SN 
modification
	Case A: 
Only CHO is prepared 
(No MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC)
	Case B: 
MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
(CHO may be prepared)
	Case C:
CHO or MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
AND Intra SN CPC is prepared (assuming SN notifies MN about the intra SN CPC preparation)

	Case 1. intra-SN CPC execution
	Case A.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case B.1:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case C.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 2. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB1 
	Case A.2:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impact
	Case B.2: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case C.2:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 3. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB3

	Case A.3:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target MN, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case B.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case C.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 4. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB1 
	Case A.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impact
	Case B.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impact
	Case C.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impact

	Case 5. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB3
	Case A.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target MN for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case B.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target SN for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case C.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target SN/gNB for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE



3	Discussion
As discussed online, few contributions are submitted to handle the left issues related to MN SN coordination for SCG reconfiguration considering possible conditional reconfigurations such as CHO, MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC, and SN initiated intra SN CPC.
The current spec has supported the following scenario:
· MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared,
· Then, if intra SN CPC has been executed, or legacy PSCell change is executed, MN shall release all conditional reconfiguration
· MN has prepared CHO,
·  Then, if intra SN CPC has been executed, MN shall release all conditional reconfigurations. 

[1][2][3] try to cover the case that when SCG reconfiguration without PSCell change is configured via SRB3, SN shall also inform MN about the new SCG configuration via SN MOD REQD message for possible delta configuration, while MN will not transfer it via SRB1 in this case. 
[4][5][6][7] observe that in current spec MN cannot clearly understand if intra-SN CPC has been prepared by SN, so that the MN may release CHO configuration upon legacy PSCell change, even if inter/intra SN CPC is not prepared. Also, the legacy PSCell change via SRB1 without MN involvement shall be covered as well. 
[8] proposed to discuss all above scenarios together to have a full picture, and a summary table was given. 
Based on [8], a modified version based on moderator’s understanding is provided as below for the discussion in the CB. Some reasoning of the modification:
· SN initiated inter SN CPC is also considered. Relevant to the other discussion by Google (CB: # 16_MCGConfigF1), as RAN2 agreed, MN may provide the conditional MCG config as part of the SN initiated inter SN CPC. So, when MN releases all conditional configuration, that includes also the conditional configuration prepared for SN initiated inter SN CPC. 
· SCG reconfiguration using SRB1 w/o MN involvement and SRB3 are considered separately. For possible delta configuration, source SN may transfer the new SCG configuration (in RRC container) to MN, but if the configuration has been sent to UE via SRB3, MN does not need to transfer it to UE. 

Besides, the MN handlings can be categorized to three types:
· MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
· MN may transfer the updated SCG configuration to target for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
· MN can handle in legacy way, no special handling

Table 1: Summary of MN handlings in combination of “MN awareness” and “Source SN modification” (modified based on [8])
	MN awareness  

Source SN 
modification
	Case A: 
Only CHO is prepared 
(No MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC)
	Case B: 
MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
(CHO may be prepared)
	Case C:
CHO or MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
AND Intra SN CPC is prepared (assuming SN notifies MN about the intra SN CPC preparation)

	Case 1. intra-SN CPC execution
	Case A.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case B.1:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case C.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 2. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB1 w/o MN involvement
	Case A.2:
MN can handle in legacy wayas it wants, no special handlingspec impact
	Case B.2: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
	Case C.2:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 3. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB3

	Case A.3:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target MN, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case B.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case C.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration

	Case 4. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB1 w/o MN involvement
	Case A.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impactMN can handle in legacy way, no special handling
	Case B.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impactMN can handle in legacy way, no special handling
	Case C.4:
MN can handle as it wants, no spec impactMN can handle in legacy way, no special handling

	Case 5. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB3
	Case A.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target MN for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case B.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target SN for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
	Case C.5:
MN may receive the new SCG config from SN. MN sends it to target SN/gNB for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE



Question 1: Companies are asked if Table 1 captures the expected MN handlings under different conditions?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Nokia
	
	To be honest, it is hard to evaluate this table without a proper offline discussion… In particular, I do not understand why it is assumed that SRB reconfig must result in deleting any prepared inter-SN CPC (cases B2, B3, C2 and C3) – inter-SN CPC can be updated, can’t it?
Otherwise, there is no difference between scenarios “with sync” and those “without sync”, right? So, do we need the extra indicator?...
In general, instead of having such table, it would be easier to have a particular scenario proposed where extra indicator is needed, and to evaluate that particular scenario.

	CATT
	
	For case A.3/A.5/B.5/C.5, prefer to leave it to implementation, e.g., it is MN’s freedom whether to update or cancel the conditional reconfiguration.

To Nokia:
This is RAN2 agreements (SCG reconfig must result in deleting any prepared inter-SN CPC (cases B2, B3, C2 and C3)), and this restriction already there since R16, revising the agreement will cause terrible NBC issue (not only R17 h10/h20 and h30 NBC, but also R16 NBC), clearly, we should avoid such case. Further, there is no clear benefit to update the configuration compared with releasing the conditional reconfiguration, anyway NW can reconfigure it NW wants to do it. 

	Google
	
	Generally yes and agree with CATT’s comment on A3/A5/B5/C5
But I would like to clarify that as long as SRB1 is used, the MN is involved (the term with/without MN involvement is also used in 37.340 to describe SRB1/SRB3, respectively). Therefore the “w/o MN involvement” should be removed in case 2 and 4.
[To Lenovo] Thanks for raising the example and you are right as in that case (R-16 CPC) the conditional configuration is made by SN. So the UE sends the ULInformationTransferMRDC instead of RRCReconfigurationComplete where the RRC container is transparent to MN. But as the case 2, 4 in the table (first column) should be the immediate SN reconfiguration at the source SN, it would then fit to other scenarios described in 37.340 where the UE sends RRCReconfigurationComplete message to the MN and MN sends the SN Reconfiguration Complete to the SN in case SRB1 is used. Anyway, just for clarification.  

	Lenovo
	Yes
	It was based on RAN2 agreement that UE shall releases all conditional reconfiguration under some conditions, so MN needs to align its behaviour. 
For A3/A5/B5/C5, if MN receives a SN MOD REQD message containing a RRC container, MN needs to differentiate
· If as legacy, MN shall transfer the RRC container to UE via SRB1, or
· If this RRC container has already been sent to UE via SRB3, and is sent to MN only for delta config update, in this case, MN does not need to transfer it to UE via SRB1. 
We can discuss and clarify the meaning of w/o MN involvement. In 37.340 Figure 10.3.2-5, it gives an example of sending RRC via SRB1 w/o MN involvement, but only for SN initiated CPC. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Len, in this case, the MN just transparently forward the message, if SRB3 is not configured.



The next question would be how many indicators do we need eventually to facilitate the proper MN handling? 
In moderator’s understanding, there are two alternatives of indicator design
Alternative 1: SN informs MN about the proper MN handling, assuming SN knows if MN has prepared CHO or MN initiated CPC
Note that, in current spec, when MN initiated inter SN CPC has been prepared, the MN shall inform source SN. It is relevant to the other discussion in CB: # 15_ Indicator_CHO-CPC as well. Regardless of the outcome of CB: #15, if we assume SN always know if MN has prepared CHO or MN initiated CPC, then technically SN can explicitly instruct the MN handling, e.g., if MN shall delete all conditional configurations, or consider the updated SCG configuration has been transferred via SRB3, or as in legacy way. 
In this way, eventually, two indicators/codepoints are needed:
· Indicator 1: MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration
· Indicator 2: MN may transfer the updated SCG configuration to target for delta configuration, but NOT transfer to UE
[Moderator] question, two IEs or two codepoints in one IE?
Intel, Nokia:
[bookmark: _Hlk119629280]Indicator 1: If any SN RRC recognition is received, MN uses as it wants. MN considers all conditional reconfiguration at UE has been released. MN does not transfer SN RRC reconfiguration, if received, to UE.  
Indicator 2: If any SN RRC recognition is received, MN uses as it wants. MN does not transfer SN RRC reconfiguration, if received, to UE. MN does not consider all conditional reconfiguration at UE has been released. 

Without any indicator/codepoint means MN can handle in legacy way. 

Alternative 2: SN informs MN about what has happened in SN, then MN decides the proper handling by itself
Comparing to alternative 1, if we assume the SN does not always know the prepared CHO or MN initiated inter SN CPC on time, it may be considered a safer option for SN to only provide relevant information to MN, while MN decides the proper handling. However, more indicators/codepoints (5?) are needed in this case for SN to indicate all possible situation to MN, e.g.,
· Intra-SN CPC preparation
· Intra-SN CPC execution
· Legacy SCG reconfiguration w/ sync via SRB1
· Legacy SCG reconfiguration w/ sync via SRB3
· Legacy SCG reconfiguration w/o sync via SRB3

Question 2: Regarding the indicator design to facilitate the proper MN handling, which alternative above do companies prefer?  And what indicators do we need eventually?
	Companies
	Alternative 1/2
	Comments

	CATT
	
	For decision about alternative 1 and alternative 2, that may depend on decision of CB#15, i.e., whether it is supported to distinguish which kind of CHO it is, i.e., CHO from DC to non-DC, CHO with SN, CHO with SCG. Because, in CHO with SN, or CHO from DC to non-DC case, since anyway there is no target SCG configuration, so when only CHO is configured, perhaps what happens of SCG has no impacts on MN, that means, for this case it is not proper to let SN decide that MN’s behaviour (updating, nothing to do, or cancel). 
Perhaps we can also consider another alternative：
Indicator 1: CHO only and reconfiguration with sync of SCG was executed;
Indicator 2: MN initiated CPC (with/without other conditional reconfiguration, like CHO) and reconfiguration with sync of SCG, or reconfiguration with sync of SCG was executed
Indicator 3: MN initiated CPC or CHO, Reconfiguration without sync of SCG was executed;
Note that we think the indication should be provided to MN only after that the reconfiguration with/without sync of SCG has already been completed. The reason is that if the reconfiguration of SCG failures, CHO recovery procedure may be initiated (UE use the CHO candidate configuration to recovery). However, if SN indicate to MN before the reconfiguration of SCG successfully complete, MN may already delete the conditional reconfiguration at this time, then there will be misaligned UE and NW behaviour and re-establishment or even release will be triggered. 
As for indicator 2/3, even the behaviour is up to MN to decide, but whether it is reconfiguration with sync may be as assistance information to let MN to decide how to handing, so we propose to separate these two cases. But no strong view, if majority think 2 and 3 can be merged to a single indication.
	MN awareness  

Source SN 
modification
	Case A: 
Only CHO is prepared 
(No MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC)
	Case B: 
MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
(CHO may be prepared)
	Case C:
CHO or MN/SN initiated inter SN CPC is prepared
AND Intra SN CPC is prepared (assuming SN notifies MN about the intra SN CPC preparation)

	Case 1. intra-SN CPC execution
	Case A.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these configuration
	Case B.1:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these
	Case C.1: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these

	Case 2. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB1 w/o MN involvement
	Case A.2:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update, or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)
	Case B.2: 
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these
	Case C.2:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these

	Case 3. Legacy SCG reconfiguration with sync via SRB3

	Case A.3:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN
	Case B.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these

	Case C.3:
MN deletes all conditional reconfiguration, and request the T-MN/SN to release these

	Case 4. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB1 w/o MN involvement
	Case A.4:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)
	Case B.4:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)
	Case C.4:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)

	Case 5. Legacy SCG reconfiguration without sync via SRB3
	Case A.5:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)
	Case B.5:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)
	Case C.5:
Up to MN implementation on how to handling, e.g., whether to update or trigger the release of the conditional reconfiguration to UE and T-SN/MN, or nothing to do (for the case of CHO from DC to non-DC, or CHO with SN)





	Google
	Alternative 2
	In general we prefer that the MN makes final decision after it learns the situation from the indication. It is also noticed that, for example, the SN Modification Required message can have a Cause value “SN mobility” so that the MN may be informed that the requirement is for a SCG reconfiguration with sync. Therefore we wonder if the indication can be simplified with some existing Cause values but would be also fine to rely on a single indicator. However, if alternative 1 is preferred by the majority, we can also accept it as it also has the benefit analysed by the moderator.

	Lenovo
	Alternative 1
	if we assume SN always know if MN has prepared CHO or MN initiated CPC, which seems to be the direction. Alternative 1 is simpler to capture in the spec.
Otherwise, for alternative 2, we may need to describe the scenario and combination of scenarios in at least stage 2… 
With respect to if alternative 1 means SN plays a master role here… it might give the impression, but since it is upon MN implementation how to eventually handle it, it should be ok. 

	ZTE
	Alternative 1
	MN and UE shall have the same action.

	
	
	




Question 3: On top of Question 2, companies are asked to comment, if different indicators can be captured as different codepoints in the same SCG Reconfiguration Notification IE?
	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Lenovo
	Yes
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