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Introduction
In this document the outcome of offline discussions on signalling of Msg4 as part of the F1: Initial UL Message Transfer for cases of shared RAN is captured.

Discussion
Two sets of documents were submitted on this topic.
In one set of documents (see R3-200648) the proposal is not to transfer Msg4 as art of the F1: Initial UL RRC Message Transfer for RAN sharing cases. The reasoning behind this approach is based on:
· The main content of MSG4 is SRB1 configuration, the spec already specified default configuration which could work well for different establishment cause and reduce IOT test cost under multi-vendor deployment scenarios
Hence the proposal in R3-200648 is:
Proposal: There is no need to include MSG4 in the F1 Initial UL RRC Message Transfer.
[Nokia] The proposed approach is seen unnecessary and further incurs additional data that would be redundant in a large number of (if not all) cases. When the SRB1 configuration is equivalent between logical CUs for network sharing (which is in line with earlier agreements in RAN3), sending Msg4 towards the new CU will continuously be sending unnecessary information, which also needs to be decoded by the new CU. A simpler approach (which we also see as unnecessary since coordinated configuration is still much simpler), would be to inform RadioBearerConfiguration at F1 Setup to DU, and have DU notice determine whether the new CU to which the UE is being redirected to would need to use a different RadioBearerConfiguration or not. Hence, only including this information when CUs’ configuration mismatch, and avoid sending unnecessary information constantly sent when the SRB1 configuration between CUs is already matching each other.
In another set of documents (see R3-200990, R3-200797, R3-200798) the proposal is that of standardising the signalling of Msg4 as part of the F1: Initial UL RRC Message Transfer, the reasons mainly being:
· gNB-CU should know how the UE was configured both, to handle it correctly now and to be able to generate a valid delta configuration in a subsequent reconfiguration. In order for the new CU to have the ability to apply delta RRC Configuration, the content of the RRCSetup sent by the old gNB-CU needs to be known because a delta configuration is based on the RRCSetup content the old CU sent. [Huawei] But on the other hand, it was also clearly seen in 38.331 that the main content of RRCSetup is SRB1 configuration, the delta configuration is designed targeting SRB1 configuration.

· Demanding that Old gNB-CU and New gNB-CU are coordinated with respect to the content of the RadioBearerconfig IE is seemingly a restrictive solution that implies extra configuration effort between sharing operators, but is also a simple approach which doesn’t require two CUs from different vendors to understand the SRB1 configuration from each other.

It should be added to the above that 
· TS 38.331 already allows today the possibility for a gNB-CU to select any type of Radio Bearer Configuration. In particular for SRB1 a gNB-CU can choose any configuration including all the parameters available for Rel15. 
[Nokia] However, as agreed in earlier RAN3 discussions, for network sharing scenarios, it is assumed that there would be coordination in this regard, and hence same SRB1 configuration used as well.
[Ericsson]Therefore, imposing the gNB-CU to select a default configuration is not backwards compatible

· TS38.331 defines the “Default Configurations” as follows:
“The following clauses only list default values for REL-15 parameters included in protocol version v15.3.0. For all fields introduced in a later protocol version, the default value is "released" or "false" unless explicitly specified otherwise.”
Namely, a default configuration has to back off to a much older version of the specifications, removing any possibility to optimise the configuration and it is therefore inefficient.
With the analysis above, we see cons and pros for both proposals. 
Conclusion

It appears that there is no consensus on forwarding of Msg4 from old to new serving gNB-CU in Network Sharing cases. The understanding from the offline discussion is that one possible solution is based on coordination between old and new gNB-CU on the RadioBearerConfiguration to be adopted.
The question that remains unanswered is whether this approach is backwards compatible, given that there are no specified restrictions today in the specifications concerning the radio bearer configuration a gNB-CU should follow. 
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