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1 Introduction

This is the summary of below offline discussion:

· [AT110-e][207][NR MOB] ASN.1 review for NR mobility (Intel)

Scope: 

· Flag issues with proposed resolution to ASN.1 review issues as per R2-2004661 in and R2-2004672 for online discussion.


Intended outcome: 

· Discussion summary in R2-2005751 (by email rapporteur).


Deadline for providing comments and for rapporteur inputs:  

· Deadline for flagging:  Tuesday 2020-06-02 08:00 UTC 
· Deadline for rapporteur's summary of flagging (in R2-2005751):  Tuesday 2020-06-02 13:00 UTC
If you have comments on Rapporteur’s proposal on phase 1 class 2 issues and phase 2 class 2/3 issues indicated in R2-2004661 and R2-2004672, pls provide your comments no later than Tuesday 2020-06-02 08:00 UTC

2 Discussion

2.1 Proposals in R2-2004661 on Phase 1 class 2 issues:

Proposal on I101: Agree I101 to remove the note “This step is performed so the UE only performs conditional reconfiguration execution while timer T311 is running once for a given failure detection .” from 5.3.5.3. 

Proposal on I103: Agree I103 to add “2> release source PCell configuration;”in 5.3.5.3. 

Proposal on I104: to discuss whether to clarify same configuration is the configuration from the same DRB in 5.3.5.5.2: 

3>
establish an RLC entity or entities for the target, with the same configurations of the same DRB  as for the source;

3>
establish the logical channel for the target PCell, with the same configurations of the same DRB  as for the source;

Proposal on I105: Agree I105, to move the NOTE3 together with Note 1, 2  in 5.3.5.5.2: 

Proposal on I107: Agree I107, to combine the conditions “If any DAPS bearer is configured:” and “2>
for each SRB:” together in 5.3.5.6.3: 

Proposal on I109: Agree I109, to remove “the S-KgNB key, the S-KeNB key,” from 5.3.5.8.3: 

Proposal on I100: Agree I100, to remove “which the reconfigurationWithSync is included in the masterCellGroup” from 5.3.7.3: 

Proposal on S303: Agree S303:Use Cond PCell for field attemptCondReconfig-r16 with “The field is optional present, need N, if conditionalReconfiguration is added for CHO. Otherwise the field is not present.”

Proposal on I111: Agree I111 to add the field description for configRestrictInfoDAPS: “Includes fields for which souce cell explictly indicates the restriction to be observed by target cell during DAPS handover.”

Question 1: Do companies have any comments on above proposals for class 2 issues raised in phase 1 ASN.1 review? If yes, pls indicate the RIL number and explain the reason. 

	Company
	RIL numbers
	Remark 

	Ericson
	I101, I105
	I101: We think we should discuss that online. A note seems beneficial to highlight we model the effect of having “only one time after failure” attempt. 

I105: We think the Note is now at the most suitable place. Unclear why it is proposed to be moved.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	I101
	We think this note is useful to explain why UE needs to remove all the entries within VarConditionalReconfig. And we also wonder if the remove action needs to be done so early. It seems like for the first time UE performs conditional reconfiguration execution while timer T311 is running for a given failure detection, UE needs to remove all entries even before performing conditional reconfiguration. So how can the UE perform conditional reconfiguration without the corresponding entry? Maybe it’s better to put this remove action in the end of the subsection.

	LG
	I101, I100
	I101, I100: we’d better discuss these at the online session since we think the current text is clearer.



	Samsung
	I104, S303


	I04 We think this is not needed

S003 We think condition can be somewhat improved i.e. as follows: field optional present in Reconfiguration message embedded in condRRCReconfig that concerns PCell


2.2 Proposals in R2-2004672 on Phase 2 class 2/3 issues:

Proposal on Z273: partially PropAgree2. Do not introduce the definition of Non-DAPS bearer, and change the definition of DAPS bearer as 


“DAPS bearer: a bearer whose radio protocols are located in both the source SpCell gNB and the target SpCell gNB during DAPS handover to use both source SpCell gNB and target SpCell gNB resources”

Proposal on Z274: PropAgree2. To capture the changes based on Z274. 

Proposal on S306: PropReject2. 

Proposal on J032: PropReject2. 

Proposal on E231: PropAgree2. 

Proposal on M201: DiscMail2.


Proposal on M201: follow RRC Rapporteur’s view, i.e. PropAgree2.

Proposal on G104: PropReject2.

Proposal on Z275: PropAgree2. To capture the changes based on Z275. 

Proposal on I112: When resume SRB upon DAPS HO failure, the RLC entities of RRC bearers are re-established.

Proposal on H458: PropReject2.

Proposal on I113: Remove the below EN, and keep current CR as it is. 


Editor's note: It is FFS if the whole handling on release of spcellConfig, MCG SCells, etc shall be moved to under 1>
else: in 5.3.7.3, i.e. release when reestablishment is triggered. 

Proposal on Z276: PropAgree2. But double check the proposed changes. 

Proposal on G103: PropReject2.

Proposal on J031: PropReject2.

Proposal on B105: PropReject2.

Proposal on X004: PropReject2.

Proposal on J030: PropReject2.

Proposal on E038: PropReject2.

Proposal on X005: PropReject2.

Proposal on B107: Not related to MOB WI.

Proposal on H455: PropReject2.

Proposal on Z277: PropAgree2.

Proposal on Z278: CPC cannot be configure in PSCell change command.

Proposal on C210: leave the discussion to SON/MDT WI.

Proposal on S309: PropAgree2.

Proposal on H460: PropReject2.

Proposal on S307: PropAgree2.

Proposal on S305: PropReject2.

Proposal on E234: PropAgree2.

Proposal on O201: PropReject2.

Proposal on H462: PropAgree2.

Proposal on X007: PropReject2.

Proposal on S308: DiscMail2.

Proposal on E232: DiscMeet2.

Proposal on J033: DiscMeet2.

Proposal on S304: DiscMeet2.

Proposal on I114: DiscMeet2.

Question 2: Do companies have any comments on above proposals for class 2/3 issues raised in phase 2 ASN.1 review? If yes, pls indicate the RIL number and explain the reason. 

	Company
	RIL numbers
	Remark 

	Sharp 
	J030, J032
	J030: 
A tdoc R2-2005430 is submitted to explain this issue. The aim is to revert a UE from a DAPS status to a non-DAPS status in case of RRC reestablishment. For your comment that the node received reestablishment request can handle it, I do not think it is a reliable way, as the reestablishment node cannot always identify whether the UE is in DAPS status or not(e.g. multiple target nodes are prepared in the handover preparation and the reestablishment node is prepared for a non-DAPS handover for this UE ). we also think full configuration should be avoided in this case to not introduce unnecessary interruption. A better way is to revert the UE back to non-DAPS status before or during the RRC reestablishment procedure by UE releasing the source configuration. So I think this issue needs further discussion.

J032: 

this is a clarification. in CHO, the time UE receives the CHO command is not the time UE execute a CHO,  I understand “during the last 1 second preceding reception of the RRCReconfiguration message including reconfigurationWithSync in spCellConfig of an MCG” includes “during the last 1 second preceding reception of a CHO command”, but does not include “during the last 1 second preceding execution of a CHO”.  As UE should always report the latest information to the target node, so this may need to be clarified to include “during the last 1 second preceding execution of a CHO” case.



	Google
	G104
	In our understanding, this is not only an optimization.
As mentioned in our contribution R2-2005529, the UE may set wrong reestablishmentCause (i.e., set it to otherFailure) after the DAPS handover failure according to current text. 

A network may be unable to know there is a handover failure after T304 expires (you can find more detailed discussion in our contribution).

Thus, we think the discussion on this RIL G104 is needed.



	Ericsson
	I113, S307, S304, Z277
	I113: This needs to be discussed. It does not make sense to have a complicated text with 2 conditions affecting two sub-clauses. We don’t agree this impacts legacy UEs performing re-establishment.

S307: We prefer the previous option. The text proposed here looks like an unnecessary network requirements. Perhaps we could say “UEs would only support a single MeasObject. . . ”

S304: We think this is unnecessary. There is no ambiguity thanks to the fact there is an associated measurement object to determine the frequency. But it’s fine to discuss in meeting if other prefer.

Z277: There are two options provided in R2-2005347. Which option is proposed to be agreed?

	NEC
	X004, X005
	X004

The rapporteur’s comment is “the detection of RLF is handled in section 5.3.10.1. And do not see the need to add “T304 is running here””. However, section 5.3.10.1 is about radio link monitoring, while section 5.3.10.3 is about radio link failure detection, wherein the RLF detection condition includes not only physical layer problems, but also RLC retransmission failure and RACH failure, thus we need “T304 is running” in section 5.3.10.3. 
X005

The rapporteur’s comment is “should not “suspend the transmission of all DRBs in the source ;” be sufficient?” We don’t think the all data transmission and reception towards the source can be stopped by just suspension of all DRBs. For example there will still be preamble transmission and RAR reception if there is ongoing random access procedure, therefore we need to reset source MAC entity to stop those ongoing MAC procedures. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	H460
	H460: in the definition of DAPS bearer, it is clear that “during DAPS handover” means UE has both source radio protocols and target radio protocols. So we think the end of DAPS handover should be the time when source cell is released by UE. For H460, in the field description it says “if source configuration is not released after DAPS handover”, we think the description is confusing, “if source configuration is not released” means it is still during DAPS handover. That’s why we propose change “after” to “during”, which makes sure we have the common understanding on the time range of DAPS HO.

	ZTE
	Z273, I112, I113, J030, Z277
	Z273: Since the term “non-DAPS bearer” is used in the text where no related explanation is described, e.g. “for non-DAPS bearer: refresh of security and re-establishment of RLC and PDCP triggered by explicit L2 indicators;”, we thinks it is better to introduce a definition for the non-DAPS bearer. Besides, we have captured the definition for non-split bearer in TS 38.323. So it’s also fine to have the similar definition for non-DAPS bearer.

I112: There is no clear majority for this issue in last meeting. We think this issue needs further discussion in this meeting.
I113: Agree with Ericsson that two conditions affecting two sub-clauses make the text a bit complicated. We think it can be discussed with our contribution R2-2005346 (Z276).

J030: We share the same view as Sharp that the node received reestablishment request may have no idea of whether the DAPS was configured for the UE. So we think it’s better to let the UE autonomously release the source configuration in such case for simplicity.
Z277: It should be further discussed which option shall be agreed since there are two alternatives provided in R2-2005347. We are fine with both two alternatives. However, regarding Alt.1, we may need to capture when to re-start CPC evaluation in the spec considering the UE may still have stored CPC configuration after successful completion of fast MCG recovery. So we slightly prefer Alt. 2 (i.e. continue CPC evaluation during MCG fast recovery, but check whether T316 is running before triggering the CPC execution) for simplicity. If the Alt. 2 is agreed, we can further consider to use the same solution for the CHO evaluation (i.e. revise the previous agreement for CHO) to have a common solution for conditional reconfiguration including both CHO and CPC.

	LG
	S304,

Z277
	S304: It would be good to clarify even though we think the UE already has enough information for performing mobility.

Z277: In RAN2 109 meeting, we had already agreed that RAN2 just follows legacy behaviour and has no specific UE requirement for this. Thus, even though we are a bit negative, it would be good to discuss at the online session.

	Samsung
	Z273, I112, S306, S304
	Z273: We have a related paper in R2-2005997 and propose to conclude based on that. 
I112: We think the term ‘RRC bearers’ as in the proposal should not be used. Perhaps, the intention SRBs?  i.e. RLC entities of RRC bearers SRBs are re-established
S306: We think the specification should be consistent i.e.at configuration of DAPS we provide details of what is configured (security, ROHC).
S304: We have the related paper R2-2005668 and would like the discuss the issue based on that. 


3 Summary

To be added:


