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1	Introduction
RAN2#107 reached the following agreements and also LS-ed RAN3 about it in [1].
Agreements
1:	SRB3, if configured, can be used for MCG fast recovery. 
2:	For MCG fast recovery via SRB3, MCG Failure Information message in UL (same message as for SRB1 case) is encapsulated by the UE into an SN RRC message.
3:	For MCG fast recovery via SRB3, the MN response message in DL (either a reconfiguration with sync or release message) is encapsulated by the SN in an SN RRC message.
FFS Transmission of the complete message

This contribution discusses the topic further.
2	Discussion
2.1	Transfer of MCGFailureInformation from SRB3 to MN (RAN3)
As agreed by RAN2, when the UE sends MCGFailureInformation – an MN RRC message - over SRB3, it encapsulates it into an SN RRC message. The same applies to the response MN RRC message, which is also transmitted to the UE over SRB3.
In the current X2AP and XnAP, the RRC TRANSFER defined for the purpose of (EN)-DC has two optionally present sequences named “Split SRB” and “NR UE Report”. Specific to the former is that the RRC Container always carries an MN PDCP PDU, making it inapplicable for the present case of MCG recovery. While the latter could be used as such for carrying MCGFailureInformation (because it currently carries nothing addressed to the MN), the same does not apply to the MN RRC response message, since something would need to indicate to the SN whether the container carries an SN RRC message addressed to the SN (as currently), or an MN RRC message addressed to the UE.
Proposal 1 (RAN3):	In X2AP and XnAP, the RRC TRANSFER is updated to carry the MN RRC messages MCGFailureInformation (addressed to MN) and RRC Reconfiguration or RRC Release (addressed to UE). RAN3 to discuss whether to modify the current sequence “NR UE Report” for this purpose.
2.2	Configuration of MCG recovery (RAN2, RAN3)
If the UE sends MCGFailureInformation to a network node that does not support it, given that the UE has suspended the use of MCG, the end result is likely to be worse than if the UE followed the legacy procedure of RRC re-establishment.
	Observation:			The UE should not send MCGFailureInformation to a network node that does not support it.
For this reason, it is important that MN and SN control whether UE is allowed to send MCGFailureInformation over SRB1 and SRB3, respectively.
Proposal 2 (RAN2):	For transmission of MCGFailureInformation by the UE, MN configures (split) SRB1 as candidate, and SN configures SRB3 as candidate.
There is of course also the possibility that the SN supports MCG failure recovery but the MN does not. In this case, SN shall not configure SRB3 as candidate either. To prevent this, SN/SgNB Addition Request should indicate whether MN allows reception of MCGFailureInformation.
Proposal 3 (RAN3):	SN/SgNB Addition Request is amended to indicate whether MN allows reception of MCGFailureInformation.
It is possible that in SN/SgNB Addition Request Acknowledge, the SN rejects proposed configuration of split SRB1, ruling it out as candidate for MCGFailureInformation. In this case, for proper MN-side determination and handling of UE RLF, it is beneficial for MN to still know whether the SN has configured SRB3 as candidate.
Proposal 4 (RAN3):	SN/SgNB Addition Request Acknowledge is amended to indicate whether SN has configured SRB3 as candidate for MCGFailureInformation.
2.3	Selection of SRB for transmitting MCGFailureInformation (RAN2)
In case both SRB1 and SRB3 have been configured as candidates for MCGFailureInformation, the UE should select only one, to avoid an added requirement of duplicate handling by the MN RRC.
	Proposal 5 (RAN2):	UE shall transmit MCGFailureInformation over at most one SRB.
In this case, if uplink (CA) duplication over SRB3 is configured and activated, SRB3 seems to come with a reliability advantage. (While split SRB1 can be configured with DC duplication, the MCG branch is unusable in the situation at hand.)
Proposal 6 (RAN2):	If both SRB1 and SRB3 are configured as candidates for transmission of MCGFailureInformation and uplink duplication over SRB3 is configured and activated, UE shall transmit MCGFailureInformation over SRB3.
3	Conclusion
We discussed aspects of MCGFailureInformation over SRB3 and concluded with the following.
	Observation:			The UE should not send MCGFailureInformation to a network node that does not support it.
Our proposals to RAN2:
Proposal 2 (RAN2):	For transmission of MCGFailureInformation by the UE, MN configures (split) SRB1 as candidate, and SN configures SRB3 as candidate.
	Proposal 5 (RAN2):	UE shall transmit MCGFailureInformation over at most one SRB.
Proposal 6 (RAN2):	If both SRB1 and SRB3 are configured as candidates for transmission of MCGFailureInformation and uplink duplication over SRB3 is configured and activated, UE shall transmit MCGFailureInformation over SRB3.
Our proposals to RAN3:
Proposal 1 (RAN3):	In X2AP and XnAP, the RRC TRANSFER is updated to carry the MN RRC messages MCGFailureInformation (addressed to MN) and RRC Reconfiguration or RRC Release (addressed to UE). RAN3 to discuss whether to modify the current sequence “NR UE Report” for this purpose.
Proposal 3 (RAN3):	SN/SgNB Addition Request is amended to indicate whether MN allows reception of MCGFailureInformation.
Proposal 4 (RAN3):	SN/SgNB Addition Request Acknowledge is amended to indicate whether SN has configured SRB3 as candidate for MCGFailureInformation.
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