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Introduction
This paper discusses a number of issues unresolved by e-mail [99bis#25][NR] on Inter-node RRC messages.
Discussion
Candidate cell info
It is the MN that decide the action upon SCG failure and this is done without involvement of the SN controlling the SCG that failed. If in this case MN initiates change to another SN, MN should be able to provide the measurement results to SN based on which it decides the target SN. It it up to MN implementation whether to use results of SN configured measurements, as included in a separate container in NR format in the SCG failure message, when deciding the recovery action. If however the MN uses these SN configured measurements, It should be no problem for MN to provide all measurement results in a single field towards the target SN.
Given that so far MN controlled mobility is based on SSB, we see no need to also include CSI-RS results in the list of candidate cells. I.e. we think that, at least initially, there is no case in which MN would decide mobility to an SN based on CSI-RS results provided for a failed SCG.
Proposal 1	Resolve the remaining issues regarding candidateCellInfoList as follows:
a) Maintain a single field to carry candidate cells
b) Do not introduce CSI- RS based measurement results

SCG cell identity range
First some background information regarding the configuration of SCG cells, in particular regarding some differences between LTE DC and EN DC w.r.t. the roles of master and secondary nodes (MN and SN).
Our understanding of the roles of MN and SN in LTE DC is as follows:
a) MN handles all RRM i.e. configures all measurements, receives all corresponding reports and decides which SCG cells to be added and released
b) When MN requests SN to order a cell to the SCG, it indicates the cell identity to be used by SN (i.e. MN decides)
Our understanding of the roles of MN and SN in EN-DC is as follows:
c) The SN primarily handles RRM for NR i.e. it configures measurements, receives reports from the UE and can add and release SCG cells by itself (unless there is a need to coordinate with MN due to dependencies in UE's LTE and NR capabilities). Likewise, SN would normally also initiate change to another SN (MN can still do this for load balancing reasons also)
d) Given that in most cases MN is not involved when SN adds a cell to the SCG, it is not involved in setting/ deciding the cell identity to be used for SCG cells i.e. this is handled by SN
We would like to avoid changes to the high level EN-DC architecture as outlined above and think this is well possible i.e. there should be no need to introduce additional interactions between the nodes, at least not whenever there is a change in the set of configured SCG cells.
We think there is no clear need for MN to be aware of each individual cell configured by SN i.e. it is sufficient if each cell has a unique identity. This can simply achieved by allocating a certain range of the cell identity space to SN i.e. to be assigned to SCG cells it controls. We think that, at least initially, this range can be static, (i.e. we can in future still consider introducing a procedure across Xx to modify the range in a semi-static fashion).
Proposal 2	Ensure that each configured cell has an identity that is unique within the scope of the UE by statically allocating a certain range of the cell identity space to SN (can consider introducing in future a procedure for semi-static change of this range).

RB related information
As there seems to be a slight preference to use one protocol for signalling the tuple of EPS bearer identity, DRB type and DRB identity, the proposed way forward of the . e-mail discussion is to signal all by Xx. Furthermore, several companies suggested that for UL split RAN3 should take the lead. We however think there are still some aspect that RAN2 as overall responsible for the radio architecture should consider.
DRB type change
We think the node interaction should enable the state transitions that RAN2 agreed to be support, which a.o. includes transition between MCG split and SCP split. We understand that MN is overall responsible (i.e. decides to offload certain tasks or data transfer to SN) while SN can reject immediately or accept but later request to be relieved of the taks/ resource use. We think the latter requests should cover the following aspects:
1) Overload of radio resources overloaded. This can be represented by a request to release the lower SCG leg (i.e. RLC/ LCH)
2) PDCP execution overload: I.e. request to relocate PDCP away from SN
Based on the state transitions that RAN2 agreed, we understand these triggers are completely independent. It seems difficult to support the RAN2 agreed state transitions by a single indication on Xx, e.g. a combination of 1) and 2), namely the request by SN to release the RB) release to address the different cases. 
Proposal 3	RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude the need for separate indications for a) release of lower SCG leg (RLC/ LCH) and b) PDCP execution.
In case the need for separate indications is agreed by RAN2, it seems good to inform RAN3 
UL blocking
During the previous RAN2 suggested RAN3 to introduce a means by which MN can, based on input from SN, modify the UL path related configuration in particular to overcome the event the UL may be blocked. Although this may mainly be for RAN3 to evaluate, there are some RAN2 aspects i.e. related to what each node can actually indicate/ signal towards the UE.
Anyhow, we understand that the procedure to modify the UL path related configuration as suggested by RAN2 may result in a somewhat complex procedure in particular for the case of an SGC split DRB. To start with, we think MN is overall responsible and decides UL path related configuration regardless of DRB type i.e. also for SCG (split) DRB. We furthermore assume that MN cannot signal the UL path related configuration for an SCG split DRB. This implies that in case SN would for such a DRB request a change of the UL path configuration and MN honours the request, MN would have to request SN to indicate the change to the UE. It may however be that MN would rather like to change the DRB type altogether e.g. to an MCG DRB. This suggests that it is not possible for SN to already include the change of UL path in the initial request. I.e. a nested procedure seems inevitable.
We furthermore we wonder if there in reality there are many cases in which DL transfer can proceed well while UL is blocked (also considering any acknowledgements). If in most cases DL path is affected, the general indication(s) for changing DRB type seem sufficient. Altogether we propose:
Proposal 4	RAN2 is requested to reconsider the need to introduce introduce a mechanism for SN to request a change of the UL path related configuration and the corresponding MN action.
Conclusion & recommendation
The paper aims to progress a number of outstanding issues affecting the RRC inter node messages. The document includes the following proposal that RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude.
Proposal 1	Resolve the remaining issues regarding candidateCellInfoList as follows:
a) Maintain a single field to carry candidate cells
b) Do not introduce CSI- RS based measurement results
c) Proposal 2	Ensure that each configured cell has an identity that is unique within the scope of the UE by statically allocating a certain range of the cell identity space to SN (can consider introducing in future a procedure for semi-static change of this range).
Proposal 2	Ensure that each configured cell has an identity that is unique within the scope of the UE by statically allocating a certain range of the cell identity space to SN (can consider introducing in future a procedure for semi-static change of this range).
Proposal 3	RAN2 is requested to discuss and conclude the need for separate indications for a) release of lower SCG leg (RLC/ LCH) and b) PDCP execution.
Proposal 4	RAN2 is requested to reconsider the need to introduce introduce a mechanism for SN to request a change of the UL path related configuration and the corresponding MN action.
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	No
	Related field
	Proposal
	Sum

	SCGConfigInfo

	A
	candidateCellInfoList
	FFS the detailed signalling structure e.g. whether to introduce an additional container to cover the information for SN configured measurements
Companies proposing to modify signalling in current TP should bring detailed proposal (with TP)
	Covered

	B
	candidateCellInfoList
	FFS whether to include of CSI- RS based results (i.e. some support, in particular given SN initiated change of SN)
Companies invited to bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	Covered

	C
	powerCoordination
	Companies invited to bring more concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP) taking into account RAN1 agreements
	FFS

	D
	restrictedBasebandCombinationNR
	Companies invited to bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	FFS

	E
	restrictedBandCombinationNR
	Companies invited to bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	FFS

	F
	rlc-mode
	No action (i.e. RAN3 to take the lead)
	Endorse

	G
	SCG cell identity
	Companies invited to bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	Covered

	H
	srb-ToAddModList, use of UL duplication
	FFS whether this is really needed for SRBs
Companies thinking this is really needed invited to bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	FFS

	I
	ul-SplitInfo
	No action (i.e. RAN3 to take the lead)
	FFS

	SCGConfigInfo (additional issues only)

	
	reestablishmentInfo
	Companies that think signalling should be changed should bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	FFS

	
	source-Config
	FFS whether to include a) entire SI blocks/ messages as in LTE or b) include the same information structure as used on Uu (i.e. only transfer SI relevant upon HO)
Companies that think signalling should be changed (i.e. to transfer entire SI blocks) should bring concrete/ detailed proposal (with TP)
	FFS




