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1.
Introduction

This is a summary of offline discussion for the following documents:

[AT109bis-e][009][NR15] Conn Control Miscellaneous II (Huawei, Google, China Unicom)

Scope: Treat R2-2003690, R2-2003691, R2-2003692, R2-2003693, R2-2003694, R2-2003695, R2-2003670, R2-2003671, R2-2003778,

Part 1: Determine which issues that need resolution, find agreeable proposals. Deadline: April 23 0700 UTC

Part 2: For the parts that are agreeable, discussion will continue to agree on CRs.

2. Discussion 
2.1
R2-2003690 and R2-2003691 Correction on the need for reconfiguration with sync in (NG)EN-DC, NR-DC and NE-DC
	Reason for change: The condition for mandatory presence in reconfigurationWithSync does not indicate the concerned CG(s) and, in case of key change, whether it is the primary or the secondary key.

This results in several unclear scenarios: 

- for NR-DC, it is unclear whether reconfigurationWithSync is always used for the SCG at PCell change, or for the MCG at PSCell change

- for NR-DC and NE-DC, for PSCell addition and update of PSCell SI, it can be misunderstood that reconfiguration with sync of the MCG is always performed

- for (NG)EN-DC and NR-DC, when there is at least on no S-KgNB (i.e. there are only MN-terminated bearers), it is unclear whether the network always performs reconfiguration with sync upon KeNB/KgNB change.

- for NR-DC and NE-DC, when there is at least one SN-terminated MCG bearer, in case of S-KgNB/S-KeNB change, it is unclear whether the network always performs reconfiguration with sync of the SCG


Q) Do companies agree with the changes in the CR R2-2003690 (Rel-15) and R2-2003691 (Rel-16)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Proponent

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Co-signed

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.2
R2-2003692 and R2-2003693 Correction on reestablishRLC
	Reason for change: " When PDCP anchor changes in MR-DC, the L2 handling can be RLC bearer release and addition, which is captured in TS 37.340.

For example, in case of change between MN terminated split bearer and SN terminated split bearer in EN-DC, the old NR RLC entity can be released and a new NR RLC entity is added for this bearer.

In the existing field description of reestablishRLC, it is specified that the network shall set it to true when the security key used for the radio bearer associated with this RLC entity changes.

According to 5.3.5.5.1, rlc-BearerToReleaseList is processed (according to 5.3.5.5.3) before rlc-BearerToAddModList (according to 5.3.5.5.4).

In 5.3.5.5.3, RLC entities are released without re-establishment, so reestablishRLC has no effect.

In 5.3.5.5.4, there is: 

1>
if the UE's current configuration contains an RLC bearer with the received logicalChannelIdentity within the same cell group:

2>
if reestablishRLC is received:

3>
re-establish the RLC entity as specified in TS 38.322 [4];

Since the RLC bearer with the same logicalChannelIdentity was previously deleted, the above condition is not met and reestablishRLC is ignored.

Then it makes no sense to say that the network always include it in this case....".


Q) Do companies agree with the changes in the CR R2-2003692 (Rel-15) and R2-2003693 (Rel-16)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Proponent

	Ericsson
	No
	We think the CR is not needed. 
In case of RLC bearer release and add during security key change, the security key will not change for the added RLC bearer. In fact, the old RLC bearer is released (without reset), and a new RLC bearer is added, which is associated with the radio bearer using the new key. According to this, we really fail to understand the proposed change.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3
R2-2003694 and R2-2003695 Clarification on SCell release
	Reason for change: According to the current version of 38.331, in 5.3.5.5.8, the SCell configuration is released but it is not mentioned what happens with parts of the UE configuration that have a parameter of type ServCellIndex referring to the deleted serving cell.

For example, the CSI configuration of another (not deleted) serving cell of the same cell group can include a report to be sent on that serving cells:

· CellGroupConfig-> sCellToAddModList-> SCellConfig-> sCellConfigDedicated-> ServingCellConfig->csi-MeasConfig-> csi-ReportConfigToAddModList-> CSI-ReportConfig-> carrier-> ServCellIndex
· CellGroupConfig-> SpCellConfig-> spCellConfigDedicated-> ServingCellConfig-> csi-MeasConfig-> csi-ReportConfigToAddModList-> CSI-ReportConfig-> carrier-> ServCellIndex
If the network does not explicitly remove any reference to a non-existing serving cell, it is unclear whether the UE will autonomously delete the corresponding items (as they cannot be used) or suspend them for later reuse and another serving cell is later configured with the same value of ServCellIndex. 


Q) Do companies agree with the changes in the CR R2-2003694 (Rel-15) and R2-2003695 (Rel-16)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Proponent

	Ericsson
	No
	We think the CR is not needed. 

At this stage, there should be no room for misinterpretation. We think it is obvious that if the gNB releases an SCell, it must remap CSI for other cells so they no longer point towards the released SCell.

Therefore, we think the current text that only says that the UE releases the SCell can be kept because with "release" the SCell should not be interpreted that the UE autonomously changes parameters (CSI-mapping in this case) for other SCells.
Further, we have the same formulation in LTE and we did not have any problems so far. Not sure we need to over-clarify in this case.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.4
R2-2003670 and R2-2003671 Correction to RadioBearerConfig
	Reason for change: 
1. It is missing that the radioBearerConfig can be included in SN RRCReconfiguration message transmitted over EUTRA SRB1 to configure SRB3 in EN-DC and NGEN-DC.
2. It is not clear whether the radioBearerConfig can be used in NGEN-DC, NR-DC and NE-DC


Q) Do companies agree with the changes in the CR R2-2003694 (Rel-15) and R2-2003695 (Rel-16)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We think that "(NG)" is missing before "EN-DC" but no other change seems needed because there is no restriction for other cases.

	Ericsson
	No
	P1: Disagree ( In EN-DC, the SRB3 configuration is provided to MN in field scg-RB-Config of CG-Config, then encapsulated in nr-RadioBearerConfig1 or 2 of RRCConnectionReconfiguration message which MN sends to the UE, see field description:
nr-RadioBearerConfig1, nr-RadioBearerConfig2

Includes the NR RadioBearerConfig IE as specified in TS 38.331 [82]. The field includes the configuration of RBs configured with NR PDCP.

P2. Disagree ( There is no need to clarify this. Only restrictions need to be mentioned.
P3. Disagree ( The behaviour is already clear from stage 3 field description. There is no need to update stage-2 as we have agreed long ago not to update stage-2 if behaviour is clear from stage-3.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.5
R2-2003778 Clarification on the using of RRCSetup in 38.331
	Reason for change: 
RRCSetup can be used to establish SRB1, and can be used for RRC connection establishment, RRC connection re-establishment and RRC connection resume when falling to RRC connection establishment. 

However, in Annex B.1
Protection of RRC messages (informative), the comment for RRCSetup is 

Justification for A-I and A-C: the message can be sent in SRB0 in RRC_INACTIVE state, after the security is activated.
3. In which only RRC_INACTIVE in included, actually, CONNECTED state should also be included here, because RRCSetup can also be sent to a connected UE, for example, for RRC connection re-establishment when falling to RRC connection establishment, as discussed above.


Q) Do companies agree with the changes in the CR R2-2003778 (Rel-15)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Co-signed

	Ericsson
	Maybe (Rapporteur CR)
	This change is a purely editorial as it impacts an informative text in an ANNEX. 
Even if we agree in principle with what the CR proposes, if also other companies want to do this change, this should be captured in the Rapporteur’s CR.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3
Conclusion

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
