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1	Introduction
RAN3 asked about feasibility of a common RRC structure which would enable the network to use the same Lower Layer configuration for PTM leg for more than one UE in a cell [R3-221469].
	Common Lower Layer Configuration for multicast MRBs
F1 interface functions could benefit from lower layer RRC configuration (e.g. CellGroupConfig) that all UEs could be configured with exactly the same RRC configuration, so that the CU when receiving such information could reconfigure all UEs with that RRC configuration, while UEs that would need specific MRB configurations could be delta-configured thereafter.
F1 interface function could benefit if this would be possible for ptm-only and split MRBs.
2. Actions:
To RAN2 group.
ACTION: 	RAN3 asks RAN2 to
1/ comment on the uniqueness of MRB ID in the scope of an MBS session instead of UE scope 
2/ to comment on the feasibility to define a CellConfigInfo RRC structure which enables the network to use exactly the same Lower Layer (PHY/MAC/RLC ) configuration for more than one UE in a cell for Rel-17 NR MBS




2	Discussion
A common RRC IE for configuration of PTM transmission for more than one UE can be beneficial because the DU could signal such configuration once allowing the CU to send the same configuration to UEs that needs to be reconfigured. A straight-forward approach would be to create a new IE for this purpose, e.g. CellGroupConfig-PTM. The DU could provide this IE for each session. However, there are some issues that should be considered. 
CFR is currently being linked to dedicated DL BWP configuration. For example, when determining the location and bandwidth of CFR, the subcarrier spacing is derived from the associated BWP. It is also possible to not signal the location and bandwidth of CFR to the UE causing the UE to apply the same parameter as for the BWP in which the CFR is signalled. 
Observation 1: The signalling of CFR as proposed in the running CR to 38.331 cannot be used in a common RRC structure as it is linked to UE’s configured DL BWP. Significant rework of the RRC structure seems necessary to allow for a common RRC structure. 
It would be required to signal CFR with subcarrier spacing as any other BWP. Also, locationAndBandwidthMulticast parameter will have to be always present and signal to UE because UEs may be configured with different BWPs that comprise the CFR. This means that even though for some UEs the configured BWP may have the same location and bandwidth allocation as a configured DL BWP, the UE will receive the same parameters twice, thus leading to overhead.
If the common RRC structure is signalled per MBS multicast session and MBS multicast sessions are provided in the same CFR then the CFR configuration must be repeated in each of the common RRC structures as there may be a UE that joins only one of these sessions.
Observation 2: Using a common RRC structure for UEs introduces overhead in some scenarios, e.g. CFR configuration is the same as UEs dedicated BWP or multiple MBS multicast sessions are provided in the same CFR, and this overhead may be difficult to eliminated.
Even though the introduction of a common RRC structure for lower layer configuration of PTM transmission for MBS multicast session requires rework of ASN.1 and will likely introduce inefficiencies as some information may be transmitted to UEs multiple times, the common RRC structure would be beneficial for F1/E1 signalling and could be also used for a group reconfiguration over Uu [R2-2202332] when parameters common to all UEs are changed such as CFR configuration (i.e. reconfiguration to wider/narrower CFR), search space configuration, SPS configuration, PUCCH for HARQ NACK-only, RLC bearer for PTM leg, etc.
One could argue that required changes to ASN.1 of the current running CR may be too significant and a common RRC structure could be introduced in Rel-18. However, if having a common RRC structure is seen beneficial then it should be introduced in Rel-17 because delaying the introduction to Rel-18 may have even more impacts on the network as the network will have to be dealing with UEs supporting quite different ways of signalling. 
Proposal: A common RRC structure (e.g. CellGroupConfig-PTM) provided per MBS multicast session should be introduced in Rel-17. Although, the common RRC structure may not be as efficient as using ASN.1 composed specifically for each UE because some information may be repeated, F1/E1 interfaces would benefit from it and as well Uu if a group reconfiguration over Uu is introduced.
4	Conclusion
Benefits and drawbacks of a common RRC structure containing lower layer configuration for MBS multicast session that can be applied to all UEs have been discussed in this document and the following observations have been made:
Observation 1: The signalling of CFR as proposed in the running CR to 38.331 cannot be used in a common RRC structure as it is linked to UE’s configured DL BWP. Significant rework of the RRC structure seems necessary to allow for a common RRC structure. 
Observation 2: Using a common RRC structure for UEs introduces overhead in some scenarios, e.g. CFR configuration is the same as UEs dedicated BWP or multiple MBS multicast sessions are provided in the same CFR, and this overhead may be difficult to eliminated.
This paper has proposed the following
Proposal: A common RRC structure (e.g. CellGroupConfig-PTM) provided per MBS multicast session should be introduced in Rel-17. Although, the common RRC structure may not be as efficient as using ASN.1 composed specifically for each UE because some information may be repeated, F1/E1 interfaces would benefit from it and as well Uu if a group reconfiguration over Uu is introduced.
