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1. Introduction
In last RAN2 meeting [1], we have discussed the issues of RRC message transport for EN-DC and the following agreements were reached.

Agreements

1:
For the SN/MN RRC reconfiguration requiring also MN/SN RRC reconfiguration, a MN RRC message is delivered with an embedded SN RRC message.

2
UE can be configured with an SCG SRB to allow SN RRC messages to be sent directly between UE and SN.

3:
For SN RRC reconfigurations not requiring any coordination with MN then SN RRC messages can be transported directly to the UE (or eNB implementation can be deliver it embedded within a MN RRC message)

4
Measurement reporting for mobility within the SN can be transported in SN RRC messages directly from UE to SN, if SCG SRB is configured. Detail rules for UE to select transmission path for UL message to be defined in WI.

5
These agreement do not imply that the UE has to do any reordering of RRC messages.
There is one more question about how RRC message failure handling works in EN-DC [2]. In this contribution, we provide our views on this topic.

2. Discussion
In LTE, if the UE is unable to comply with part of the configuration, it does not apply any part of the configuration, i.e. there is no partial success/failure [3].
Concluded from the above agreements, there are three types of RRC message in EN-DC:

1. RRC message contains only MN configuration
2. RRC message contains only SN configuration
3. RRC message contains both MN and SN RRC configurations
For failure handling of Type 1 RRC message, we shall follow the LTE rules, i.e., if the security has not been activated, the UE should leave RRC_CONNECTED state, else, the UE initiates the connection re-establishment procedure which is used to resume SRB1 operation and to reactivate security. 

Type 2 RRC message may occur for secondary node initiated modification (e.g., PCell change, SCell add/release, or measurement configuration change) and no UE capability negotiation is involved. While SCG SRB is configured, Type 2 RRC message could be transported via SCG SRB. Otherwise, Type 2 RRC message could be transported via MCG SRB. For failure handling of Type 2 RRC message, since MN configuration still work normally, we see no reason to let the UE enter to the IDLE mode or perform the connection re-establishment procedure at all. Instead, the UE shall feedback the SN configuration failure information to the master node. Upon receiving the failure information from the UE, the master node could make the final decision, e.g., release the secondary node, initiate secondary node change, or forward the failure information to the secondary node for reconfiguration. 
Type 3 RRC message may occur in the secondary node addition procedure, the secondary node change procedure, or configuration modifications due to UE capability re-negotiation. For failure handling of Type 3 RRC message, we have two alternatives to choose.
I. Joint failure handling
II. Separate failure handling
For Alt 2, it means that UE could comply with part of the configuration and inform the failure cause to the mater node. However, MN and SN configurations could be highly depend when we use Type 3 RRC message. To deal with the failure, the master node may release the secondary node or negotiate with the secondary node again. Separate failure handling for Type 3 RRC message is not beneficial much. Therefore, we suggest to adopt joint failure handling for Type 3 RRC message for simplification. Furthermore, we could consider to include the failure information in the establishment request message to tell which part of configuration (MN or SN) is failed and the failure cause for the NW to avoid future failure.
Proposal 1: For EN-DC, failure handling of RRC message containing MN configuration follows LTE rules.
Proposal 2: For EN-DC, failure handling of RRC message containing only SN configuration is to feedback the SN configuration failure information to the master node, rather than entering the IDLE mode or performing the connection re-establishment procedure.
3. Conclusions
In this contribution, we give the following proposals for the RRC message failure handling in EN-DC.
Proposal 1: For EN-DC, failure handling of RRC message containing MN configuration follows LTE rules.
Proposal 2: For EN-DC, failure handling of RRC message containing only SN configuration is to feedback the SN configuration failure information to the master node, rather than entering the IDLE mode or performing the connection re-establishment procedure.
References
[1]
RAN2#97 Meeting Chairman Notes
[2]
R2-165012 “Report of email discussion: [94#39][NR] C plane aspects for tight interworking,” Intel (Rapporteur)
[3]
TS 36.331 “Evolved Universal Terrestrial Radio Access (E-UTRA); Radio Resource Control (RRC); Protocol specification”[image: image1.png]


[image: image2.png]


[image: image3.png]


[image: image4.png]


[image: image5.png]


[image: image6.png]



PAGE  
2

