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1	Introduction
In RAN2#120 meeting [1], agreements on SON enhancements for inter-RAT SHR were achieved:
Agreements:
1	For Q5 in R2-2211160, RAN2 confirms the support for the parameters for inter-RAT SHR from NR to LTE when T310 and T312 are configured as triggering condition.
[bookmark: _Hlk126572377]2	T304 trigger for inter-RAT SHR from NR to LTE is not supported.
RAN2#120 meeting also agreed to prioritise inter-RAT HO from NR to LTE first, inter-RAT HO from LTE to NR can be considered after that. 
In RAN2#121 meeting [2], further agreements were achieved:
Agreement:
1: For Q1 in the LS R2-2211160, RAN2 agrees to reduce/avoid the impact on LTE specification to support inter-RAT SHR.
2: For handover from NR to LTE, UE generates the NR SHR when SHR for inter-RAT mobility is triggered due to T310 or T312 trigger threshold is fulfilled.
3: For HO from NR to LTE, UE records the SHR for inter-RAT mobility in the VarSuccessHO-Report.
4: For inter-RAT SHR, below parameters is stored, reuse the existing IEs defined in Rel-17 for intra-NR SHR:
a.	Source NR cell information
c.	Measurement results for source, target and neighbours
d.	Cause to indicate which inter-RAT SHR triggering condition was met
e.	UE location Information
5:  A new EUTRA target cell CGI is introduced in inter-RAT SHR.
6: For HO from NR to LTE, the T310 and T312 threshold is provided to the UE by source gNB in the otherConfig.
7: For handover from NR to LTE, cross-RAT reporting is not supported, i.e., UE reports the SHR report to the network when it comes back to NR. 
8: RAN2 further discuss if below content is needed for inter-RAT SHR when HO from NR to LTE:
a.	C-RNTI (FFS target or source)
c.	FFS: Time between report generating and fetching 
RAN2#122 meeting [3] agreed that intra-NR SHR and Inter-RAT SHR from LTE to NR will be deprioritized in RAN2 for R18.
In this contribution, we would focus on inter-RAT SHR from NR to LTE.
2	Discussion
In RAN2#123 meeting, RAN2 discussed some details of inter-RAT SHR from NR to LTE, we achieved some common understanding and sent an LS to RAN3 [4] including:
Q1: Whether RAN2 sees any issues in defining a solution for “Configuration Information” as described above?
Q2: For SHR/SPR, is there any issue to include this “Configuration Information” in the RRC Reconfiguration message with sync containing Handover Command or PSCell change command?

Answer to Q1 and Q2: 
RAN2 concluded that it is feasible to specify this type of “Configuration Information” solution from RAN2 specification perspective, however, concerns on the solution were raised by some companies. 

RAN2’s understanding is that the new “Configuration Information” is provided for SHR/SPR whenever a new RRC configuration is sent to the UE. This creates extra overhead as it requires to include this “Configuration Information” in the RRCReconfiguration message, however, RAN2 has not investigated whether it imposes significant overhead in the RRCReconfiguration message containing Handover Command/PSCell change command or not. 

Some companies have some general concerns on the solutions, commented that there is an existing solution based on “C-RNTI and time since event” that can leverage on existing reports to retrieve the configuration information (not the UE context), and not convinced that a new solution is needed given that the overhead impact in RRC messages should be limited to supported SON use cases. It was also noted that the “Configuration information” based solution may create backward compatibility issue if it is applied in a case where the “C-RNTI and time since event” approach is already used in Rel-17, but backward compatibility is not an issue in SPR and SHR cases. 

Q3: In cases when this “Configuration Information” is not configured by the network to the UE, RAN3 discussed whether UE can include the source cell C-RNTI and the time between the event that triggered the report and the sending of the report to the network. RAN3 wants to check with RAN2 if it’s feasible in the above scenario?
Answer to Q3:
RAN2 concluded that the UE can include the source cell C-RNTI and the time between the event that triggered the report and the sending of the report to the network. 

Some companies think if the “Configuration information” based solution is specified for a report, then adding this solution as an alternative is not desired, as it increases implementation and specification complexity. Other companies believe that this implies that the gNB may need to implement both CRNTI based solution (for legacy UEs) and configuration “Configuration information” based solution for Rel-18 UEs.

RAN3#121 also discussed inter-RAT SHR and sent an LS to RAN2 [5] to inform about RAN3’s reached agreements including: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk143709615][bookmark: _Hlk143709375]For SPR, RAN3 see benefit that it is the MN that decides the T310/T312 SPR triggers for MN initiated PSCell change. RAN3 is still discussing whether further information from the source SN (over Xn) is needed by the MN to determine these triggers.
· [bookmark: _Hlk143710311][bookmark: _Hlk145946685]For inter RAT SHR (from NR to LTE), RAN3 see a benefit of correlating SHR and RLF reports for cases where the failure happens shortly after a successful handover. In order to do so, RAN3 agreed that it is beneficial that the UE reports a C-RNTI (from either source or target cell) and the time between the handover command and the reporting of this event in SHR. RAN3 leaves it up to RAN2 to decide whether to use source C-RNTI or target C-RNTI.
We can find that from RAN2 point of view, to enable source NR node identify UE context when receiving the inter-RAT SHR, both “Configuration information” based solution and “source C-RNTI and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR” solution are feasible. Based on RAN3’s LS, we can find that RAN3 is discussing another issue about correlating SHR and RLF reports for the case where the failure happens shortly after a successful handover. RAN3 agreed that it is beneficial that the UE reports a C-RNTI (from either source or target cell) and the time between the handover command and the reporting of this event in SHR. RAN3 leaves it up to RAN2 to decide whether to use source C-RNTI or target C-RNTI.
Observation 1: To correlate SHR and RLF reports for the case where the failure happens shortly after a successful handover, RAN3 agreed that it is beneficial that the UE reports a C-RNTI (from either source or target cell) and the time between the handover command and the reporting of this event in SHR. RAN3 leaves it up to RAN2 to decide whether to use source C-RNTI or target C-RNTI.
From technical point of view, since corelation is performed by the source node, source C-RNTI is better for corelating since source C-RNTI is previously allocated by the source node and source node can understand it when receiving it, but if source gNB performs correlation based on target C-RNTI, target C-RNTI can’t be understood and target C-RNTI is just used as a reference.
In another hand, since “source C-RNTI and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR” is a potential solution for UE context identification in source node, RAN3 has already agreed to report the time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR in SHR even the intention was agreed for correlating SHR and RLF reports, if we further agree to include source C-RNTI in inter-RAT SHR, both UE context retrieval issue and SHR-RLF reports corelation issue can be adressed by a same solution, it is perfect since implementation and specification complexity can be reduced, additionally, we don’t need to further consider “Configuration information” based solution in RAN2 and RAN3 WGs to avoid redundant workload especially considering left time budget for R18 is limited.
Observation 2: Compared with “Configuration information” based solution, “source C-RNTI and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR” solution is better since it can solve both UE context retrieval issue and SHR-RLF reports corelation issue.

Proposal 1: For retrieval of UE context as well as correlating SHR and RLF reports at source RAN node for inter-RAT HO from NR to LTE, the UE can include source C-RNTI, and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR in the inter-RAT SHR.
3	Conclusion
In this contribution, the details of iner-RAT SHR from NR to LTE are discussed. We have the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1: To correlate SHR and RLF reports for the case where the failure happens shortly after a successful handover, RAN3 agreed that it is beneficial that the UE reports a C-RNTI (from either source or target cell) and the time between the handover command and the reporting of this event in SHR. RAN3 leaves it up to RAN2 to decide whether to use source C-RNTI or target C-RNTI.
Observation 2: Compared with “Configuration information” based solution, “source C-RNTI and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR” solution is better since it can solve both UE context retrieval issue and SHR-RLF reports corelation issue.
Proposal 1: For retrieval of UE context as well as correlating SHR and RLF reports at source RAN node for inter-RAT HO from NR to LTE, the UE can include source C-RNTI, and time between the handover command and the reporting of SHR in the inter-RAT SHR.
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