3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #106
R3-196674
Reno, USA, November 18th – 22th 2019                                                         （R3-195123)                                                

Agenda item:
15.5
Source: 
ZTE
Title: 
Some Other FFS Issues with CHO
Document for:
Discussion and Approval
Introduction
In RAN3#104, the discussion of NR/LTE mobility enhancement with CHO solution was initiated, and there are two other important issues worth further discussion such as:

1: Regarding the CHO trigger conditions, which node shall decide and configure those CHO relevant parameters?

2: Does combined usage of CHO and eMBB (or DAPS) make sense?

In this contribution, we shall continue looking at those issues in more details.
Discussion
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Figure 1: CHO with two Potential Target T-gNB1 and T-gNB2
Taking Figure 1 above for example, based on MR, the source node S-gNB may add some cells of T-gNB1and T-gNB2 as the initial potential candidate targets; later on, subject to varying radio or load conditions of T-gNB1and T-gNB2, S-gNB may modify the potential target cells with T-gNB1and T-gNB2 respectively, due to different probability of becoming the real target, by either adding, modifying, releasing potential target cells or re-tuning their evaluation event thresholds, dedicated RACH resources etc, so that  S-gNB/T-gNB can bias UE to perform CHO to more suitable target cell. Therefore, both source node and potential target node should be able to (re)configure the CHO trigger conditions under their own responsibility, for either cell self-protection or policy enforcement. It is like MR-DC operation where MN and SN are responsible for individual own MCG/SCG (re)configurations, and also both nodes can trigger the modification  procedures to each other.
Proposal 1: Both source node and potential target node can decide and (re)configure the CHO relevant parameters under their own responsibility.
Currently, RAN2 is still discussing the combined usage of CHO and DAPS. The main motivation of DAPS is to reduce data transfer latency and HO interruption time, but the CHO is used to increase the HO reliability/robustness. Since the two aspects are not mutually exclusive, CHO and DAPS can be applied simultaneously for UE in theory. However, for DAPS aiming for reduced interruption time, e.g. 0ms, the “early data forwarding” seems inevitable, and if it were applied jointly with CHO, there would be much more redundant duplicated packets with multiple potential target nodes, and it is quite burdensome to NW.

Observation 1: Combined usage of CHO and DAPS leads to big burden of data forwarding to NW.
DAPS is mainly used for delay sensitive service, and its HO reliability/robustness can be improved by other means, such as MRO or DC operations. The typical usage scenario of CHO is normally related to high speed UE and densely deployed small cells, and in those scenarios the HO reliability/robustness is hard to be achieved by other means. Hence the benefit from combined usage of CHO and DAPS in wide scenarios may be limited and marginal.

Observation 2: The benefit from combined usage of CHO and DAPS in wide scenarios may be limited and marginal.
Proposal 2: Not to optimize the combined usage of CHO and DAPS, i.e. they can be applied simultaneously up to implementation in particular scenarios.
Conclusion
RAN3 is kindly asked to consider following proposals:

Proposal 1: Both source node and potential target node can decide and (re)configure the CHO relevant parameters under their own responsibility.
Proposal 2: Not to optimize the combined usage of CHO and DAPS, i.e. they can be applied simultaneously up to implementation in particular scenarios.
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