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1   Introduction

Based on the incoming LS [1] from RAN2 as follows, RAN3 is asked to introduce the list of used or potentially used DRB IDs to be released in case of inter-MN handover without SN configuration query. 
CB: # 93bis_HO_without_SNconfig_query

-  in EN-DC, SN cannot change DRB config without MN involvement;

- unclear why DRB list should be explicitly sent? Seems like an optimization, anyway? (or makes things worse)

- clarify scenario

- st2 CR needed? If needed, revise 0277

- reply LS

(HW)

Summary of offline disc R3-201214
dRLS  0690 rev in R3-201215
2   Discussion 
RAN2 has discussed and agreed to support the handover scenario that it is allowed the source MN to indicate to the target MN that up-to-date information is not available for a list of DRBs, which are in use or potentially in use by the SN. 
There are several proposals on how to support above in the handover related messages. 

Question 1: agree to introduce a new IE to indicate what DRB IDs have been used by the SN node in the handover messages?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	HW
	Yes
	Introduce a Used DRB IDs of Source SN IE in the handover related messages over both X2 and S1 interfaces for EN-DC to indicate to the target eNB that the up-to-date configuration is not available for these DRBs.

Introduce a Used DRB IDs of source SN IE in the handover related messages over both Xn and NG interfaces for late drop to indicate to the target eNB that the up-to-date configuration is not available for these DRBs.

	NEC
	Yes
	add the list of DRB IDs used by the SN node in the Handover Request message. introduce a new cause value “No up-to-date information on SN DRBs”. 
introduce the X2/Xn signaling solutions in Rel-16.

	ZTE
	Yes
	During handover procedure, the source MN may, if configured with SN terminated bearer but not querying current SCG configuration, send the DRB identities used or potentially by source SN included in the Handover Request message. Upon reception of this information, the target MN may release these DRBs if SN change or ignore this information if SN not changed.

	Nokia
	No
	most papers observe that MN always has knowledge on DRBs used on SN side (SCG context is transferred in HO req), so why should we explicitly transfer DRB IDs? in EN-DC the SN cannot change anything related to the DRB without consulting the MN – no need for explicit list of DRB IDs. 
[HW] When digging a bit into RAN2’s spec, RadioBearerConfig is included in the sourceRB-ConfigSN-NR IE. Since the RadioBearerConfig IE is what is used to add, modify or delete RBs to the UE, the delete parameter could be used like for reconfiguration of the UE on the air interface, but the target MN should understand what it means, now with the description the source MN is not supposed to do that. So for EN-DC case, current spec in RAN2 cannot support fully unless there is any modification in the description. For sure we don’t want to go too far in their spec. As I know, RAN2 also listed the concern in the summary and thought some modification is required.

	Ericsson
	No
	The comment Nokia was making, and we agree to is the fact, that in EN-DC it is the MN that decides the bearer type of an E-RAB, whereas in MR-DC with 5GC, the MN can only decide which QoS flows are realised as SN-terminated bearers, whereas the actually mapping and SN-terminated bearer-type is decided by the SN. So, there is a certain difference between the 2 systems. And yes, from a RAN2 point of view, which promised better HO performance (quicker HO preparation), this scheme was a promising thing, but this better performance has an overall system performance cost we are not available to pay.. This topic has not only a RAN2 point of view, so we should not follow this approach blindly, w/o further analysis and considerations.

	
	
	

	
	
	


RAN2 has discussed whether the change for EN-DC is required or not, considering all the DRB IDs together with the bearer types are determined by the source MN. One issue raised was that the DRB-ToReleaseList at most includes 29 entries, so probably 2 DRB ID cannot be released, which may cause a failure. That’s why the EN-DC case is included.
Question 2: if introduce the new IE, which specs should be impacted?

	Company
	Specs

	HW
	X2, S1, Xn, NG

	NEC
	X2, Xn

	ZTE
	X2, Xn, and stage-2


Question 3: from which release?

	Company
	Release

	HW
	Rel-15 and Rel-16

	NEC
	Rel-16

	ZTE
	Rel-15


Question 4: what to be replied to RAN2?
	Company
	Comment

	HW
	Considering RAN2 has discussed the possible impacts on RAN2 spec and agreed the scenario needs to be supported, we can go ahead with introduction of the new IE and inform RAN2 about the decision. If there is no consensus in RAN3, then we have to ask back RAN2 if they would need to re-consider the support in their spec, which will be time consuming.

	Ericsson
	We object formally to go ahead with this topic. Please do not try to use euphemisms for describing the current status of discussions.

It was one major system design principle to always keep the MN and SN configuration together and to synchronise with SN before starting the MN change. If deployments have chosen to use SN-terminated bearers, such approach would de-stabilise such approach.

Also, agreeing on a scheme, that would, systematically, require QoS flows/PDU Sessions to be re-established by the UE/network is not acceptable at all.
[HW] The issue acknowledged in RAN2 happened when the target MN initiates EN-DC release and addition in order to avoid SCG configuration mismatch. However, if the SN terminated DRBs are not released, there will be a SN RB configuration mismatch. The intentions is not to change system design principle, but cover some case that the up-to-date info is not available.


	
	


3   Summary
Majority of the companies acknowledged the issue in RAN2’s LS. Some questions were raised about whether the EN-DC case needs to be resolved, whether the solution should be captured in RAN2 or RAN3 spec. There is proposal to postpone the discussion and give more time for the companies to check. A draft reply LS is uploaded as R3-201215.
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