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1. Introduction
Last meeting, some agreements were achieved on conditional handover. But there are still some open issues in the BLCR [1] to decide. This paper is to investigate them. The corresponding proposals are also provided. 
2. Discussion
In this paper, the following issues are discussed: 

· FFS whether we allow to modify the prepared CHO resources and how (re-using the existing HO Preparation or new procedure?).
· Editor’s note: the wording “immediate handover” for legacy HO (i.e. non-CHO) is FFS
· Whether indication is needed on resource allocation in case of CHO
· Whether target initiated modification is needed in case of CHO

2.1 FFS whether we allow to modify the prepared CHO resources and how (re-using the existing HO Preparation or new procedure?)
In last meeting, the following scheme has been agreed for the source to trigger the modification of the prepared CHO: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk25189334]If the Target NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID IE is contained in the Conditional Handover Information IE included in the HANDOVER REQUEST message, then the target NG-RAN node shall remove the existing prepared conditional HO identified by the Target NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID IE and the Target Cell Global ID IE.
So the FFS can be removed from the BLCRs.  

Proposal 1): To remove the FFS “whether we allow to modify the prepared CHO resources and how (re-using the existing HO Preparation or new procedure?)” in the BLCRs. 

2.2 FFS on the wording “immediate handover” for legacy HO (i.e. non-CHO)
On this FFS, the wording “immediate handover” is for legacy network controlled handover. The handover is performed immediately to the UE after receiving the handover request acknowledge message from target. This definition can be added in TS 38.300 and be referred in TS 38.423. 
Proposal 2): To add the definition on “immediate handover” in Stage 2 and refer it in Stage 3.

2.3 Whether indication is needed on resource allocation in case of CHO [1]?
There was one proposal to introduce one indication or something similar to TNL load to solve the problem of potential overload due to CHO introduction. The motivation is good, but basically by nature if CHO is allowed, the waste of radio resource for a short period in the target side is unavoidable. That is the price of introducing CHO, i.e, enhancing the reliability and robustness of HO. The proposal is to help target node to save some resource, but it is not easy to realize. The problem is that how to define it in the source side and how to judge and decide whether to accept the UE or partial of services of the UE in the target side. Currently, the only behavior of target is to answer accept or reject. If the indication is introduced, can it be changed into something in the middle? Or instead of a UE specific procedure, the conventional MLB cell specific procedure can be used. 
Proposal 3): Indication is not needed on resource allocation in case of CHO.

2.4 Whether target initiated modification is needed in case of CHO?
The agreements achieved in in RAN2#107bis meeting are given as follows:
Agreements
1	From RAN2 perspective, both source and target can trigger the modification of CHO configuration, and leave the final decision to RAN3.
…

So from RAN2 point of view, the modification is possible triggered in the target side. In last meeting, it was mentioned several reasons for the target to trigger the modification. For instance, the target needs to change the RACH preambles and also the target may change the radio resources during the CHO progress. Therefore, it seems beneficial to support the target to trigger the modification. 
The next issue is on how to support the target to trigger the modification. A new procedure has relatively big impacts from standard point of view. Another candidate is to use the handover cancel trigger from the target and the source can trigger the handover preparation again to the target. This scheme has very limited specification impacts. 
Proposal 4): Target node triggered modification should be allowed, for which the existing procedures can be used. 

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, the remaining issues on support of conditional handover were further investigated. The following proposals are suggested to RAN3:
Proposal 1): To remove the FFS “whether we allow to modify the prepared CHO resources and how (re-using the existing HO Preparation or new procedure?)” in the BLCRs.
Proposal 2): To add the definition on “immediate handover” in Stage 2 and refer it in Stage 3.
Proposal 3): Indication is not needed on resource allocation in case of CHO.
Proposal 4): Target node triggered modification should be allowed, for which the existing procedures can be used. 
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