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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]At RAN3 #107-e meeting, an email discussion was initiated according to the following guidelines:
	CB: # 91_Email091-MobEnh_CHO_common_overload
-  target node shall be informed if the CHO request shall be treated like a classic HO, or if it may apply some statistical resource optimization; use % for the estimated arrival probability (where 100% can be interpreted as “like classic HO”); to avoid unnecessary failures of CHO preparation, the target cell shall be enabled to include in the HO REQ ACK the information about the maximum number of target cells allowed for CHO for this UE? (Nok, VF, BT)
- if agreeable, revise as needed; go for agreement
(Nok)
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The paper summarises the discussion and proposes conclusions.
2	Discussion
In the paper [1], the discussion started in the past meetings is continued and more arguments given:
1) The source node knows the policy for triggering CHO and can indicate it to the target (CHO “like a classic HO” vs. early CHO to many candidates);
2) The source node, knowing the policy and the likely number of candidates, may estimate the likelihood of access, hence the need for percentage;
3) The target knows its load level and may prefer to avoid allocating too much resources for single UE. Therefore, it may want to limit the number of cells that it is ready to offer per UE, so to avoid unnecessary rejections.
Comments in the discussion:
Intel
I think I am OK for the information from a candidate target to the source (i.e., max number of candidate cells allowed for a UE). 
But, my concern is on the proposed info from the source to the target, which is not deterministic. If this probability value is 50% and the target decided not to allocate resources (but generate CHO command for the UE, which seems has to regardless of the probability value), then CHO would fail if the UE by chance happened to access to this target.. NW configures CHO to increase robustness for UEs, but in this case NW configures something that may lead to a handover to an unprepared target...
Vodafone
To me the point of having the percentage is that – without it – the target node has to assume that the UE WILL arrive in the cell even if the chance is 50% or 10%. Then that target e/gNB will reject other handover requests for other UEs because it thinks it will be  congested. 
Please consider the following scenario:
A set of cars are using GBR bearers and are moving in an “urban canyon” environment / with street levels cells. The cars are approaching a crossroads – 30% will go left; 30 % right and 40 % go straight on. Going left, cars need to handover to cell X; going straight on they need to handover to cell Y; and going right they need to handover to cell Z. Owing to the street level cells and solid buildings, the UEs will not report on cells X and Z until the last moment.
With Conditional HandOver, we can prepare all of cells X, Y and Z, and then if a car turns left or right, the handover should succeed (while without CHO, the handover would have failed).
With a “green light wave” of 50 cars approaching this crossroads, preparing cell X for 50 cars all turning left is likely to lead to cell X becoming congested, and hence some of the Handover Requests into cell X would be rejected. However, if the CHO Handover requests for 50 cars into cell X are all accompanied by a percentage (e.g. 30 %) then  all of the 50 handover requests could be acknowledged by cell X (as cell X can estimate that only 15 cars will come into its coverage area)… and the source cell would cancel 35 of the handover requests to cell X after 35 successful handovers into cells Y and Z.
ZTE
With the "Estimated Arrival Probability IE", the source node needs to do particular RRM for value setting; then the target node also needs to do particular RRM for admission control. The solution impacts both sides.
Then can you tell me the difference with following solution:
Only the source node shall select and send e.g. 30% CHO requests among all CHO potential needs, then the target node does normal admission control. The solution impacts only the source node, and also can also alleviate target congestion.
Samsung
I think the source node has its own policy on when to configure CHO with a proper candidate cell.
As you explain, the source node may estimate the probability, but the probability varies even though UE is still connected to the source node.
The source node should trigger the CHO modification procedure to update the probability or try to configure CHO again with the candidate cell which already rejected the CHO request.
So I think the scenario can be covered with the agreed procedure.
And the “Estimated Arrival Probability IE” would be redundant and has more impact on the source node and the target node.
Google
I am thinking that if the source NG-RAN node can derive the probability for each candidate cell/target NG-RAN node a UE is likely to access in the future, wouldn't it be also working for the source NG-RAN node to take the sole responsibility not to prepapre conditional handover to those less likely candidate cells? And if the target NG-RAN node does not have a suitable mechanism to utilize the accessing probability for resource allocation (e.g. the resouce allocation for UE with less than 50% chance to access are the same), the statistical benefit may be limited.  
Qualcomm
I think the overload can be resolved by smart admission control implementation, with help from SON MRO/MLB. In single UE level, source and target have almost same information, including measurement result, mobility history. So, the benefit of “Estimated Arrival Probability” IE is not clear.    
BT
BT is supportive of adding "Estimated Arrival Probability IE"
The concept is to be able to overbook resources on the target cells instead of limiting the number of CHO candidates that could be used in a loaded scenario.
I agree the CHO candidates may have different QoS and resource requirements as per ZTE’s email comment, but this is the normal function of the scheduler/admission control to calculate load for different services entering the cell, the "Estimated Arrival Probability IE" provides further information on the probability of the UE arriving in the cell.
The target node could apply a probability factor via learning, but just like UEs will have different QoS & service requirements, the source node could apply different CHO policies for different UEs, so only the source node could provide an accurate Arrival probability factor for a given UE.
3	Conclusions
The results of the discussion are as follows:
1. Concerning the estimated arrival probability, there are 3 companies supporting the proposal, while 4 have doubts if anything needs to be added. Therefore, the discussion may continue in future.
2. Concerning the max number of requests per UE, it is proposed to add the information to the CHO acknowledge.
It is therefore proposed to endorse TPs in R3-201358 [4] and R3-201359 [5].
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