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1
Introduction

During RAN3#107bis-e, an LS from RAN2 was received in [1]:
RAN2 aims at specifying SN-initiated Conditional PSCell Change (CPC) within the same SN in Rel-16. This is conducted as a part of the same work item where Conditional Handover (CHO) is standardized (NR_Mob_enh-Core). During RAN2#109e the following has been agreed regarding CHO and CPC:


	Support of CHO and CPC-intra-SN configuration simultaneously is not considered in Rel-16. Leave it up to the network solution to ensure there is no simultaneous CHO and CPC configuration.

Up to RAN3 if/how to ensure no simultaneous CHO+CPC (e.g. OAM, etc.).


The action point highlighted above was discussed during the meeting and lead to the following conclusions, captured in [2]:
RAN3 agrees to address RAN2’s request to avoid CHO and CPC configuration in the UE.

The discussion if OAM or signalling-based solution (and possibly on the details of the latter) is to be continued at the next meeting.
This contribution continues the discussion signalling vs OAM.
2
Discussion

2.1
On the RAN2 LS and the need of the restriction
Looking at RAN2 email discussion and the technical details summarized in [3], we can see that the restriction was not decided because of a technical issue, but because RAN2 did not have time to discuss the scenario of simultaneous CHO+CPC.

Observation 1: Simultaneous CHO+CPC does not introduce critical issues
Also, no use case is mentioned in the RAN2 LS. It means that simultaneous CHO+CPC should be restricted all the time, and that there is no requirement for dynamic coordination between MN and SN.
Observation 2: There is no requirement for dynamic coordination between MN and SN
And no UE-level configuration was ever mentioned by RAN2.
Observation 3: UE-level configuration is not mentioned by RAN2
2.2
Comparing the 2 signalling approaches
2 signalling-based solutions were discussed last meeting:
1. The MN controls CHO / CPC execution
2. The SN asks for CPC execution
The summary of offline discussion noted that companies supporting signalling-based are more or less splitted 50-50 between solution 1 and solution 2. Why? Not because of technical choices; but because of the different implementations (e.g. priority to CHO, etc...). 
But the first question to ask is which node is in charge of configuring the restriction, MN or SN? Companies supporting the signalling-based solution have different views. And reading the contributions submitted last meeting, some arguments are valid on both sides. Why? Because it probably depends on implementation.

The 2nd question could be which feature has higher priority? Again, supporting companies have different thinkings, with sometimes valid arguments. Why? Because it probably depends on implementation too.

Observation 4: The choice between solution 1 and solution 2 mainly depends on the different vendors implementation choices
If solution 1 is chosen, there might be race condition issues when the MN change his mind and signal the change via MN-initiated modification message. And solution 2 can delay CPC unnecessarily, when legacy SN change would have been accepted right away. Both issues will be carried over in rel-17. 
Observation 5: Both signalling solutions will introduce issues which will be carried in rel-17
2.3
And what about OAM?
First of all, OAM is the only solution named as example in the RAN2 LS and can ensure that simultaneous CHO+CPC is restricted. And it is not based on negative signalling, rarely used (never?) in RAN3 for a good reason, to restrict a non-problematic use-case which might be supported by some elegant and positive signalling in few months.
Observation 6: OAM fulfils RAN2 requirement at 100%

Observation 7: OAM does not introduce complicated negative signalling to restrict a non-problematic use-case which might be supported in few months

Another point which was mentioned by companies supporting a signalling solution was that OAM is not flexible. This is simply wrong, because OAM would be able to configure CHO in some geographical areas where HO robustness is needed or where Handover Failure are higher (e.g. due to high-speed mobility), and CPC in dense areas with multiple layers, where MN coverage on lower frequencies is dense enough to avoid HOF, and where high-speed is unlikely, but with dense FR2 small cells used as Secondary Nodes.
Observation 8: OAM solution allows CHO or CPC configuration per geographical area and/or per node type
As mentioned in the previous section, if one of the signalling solutions is chosen, it will be a hard choice between SN-controlled CPC or MN-controlled CHO (i.e. only one the 2 choices will be supported). But operators might want some flexibility regarding this choice e.g. for the reason mentioned above. OAM would allow them to deploy both, depending on e.g. the geographical area. Or some operators will deploy the first one while the others will deploy the second one. This would also be in favour of the vendors, because OAM solution is able to support all the implementations discussed so far.
Observation 9: OAM solution gives more latitude to the operator to prioritized SN-controlled CPC or MN-controlled CHO depending on e.g. geographical area

Observation 10: OAM solution is the only solution which can support all the implementations discussed so far

Therefore, it is proposed that simultaneous CHO+CPC is to be restricted via OAM.
Proposal 1: Simultaneous CHO+CPC is to be restricted via OAM
3
Conclusion

In this contribution the restriction of simultaneous CHO+CPC has been discussed, and the following observations and proposal have been made:
Observation 1: Simultaneous CHO+CPC does not introduce critical issues
Observation 2: There is no requirement for dynamic coordination between MN and SN 

Observation 3: UE-level configuration is not mentioned by RAN2

Observation 4: The choice between solution 1 and solution 2 mainly depends on the different vendors implementation choices

Observation 5: Both signalling solutions will introduce issues which will be carried in rel-17
Observation 6: OAM fulfils RAN2 requirement at 100%

Observation 7: OAM does not introduce complicated negative signalling to restrict a non-problematic use-case which might be supported in few months

Observation 8: OAM solution allows CHO or CPC configuration per geographical area and/or per node type

Observation 9: OAM solution gives more latitude to the operator to prioritized SN-controlled CPC or MN-controlled CHO depending on e.g. geographical area

Observation 10: OAM solution is the only solution which can support all the implementations discussed so far
Proposal 1: Simultaneous CHO+CPC is to be restricted via OAM
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