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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]At RAN3 #108-e, a paper [1] was submitted where analysis of the signalling-based solutions vs OAM-based configuration is made. However, incorrect observations presented there might unfortunately have led to wrong conclusions. Here, we provide support to clarify the situation.
2	Discussion
The cited fragments come from [1].
Observation 4: The choice between solution 1 and solution 2 mainly depends on the different vendors implementation choices
The observation is correct, but obvious: it must be remembered that all solutions that RAN3 eventually agrees are based on some vendor-originated assumptions. It is a normal RAN3’s task to review those and agree which of them would become marked-wide assumptions (for example, the decision between network-controlled and terminal-controlled mobility is also a vendor preference; nonetheless, eventually, 3GPP selected one of the two methods).
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.
The statement is incomprehensive: how the fact that MN changes policy causes a race condition? There is no technical explanation of this hypothetical race situation, so the alleged drawback of the MN-initiated signalling shall be considered non-existent.
Observation 7: OAM does not introduce complicated negative signalling to restrict a non-problematic use-case which might be supported in few months
OAM-originated information must still be delivered to the MNs and the SNs in the given area. Therefore, the signalling is not avoided, but hidden under the carpet (from RAN3’s perspective) – possibly even multiplicated (more nodes to be informed). Also, properly designed signalling, such that is used only if the limitation is in use, may become “invisible” once the limitations is lifted – exactly the same way as the configuration will stop being used (though any solution will exist as long as Rel.16 implementations will be in use – and this may take a while).
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
MN-originated information about the policy offers exactly the same functionality: CPC or CHO may be blocked permanently in given area or node type, if desired. On the other hand, it enables means for more dynamic use of CHO/CPC, if an operator wishes so. Therefore, the observations actually prove that the MN-originated signalling solution is a better option than OAM-based configuration.
It has to be noted also that OAM-based configuration means that the configuration must be set – which is usually a burden. So if decision is made for OAM-based solution, it means that the burden is hidden again from RAN3’s landscape, but it still exists for the operators. 
3	Conclusions
As it has been shown, several of the observation and statements in [1], which are meant to argue for the superiority of OAM-based solution, are either incorrect or misleading. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The true conclusion of [1] should be, if the arguments are reviewed again, that OAM-based configuration of the policy and MN-originated signalling of the policy offer exactly the same functionality and cause exactly the same burden for the operator and for the network. 
However, the MN-originated signalling enables additional benefits, if the operator decides for more dynamic policy. These extra benefits are not achievable if OAM is assumed to be the source of the policy – and are “for free” (no additional burden).
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