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Introduction

CB: # 41_MobEnh_CHO

ZTE,CATT,Gg,QC,CT,CU (3203):

- introduce optional NR CGI IE in the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message

Intel,ZTE:

- Introduce a new class-2 “ACCESS SUCCESS” message into F1AP, to allow the DU to inform “which cell” the UE successfully accessed to the CU, in case of CHO or Conditional PSCell Change

NEC:

- introduce a new class 2 Handover Success procedure in F1AP (with FFS). However if alternatively RRC solution can be agreed, then no need for RAN3 solution. Then can ask RAN2 to introduce target cell ID in RRCReconfigurationComplete message

Gg:

- add the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message in Inter-gNB-DU Conditional PSCell Change using MCG SRB

E///:

- introduce a new message by which the gNB-CU would be informed about the cell that the UE accessed

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-203991
For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-203771 rev [in R3-204228 (+NEC)] – agreed
R3-203772 rev [in R3-204229 (+NEC)] – agreed
R3-203218 – agreed
R3-204231 (Intel Corporation, NEC) – agreed (New TP created during CB for X2AP BLCR)
R3-204232 (Intel Corporation, NEC) – agreed (New TP created during CB for XnAP BLCR)
Propose to capture the following:

RAN3 agrees to introduce new Class2 procedure: “Access Success”  over F1 (Alt2), i.e. discarding other candidate solutions from Alt1 and Alt3. 
Discussion [if needed]

Per working assumptions from RAN3#107bis-e, “Introduce HO SUCCESS-like new message in F1AP” is expected to enable gNB-CU to know which candidate target cell UE has accessed eventually in CHO or CPC. Based on Tdoc contributions submitted at RAN3#108-e, most companies are fine with that, except some detailed distinctions.

In R3-203591 (NEC), three main solutions are summarized and compared:

Alt 1: indicate the target cell ID in the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message.

(Also proposed in R3-203202 (ZTE/etc) and R3-203636 (Google))
Alt 2: introduce Handover Success procedure in F1AP, with target Cell ID.

(Also proposed in R3-203771 (Intel/etc) , R3-203591 (NEC) and R3-203797 (E///))
Alt 3: introduce Target cell ID in RRCReconfigurationComplete message.

(Within RAN2 scope)

Issue 1: Work on RAN3 centric solutions and eliminate Alt3?
Based on internal coordination with RAN2 colleagues, RAN2 has actually discussed Alt3, but tend to not adopt it. The reasons behind are:

1: The inclusion of NCGI in RRCReconfigurationComplete message incurs more air signaling load, which is normally more concerned about.

2: The NCGI report via RRCReconfigurationComplete message incurs more awareness latency for gNB-CU, which may degrade the mobility performance. 
3: RAN2 deems above issue more up to RAN3 solution without impacting RAN2.
Hence for quick convergence, we propose to eliminate Alt3 at the beginning.
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes. Alt3 is not in our favor as explained above.

	Google
	Up to RAN2 decision.

	NEC
	The Alt. 3 is the most efficient way that can cover all cases. This is because,  the Alt.1 does not work for the condition PScell change that use of MN SRB1 to signal RRCReconfigurationComplete message. Alt.2 can work for both cases(multiple cells preparation in intra DU, condition PScell change using MN SRB1) but only a drawback is that for CHO case there will be additional signalling in SN compare with Alt 1.
If Alt.3 will incur latency, then the same is also apply to Alt.1 simply becasue the Alt.1 is to tranfer the RRCReconconfigurationComplete message, 
I think we should consider that we are designing the system for efficiently operation, so think should not eliminate Alt.3.

	INTEL
	Let’s first agree Alt 2, and discuss further on Alt.1 or Alt. 3.

	CATT
	Up to RAN2, But we may not consider alt3 in this release due to the WI will be closed soon.

	Huawei
	We agree to go with Alt2 firstly. But if RAN2 will discuss this issue at this meeting, ok to alt.3.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, Alt 3 is not needed. We can easily resolve the CPC/CHO issue by Alt 2. 
Alt 1 is also useful for CU to timely know the cell when an initial UL RRC is received. The CU may receive the UL RRC from DU before RACH complete (e.g. from MsgA) or even without RACH.

	Nokia
	Yes, we agree.

	Ericsson
	We cannot keep FFS at this meeting. So I’m fine if we do not discuss alt.3 in RAN3. But if RAN2 decides to finally introduce alt.3 at this meeting, then we can close this discussion

	LGE
	Up to RAN2 decision. 

	ZTE
	Since majority (7 out of 10) are in more favor of Alt2, and RAN3 cannot do anything with Alt3, hence let’s go with Alt2 firstly.

Note: there is little discussion or progress of Alt3 in RAN2, and the RRC ASN.1 is to be frozen. 


Issue 2: How to specify “HO SUCCESS-like new message in F1AP”? Which message name with Alt2?  
Since there is no objection against Alt2, we can agree to specify it. Regarding the message name, “Access Success”? or “Handover Success”? or “Connection Success”?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	We like “Access Success”. It covers both CHO and CPC cases, and “access” is generic so to take R3-203771 as baseline. 

	Google
	If Alt 2 is to be accepted, to cover both CHO and CPC, Access or Connection Success seem to be more generic. 

	NEC
	If take introduce Alt.2, then take R3-203591 with the name Handove Success to align the name in Xn/X2.

	INTEL
	Prefer “Access Success”. The X2/Xn “Handover Success” can also be used for DAPS HO (that’s why the included cell IE is optional), but here is only for CHO/CPC. The included cell IE doesn’t have to be optional.
“Connection Success” seems to mean too broad though.
From this sense, prefer R3-203771 as baseline.

	CATT
	Prefer “Access success”

	Huawei
	Same view as above.

	Qualcomm
	In the context of SON RACH optimization, a new F1AP message would be defined for DU to report RACH event to CU, refer to R3-203395.

We can define one common message for this CHO/CPC issue and RACH indication.

	Nokia
	We also like the “ACCESS SUCCESS”.

However, as per the R3-203771, semantics are not really needed for NR CGI. Or they have to be simplified – currently, they repeat the text in the description above.

	Ericsson
	No strong view on the name. Access success is fine. But if we take R3-203771 as baseline, I agree with Nokia that procedural text needs changes (e.g. specifies receiving node and not sending node)

	LGE
	Access success is fine. 

	ZTE
	Since majority (8 out of 10) are in more favor of “ACCESS SUCCESS”, we shall take R3-203771 (Intel) as baseline.

To intel: please incorporate comments above. 


Issue 3: Whether to introduce target cell ID in the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message? 

With Alt2 in hand, Alt1 seems a bit redundant from functional viewpoint. However, there are a number of companies (6) seeing its benefits and supporting to have it at rather low cost, we propose to have it, providing a complementary tool. 
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes. It is beneficial and “cheap”.
Any real technical obstacle for opponents?

	Google
	Yes. But to cope with CPC using SRB1 case, the issue 4 needs to be addressed.

	NEC
	If Alt.3 is introduced then no need Alt.1 and Alt.2.  If choose between Alt.1 and Alt..2 then no need to introduce Alt.1 as it does not work for the condition PScell change that use of MN SRB1 to signal RRCReconfigurationComplete message.



	CATT
	Yes

	Huawei
	We prefer a single solution to cover all cases.

	Qualcomm
	Yes. Both Alt 1 and Alt 2 are needed. 
Alt 1 cannot resolve the CPC using MCG SRB1 scenario. But, Alt 1 enables CU to timely know the cell ID when an initial RRC message is received, particularly when RRC is sent before RACH complete or even without RACH in the future.

	Nokia
	No! 
This creates signaling redundancy, which is bad by definition. In next step, RAN3 will have to define which alternative is to be used in case both are possible (so it is no “cheap” at all – it will create lots of confusion in future!). Therefore no, only one solution is possible, either Alt1 or Alt2 – not both. Considering that Alt1 does not cover all scenarios, it is the one to be eliminated.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Nokia and Huawei we should avoid specifying 2 solutions for the same issue, especially if one of the two does not cover all the cases

	LGE
	One solution is enough. 

	ZTE
	Since there are some strong show-stoppers, we shall not support Alt1.


Issue 4: If issue3 is agreeable, should we extend the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message to RRC-message-absence case, e.g. introducing “ Ignore RRC-Container IE”? 

As enhancement of Alt1, R3-203636 (Google) proposes to introduce “Ignore RRC-Container IE”, so that even in CPC without SRB3 case, the Alt1 solution can be applied. 
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Neutral. The impacts and cost are a bit more.

	Google
	Alt1 has less spec impact than the Alt2 by reusing the UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message and adding an optional IE to ignore the mandatory RRC-Container IE for CPC using SRB1 case.

	NEC
	The UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER without the RRC container, in theory, just look from the surface, it will mean nothing.Then in worst case the message and procedure name should be changed.

So are not in favor of introducing “Ignore RRC-Container IE” even if the Alt.1 is introduced.

	INTEL
	This seems to be an overkill. The UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER should be used only when there is an RRC message to carry to the CU. That’s why the RRC-Container IE is mandatory.

	CATT
	Ok to have it

	Huawei
	No. We donot see the need of a dummy RRC message in the UL RRC transfer.

	Qualcomm
	Don’t see a use case for UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER is not used for RRC transfer, assuming Alt 2 will be agreed.

	Nokia
	Issue 3 is not agreeable.

	Ericsson
	No. This is another good reason to avoid specifying alt.1

	LGE
	No. Not a good example.

	ZTE
	Since there are some strong show-stoppers, we shall not support extension of Alt1.


Issue 5: Stage2 alignment? 

With specifying Alt2 in stage3, the TS38.401 and TS38.470 should be updated for alignment.

R3-203772(Intel), R3-203218(ZTE), R3-203635(Google) are to be refined for agreement if necessary.   
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	To refine and agree R3-203772(Intel), R3-203218(ZTE), R3-203635(Google) if necessary.

	Google
	Stage 2 alignment is necessary anyway

	NEC
	Stage 2 is needed. If Alt.2 is taken, take intel one as base for more reviewing.

	INTEL
	Yes, R3-203772 (Intel) for 38.401 and R3-203218 (ZTE) for 38.470, if Alt.2 is taken.

	CATT
	Ok to align the stage 2

	Huawei
	OK to align stage2.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, stage 2 alignment is needed. 

	Nokia
	Of course, a new procedure requires stage-2 description, too.

	Ericsson
	Yes I’m fine to discuss these TPs

	LGE
	Yes. 

	ZTE
	To agree R3-203772(Intel), R3-203218(ZTE), R3-203635(Google), please comment rewording if any.


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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