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Introduction

CB: # 84bis_5GintraSysDirectDataFwdSharedSrcgNB

- clarify scenario 

- if scenario needs to be supported, whether to reuse current IE?

- check details

(ZTE - moderator)

rev in R3-205720
Summary of offline disc R3-205721
For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-205720 Withdrawn

R3-205721 Noted.
Conclusion: No consensus on the validity of the scenario and use case in Rel-16. 
Discussion

In current TS37.340, the scenario of  HO “from NR to NR-DC” is supported. 

[image: image1.png]Annex B (informative):
Supported MR-DC Handover Scenarios

Table B-1 summarizes the supported handover scenarios involving MR-DC configurations.

Table B-1: Supported MR-DC handover scenarios.

To (column) E-UTRA with EPC E'UT::CWM' NR Gsm; ’ EN-DC | NGEN-DC | NE-DC | NR-DC
HO from (row)
E-UTRA with EPC YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO
E-UTRA with 56C YES YES YES NO NO YES NO NO
NR YES YES YES NOTE YES NO YES YES
GERAN or UTRAN YES NO NO YES NO NO NO NO
EN-DC YES YES YES YES YES NO NO NO
NGEN-DC YES YES YES NO NO YES NO NO
NE-DC YES YES YES NOTE NO NO YES NO
NR-DC YES YES YES NOTE NO NO NO YES




 
Assuming in Hetnet deployment, the source micro gNB1 does not support VONR, and the target  macro gNB2 supports VONR, for voice fallback reason, UE may handover towards gNB2 while keeping gNB1 as the SN when needed. If above scenario is confirmed, then the use case should be justified.
Issue 1: Is the use case and scenario valid?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes. 

	Huawei
	Not sure about the voice handover scenario.

So far the IMS fallback happens from 5G to 4G in case the 5G does not support VoNR. But the scenario above assumes that some gNB nodes support VoNR, while other gNB nodes don’t. Then how the source gNB is aware of the voice support of its neighbor gNBs?

Also if this case needs to considered, then NR DC-DC handover to gNB in case of shared case also need to be considered?

 

	CATT
	Yes

	Ericsson
	We do not see this scenario being relevant to deserve specification changes supporting data forwarding optimizations for Rel-16.

We do not agree to discuss a proposal which was obviously provided for the wrong Agenda Item.

We do not see anything broken w/o support of this scenario.

	Nokia
	Same view as Huawei (comments we made on line).

	Samsung
	If operator deployed IMS system, then all the gNB should support VONR. Don’t understand the specific scenario above. However no strong view whether NR to NR-DC should be supported or not.


In R3-204849, the stage2 texts for “inter system shared node “ DF case were introduced, but so far there is no stage2 texts for “5G intra system shared node “ DF case, that’s why it is a bit confusing if we use “... refer to TS 37.340” in stage3 CR. For that reason, we try to avoid that sentence in the updated CR. Otherwise, we may also need to introduce “complicated” stage2 CR if necessary.

Issue 2: Is stage2 CR for “5G intra system shared node “ DF case needed?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	No. People can easily figure out how it works in stage2 sense. 

	Huawei
	Depending on the scenario to be confirmed valid. 

If so, slightly yes, even with minor update in stage 2 e.g. the above procedures are applicable for NR DC to gNB shared case. 

	CATT
	We have a slight preference to have some general description on this scenario in stage spec.

	Nokia
	Depending on confirmation on the scenario.


 Issue 3: Any concern with the updated stage3 CR in R3-205720?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	No.

	Huawei
	Depending on the scenario to be confirmed valid. 

	CATT
	No

	Samsung
	No new IE is needed.


Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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