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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]RAN3 has identified and discussed a problem related to an inter-RAT HO from EN-DC to NR SA: when releasing the DC operation, the SgNB will assign PDCP sequence numbers do forwarded PDUs, but the target gNB will reset PDCP, so it will expect PDUs to be forwarded without sequence numbers. 
At RAN #111, RAN3 has corrected the issue by defining that in case of an incoming inter-RAT HO, the target gNB may expect forwarded data to have PDCP SNs assigned. It shall then remove them before sending the data to the UE. 
2	Discussion
The correction adopted at RAN3 #111 still has some gaps
1) It still requires stage-3 corrections on E1AP that were not fully discussed yet;
2) It is suboptimal, because the source SN must still assign the SNs, only for having the assigned SNs removed again at the target gNB.
Observation 1: The adopted correction is still incomplete and does not resolve all the issues identified in the discussion.
Therefore, even though for Rel.16, the discrepancy seems removed, there is still need to optimise the PDCP SN assignment. The solution proposed in [1], while also has stage-3 impact, removes the sub-optimal PDCP SN management: it proposes that the source MeNB informs the SgNB if the PDCP SNs need or need not to be assigned to the forwarded data.
Proposal 1: RAN3 acknowledges that the issue related to PDCP SN assignment is still unresolved.
The solution proposed in [1] has about the same specification impact as the “patch” agreed at RAN3 #111: a small stage-3 impact, possibly on 2 specs (X2 and E1; the adopted solution has impact on stage-2 and 1 stage-3 specification). On the other hand, it has the benefit of addressing all the identified issues.
Observation 2: The solution based on an indication that forwarded data does not need PDCP SNs is about as complicated as the half-completed patch, while it addresses all the identified issues. 
RAN3 shall therefore, before completing the “patch solution” if a complete solution is not better. If RAN3 decides to have only the “patch” in Rel.16, RAN3 shall agree the remaining issues are to be discussed again in Rel.17.
Proposal 2: RAN3 should reconsider if the solution based on an indication that forwarded data does not need PDCP SNs isn’t better for Rel.16; if decided negatively, the solution should be postponed until Rel.17 optimisations are discussed.
3	Conclusions
In this paper, we make following observations:
1) The adopted correction is still incomplete and does not resolve all the issues identified in the discussion.
2) The solution based on an indication that forwarded data does not need PDCP SNs is about as complicated as the half-completed patch, while it addresses all the identified issues.
Based on those, we also have two proposals:
1) RAN3 acknowledges that the issue related to PDCP SN assignment is still unresolved.
2) RAN3 should reconsider if the solution based on an indication that forwarded data does not need PDCP SNs isn’t better for Rel.16; if decided negatively, the solution should be postponed until Rel.17 optimisations are discussed.
If this way forward is accepted, the CR may be prepared quickly as a revision (resubmission) of the already known CR in [1].
References
[1] R3-210088, RAN3 #111

