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1 Introduction

CB: # SONMDT3_LoadBalance
- Topics to discuss:

  - Per-SSB Mobility Settings Change over Xn and F1
  - Per-Slice Mobility Settings Change

  - NUL and SUL CAC
  - Per-SSB SUL PRB
  - MLB for PSCell and “Aggregated NR CAC”

  - load metric for UEs in RRC Inactive

  - MLB for resource aggregation
  - Mechanism of controlling load balancing
- Start with summary of offline, proceed to TPs if there are agreements
(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215852
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…

Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion
3.1 Completion of the work on per-slice PRB reporting
Three papers propose how the “FFS” in the semantics of the per-slice PRB reporting can be clarified:
Options 1 proposed in [2] and [5]:

It is observed that the semantics in the existing IEs for not define the reference point either, while the beginning of the semantics define what is actually measured. Hence, a correction is proposed to both, the new and existing IEs to make the descriptions coherent.
Option 2 proposed in [11]:

The “FFS” is simply replaced with a description of the reference for the percentage calculation.

Question 1-1: Companies are requested to comment on the proposed two options to resolve the issue with the “FFS”. Please, indicate which is preferred and if there is any technical problem with any of proposed options?
	Company
	Preferred option
	Any technical problem? Please, indicate if you cannot accept one of the options and why.

	Nokia
	1
	Both options are technically all right. 

Preference is based on the fact that option 1 resolves some logical discrepancy in the semantics of the existing IEs (apparently relevant, because two companies noticed this independently).

	
	
	


3.2 Mobility Setting Change enhancements

At RAN3 #113, the support for beam-based MSC has been nearly agreed. At this meeting, the solution is proposed in [7], [8] and [11].
In [5], it is argued that per-beam MSC is not needed. Instead per-slice MSC is more beneficial. Also [7] supports per-slice MSC. This is commented to be unnecessary in [8] and [11].

Question 2-1: Companies are requested to comment on the proposed two enhancements for the Mobility Setting Change. 
	Company
	Shall RAN3 enable per-beam MSC? 
	Shall RAN3 enable per-slice MSC? 

	Nokia
	We consider it useful.
One question concerns CHO: how the per-beam MSC would work with CHO, if the triggering condition is not defined per-beam and the UE executes it on its own?
	We consider it possibly useful, but we’d like to have it once again explained briefly, how the nodes shall handle the MSC requests if the slice is not supported in the neighbour node?

	
	
	


In addition, in [1], the need to provide the HO reference point per each beam is further explained. It is proposed either as a supplementary solution for the per-beam MSC, or its substitute in case per-beam MSC is not to be supported.
Question 2-2: Companies are requested to comment if they see any benefit (or technical problem) with the information exchange on the per-beam HO reference point?
	Company
	Shall RAN3 enable information on per-beam HO reference point on F1AP?

	Nokia
	We propose the solution and consider it useful. 
Especially, if the per-beam MSC is not accepted (there are numerous objections to enable it), the information on the per-beam triggering point from the DU can help.

	
	

	
	


3.3 Information on other cells in the load reporting

There are two proposals related to reporting additional resources (of other cells):

1) In [6], reporting of possible SgNB’s CAC is proposed (when EN-DC could possibly be configured). Alternatively, an accumulated CAC is provided.
2) In [8], it is proposed to provide plain list of cells that can be configured with CA for the UE (“can be configured” means the CAC there is above configured threshold).
Question 3-1: Companies are requested to comment on the proposed two enhancements related to reporting additional resources of other cells.
	Company
	Shall RAN3 enable information on the possible SgNB cells? 
	Shall RAN3 enable information on the possible CA cells? 

	Nokia
	We’re fine to keep working on this.

The biggest problem is the selection of the cells to report: if full list of provided (which may be very long!), the overloaded MN will not know which ones may be relevant for the UE. The alternative, i.e. the aggregated CAC will be built including possibly irrelevant SgNB. Neither of the solutions, as proposed, seem to offer benefits, if there is not mechanism to select only the relevant possible SgNBs.
	We’re fine to keep working on this.

This is clearer mechanism. However, we’re somewhat surprised the mechanism offers only a list of possible cells instead of CAC value there. If only the list is offered, obvious question arises: how the threshold is configured?

	
	
	


3.4 Additional metrics
Further enhancements are proposed for the load metrics to be reported and the reporting mechanism:

1) In [8], it is proposed to add the information on stored contexts for inactive UEs.
2) In [5], separate reporting of SUL and NUL CAC is proposed (addition of NUL to the existing and agreed enhancements).
3) In [3], SUL part of the per-beam resource utilisation is proposed to be added.
Question 4-1: Companies are requested to comment on the information related to the stored contexts of inactive UE.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No, we do not think this brings any benefit.
Stored contexts have no impact on the radio resources. Also, it is unclear how to map UE contexts to cells, considering that memory is used at the CU. If it is to be the last cell that served the UE, it tells nothing about the “potential load”, because the UE may activate in another cell than the one where it was pushed to inactive.

	
	

	
	


Question 4-2: Companies are requested to comment on the separated reporting of SUL and NUL CAC (addition of NUL to the existing and agreed enhancements).
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No, this is not necessary.
When the SUL was added, it was clarified that the legacy information addresses the whole cell, i.e. the SUL and NUL. If now NUL is considered separately, the existing CAC seem unnecessary.

	
	

	
	


Question 4-3: Companies are requested to comment on adding the SUL resource utilisation to the per-beam resource reporting.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We leave it up to further discussion in RAN3. However, if enabled it creates quite a complication, because SUL is already enabled to be reported as CAC (not beam-specific). So the proposal would have to be reworked to align it with other agreed changes.

	
	

	
	


3.5 Reporting enhancements

In [8], a mechanism to enable stopping, pausing and resuming of the reporting from the reporting node side is proposed.

Question 5-1: Companies are requested to comment on enabling the proposed additional control (stopping of measurement, pausing or resuming it) from the reporting node’s side.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	If I remember all right, in LTE, it was made possible that the reporting node could use the Resource Status Reporting Initiation procedure, with the known measurement IDs to stop given reporting session, couldn’t it? So ‘stop’ does not seem needed.
Pausing and resuming may be considered, if RAN3 acknowledges that resource status reporting may be a real burden for the reporting node. This is doubtful to us.

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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