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1. Introduction
Last meeting we received an LS from RAN2, asking a question w.r.t. how to indicate the use of RRC full reconfiguration for the case of inter-MN handover without SN change [1]. We had an e-mail discussion last meeting but only achieved the following agreement, partly due to the limited time of the second round of discussion [2]:
If the target MN decides to keep the SN, the target MN sends SN Addition Request to the SN including the SN UE X2AP ID as a reference to the UE context in the SN.
In this discussion paper we show our analysis based on this agreement, and propose a reply LS. The background and technical comparison between options raised in RAN2 are not shown in this document in order to make it short. For that information, please see in the document CATT raised in last meeting [3].
2. [bookmark: OLE_LINK78][bookmark: OLE_LINK79]Discussion
The problem RAN2 encountered, as explained in [1], is that the target MN during inter-MN handover without SN change has no means to prevent the SN to use RRC delta reconfiguration when generating the RRC configuration, e.g. the RadioBearerConfig and/or the CellGroupConfig. But in some cases the target SN should be prevented from using RRC delta reconfiguration.
So the requirement is that, there should be a method to differentiate the two cases of inter-MN handover without SN change:
· Case 1: Inter-MN handover without SN change, and the SN is allowed to generate the RRC configuration in a delta manner;
· Case 2: Inter-MN handover without SN change, and the SN is not allowed to generate the RRC configuration in a delta manner.
And according to the agreement RAN3 made last meeting, the SN UE X2AP/XnAP ID is always included within the SN Addition Request message in both cases. As an obvious result the presence / absence of this UE AP ID cannot be used as an indicator of whether RRC delta reconfiguration can be used or not.
Observation 1: According to the agreement RAN3 made in last meeting, the SN UE X2AP/XnAP ID is always present for the case of inter-MN handover without SN change, and thus its presence or absence alone cannot be used as an indicator of whether RRC delta reconfiguration can be used or not.
And likewise, other IEs within RAN3 specs all have their own use and cannot serve as such indicator alone. So if someone wishes to indicate that allowance by RAN3 means, he has to introduce a new indicator.
But if we are to introduce a new indicator, why not put it into RRC internode message as it usage is fully within RAN2 scope? If someday RAN2 is to introduce some enhancement on the feature of full/delta configuration, why shall RAN2 bother to send an LS to RAN3 asking for change and RAN3 answer “ok we changed it”?
Observation 2: Even if 3GPP is to introduce a new indicator on whether RRC delta reconfiguration can be used, that indicator is more suitable to be included within the RRC internode message rather than directly within the RAN3 message, as its use is fully within RAN2 scope.
So by any means, there should not be any change on RAN3 specs or RAN3 aspects of TS 37.340. What RAN3 should do is only to reply the LS from RAN2 and de facto to reject the proposal implied in it.
Proposal: We propose RAN3 to reply the LS from RAN2, indicating Observation 1.
3. Conclusion
Observation 1: According to the agreement RAN3 made in last meeting, the SN UE X2AP/XnAP ID is always present for the case of inter-MN handover without SN change, and thus its presence or absence alone cannot be used as an indicator of whether RRC delta reconfiguration can be used or not.
Observation 2: Even if 3GPP is to introduce a new indicator on whether RRC delta reconfiguration can be used, that indicator is more suitable to be included within the RRC internode message rather than directly within the RAN3 message, as its use is fully within RAN2 scope.
Proposal: We propose RAN3 to reply the LS from RAN2, indicating Observation 1.
Based on abovementioned proposals, we draft a reply LS [4].
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