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1 Introduction

CB: # MRDC3_CPAC
- Check LS from RAN2

- Option1 or Option2 to support SN initiated CPC procedure?

- Stage2 and stage3 details

- Capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable

(Nok - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-221034
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
New notes after the 2nd round:
WA: If the MN decides to trigger the 2nd step (optionally, as proposed in the LS from RAN2), the MN uses MN-initiated modification procedure. If the SN decides to update the CPC configuration, it provides the update in the response to the SN MOD REQ message.
Set of TPs related to the incoming LS from RAN2:

R3-220812 rev in R3-221393 – agreed
R3-220151 rev in R3-221363 – agreed
R3-220430 rev in R3-221338 – agreed
Set of TPs implementing agreements from RAN3 #114:

R3-220345 rev in R3-221369 – agreed
R3-220221 rev in R3-221391 - agreed
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 (2nd round)
3.1 Can we agree to use the MN-initiated modification to trigger (optionally) the 2nd step of CPC?

The arguments to support using MN-initiated modification has been exchanged over email:
As the first step we need to confirm that SN Change Confirm message is sent by S-SN after CPC reconfiguration, but not CPC execution. This seems the common understanding for all, which will be the base for detailed discussion.
Yan: agree, and this is applicable for both Option 1 and Option 2.

Then we further discuss the solutions.
Four issues on 1):

· Too late to close the SN Change procedure, which does not work in an efficient way for state machine.

Yan: it is not too late, the SN Change procedure will be closed after CPC configuration(CPC trigger), not after CPC execute.
[E///] We can change the way to make you understand, there is no reason to keep SN Change procedure open until MN awaits the updated configuration.
· MN has no clear clue whether the CPC configuration should be updated by S-SN or not. This means MN triggers the modification procedure although S-SN does not have any updated config to provide. For sure instead S-SN can put the same container for UE configuration as before and send back in the modification request ack message. However it could cause a lot of waste on signaling without retrieving any useful info.
Yan: disagree with this, because in both solutions, the MN can provide the prepared PSCells to the S-SN at step 4, and then in option 1, due to the merit of class 1 design, the SN will provide response message as soon as possible, which is quick.
But for solution 2, the MN need to wait to see if the SN triggers a SN initiated SN modification, this is actually a waste of time, and if the MN did not wait long enough, and MN provides the CPC configuration to the UE, then the MN receives the SN initiated SN Modification, the MN will need to further update to the UE via another RRCReconfiguration, this is indeed cause a lot of waste on signaling, and bothers UE.
[E///] It seems the point is missed again. It does not make sense with only “quick” but nothing new/meaningful is provided. The main question is about how MN knows that S-SN has updated config to provide. If SN responses with the same configuration as a very possible case in Option 1, that’s actually a waste of time by triggering MN initiated modification procedure without any new info for the UE, e.g., measconfig. In Option 2, your argumentation is not correct. MN does not have to wait, it can configure the UE directly if it wants. For your last point of “bothers UE”, it is also incorrect. RAN2 allows reconfiguration from MN to the UE for SN-initiated CPC. This is not an issue. If goes for Option 1, MN reconfigures the UE with the same CPC configuration, then it may be called a “bother”.
· Even with the proposed indicator in 1-2, there is no way for S-SN to predict CPC configuration properly when the SN Change procedure starts. Also considering this option with a new indicator brings more complexity.
Yan: what is the proposed indicator? Do not get your point.
[NOK 1] The proposed indicator is what Nokia proposed: that the S-SN indicates in the SN Change Required that it would like the MN to trigger the 2nd step (it is the question 1-2 in the SoD). We propose that it is still up to the MN, but we think such indicator could help, because SN may know better what the conditions depend on. Ericsson then claims that the S-SN can’t know it at the beginning, only after it is provided with the updated list of prepared PSCells it can decide. This is a bit chicken-egg problem and hence the FFS… However, we would like to emphasize that if there is even a possibility that the list of PSCells needs to be updated, the S-SN could indicate the wish to have it sent. As Yan observed, using class-1 procedure is fast, contrary to waiting for possible response from S-SN (which may never come and the MN does not know how lot it takes for the S-SN to send it or not).

[E///] Thanks again to Nokia for explanation, though we are not in the same camp. It might not be the chicken-egg issue but it is an attempt to solve the problem that we raised for Option 1. Also, both Option 1 and 2 are class-1 procedures.
· Specification impacts should be considered, e.g., nested procedures need more clarification.
Yan: using CN change Confirm before successfully configuration of UE breaks the original purpose of the procedure, i.e. sending this message is to inform the S-SN that the preparation of the SN node initiated SN change was successful. In option 2 the SN Change Confirm is sent before sending RRCReconfiguration to the UE, it will be a mess if RRCReconfiguration failure.
[E///] See the answer above
Reply for 2):
· There is no timer issue for Option 2. Instead, it may exist for Option 1. In Option 2, MN acknowledges the accepted PSCells, and then when S-SN has the desire to update CPC config, it triggers the SN-initiated SN modification procedure. Then MN has the choice to configure the UE since reconfiguration to UE is allowed. In Option 1, if the MN requests the S-SN to provide updated config, however S-SN does not provide any, then how MN knows whether need to trigger another procedure? So in Option 1, other than the timer in MN for the response, there could be an additional timer for MN to wait if need to send another modification request to check again. 

Yan: disagree, there is timer issue for option2, as clarified above in our answer to the second bullet about option 1). 
Furthermore, do not get your last point on the additional timer for the MN to wait, RAN2 made working assumptions in RAN2#115-e meeting that multiple re-negotiation procedures is not allowed.

[E///] See the answer above. Still we think you misunderstood RAN2’s agreements. There is nothing related to re-negotiation.
· Less complexity compared with other options. In both MN and SN, the state machine will be easier since no nested procedures. MN can understand clearly when the CPC config updates are given, and then configure to the UE. 
Yan: disagree, as clarified above, the SN Change Confirm should be send after CPC configuration to the UE, this should be the proper handling for the “state machine”, instead of sending it before RRCReconfiguration.
[E///] The focus is about necessity of nested procedures. But you are talking about “principle”. Again check the answer above.
Question to all:
If Option 1 is adopted, when S-SN needs to update CPC config for certain PSCell, the S-SN should trigger the Modification Required procedure or SN Change procedure? If the latter, will it cause more complexity and delay?

Yan: as I mentioned above, RAN2 made working assumptions in RAN2#115-e meeting that multiple re-negotiation procedures is not allowed. 

And then after CPC configuration to the UE, if the S-SN would like to update something, it can trigger CPC update as we discussed in last RAN3 meeting.

[E///] You still did not answer the question. Again It is nothing about re-negotiation. Can you explain what is “trigger CPC update”? Is it triggering SN Change procedure, or SN Modification Required? 
Question 6-1: Companies that objected using the MN-initiated modification, please, provide your further comments to the above arguments – or perhaps we could agree to use the MN-initiated modification?
	Company
	Comment

	E///
	We provided a lot of technical points, also arguments to Option 1. However, not all of them are answered. We can raise it here again, 
· How does the MN know there is incoming updated CPC configuration from S-SN if MN-initiated modification procedure is used in the 2nd step? 
· What’s the procedure if S-SN needs to update CPC configuration, e.g., even one parameter like measConfig, after SN Change procedure is completed? 
· If SN Change procedure is triggered again, that means SN Addition procedure could be triggered again to T-SNs, which is kind of waste of signaling.

· If SN-initiated Modification procedure is triggered, then it will save the signaling, then the behaviour is the same as Option 2.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	How does the MN know there is incoming updated CPC configuration from S-SN if MN-initiated modification procedure is used in the 2nd step? 

· This seems essentially about how does MN decide whether to skip the 2nd step? The MN triggers 2nd step because it expects S-SN to provide some updated configuration. If nothing is updated from S-SN, the 2nd step is wasted.
· According to the discussion in RAN2 and RAN3 so far, MN decides to trigger 2nd step based on its own judgement, i.e., by implementation

· It is not idea if 2nd step is triggered by no update config from S-SN, but is not that critical neither.

What’s the procedure if S-SN needs to update CPC configuration, e.g., even one parameter like measConfig, after SN Change procedure is completed? 

· Should be SN change procedure in our understanding following the same principle as for CPAC replace. 

· Not sure if it is a waste of signaling, updating the execution condition can be seen as one kind of CPAC replace. 

	NEC
	> How does the MN know there is incoming updated CPC configuration from S-SN if MN-initiated modification procedure is used in the 2nd step?
The MN does not know and cannot guess at all. We think that the MN if decide to send something to S-SN, just to inform the result of the preparation in T-SN. OK also not give anything to S-SN. 
> What’s the procedure if S-SN needs to update CPC configuration, e.g., even one parameter like measConfig, after SN Change procedure is completed?
Think it should be the SN Initiated Modification procedure. 



Question 6-2: Companies that still object using the MN-initiated modification, please explain, how the MN knows if the SN is to respond to the SN Change Confirm (so that a scenario where the MN expects a response, while the SN does not consider it necessary is avoided)?
	Company
	Comment

	E///
	As agreed in RAN2, if MN decides to skip second part, MN does not have to wait for response from S-SN. It can directly configure the UE. It is upon MN’s implementation.
The question should be to Option 1: How can MN expect a update from S-SN when S-SN does not consider it at all?

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	I suppose the question is about if the 2nd step is triggered, and in 2), whether/how to mandate the S-SN to trigger the SN-initiated modification after receiving the SN change confirm without RRC complete. 

	NEC
	No need for the MN to expect anything will be from the S-SN after the SN Change Confirm, business as usual, if the S-SN want to modify it can trigger the SN initiated Mod procedure.
We would like also to consider the option 3-like solution i.e. the MN after receiving response from T-SN, may give a class 2 message to the T-SN, this class 2 message can also give the early data forwarding address, then as we propose in [7] R3-220246, this class 2 message can be Xn-U Address Indication message. The MN after receiving RRCReconfigurationComplete (Trigger) from the UE, will send SN Change Confirm to T-SN. T-SN after this can any time trigger the SN Initiated Mod procedure to update anything. We don’t waste any unnecessary signalling and don’t waste any waiting time in MN (for option 1).



Question 6-3: In the first round, the indication from the SN that it wishes to have the 2nd step was not accepted. However, in the discussion, it turned out that some coordination between MN and SN may still be needed. Please, comment if such optional indicator would not help get the compromise after all?
	Company
	Comment

	E///
	How can the wish from S-SN accurately expressed by an indicator before any CPC configuration update may happen?

We assume that Nokia also acknowledged there is coordination issue if Option 1 is adopted.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We still believe it’s upon MN’s decision/implementation to trigger the 2nd step. It’s a bit strange for S-SN to decide before T-SN providing their configurations.  

	NEC
	Repeat, no need to have any indication from S-SN. We don’t introduce any procedure only because the indicator is needed for coordination, whether to trigger 2nd step is up to MN decision.



3.2 Preparation of TPs

Question 6-4: Any further considerations regarding what can be addressed in the TPs at this meeting (further to the comments in the chapter 4.4 below).
	Company
	Comment

	
	


4 Discussion (1st round)
4.1 LS from RAN2
RAN3 has received an LS from RAN2, where the handling of SN-initiated CPC is discussed and RAN3 is asked to enable the needed signalling. The LS indicates that it is up to the MN to start or not the 2nd part of the procedure (LS text: “the MN decides, based on network implementation, whether to skip the second part of Solution 2 procedure”). RAN2 leaves up to RAN3’s discussion how this optionality is to be implemented in the standard (LS text: “RAN2 has two understandings on the second part: (a) MN not waiting for S-SN -> MN response or (b) Both messages (i.e. MN-> S-SN and S->MN) being left out.”).

Based on that, companies proposed several ways of handling the second part of the procedure:

1) Majority of companies propose that the MN uses optionally MN-initiated SN Modification procedure; the SN Change Complete/Refuse is always sent after CPC is configured in the UE [2,9,17,19,24].
2) Another option is to use the SN Change Complete to trigger the 2nd part, if the MN decides to trigger the 2nd part; then, the SN may initiate the SN-initiated SN Modification procedure to complete the 2nd step; if the MN does not trigger the 2nd step, the SN Change Confirm is sent after CPC is configured in the UE (same as option 1 above) [12,21].
3) In yet another option, the MN always sends the result of T-SN preparation to S-SN using the Xn Address Indication, but it does not wait response from S-SN; then the SN may trigger SN-intiated SN Modification, which the MN first completes and then sends another Xn Address Indication [7].

Question 1-1: Companies are requested to indicate the preferred option (or options, if more than one is all right) for the signalling. 
	Company
	Preferred option(s)
	Please, indicate if you why other options are not acceptable.

	Nokia
	1
	Option 2 is correct, but the signalling seems unnecessarily complicated and different, depending if the 2nd part is or is not triggered. Also, the fact that the possible update from the SN is based on a separate procedure means the MN must use some longer timer to conclude if the SN is going to provide the update or not.
Option 3 does not seem correct, because it attempts to alter RAN2’s decision that triggering of the 2nd part is mandatory or the MN.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	1
	

	Huawei
	1
	1) is a better solution than others.

In 2), in case CPC config update is not needed, the S-SN will not trigger the SN initiated SN modification procedure, the MN can either not wait for the SN initiated SN Modification procedure, or the MN needs to wait until a timer expire to know that the SN decides to not update CPC measurement configuration. But if the MN does not wait, and provides the CPC configuration to the UE, then the MN receives the SN initiated SN Modification, the MN will need to further update to the UE via another RRCReconfiguration. Note that the SN Change Confirm is sent before successful configuration of the UE, it is not clear on how to handle the Reconfiguration failure.



	Google
	1
	

	CATT
	1
	

	ZTE
	1
	Share view as Nokia.

	NEC
	3
	We want to clarify our proposal in [7].

For the SN initiated CPC, after the MN receive SN addition Ack from the candidate T-SN,  MN to use class 2 procedure e.g. the Xn-U Address Indication to the S-SN, which can also transfer the early data forwarding address. Therefore no need to split but merge step 4/6 in one step. After this class 2 procedure step, the MN send RRCReconfiguration to the UE, with no waiting anything from S-SN,

This is corresponding to the way of the “(a) MN not waiting for S-SN -> MN response” in the RAN2 LS.

	Samsung
	1
	With Option 1, only MN need to compare the "suggested" cell list and the "selected" cell list to decide whether to request updated information. For S-SN, it can simply reply with the SN Modification Request ACK message when receiving the request.
In Option 2, both MN and S-SN should compare the list above to judge of transmitting/waiting the SN Modification Required message. 

	China Telecom
	1
	

	E///
	2
	As the first step we need to confirm that SN Change Confirm message is sent by S-SN after CPC reconfiguration, but not CPC execution. This seems the common understanding for all, which will be the base for detailed discussion.

Then we further discuss the solutions.

Four issues on 1):

· Too late to close the SN Change procedure, which does not work in an efficient way for state machine.

· MN has no clear clue whether the CPC configuration should be updated by S-SN or not. This means MN triggers the modification procedure although S-SN does not have any updated config to provide. For sure instead S-SN can put the same container for UE configuration as before and send back in the modification request ack message. However it could cause a lot of waste on signaling without retrieving any useful info.
· Even with the proposed indicator in 1-2, there is no way for S-SN to predict CPC configuration properly when the SN Change procedure starts. Also considering this option with a new indicator brings more complexity.
· Specification impacts should be considered, e.g., nested procedures need more clarification.

Reply for 2):

· There is no timer issue for Option 2. Instead, it may exist for Option 1. In Option 2, MN acknowledges the accepted PSCells, and then when S-SN has the desire to update CPC config, it triggers the SN-initiated SN modification procedure. Then MN has the choice to configure the UE since reconfiguration to UE is allowed. In Option 1, if the MN requests the S-SN to provide updated config, however S-SN does not provide any, then how MN knows whether need to trigger another procedure? So in Option 1, other than the timer in MN for the response, there could be an additional timer for MN to wait if need to send another modification request to check again. 

· Less complexity compared with other options. In both MN and SN, the state machine will be easier since no nested procedures. MN can understand clearly when the CPC config updates are given, and then configure to the UE. 

Question to all:

If Option 1 is adopted, when S-SN needs to update CPC config for certain PSCell, the S-SN should trigger the Modification Required procedure or SN Change procedure? If the latter, will it cause more complexity and delay?

	Qualcomm
	1
	In current R16 procedure, SN Change Confirm is sent to source SN after MN received RRCReconfigurationComplete from UE. Option 2 violates this rule.  

Option 3 is not aligned with RAN2 LS.


In addition to the above, [2] proposes to enable supportive information from the S-SN if it expects the MN to ask for configuration update. It is discussed that the LS leaves the space for unlisted scenarios, where the MN may skip the 2nd step (LS text: “RAN2 thinks MN can skip the second part of procedure in Solution 2 at least when T-SN acknowledges all candidate PSCells.”), as well as mentions “network implementation”, not “MN implementation”.
Question 1-2: Companies are requested to comment on the proposal to enable the S-SN to indicate to the MN that triggering of the 2nd step is beneficial.
	Company
	Shall RAN3 enable an indicator or a flag from the S-SN to tell the MN the S-SN expects triggering of the 2nd step? If not, why?

	Nokia
	Yes – we propose to add the indicator.
The need to trigger the 2nd part may depend, at least partially, on the content of the configuration (measurement gaps, full or delta etc), so the S-SN may have better knowledge if it needs to be updated or not (especially in case when the T-SN does not accept all of the suggested cells such indicator will be beneficial – the S-SN may indicate the MN does not to trigger the 2nd part even in this scenario).

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No, it can be left to MN implementation in our view, e.g., depending on if execution condition for every candidate PSCell is provided. 

Besides, even if MN skips the 2nd step and sends SN change confirm to S-SN, S-SN can still modify the configuration provided before following what has been discussed for CPAC replace. 

Thus, we don’t see the need of such indicator, things can still work well without it. 

	Huawei
	Do not see the need to have such indicator.

Similar view as Lenovo, up to MN implementation or network configuration.

	Google
	Not sure. At least the MN may be able to infer that T-SN acknowledges all candidate PSCells. For other case, the MN may perform the 2nd step 

	CATT
	Do not see the needed

	ZTE
	Not need so far. Because MN can make a good decision.

	NEC
	No need. Feeling that it tries to add this indicator that’s why tries to take “b) Both messages (i.e. MN-> S-SN and S->MN) being left out.”.  The MN can always send something to the S-SN after the preparation in T-SN, then no need such indicator. 

	Samsung
	Same view as Lenovo.

	China Telecom
	Agree with Lenovo and Huawei, it can be left to MN implementation or network configuration.

	E///
	No. We don’t think this indicator works since S-SN cannot predict accurately whether to update CPC configuration later. 
We assume the intention of this new indicator is to give recommendation from S-SN to MN so MN may be able to decide whether to trigger modification request procedure. However, as explained in Q1-1, Option 1 may not work properly even with this indicator. 
Have to say, Option 2 is the most optimistic way.

	Qualcomm
	No. It is useful to always allow MN to inform S-SN the T-SN addition result when not all PSCells are accepted.


Summary:

· Everybody seem to assume the SN Change confirm is sent after CPC configuration is completed, but before it is executed ( we ca try an agreement

· All but one company seem to accept that sending the list of prepared cells is optional ( we can try an agreement?

· Huge majority prefers option 1, but 2 companies have different proposals ( we can try WA?

· There is no support for the proposal to enable the S-SN to indicate to the MN that it suggests to have the 2nd step initiated; nonetheless, it is asked if/how the S-SN is involved in the decision process ( let’s have an FFS on this.

4.2 Correction of the MN-initiated CPC

A contribution co-signed by many companies proposes to use the MN-initiated Release procedure towards the source SN to indicate that CPC has been executed instead of the X2AP and XnAP Data Forwarding Address indication procedures [4,10,11].

Question 2-1: Companies are requested to comment if there is any technical problem with the co-signed proposal to replace the Data Forwarding Address indication procedures with the SN Release procedure to indicate that CPC has been executed?
	Company
	Can RAN3 agree the proposal to use the SN Release for indicating that CPC has been executed? If not, please, explain technical reasons.

	Nokia
	Yes

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Google
	OK to use MN-initiated SN Release procedure

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	NEC
	ok

	Samsung
	Yes.

	China Telecom
	OK

	E///
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes


Summary:

· Everybody accept the proposal ( we can try to agree the TPs.

4.3 SN-initiated CPC: single request vs multiple requests
Many companies, when discussing the LS, propose or directly assume, that the communication between the S-SN and the MN uses single procedures for all requests preparation of all possible T-SNs. In particular, this concerns:

1) Single SN Change Required message for all T-SNs to be prepared. 

2) Single procedure used for the signalling related to the 2nd step is combined for all T-SNs. 
Question 3-1: Companies are requested to comment on the proposal to combine the initiation of the CPC from the S-SN and/or 2nd step signalling in a single procedure used for all target SNs.
	Company
	Shall RAN3 enable preparation of SN-initiated CPC and/or the 2nd step signalling so that a single procedure is used for all target SNs to be prepared?

	Nokia
	1) Not at this meeting yet (can be FFS).

2) Not at this meeting yet (can be FFS).

As discussed in our paper [2], both options are technically all right and combined signalling at this stage seems more optimised. However, we would prefer to keep them separate until the signalling is ready, so that we know what exactly may be combined and how complicated it will be. For example, using combined signalling for the 2nd part may disable having different handling of the 2nd part per each target SN (some targets may need the 2nd part, while other not).

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes, 
Since solution 2 is supported by RAN2, it is suggested to use single procedure for all target SNs to reduce complexity. 

We are also fine to postpone the decision until the signalling is more clear. 

	Huawei
	No for this meeting, it is better to have a clear single T-SN solution first at this meeting, which is the most basic/important part.

	Google
	Can be determined in later meetings

	CATT
	Wait for next meeting

	ZTE
	Agree with CATT

	NEC
	If the question is asking whether to use a single procedure for all requests preparation of all possible T-SNs, we are thinking to have a single SN Change Required message for a T-SN.
Fine to postpone if we are having enough other issues to solve in this meeting.

	Samsung
	Agree with Huawei

	China Telecom
	Prefer to discuss this issue in the next meeting.

	E///
	Need to remind, this question is related to the Q1. So if we like to figure out the option there, this should be taken into account in the discussion this meeting.
For instance, if more than one SN Change procedures are triggered, and 2) is selected, that means one combining node-specific messages to one UE-specific message is used for 2nd part, that means a lot of complexity. Not just two procedures are nested, but a lot could be happening. 

In 1), single procedure to multiple T-SNs will be the simplest way as companies mentioned last meeting after RAN2 concluded Solution 2. If goes to the other direction, some open questions need to be addressed. One of them could be if multiple SN Change procedures are triggered, then MN needs to wait for long time before it initiates single modification procedure to S-SN in Option 1 (Q1-1). 

	Qualcomm
	Yes.

Agree with Ericsson. It is simple to support single procedure for multiple T-SN scenario.


Summary:

· No consensus yet ( let’s postpone it until the 2nd round.

4.4 Corrections/updates to the signalling
Most companies propose updating the BL CRs so that agreements from #114 meeting are fully addressed. It is probably too time-consuming to analyse proposal-by-proposal from every paper, so instead, companies are encouraged to indicate what they see as the easiest possible update (please, consider proposals from other companies!).
Question 4-1: Companies are requested to provide their suggestions, considering proposals from other companies, how the BL CRs could take into account further agreements from #114 meeting.
	Company
	Please, indicate what changes are suggested for selected BL CRs.

	Nokia
	X2AP & XnAP:

At least the RRC container may be removed from the list of prepared PSCells in the ADD REQ ACK. The list itself may be marked as “FFS if needed”.
The list of currently prepared PSCell could be added to the MOD REQ ACK message (to enable handling lower/higher PSCell quota).

The CG-CandidateList IE is listed as possible content of the RRC container in the MOD REQ ACK.

The new Conditional PSCell Change Cancel procedure is modified so that it informs either about full release of the target SN, or about changes of prepared PSCells in the target SN.

“CPC-cancel” option is added to the CPAC Indicator IE in the SN CHANGE REQUIRED message. FFS if modification requires own codepoint, or can be combined with the initiation.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Maybe check this when working on the TP for BLCR in second phase to have a full picture? If there is a clear mapping between the change and agreement, it should be easy to agree. 

	Huawei
	Can ask TP owners or BL CR rapps to update the BL CRs to reflect all the agreements/WAs we made during this or last/previous meeting(s), if anything is missing.

	Google
	1. OK to remove RRC containers on the ADD REQ ACK. The list may be redundant as the cell information is provided in the CG-CandidateList already

2. NO for the MOD REQ ACK (MN can check the CG-CandidateList)

3. OK to use CG-CandidateList for the MOD REQ ACK 

4. Not sure for the Conditional PSCell Change Cancel

5. OK for the CPC-cancel option

6. Add the timer handling text in MN-initiated SN Modification as proposed in [23] similar to the ADD REQ ACK

	CATT
	The TP owner may take all the proposed change into account when create TP in phase 2

	ZTE
	Agree with Leno. Our TP ([5] and [6]) focus on this issue.

	Samsung
	Basically, Nokia’s comment on CG-CandidateList IE seems correct. However, this can be reflected by each rapporteur as Huawei said.

	China Telecom
	Agree with Huawei, we can check the details in the TPs provided by the TP owners.

	E///
	First in the ADDITION REQUEST ACK, the RRC container can be removed, and we need to add reference to the new container in the semantics description [13].

Suggest consolidating the agreements from 1st round and online discussion. List the detailed changes in 2nd round.


Summary:

· No consensus yet ( let’s postpone it until the 2nd round.

4.5 Possible new problems to be addressed

Some papers indicate possible problems that may need to be considered before the work on CPC is concluded. Here, we aim at getting feedback on their relevance.

Problem 1: Early data forwarding
In [18], it is proposed to modify the signalling for Early Data Forwarding.

PDCP PDU forwarding was agreed to be supported during early data forwarding in CPAC, and once the packets have already been delivered to the UE, the network shall be able to inform the candidate SN to discard these PDCP PDUs, there are two options to be used:

· Option 1: user plane solution, i.e. reuse the DL USER DATA frame

· Option 2: control plane solution, i.e. the early status transfer message

In option 1, the current DL USER DATA frame can indicate the all NR PDCP PDUs up to and including a defined DL discard NR PDCP PDU SN to discard one or a number of blocks of downlink NR PDCP PDUs. Therefore it is only needed to add some descriptions in TS 37.340. (TP see section 7 of R3-220431 [18])

In option 2, the early data forwarding of several DRBs will be performed in CPAC. For some DRBs, the PDCP PDUs are forwarded. For some other DRBs, the PDCP SDUs are forwarded. Therefore option 2 can use the unified message to inform the discarding of all these forwarded DL data. But in MR-DC, the early status transfer message will first be sent to the CU-CP of the corresponding node, then the CU-CP of the corresponding node need forward the message to the DU. Currently there is no early status transfer message in F1. In this solution it is needed to introduce the Early Status Transfer procedure over F1 interface. (TPs see section 4 5 6 of R3-220431 [18])

Question 5-1: Companies are requested to comment on the relevance problem 1.
	Company
	Please comment, if you acknowledge the issue related to the early data forwarding.

	Nokia
	We are not sure if we understand the issue, so it is hard to acknowledge it yet… So far, we assumed the CHO-related early data forwarding can be reused also for CPC, can’t it?

	Huawei
	Option 1 can work and have less specification impact, but option 2 can align the solutions among interfaces, we slightly preferred to use option 2. 
To Nokia, PDCP PDU forwarding is not supported in CHO related early data forwarding.

	CATT
	Option 2 

	ZTE
	We also cannot understand this issue.

	China Telecom
	FFS on this issue, maybe we can discuss it in the second round, more clarification is needed.

	E///
	Not crystal clear about the issue. It seems current Option 1 works?

	Qualcomm
	Option 2 is more similar to the R16 CHO and can be safely reused. 


Problem 2: Coordination between intra-SN PSCell change and MN-initiated CPC.

In [2], it is discussed that if PSCell change is executed (both, as a CPC or a classic change using SRB3), the CPC configuration is cancelled. If it was the MN to prepare the CPC, it may not be aware that CPC config has been cancelled.

Question 5-2: Companies are requested to comment on the relevance problem 2.
	Company
	Please comment, if you acknowledge the issue related to the coordination of intra-SN PSCell change and MN-initiated CPC.

	Nokia
	Yes, we propose it.
The issue may be rare, but as long as PSCell may be changed using SRB3 while CPC is configured, the problem exists. So, we propose to acknowledge it and take the 2nd round of the discussion to see what may be needed (or if the existing signalling is sufficient).

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	The scenario is valid, but not sure if anything is needed since in legacy if intra-SN PSCell change happens, MN will be aware of it eventually, or?

	Huawei
	For Rel-16 intra-SN CPC and Rel-17 inter-SN CPC, seems no clear agreement in RAN2 to configure both of them to a UE.

For intra-SN PSCell change and Rel-17 inter-SN CPC, seems the source SN can trigger CPC cancel in such scenario, then no further impacts foreseen, right?

	Google
	Such issues may be avoided in advance by a MN initiated signalling (e.g., SN Modification procedure) to prevent the SN to prepare intra-SN CPC.

	CATT
	The case is valid. We need study if any specification is needed

	ZTE
	We do not see the impact, agree with HW.

	Samsung
	Agree with Huawei

	China Telecom
	We do not see much impact.

	E///
	It has not yet been agreed in RAN2 whether intra-SN and inter-SN CPC can be combined or not. It is a bit too early to discuss in RAN3. 

	Qualcomm
	Concurrent PSCell change and CPC should be discussed in R17 because it has high chance to happen.


Problem 3: Arrival probability for CPAC.

In [15], it is proposed to enable the Arrival Probability in the signalling for CPA and for the SN-initiated CPC.

Question 5-3: Companies are requested to comment on the relevance problem 3.
	Company
	Please comment, if you acknowledge that the Arrival Probability shall be added to the signalling for CPA and for .SN-initiated CPC.

	Nokia
	Yes, we acknowledge it may be useful.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Ok 

	Huawei
	OK

	Google
	Not sure how this parameter is set by the MN

	CATT
	OK

	ZTE
	Yes

	Samsung
	ok

	China Telecom
	Yes, the estimated arrival probability can be used to optimize the resource allocation in the candidate target SN, the initialing node has the ability and  enough knowledge to estimate the probability for given UE (similar as CHO).

	E///
	This is similar as CHO. Could be fine.

	Qualcomm
	OK


Problem 4: Feedback from the target SN.

In [2], it is discussed that the target SN may identify more cells to be prepared than the offered limit. In this case, it could indicate to the MN, when responding to the CPA preparation or modification, that higher quota is beneficial and possibly how many extra cells may be prepared.

Question 5-4: Companies are requested to comment on the relevance problem 4.
	Company
	Please comment, if you acknowledge that the target SN shall be enabled to indicate that higher quota is beneficial and possibly how many extra PSCells may be prepared.

	Nokia
	Yes, we propose it (not the first time). 
In some cases, the target SN may have more very comparable PSCells than the allowed max limit. The feedback from the target will then help the MN to decide how to distribute the quota if some other target SN does not prepare as many PSCells as allowed.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No… 

We think it is enough to support basic CPAC replace function, and don’t need to over design. Besides, the number of PSCells that the target SN is willing to prepare may change over time depending on the load and measurement etc. 

	Huawei
	No for now.

	Google
	The MN decides the limit and if there extra quota for a target SN which has prepared the maximum number of PSCells, the MN may actively perform a SN Modification to provide a new limit without being requested by the SN  

	CATT
	No

	ZTE
	No for now

	Samsung
	No for now

	China Telecom
	Prefer to discuss it later.

	E///
	This looks a re-negotiation procedure between MN and SN? We don’t see clear benefit of having this. Agree with Lenovo that it could be over design.

	Qualcomm
	No for now


Problem 5: Providing the Resource Coordination Information.

In [22], it is discussed that there are two alternatives concerning sending the Resource Coordination Information. Depending if the CG-Config IE has cell-specific parameters, handling of the signalling may be different.

Question 5-5: Companies are requested to comment on the relevance problem 5.
	Company
	Please comment, if you acknowledge the issue related to the sending of the Resource Coordination Information.

	Nokia
	Not quite…
The description of the problem indicates it depends on the content of the CG-Config IE, which is RAN2’s issue. Should this be first decided in RAN2?

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Not sure.

Even if the CG-Config IE does not contain cell-specific parameters, SN is still allowed to send the Resource Coordination Information to MN, or?

	Huawei
	Same view as Nokia and Lenovo.

CG-Config is up to RAN2, and RAN3 spec supports to provide one of or both of the CG-Config and the Resource Coordination Information in the SN Modification Required message.

	Google
	The problem may be reformulated as the following sequential actions/sub-problems concerning lower layer coordination for CPAC

1. Confirm that MN suspends applying the lower layer parameters coordination during the preparation

2. Confirm that Resource Coordination Information is provided to the MN upon execution 

3. Confirm that CG-Config IE is provided along with the Resource Coordination Information to the MN upon execution

4. Confirm that Resource Coordination Information and configuration parameters are signalled to the MN-DU upon CPAC execution
If the principle of the RAN3 WA shall be discussed in RAN2 first, a LS to RAN2 is required to confirm that CG-Config IE shall also follow the same principle? 

“WA: Prepare multiple PSCells in one CPAC procedure. Do not provide Location Information and Resource Coordination information in CPAC, use same parameters for other IEs in the response message for different PSCells, FFS for single RRC container or multiple RRC containers which is pending to RAN2.”

	CATT
	Share with Nokia

	ZTE
	No need.

	Samsung
	Same view as Nokia

	China Telecom
	Agree with Nokia, this issue should be decided in RAN2.

	E///
	Not quite understand the problem. We would prefer to decouple the usage of these two IEs.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Google. This issue should be discussed for UL only operation.


Summary:

· Nearly all agree to introduce the Arrival Probability ( we can try to agree the TPs.

· Other proposals ( let’s see in the 2nd round if something can be included in the final TPs.

5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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