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1
Introduction

During previous meetings, the way inter-DU HO with full config, without changing CU-UP, was discussed. One of the conclusions was that the existing solution is sub-optimal and can be improved. Therefore, multiple solutions were discussed and 2 of these are still on the table:
· Solution 1: In BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message the PDU Session Resource To Modify List IE to release the relevant DRBs (set the DRB To Remove List IE) and also to setup the same DRBs (set the DRB To Setup List IE). Furthermore, because of the need to give the target gNB-DU’s TNL information, then need to newly add the DL UP Parameter IE in the DRB To Setup List IE.
· Solution 4: A dedicated IE to indicate reset PDCP COUNT in the DRB to Modify List IE. i.e. in BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message the PDU Session Resource To Modify List IE to introduce e.g. new PDCP COUNT Reset IE under the DRB To Modify List IE.
But no consensus was reached during RAN3#117-e, and the following notes were captured:

Sol1 and Sol4 to be continued

Identify the compatible issue if any

To be continued...

Therefore, this paper discusses further these 2 solutions, focusing on the non backward combability claim of solution 1.
2
Discussion

Before discussing the backward compatibility issue, it is important to note that RAN3 acknowledged that nothing was broken:

For the use case of inter-DU handover that target gNB-DU has taken full configuration decision while gNB-CU decide to keep the same gNB-CU-UP that need to reset the PDCP COUNT of the existing DRBs, it is confirmed that the existing signalling with two times the E1AP: Bearer Context Modification procedures (first to release DRBs + adding the same DRBs, second to give Target DU’s DL TNL address) can work but not optimal as it take longer time to complete handover
Observation 1: Nothing is broken
Therefore, and in that case, it is clear that no solution is better than a non backward compatible solution.

Observation 2: When nothing is broken, no solution is better than a non backward compatible solution

Therefore, there is no need to agree a solution if RAN3 cannot reach a consensus, as per RAN3 way of working. 
Now, before discussing the non backward compatibility of solution 1, it is important to clarify that a CR backward compatibility shall be evaluated on the full functionality and not on ASN.1 only. A functional backward compatibility definition is given below:

A node implementing the CR and therefore the correction will not make legacy functionalities fail if the receiving node DOES NOT implement the CR

Observation 3: To be BC, a CR also needs to be functionally BC

But this is not the case for solution 1. Solution 1 proposes having two list (DRB to Remove and DRB to Setup), including the same DRB IDs, in the same BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION message. However, this is not backward compatible, for the following reasons:

· A legacy CU-UP may not expect 2 lists with the same DRB IDs, and may fail the procedure completely. There is an existing cause value covering this case:
	Multiple DRB ID Instances
	The action failed because multiple instances of the same DRB had been provided.


· Solution 1 proposes that “the gNB-CU-UP shall process the DRB to remove first then process DRB to setup”. Which means that having both lists in the same message is causing issues in existing specifications. What happens if a CU-UP starts by adding the DRBs first?

Observation 4: Solution 1 is NBC

Also, this discussion started because we’ve agreed that using 2 procedures is not efficient. But removing and then adding again DRB Context only for resetting PDCP Count is not very efficient either. For sure removing/adding DRB Context is not needed if it just used to reset PDCP Count.

Observation 5: Solution 1 is less efficient than solution 4
Maybe one of the misunderstandings is that RAN3 wants to mirror RAN2 handling of DRBs. But at the end there are no DRBs in CU-UP. There are DRB context. So RAN3 do not have to mirror RAN2 handling of DRBs in CU-UPs. There are many existing examples highlighting the differences already e.g. PDCP Configuration IE does not mirror PDCP Configuration in RRC, SDAP entity release at PDCP Count reset, etc…
Observation 6: RAN3 do not have to mirror RAN2 handling of DRBs in CU-UPs
Therefore, and for all these reasons, solution 4 (or one variant adding the IE at a different level) is preferred if RAN3 wants to optimize inter-DU HO with full config without changing CU-UP.

Proposal 1: Agree solution 4 (or one variant adding the IE at a different level)

3
Conclusion
How to Reset PDCP Count over E1AP has been discussed and the following observations and proposals were made:

Observation 1: Nothing is broken
Observation 2: When nothing is broken, no solution is better than a non backward compatible solution

Observation 3: To be BC, a CR also needs to be functionally BC

Observation 4: Solution 1 is NBC

Observation 5: Solution 1 is less efficient than solution 4
Observation 6: RAN3 do not have to mirror RAN2 handling of DRBs in CU-UPs
Proposal 1: Agree solution 4 (or one variant adding the IE at a different level)
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