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1 For the Chairman’s Notes
The following issues were discussed during offline but no consensus was reached:
For RACH-less optimization:

· RAN3 to optimize the “Invalid TA” case?

For UHI and ping-pong avoidance:

· Which node is responsible for identifying LTM ping-pong (CU or DU)?

· Which node is responsible for resolving LTM ping-pong (CU or DU)?

2 Discussion
2.1 UHI and ping-pong avoidance

Ping-pong avoidance and enhancements of UHI is discussed in [1], [2], [4], [5], [7], [8], [9], [10], [11] and [12].

During previous meeting (short) discussion, RAN3 did not reach a consensus on which node is responsible for avoiding ping-pong. To maybe simplify the discussion, it is proposed to split this issue in two. The first question would be “which node is responsible for identifying LTM ping-pong”. While the second question would be “which node is responsible for resolving LTM ping-pong”.
Which node is responsible for identifying LTM ping-pong (CU or DU)?

Which node is responsible for resolving LTM ping-pong (CU or DU)?

If a consensus is reached on these questions, the following questions could be answered:

CU sends UHI to target DU (always or only when ping pong is detected)? CU sends an indication (new IE in existing message, new message, …) to DU(s) that LTM ping-pong has been detected?
Include HO type to UHI entries?
CU filters out L3 HOs from the UHI sent to DU?

Other additional information in UHI?
2.2 RACH-less optimization
2.2.1 Invalid TA and optimization of TA values
Some companies (in [2], [3], [4], [7], [9] and [12]) discuss the optimization of invalid TA signaling to UE (or wrong calculation from the UE), that may lead to failure or higher HO interruption time.
The first proposal to be discussed is the need to introduce a new failure case related to invalid TA i.e. LTM Cell Switch failure due to TA used by the UE being outdated (T304 expiry?).
RAN3 to optimize “Invalid TA” case

Near-failure leading to longer interruption time can also be discussed:
RAN3 to optimize LTM success with interruption brought by “invalid” TA?

In CU-DU split, it is important to define which node identifies that the failure (or near-failure) was due to “Invalid TA”.

Which node identifies that (near-)failure is due to “Invalid TA” (e.g. gNB-CU or source gNB-DU.

Different solutions, network-based (e.g. target DU signals feedback on early UL synchronization performances to source DU) or UE-based (e.g. TA value of successful access and the invalid TA indication in the RLF report) are presented.

Network-based vs UE-based solution?
2.2.2 Failure scenarios
Some contributions propose to study the following scenarios after RACH-less LTM cell switch execution failure:

a) RACH-less LTM was configured but RACH-based LTM is attempted instead (the conditions for RACH-less access may not be fulfilled)

b) RACH-less LTM failure followed by successful RACH-based LTM recovery;

c) RACH-less LTM failure followed by RACH-based LTM recovery failure;

d) RACH-less LTM failure followed by reestablishment (if recovery is not configured)?
Which of the above scenarios need to be supported?

2.3 C-RNTI in F1 and Mobility Information
2.3.1 C-RNTI in F1AP messages
During previous RAN3 meetings, it was agreed to add the C-RNTI IE to F1AP ACCESS AND MOBILITY INDICATION, together with the RLF Report, and with the following semantics description:
C-RNTI allocated at the source gNB-DU

[1], [3], [6], [7], [8], [9] propose to further discuss this issue and have different views on its resolution:
1. Add stage-2 clarifying when this IE needs to be added;

2. Change the semantics description of this IE;

3. Forward target C-RNTI instead of source in case of RA information present in RLF Report;

Discuss the above proposals and decide which one(s) are agreeable. 

2.3.2 Mobility Information
Instead of relying on UE context fetch to perform, one company proposes to use Mobility Information generated by source DU, and stored by CU.
F1 to support DU-generated Mobility Information signaling between source DU and CU?

2.4 RAN2 agreements on candidate cell list and TA acquisition

2.4.1 Candidate cell list
The following RAN2 agreement needs to be discussed in RAN3:
Unless RAN3 defines a NW-based solution: Introduce an explicit indication in RLF-Report to indicate whether a neighbour cell is an LTM candidate cell.

RAN3 to discuss possible network-based solution to retrieve LTM candidate cell list at the time of RLF.
2.4.2 TA acquisition
The following RAN2 agreement needs to be discussed in RAN3:

Unless RAN3 defines a NW-based solution: The UE logs and reports whether and how the UE got the TA value used for a failed LTM switch (gNB indicated or UE determined). 

RAN3 to discuss possible network-based solution to retrieve information whether and how the UE got the TA value used for a failed LTM switch at the time of RLF.
2.5 SHR enhancements

2.5.1 New IE and SHR triggers
[3], [7], [11] and [12] discuss the need of SHR enhancement, including new IE to be introduced in the SHR as well as new triggers.

Indication of LTM cell switch to distinguish from L3 handover is introduced to SHR report?

New triggers:

· number of RLC retransmissions of the first UL transmission in RLC AM for RACH less LTM?
· BFR: a beam failure together with a BFR happens soon after an LTM cell switch is successfully executed
2.5.2 Forwarding mechanism

The forwarding mechanism is also discussed in some of the above papers.
If the trigger of SHR is T310/T312, which is source cell configured timers, the CU may forward the SHR to the source DU. If the trigger of SHR is T304, which is target cell configured timer, the CU may forward the SHR to the target DU.

2.6 Other topics and scenarios

To be exhaustive, here is a list of other topics and scenarios discussed in the MRO for LTM contributions:
· wrong cell selection failure definition

· TCI state selection optimization

· co-existence with CHO

· new timer

· new failure case for recovery

· CCQR

· overwritten reports

3 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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