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1. Introduction
After several rounds of the pre-discussion of the TSG RAN #94 meeting, the following conclusions are made by the moderator [1]:
For Inter-gNB/gNB-DU coordination, the following concluded:

A possible Rel18 study should focus on ”Inter-gNB/gNB-DU coordination to enable CA between cells under different gNB-DUs”. Work on  “Inter-gNB/gNB-DU multi-TRP operation” is down prioritised and it might be tackled if sufficient progress on the CA use case is achieved.
The scope of the discussion for Rel18 work on ”Inter-gNB/gNB-DU coordination to enable CA between cells under different gNB-DUs” should focus on the possible start of a SI. The study should follow the principles below:

· Involvement in the study of at least RAN1 and RAN3. If is FFS whether other WGs need to be involved, e.g. RAN2.

· The study scope should aim to maintain the current (Rel-17) architecture, namely solutions should be based on current architecture, if possible.

· The study should maintain as an objective that of minimising impacts on the Uu interface and on legacy UEs.
· The study should focus on the analysis of performance, interface impact and architecture impact of a solution on ”Inter-gNB/gNB-DU coordination to enable CA between cells under different gNB-DUs”. If is FFS whether the scope of the SI can be further restricted or extended.
The objective of a possible Rel18 SI for Enhancement for resiliency of gNB-CU is as follows:

To identify and assess solutions to improve resiliency and fault recovery in the RAN:

· Solutions for failure recovery should minimise signalling towards the UE and signalling load towards the network.

· Solutions for failure recovery should minimise UP interruptions, namely they should minimize the service downtime from the end-user perspective. Minimisation of CP interruptions should also be targeted.

We would still like to present our comments in this paper to make our opinion clear.
2. Discussion
For the potential SI on Inter-gNB/gNB-DU CA, we don’t think it is worth to spend time for such study. We still fail to understand the performance benefit expected, compared to existing optimized NR-DC feature. The deployment “flexibility” claimed, by some proponents, seems to us the introduction of a 2nd solutions, which is not always welcome in Standard. We also see such deployment as a corner cases, not necessary a massive industrial deployments due to the technical constraints already mentioned in the discussion.  
About RAN1, the potential standardized information exchange for inter-gNB/inter-DU CA is not obvious to us, we can preliminarily image that the complexity is huge. RAN1 should indeed be involved for the performance evaluation, with indeed consequence on RAN1 TUs management…
As already discussed, there are a lot of technical constraints, e.g. quick and frequent CP message, tight synchronization, etc… One important concern from us is that most probably the RRM policy of one vendor will be then bound to the one from another vendor, which is against the principle that the standard should specify the information exchange and not specify the node behaviour.
Proposal 1: no Study Item on Inter-gNB/gNB-DU CA in Rel-18.
We are not keen on fundamental change in RAN architecture for 5G-Advanced, because now it should be time where the system should reach maturity and no time for reshuffling the architecture principle. For the concluded principle of “The study scope should aim to maintain the current (Rel-17) architecture, namely solutions should be based on current architecture, if possible”, if the study comes to a conclusion that DU-DU interface is inevitable in order to achieve significant performance benefit as the proponents expected, then we propose to postpone the standardization of DU-DU interface, and reconsider it in 6G.
Observation: We would like also to confirm from our understanding that the “Inter-gNB/gNB-DU multi-TRP operation” has significant impact on architecture. As result of previous email discussion it is down selected. It is not anymore part of the discussion.

About the Study proposal on Resilience of gNB-CU, we see several issues.
1) As explained, the CU pooling is already supported in specification since rel-15 in TS 38.410, any study should take account existing specifications.
2) Unless we miss something there was neither 5G Requirement, neither Public Safety requirement, neither MCPTT requirements  on RAN node resilience for 5G [4]

3) As claimed several times any 5G advanced feature should take the existing architecture as baseline.
4) The concept of gNB-CU resilience must be clarified, indeed SA2 defined the AMF pooling and AMF management in TS 23.501 [3], with several procedures for the AMF management like the AMF planned removal, the AMF Auto recovery, there is no such definition today in RAN side … 

Proposal 2: No Study Item on resilience of gNB-CU.
3. Conclusion
In this paper, we present our further opinions about the conclusions from the pre-discussion. The proposals are as follows:
Proposal 1: no Study Item on Inter-gNB/gNB-DU CA in Rel-18.
Observation: We would like also to confirm from our understanding that the “Inter-gNB/gNB-DU multi-TRP operation” has significant impact on architecture. As result of previous email discussion it is down selected. It is not anymore part of the discussion.
Proposal 2: No Study Item on resilience of gNB-CU.
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