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Introduction

According to RAN3#105 meeting, the summary of Discussion on number of served cells in Xn/X2 Setup was noted in R3-194619. The main issue is that the X2 and Xn specifications force an en-gNB or a gNB to signal over EN-DC X2 Setup and Xn Setup procedure messages a full list of serving cells and the corresponding neighbour cells, which brings burden to the processing platform and may incur in failure cases due to generation of very large size messages. In this contribution, we shall shed our views.
Solution
The potential solutions are listed as below in R3-194619:

Removal from X2 and Xn specifications of the mandate for a gNB/en-gNB to signal a full list of served cells

Inclusion in EN-DC X2 Setup and Xn Setup messages of an indication of whether the list of served cells included is full or partial

Inclusion in EN-DC X2 Setup and Xn Setup messages of an indication of the information for the maximum message size that the sending node can decode, e.g. maximum number of cell

Inclusion in the in EN-DC X2 Setup Failure and Xn Setup Failure messages of an indication that the failure is due to too large message size

Inclusion in the partial list of cells signalled by a node of one cell per carrier supported by the sending node 

The comparison and analysis of above solutions are listed as below:

	Solutions
	Standard impact
	            Evaluation

	Solution 1)
	Remove the cell number restriction without ASN.1 impact
	           (

	Solution 2)
	Add new full/partial indication with ASN.1 impact
	           (

	Solution 3)
	Add new message size indication with ASN.1 impact
	           (

	Solution 4)
	Add new failure cause value with ASN.1 impact, but the issue has not been solved yet.
	           (

	Solution 5)
	Add new additional partial list of cells with ASN.1 impact
	(


Considering that this issue has been existing from R15, then we propose to solve it from R15, rather than enhancing it from R16. Therefore, the ASN.1 impact should be avoided as much as possible.

Solution1) is the solution with the least standard impact on our specs and also allows more implementation freedom. For solution 4), though the sending node can know the failure with failure cause received, however, the issue cannot be solved.

Proposal1:RAN3 is kindly asked to adopt Solution 1) to solve this issue from R15.

The corresponding R15 stage3 CRs are provided in R3-195330/R3-195331.
3. Conclusion

It is proposed to approve the following proposal:

Proposal1:RAN3 is kindly asked to adopt Solution1) to solve this issue from R15.
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