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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc474247438]At RAN3 #107-bis-e, an LS was received from RAN2 concerning coordination of CHO and CPC (Conditional PSCell Change) [1]. The LS informs RAN3 about following agreement:
Support of CHO and CPC-intra-SN configuration simultaneously is not considered in Rel-16. Leave it up to the network solution to ensure there is no simultaneous CHO and CPC configuration. 
Up to RAN3 if/how to ensure no simultaneous CHO+CPC (e.g. OAM, etc.).
Following reception of the LS and based on company contributions related to the topic [2-16], an email discussion was started at RAN3 #107-bis-e on how to address the request from RAN2. This paper summarises the discussion.
2	Discussion
Among the submitted contributions, only two mention OAM-based configuration (effectively switching off either CHO or CPC) as an option [2,6]. Neither proposes it as a preferred way forward.
The needed signalling is proposed in several forms. Below, selected elements are discussed.
2.1	The MN controls CHO / CPC execution
This is proposed in [2, 10, 13 and 16]. It has a form of a single flag [2, 13, 16] or a number of allowed PSCells to be configured [10]. 
	Company
	Preferred form of control
	Comment

	Nokia
	Flag (Addition, MN-init. mod.)
	This method enables the MN to control if CPC is allowed either in static way (not allowed for given UE from the very beginning) or more dynamically (CPC forbidden for the period when CHO is configured). 
Having anything more than binary flag does not seem necessary, because there is no scenario expected where the CPC is allowed, but with limited number of target PSCells. Otherwise, extendable flag should be enough to enable normal future-proof solution.

	INTEL
	Flag (Addition, MN-init. mod.)
	Overall OK but just one thing: when adding SN, a default (without including new IE) is better to mean that SN is allowed to do CPC. In other words, new IE in SN ADD REQ should be included when MN wants to prevent SN from doing CPC (i.e. “CPC not allowed”). This looks more natural. 

	Google
	Flag (Addition, MN-init. mod.)
	OK to include the IE in SN ADD REQ in addition to SN MOD REQ.

	CATT
	Flag ( MN-init. Mod, SN-init. Mod )
	The flag is not needed for the SN Addition procedure, because it can be considered to be always allowed during the addition, and the "allow" status can be modified by the following SN modification procedure.  Additionally, the SN-init. Mod procedure is helpful as a supplementary solution, e.g, in case the SN is configured with split SRB1/2, the SN should be allowed to continue the CPC operation, while the subsequent normal HO + MCG Recovery can further ensure the reliability.

	Huawei
	Flag (SN-init. Mod, cause in SN-init. Mod resp)
	We don’t think MN should control the CPC in SN given that the intra-SN PScell change is transparently to MN actually.
Therefore, there is no need any flag in MN initiated SN addition/modification message.
If the MN want to cconfig CHO without receiving CPC configured flag from SN beforehand, just do it and no need to inform SN.
If SN triggered the CPC procedure later on, the MN may reject it by a cause value.

	ZTE
	Flag (Addition, MN-init. mod.)
	We are generally fine with simple binary flag. The reason why max. number of allowed PSCells is proposed is that in Rel-17, we may specify MN initiated CPC, then, the number of candidate PSCells among all involved SNs should be split and coordinated between MN and SNs, so that the total pre-configured candidate PSCell is kept within UE limit, e.g. 8. 
We try to make the Rel-16 signaling forward-compatible.

	Ericsson
	OAM
	Both signaling solutions have issues (e.g. max number not needed in rel-17, flag in MN-initiated modif has race conditions issues, etc…), which will be carried in rel-17, when RAN2 will probably allow CPC+CHO, because the problem in rel-16 is quite simple (to not say inexistent). OAM is more than enough for now. We are introducing complication by trying to solve a problem that might not really exist in rel-16, and which will for sure be solved in rel-17

	QC
	Not need
	We can select a solution from section 2.2 (SN asks for CPC execution). 
Either section 2.1 or section 2.2 solutions can resolve the CHO+CPC racing issue. Robustness of MN is more important than SN. So, I assume CHO is more important and more frequent than CPC. Solution 2,2 has least impact and least signaling load. 

	InterDigital
	OAM
	We agree with Ericsson that signaling solutions have issues. A full RAN2 solution in release 17 to allow CPC+CHO would be best. 



2.2	The SN asks for CPC execution
This solution is based on the assumption that the SN may ask if CPC is allowed. Such approach is proposed in [7] as the only method (without the MN indicating if CPC is allowed) and as a supplementary solution in [13, 16]. 
	Company
	Preferred form of request
	Comment

	Nokia
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Not needed
	If the MN is enabled to tell the SN when CPC is allowed, it is hardly possible that it would change its mind only because the SN asks for the CPC. 
Furthermore, having a request from the SN as the only solution may delay CPC unnecessarily, which is particularly hard if CPC is executed over SRB3. (Please note, the control from the MN does not delay CHO configuration, because it can be done well in advance; also, the MN does not have to wait for SN’s permission to configure the CHO.)

	INTEL
	Seems needed as well.
	The solution in Section 2.1 does not cover the case when the MN receives SN MOD REQD including CPC when it decides to do CHO but before changing the status to “CPC not allowed”. The MN should be able to reject this SN-initiated SN modification.

	Google
	Seems needed as well
	Regarding the CPC over SRB3 case, if there is no indication from SN that a CPC is configured, after announcing that CPC is allowed, the MN may only avoid configuring CHO at all time to prevent from possible simultaneous CHO and CPC configuration. 

	CATT
	It  is helpful as a supplementary
	See the answer for 2.1.

	Huawei
	needed
	if SRB3 used for CPC configuration. Cause value may be sufficient to reject the request from SN as what we proposed in our document.

	ZTE
	Not needed for Rel-16.
	This issue is also related to CPC negociation between MN and SN, which can be discussed in wider scope and specified in Rel-17.

	QC
	Needed
	As answered in section 2.1. This solution has least cost. 
One additional benefit is: for the CPC which may impact the UE capability sharing, band combination and power control, the MN has chance to check and confirm.



3	Conclusions and proposal for the meeting notes
[bookmark: _Hlk38996434]Majority companies preferred signalling-based solution:
· 6 companies consider the MN shall indicate to the SN when CPC is not allowed to be configured (in the Mod Req, Add Req is FFS); 
· 4 consider also that also SN-originated request is helpful, while only 1 company considers that only SN-originated signaling is sufficient;
However, 2 companies objected to this claiming OAM is the best option for Rel.16. 

To be captured:
RAN3 agrees to address RAN2’s request to avoid CHO and CPC configuration in the UE.
R3-202762 (TP to BL CR for TS37340) to be endorsed
[bookmark: _GoBack]The discussion if OAM or signalling-based solution (and possibly on the details of the latter) is to be continued at the next meeting.
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