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1 Introduction

CB: # 10_CHO_SCGconfig

- (Nok) enabling the scenarios listed in the LS requires changes in RAN3 signaling, hence with the current signaling CHO with MR-DC will not work; add the necessary signaling

- (HW) Scenarios 1-3 has RAN3 st3 impact; Scenario 4 has st2 impact

- (E///) st3 impact is limited (flag in SN Add Req)

- (Gg) There could be st3 impacts (e.g. timer issue at tgt SN for Rel-16)

- consensus that no other scenarios have been identified?

- agree reply LS

(Nok - moderator)

[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-212607
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:
The scenarios listed in the LS from RAN2 (R3-211433) require changes in RAN3 specifications. Identified possible impacts: 

· an indicator of CHO, 

· signalling for the early data forwarding to the target SN, 

· enhancements to avoid over-booking of resources at the SN. 

RAN3 has not identified any other scenario, not listed in the LS from RAN2.

RAN3 will ask RAN2 for guidance if the changes are to be introduced in Rel-16.

LS out to RAN2 in R3-211521 rev in R3-212848 – agreed (final)
The missing arrival probability in F1AP is to be added as a Rel-16 correction (a revision of the original CR needed to correct the cover page and to remove a note related to the CHO with SCG config):

R3-211520 rev in R3-212847 – agreed
3 Discussion

3.1 Indication of CHO

All companies that contributed in the discussion acknowledge that at least some of the scenarios listed in the LS from RAN2 [1] require changes in RAN3’s specifications. Some companies consider that the problem is the delay [2,11], other directly suggest that an indicator is needed to let the SN know the Addition is related to a CHO [2, 7, 9].

Question 1-1: May it be assumed RAN3 acknowledges the need to add an indicator or a flag to the Addition procedure (in Rel.16) to let the SN know the Addition is related to a prepared CHO?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes, we propose to enable CHO indication in Rel.16.

	Huawei
	Yes, the CHO indicator is needed for SN additional procedure. 

But we also think that this indicator is also needed for SN modification procedure in intra node handover with SN configuration case in scenario 1 as analysed in [7].

And we should also study how to support early data forwarding for split bearers in this case.

No sure if we should introduce it in rel-16 or later. Because the original RAN2 agreement is to support this function only in cases without RAN3 impact.

And in the LS, RAN2 just asks RAN3 to check the RAN3 impact.



	Google
	No. From RAN2’s meeting minutes "RAN2#109-bis agreed that we will not preclude SCG configuration in RRC Reconfiguration with conditional reconfiguration and limit to cases without RAN3 impact. RAN2 would like to check with RAN3 on scenario 1/2/3/4 in R2-2103332. The intention is to see whether there are new RAN3 impacts for these scenarios or not. From RAN2 point of view, if there are new RAN3 impacts for a specific scenario, the scenario will not be supported in Rel-16." it can be seen that they want to avoid RAN3 impact in Rel-16. We should just answer that there is indeed RAN3 impact in the listed scenarios.

	ZTE
	No, in the LS, it states that “We will not preclude SCG configuration in RRC Reconfiguration with conditional reconfiguration. Limit to cases without RAN3 impact”, it means that support of this case shall not impact RAN3 specs.

Meanwhile, considering Rel-16 is frozen, we prefer to consider the enhancement in R17 DCCA or R17 TEI.

	Ericsson
	Yes indicator is needed if we want to support the cases mentioned in the LS. But to be fair, RAN2 is asking for impact, not corrections.

	Intel
	Agree with Google, ZTE, and Ericsson. 

For Rel-16, we already agreed and specified in TS 37.340 Section 10.1 as follows:

In case MR-DC is configured, CHO is only supported in Master Node to eNB/gNB Change procedure in this release.
Based on that, the scenarios considered in RAN2 LS seems out of scope of Rel-16..  

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We also think an indication or flag is needed. However, it is out of scope of Rel-16.

	CATT
	Agree with Gg, ZTE. 

	Verizon
	Yes.

	Qualcomm
	Yes, R16 is fine


Furthermore, in [2], it is proposed that the indicator is made so that it can be reused for CPA purposes in Rel.17.

Question 1-2: Shall RAN3 make the CHO indicator/flag so that it can be reused to indicate CPA in Rel.17?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	This is not a mandatory approach, but RAN3 hall consider if such combination would not help us to avoid duplication of flags with nearly identical meaning.

	Huawei
	We prefer to reuse a single indicator for this two cases.

	Google
	Only introduce it in Rel-17.

	ZTE
	See the same comment as above. The indication can be considered in R17 DCCA WI.

	Ericsson
	Should be possible. Actions at receiving node (i.e. target SN) look similar. But may need further study

	Intel
	Agree with Google and ZTE. This RAN2 LS is out of scope of Rel-16.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Not sure, the indication for CPA has not been decided yet.

	CATT
	Only support in R17

	Verizon
	Yes, re-use this single indicator for the two cases is good. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes, we can use the indicator for both use cases.


3.2 Other issues related to the CHO with SCG config

In [2], it is explained that CHO may be very “expensive” in terms of resource allocation. A list of other enhancements based on the solutions already specified for the target MN is proposed to support CHO with SCG config without overloading the SN. These enhancements are:

1) Relying the arrival probability from the CHO request to the Addition request (X2/Xn) and the UE Context Setup/Modification (F1);

2) Enabling the SN to identify the Addition requests related to the same UE (multiple preparation in the CHO).

Question 2-1: Do companies acknowledge the above enhancements, or one of them, is beneficial for CHO with SCG config?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We have proposed the two solutions complementary to what was enabled in CHO. We do not see why the SN could not benefit from resource optimisations that were seen necessary for the target MN (especially that CHO is expected to be “expensive” if not optimisation is enabled).

So, yes, both are needed.

	Huawei
	First of all, the SN should be able to identify the multiple addition requests is for a single UE.

OK to reuse the arrival probability 

	Google
	FFS in Rel-17

	ZTE
	See the same comment as above. Such enhancements can be considered in R17.

	Ericsson
	Arrival probability over Xn can be considered. But not in the scope of this LS

Multiple SN addition for the same target SN are is not compatible with rel-17 CPAC WA

	Intel
	Agree with Google, ZTE, and Ericsson.

However, we think (1) for F1 is relevant for Rel-16 as correction. We think it is beneficial for gNB-DU to consider the UE’s arrival probability during admission process of CHO.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	FFS in R17.

	CATT
	FFS in R17.

	Verizon
	Yes, the enhancements could be beneficial. 

	Qualcomm
	The optimizations seem to be useful. We can discuss in R17.


3.3 Other scenarios

In the LS, RAN2 asks if RAN3 is aware of any other, not listed, scenario of a CHO with an SCG config. All contributing companies do not see to have identified such new scenario,

Question 3-1: Is there any other scenario, except of those listed in the LS?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No other scenario identified.

	Huawei
	No.
Do we need a rely LS at this meeting?

	Google
	No other scenario identified.

	ZTE
	Not sure of other scenarios, can consider later.

	Ericsson
	No.

To Huawei: I expect this reply LS to be quite simple (yes there is an impact, no other scenario identified) so we should answer at this meeting

	Intel
	No. I think we can simply reply in a way that the scenarios in the LS are all out of scope of Rel-16 (by referring to Rel-16 TS 37.340 Section 10.1). 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No. we agree to send reply LS to RAN2 to state that all scenarios have RAN3 impact and they are out of scope of R16.

	CATT
	NO

	Qualcomm
	No


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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