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1 Introduction

This is the summary of offline discussion for the following CB:

CB: # 91_HO_without_SN_config_query

-  no CR agreeable at this time

- summarize company positions on this issue

- attempt if agreeable a reply to RAN2 (2457 as basis)

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202560
reply LS R3-202561
2 For the Chairman’s Notes [TBD]
Propose the following:
LS to RAN2: R3-202561 – agreed
3 Discussion
In RAN2 #108 meeting, the summary of e-mail discussion [107bis#33][NR R15] Exchanging used IDs of SN terminated DRBs [1] was discussed online and the following agreements were achieved:

	· RAN2 confirms that for handover, there is a need to allow the source MN to indicate to the target MN that up-to-date information is not available for a list of DRBs, which are in use or potentially in use by the SN.

· Assume to send an LS to R3 to ask for signalling solution. 


In the LS [2] from RAN2, the scenarios and the related requirement on RAN3 are listed. During last RAN3 meeting, this issue was discussed and the summary of offline was provided in [3].

3.1 Issue 1

Whether the issue raised by RAN2 about not having up-to-date configuration of SN terminated bearers during handover should be solved?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	HW
	Y
	As summarized in [1], it would either cause mismatch between the DRB configurations for the UE and network, or an invalid configuration for the UE. The way to solve this issue is by releasing all the SN DRBs, and the proposed solution is to let the source MN indicate to the target MN the list of DRB IDs of SN terminated bearers, which means the DRB IDs list can be explicitly transferred over the network interfaces. Furthermore, we don’t agree on the saying in the response paper that release of the SN terminated bearers is a wrong approach. The assumption of reasonable implementation may not be applicable for all.

	Ericsson
	?
	The way how MR-DC is designed requires up-2-date knowledge at the source MN. How this is achieved is up to implementation.

	Nokia
	Y
	RAN2 has raised an issue and we respect it, so we’re fine to address the problem. However, our analysis indicates that the existing signaling for EN-DC already provides the necessary information. Therefore, possible changes are needed only for the Xn-based options.

	CATT
	Y
	Since RAN2 has already confirm the scenario that MN may not query the latest SCG config and ask for solution,it is the unusual procedure for RAN3 to consider how to support it.

	INTEL
	No?
	Similar understanding as Nokia and Ericsson. For EN-DC, the source MN knows which E-RABs/DRBs IDs are established in the SN which can be sent to the target MN by AS-Config. No need to introduce additional IEs in X2AP. On the other hand, MR-DC with 5GC was designed that the SN manages QoS flows/DRBs on its own and has to be queried just to know DRB IDs currently being used.

	ZTE
	No
	For the EN-DC, agree with Nokia, for MR-DC, it seems as optimization. I am not sure of the problem for MD-DC.

	NEC
	
	We agree with intel there is no need to introduce anything.


3.2 Issue 2

Does the problem also need to be addressed for EN-DC?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	HW
	Y
	It is true that the DRB information is included in the exchange between MN and SN, but the info is not transferred between source eNB and target eNB in this case. So X2 signaling change is still needed.

	Ericsson
	?
	Following design guidelines for MR-DC encompasses EN-DC as well

	Nokia
	N
	As far as we understand, the “sourceSCG-ConfiguredNR-r15” IE in the AS-ConfigNR-v1570 IE will contain all the bearers that do not have to be released.

	CATT
	Y
	Could not quite understand the concern from Nokia.We think the scenario is that source MN don’t have the latest SCG configuration and therefore “sourceSCG-ConfiguredNR-r15’ would not be transfer to target MN node.

	INTEL
	N
	Same as Nokia’s understanding.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with intel’s view.

	NEC
	N
	There is no issue for EN-DC.


3.3 Issue 3
In which release does company think the solution can be taken into account?
	Company
	Comment

	HW
	To align with RAN2’s LS, it is better to have the changes starting from R15. We keep open for R16 or onwards.

	Ericsson
	Following basic design guidelines in implementation should be followed from Rel-15 onwards.

	Nokia
	The one that RAN2 indicated in their LS

	ZTE
	Agree with E///’s view

	NEC
	Agree with Ericsson

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations

Issue 1:

3 companies think the issue raised by RAN2 should be solved. 4 companies think no need to introduce anything, or consider as optimization.

Issue 2:

2 companies think EN-DC case should be addressed too. 5 companies think there is no issue for EN-DC.

Issue 3:

2 companies think the changes should start from R15. The others think the basic design guidelines in implementation should be followed from Rel-15 onwards.
Summary:

Considering there is doubt on the issue raised by RAN2, we drafted a reply LS to describe the majority understanding in RAN3 in R3-202561.
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