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1 Introduction

# 28_Strange_and_Contentious_Topic
- capture initial assumptions

-  merge/revise as needed

- remove ed notes

- attempt agreement on issues 1 and 2
- check details
(CompanyXXXX - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-20xxxx
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Background

Previous agreements in RAN3

MRO for CHO with candidate SCG failure and near failure cases
Work on the scenarios of failure in S-CPAC. The optimization of non-failure scenarios (e.g., near failure and ping-pong) is not excluded.
RAN3 focuses on NR-DC for MRO for CHO with candidate SCG in R19.

R19 SON/MDT solution discussion is based on R18 work.
4 Discussion 
4.1 MRO for CHO with Candidate SCG(s)
4.1.1 Failure use cases
· Starting with the use cases collected so far:
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Discussion:

· Are fast MCG recovery cases included?
· Can we agree to agree use cases above?

Conclusion: 

· Do not distinguish between fast MCG recovery/no-fast MCG recovery for now (to simplify use cases)
· How do we define concurrent failure case? 

· Is it MCG failure followed by SCG failure? -> RLF with MCG info only? 

· Or SCG followed by MCG? -> RLF with MCG info only? 
4.1.2 Multiple CHO configurations
Which scenarios do we support:

· Case 1: CHO with candidate SCGs is performed, when only CHO with candidate SCGs is configured, or CHO with candidate SCGs and at least one of legacy R16 CHO and legacy R17 CHO with SCG are configured;

· Case 2: legacy R17 CHO with SCG is performed, when CHO with candidate SCGs and legacy R17 CHO with SCG are configured, or, when CHO with candidate SCGs, legacy R16 CHO and legacy R17 CHO with SCG are configured,
· Case 3: legacy R16 CHO is performed, when CHO with candidate SCGs and legacy R16 CHO are configured, or, when CHO with candidate SCGs, legacy R16 CHO and legacy R17 CHO with SCG are configured.
Discussion:

· The idea is to inform source cell which configuration was used. This could e.g. be included in SHR
Conclusion

· RAN3 will start with the failure scenarios with UEs configured only with CHO with candidate SCGs 

· Whether to include failure and near failure scenarios related with CHO with candidate SCGs evaluation in reporting for CHO with SCG and CHO conditions is FFS

4.1.3 Near failure use cases

Discussion:

· Do we agree to pursue this now? Or do we do it after? 

· What are the impacts foreseen? Can we reuse SHR/SPR?
Conclusion:
· [not treated]
4.2 MRO for S-CPAC
4.2.1 Failure use cases

Discussion

· CPAC used as baseline?
· (maybe too early) For st2 definition: can we use definition for CPAC as baseline and add on top?
· Do we optimize both initial and subsequent failures
Conclusion

· Initiating node and SN where the issue occurs has to do root cause analysis
4.2.2 Successful use cases

Discussion

· Enhance UE history to reduce ping pong?
· Collect info for initiating node? Any need for UE reporting

Conclusion:

· [not treated]

4.2.3 Near failure use cases
Discussion

· Do we pursue this now?
· What are the impacts foreseen? Can we reuse SPR?

Conclusion:

· [not treated]

5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
6 References

�Proposed refinement: Whether to include failure and near failure scenarios related with configuration of CHO with candidate SCGs combined with CHO with SCG and/or CHO conditions is FFS








