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1. Introduction
In this meeting we received an LS from RAN2, asking a question w.r.t. how to indicate the use of RRC full reconfiguration for the case of inter-MN handover without SN change [1].
The background is that in last RAN2 meeting there was a discussion on selecting one from the two options as following [2]:
	· Option 1: SN UE X2AP ID as full or delta configuration flag 
Since SN is kept after inter-MN handover, for delta configuration, SN UE X2AP ID can help SN find UE context. There is no need for target MN to transfer sourceConfigSCG and scg-RB-Config to SN because no SN change at all. The interpretation of Option1 can be summarized as below:
· Inter-MN HO without SN change (delta config is allowed in SN)
· SN UE X2AP ID		present
· sourceConfigSCG	not present
· scg-RB-Config		not present	
· Inter-MN HO without SN change (SN must apply full config)
· SN UE X2AP ID		not present
· sourceConfigSCG	not present
· scg-RB-Config		not present	

· Option 2: IE sourceConfigSCG and scg-RB-Config as full or delta configuration flag
RAN2 agreed the principle of how target MN force target SN apply full configuration for inter-MN handover with SN change. It was mentioned in discussion paper [4] that the solutions to the other scenarios can be extrapolated from the agreement. The interpretation of Option2 can be summarized as below:
· Inter-MN HO without SN change (delta config is allowed in SN)
· SN UE X2AP ID		present
· sourceConfigSCG	present
· scg-RB-Config		present	
· Inter-MN HO without SN change (SN must apply full config)
· SN UE X2AP ID		present
· sourceConfigSCG	not present
· scg-RB-Config		not present	



RAN2 figured out that Option 1 has impact over TS 37.340 on RAN3 behaviour, whereas Option 2 has impact over TS 38.331. Considering the impact of Option 1 on RAN3, RAN2 sent the abovementioned LS.
In this discussion paper we show our understanding of the two options, provides our preference accordingly, and propose a reply LS.
2. [bookmark: OLE_LINK78][bookmark: OLE_LINK79]Discussion
Although most companies in RAN2 expressed a preference to Option 1, we find three drawbacks on it.
First, Option 1 utilises the presence/absence of the old SN UE X2AP ID in the SN addition request message as the indicator of whether delta RRC configuration is allowed for inter-MN handover without SN change. But this IE, as introduced by RAN3, is not intended to act as an indicator for delta configuration.
Technically speaking, this IE is used to inform the target SN that this is an “inter-MN handover without SN change”, and the SN can accordingly retrieve the UE’s context from its memory, allocate radio resource optimally, and skip the step of allocating data forwarding address for PDU sessions or DRB flows which would delivered from itself.
In principle the source MN and SN cannot decides whether an inter-MN handover will be with SN change/release or without SN change, and cannot decides what PDU sessions or QoS flows will be offloaded between the target MN and target SN. Thus the MN and SN should always “propose” data forwarding for high-reliability flows and DRBs, even if there may be a possibility of skipping the step of data forwarding. As a result, the target SN has to allocate the data forwarding addresses if Option 1 is adopted, which is obvious unnecessary and suboptimal.
Observation 1: Option 1 will prevent the SN from benefitting from the existing UE context locally stored within it when the target MN does not allow the target SN to perform RRC delta configuration.
Observation 2: If data forwarding is proposed by the source SN (note that the source is not sure on how the target will configure) and the target SN is not allowed to perform RRC delta configuration, Option 1 will force the target SN to allocate the data forwarding address which is unnecessary.
Second, one argument for Option 1 in RAN2 is that Option 1 does not require a change on the text description of the following fields in TS 38.331, while Option 2 requires:
	scg-RB-Config
Contains all of the fields in the IE RadioBearerConfig used in SN, used to allow the target SN to use delta configuration to the UE, e.g. during SN change. The field is signalled upon change of SN unless MN uses full configuration option. Otherwise, the field is absent.

	sourceConfigSCG
Includes all of the current SCG configurations used by the target SN to build delta configuration to be sent to UE, e.g. during SN change. The field contains the RRCReconfiguration message, i.e. including secondaryCellGroup and measConfig. The field is signalled upon change of SN, unless MN uses full configuration option. Otherwise, the field is absent.



However this is not the full picture. The lines highlighted are wrong with following three cases:
1) The procedure is an (intra-SN-CU) inter-S(N)-DU reconfiguration, in which the sourceConfigSCG field should also be included in the F1AP UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message so that the target SN-DU can generate an RRC CellGroupConfig structure in a manner of delta configuration.
2) The source SN is not configured with any SN-terminated bearers, thus there is no scg-RB-config to deliver.
3) The source SN is not configured with SCG, thus there is no sourceConfigSCG to deliver.
Therefore TS 38.331 should more or less be corrected. If Option 2 is adopted, these two text descriptions can be revised directly into:
	scg-RB-Config
Contains all of the fields in the IE RadioBearerConfig used in SN, used to allow the target SN to use delta configuration to the UE, e.g. during SN change. The field is signalled upon change of SN in the setup request RAN internal message unless MN uses full configuration optiondelta configuration is not applicable for the RadioBearerConfig of the SN. Otherwise, the field is absent.

	sourceConfigSCG
Includes all of the current SCG configurations used by the target SN to build delta configuration to be sent to UE, e.g. during SN change. The field contains the RRCReconfiguration message, i.e. including secondaryCellGroup and measConfig. The field is signalled upon change of SN in the setup request RAN internal message, unless MN uses full configuration optiondelta configuration is not applicable for the CellGroupConfig of the SCG. Otherwise, the field is absent.



Observation 3: The current presence conditions of the scg-RB-config field and the sourceConfigSCG field are wrong with quite a few cases and have to be corrected anyhow. Thus there is no such pro for Option 1: no need to change the current presence conditions of those two fields in TS 38.331.
Observation 4: On the other side, there is a pro for Option 2: no need to change the text description w.r.t. old UE AP ID in TS 37.340.
Third, Option 1 complicates the network process as it much differs the handling of inter-MN handover without SN change from the one of SN change (no matter whether there is an inter-MN handover), while Option 2 aligns them, i.e. allowance of delta configuration is indicated in both cases by the presence of the scg-RB-config field and/or the sourceConfigSCG field. That means Option 1 makes the network handling process more complex compared to Option 2.
Observation 5: Option 2 unifies the network handling method for all cases as “delta configuration is not allowed if and only if the scg-RB-config field and/or the sourceConfigSCG field is absent in the setup request message”, whereas Option 1 does not.
Based on the analysis above, it can be clearly seen that Option 1 has many cons and virtually no pros compared to Option 2. Therefore we propose RAN3 to provide feedback to RAN2 on the problems that may be brought by option 1, i.e. the method shown in the LS from RAN2.
Proposal: We propose RAN3 to provide feedback to RAN2 on the problems brought by Option 1, i.e. the method shown in the LS from RAN2, and draft a reply LS accordingly.
3. Conclusion
Observation 1: Option 1 will prevent the SN from benefitting from the existing UE context locally stored within it when the target MN does not allow the target SN to perform RRC delta configuration.
Observation 2: If data forwarding is proposed by the source SN (note that the source is not sure on how the target will configure) and the target SN is not allowed to perform RRC delta configuration, Option 1 will force the target SN to allocate the data forwarding address which is unnecessary.
Observation 3: The current presence conditions of the scg-RB-config field and the sourceConfigSCG field are wrong with quite a few cases and have to be corrected anyhow. Thus there is no such pro for Option 1: no need to change the current presence conditions of those two fields in TS 38.331.
Observation 4: On the other side, there is a pro for Option 2: no need to change the text description w.r.t. old UE AP ID in TS 37.340.
Observation 5: Option 2 unifies the network handling method for all cases as “delta configuration is not allowed if and only if the scg-RB-config field and/or the sourceConfigSCG field is absent in the setup request message”, whereas Option 1 does not.
Proposal: We propose RAN3 to provide feedback to RAN2 on the problems brought by Option 1, i.e. the method shown in the LS from RAN2, and draft a reply LS accordingly.
Based on abovementioned proposals, we draft a reply LS [1].
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