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1.	Introduction
In RAN2#106 meeting, the following agreement about mobility interruption time was achieved:
Agreements
1:	Mobility interruption time means the shortest time duration supported by the system during which a user terminal is not able to exchange user plane packets with any base station during transitions.   
2:	RAN2 common understanding is to reduce interruption time at radio (i.e. air interface) level during mobility (i.e. handover) to improve user experience at service/application layer.
3: 	RAN2 aim to develop protocol design to achieve strict 0ms (if feasible) else close to 0ms interruption time on radio level during handover considering UE capabilities and deployment scenarios.
4: 	For achieving the aim of agreement 3, RAN2 targets a single solution
5: 	Interruption time reduction in DL to be prioritized, but UL will still be considered. 
Although the solution of mobility interruption time is not decided, the principle of the design of solutions is clear. Since RAN2 targets a single solution, we will analyze the potential solutions in this contribution and conclude the preferred solution for mobility interruption time.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10][bookmark: OLE_LINK11]2.	Discussion
In legacy handover procedure, the UE detaches the source base station first and make random access with the target base station. This will definitely cause the interruption time as the interruption time is defined in RAN2 below.
1:	Mobility interruption time means the shortest time duration supported by the system during which a user terminal is not able to exchange user plane packets with any base station during transitions.   
To achieve the target of 0ms interruption time for Rel. 16 NR mobility enhancements WI phase, simultaneous connectivity with both source and target cell is needed to ensure the user plan transmission continuity.
There are two simultaneous connectivity in our discussion scope：
1. Enhanced Make-Before-Break (eMBB) : This solution utilizes Rel 14 MBB (make-before-break)  solution and make an enhancement. 
2. DC Role Switch (DCRS) : This solution leverages the SCG addition procedure to add the target cell and introduces new function of the role switch to complete handover with 0ms interruption.

Since each solution has some companies to support, we think RAN2 should compare the advantages and disadvantages about the two solutions carefully.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Proposal 1: RAN2 should compare the advantages and disadvantages about eMBB and DCRS.

AS DC is restricted in inter-frequency deployment only, it is necessary to introduce the new feature for DC if we require intra-frequency handover. What is more, the role switch between SCG and MCG also demands the changes of specification. During the role switch, two security keys are used and it will cause confusion for UE to deciphering. However, eMBB solution could apply in both inter-frequency and intra-frequency scenarios and the impact of specification is minimal.
Observation 1: DCRS involves more specification impact compared with eMBB.
In RAN2#105 meeting, the eMBB (non-split bearer) solution for interruption time in LTE is approved:
Agreements

1	Specify the ”non-split bearer” solution candidate for the Rel-16 E-UTRA enhancements minimizing the interruption time during mobility.
 As mentioned above, eMBB solution has the more available scenarios and less specification impact. Thus, it has obvious benefits to choose eMBB in NR mobility enhancement aligning with LTE solution.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should choose eMBB as the only solution for interruption time aligning with LTE mobility enhancement.
3.	Conclusion
In this paper, the following observations and proposals are given:
Proposal 1: RAN2 should compare the advantages and disadvantages about the two solutions.
Observation 1: DCRS involves more specification impact compared with eMBB.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should choose eMBB as the only solution for interruption time aligning with LTE mobility enhancement.
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