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1. Introduction
At RAN2 #106, there are the following solution selection decisions agreed for user plan interruption reduction during handover [1]:
Agreements

1	We will not specify single active protocol stack solution (option 0/1/2)

2	We will specify dual active with specified capability coordination that does not have to be utilized by the network. FFS how/whether we will specify the rules for UE when capability coordination is not utilized and UE capabilities are exceeded (we may leave this up to UE implementation).

Based on the agreements made last meeting, there are two main issues to be discussed:
1) How to perform capability coordination for DAPS based handover
2) UE behaviour when capability coordination is not utilized and UE capabilities are exceeded
In this contribution, we provide our views on the second issue.
2. Discussion
As per the agreement last meeting, it is possible the RRC reconfiguration message for DAPS exceeds UE capabilities due to lack of capability coordination. In the current spec, after security has been activated, if UE is unable to comply with (part of) configuration, UE shall initiate connection re-establishment procedure.
Obviously, following existing behaviour, i.e. connection re-establish, is not a good choice. It will increase the user plan data interruption remarkably even longer than legacy handover, which is opposite to the goal of introducing simultaneous connectivity based handover. 
Observation 1: According to the current specification, UE would initiate connection re-establishment procedure if the RRC reconfiguration message exceed UE capacities.

[bookmark: _GoBack]As per the email discussion [107#79] Capability coordination for RUDI HO, in case of absent of capability coordination for DAPS, three options are being considered:
Option 1. UE autonomous “reduced configuration” of source and/or target
Given that sum of the source and the target configurations exceed the UE capability, UE may use “reduced configuration” of source and/or target eNB/gNB to fulfil the capability limitation, for example by deactivating all Scell(s), reducing UL power and etc. Here, deactivating Scell(s) does not refer to explicit deactivating indication received in HO command, instead, the UE deactivate all configured Scell(s) by itself. 
Since the network may not be aware of that UE has reduced the configuration, the mismatch of configuration between network and UE would lead to the risk of unpredictable mistakes, while the existing principle is that UE and networks always use aligned configuration. As in legacy, it will not be preferable for the UE to be able to reduce its configuration autonomously.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11]Apart from the concern on the UE autonomous manner, in this option, 0ms interruption time can still be achieved.

Option 2. Source eNB/gNB and/or target eNB/gNB release/deactivate Scell(s) for DAPS configuration
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9]If capability coordination is not able to be performed, source eNB/gNB and target eNB/gNB would generate configuration with Scell(s) release/deactivated explicitly. In this way, UE just applies the received source eNB/gNB configuration and target eNB/gNB configuration directly.
Even though capability coordination is not performed, as both target eNB/gNB and source eNB/gNB are aware of DAPS, they shall generate configuration not utilizing full UE capabilities blindly, so it is still possible that the configurations with Scell(s) configured are within UE capabilities. So option 2 is a bit overkilling. But the advantage is, option 2 is without the risk of configuration mismatch between network and UE, and there is no impact to UE behaviour.
In this option, 0ms interruption time can still be achieved.

Option 3. Fallback to legacy handover or Rel-14 make-before-break
In this option, since simultaneous connectivity is not able to be maintained using the configurations in the HO command, UE can fallback to handover procedure which requires single connectivity, e.g. legacy handover or Rel-14 make-before-break.
For the case of fallback to legacy handover, UE releases the source eNB/gNB, and perform legacy handover using the target eNB/gNB configuration for DAPS purpose. For the network side, the behaviour is not impacted, i.e. source eNB/gNB still maintains the user plane protocol stack to the UE, and forwards data to the target eNB/gNB; target eNB/gNB transmits the received data from the source eNB to the UE.  
Form RF capability perspective, for UE capable of DAPS based handover, Rel-14 MBB can also be supported. For the case of fallback to Rel-14 MBB, UE releases source eNB/gNB upon initiating RACH to the target eNB/gNB using using the target eNB configuration for DAPS purpose. Similar to fallback to legacy handover, the network behavior is not impacted by this fallback mechanism. 
In this option, 0ms interruption is not able to be achieved, but the interruption is much shorter than triggering RRC Re-establishment.  
Even for Option 1 and 2, UE capabilities can still be exceeded. Therefore this option can be used independently or for case of even with option 1 or 2 is applied but the capabilities are still exceeded.  

Observation 2. By using fallback behavior when the configuration exceeds UE capabilities, the network behavior is not impacted. 

The expected consequences of Option 1 and Option 2 are quite similar, the only difference is whether the reduced configuration decision is made by the network or UE. Since high data rate can be scarified in order to achieve 0ms handover interruption and it is better to avoid UE autonomous behaviour, we prefer Option 2 compared with Option 1. 
Option 3 can be adopted independently, i.e. when capability coordination is not performed and the configurations exceed UE capabilities. In addition, Option 3 can be adopted if the capabilities are still exceeded by Option2. 
Proposal. RAN2 is kindly asked to consider the following options in case of capability coordination absent or if configurations exceed the UE capabilities:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Option 2. Source eNB/gNB and/or target eNB/gNB release/deactivate Scell(s) for DAPS configuration
Option 3. Fallback to legacy handover or Rel-14 make-before-break

3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss on the behaviour when capability coordination is not utilized, and have the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: According to the current specification, UE would initiate connection re-establishment procedure if the RRC reconfiguration message exceed UE capacities.
Observation 2. By using fallback behavior when the configuration exceeds UE capabilities, the network behavior is not impacted.
Proposal. RAN2 is kindly asked to consider the following options in case of capability coordination absent or if configurations exceed the UE capabilities:
Option 2. Source eNB/gNB and/or target eNB/gNB release/deactivate Scell(s) for DAPS configuration
Option 3. Fallback to legacy handover or Rel-14 make-before-break
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