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Introduction
In the last RAN2 #109bis-e meeting, there were many discussions about UP and CP issues, and a lot of agreements were achieved. Regarding the PHR reporting, the discussion finally converged in offline email discussion and the following conclusion was reached. However, without PHR reporting in another node may lead to some issues about dynamic power sharing.
Agreements in offline email discussion [205]

3 Do not support PHR reporting in another node
About the PDCP status report for DL UM DRBs, there are agreements as follows:
 Agreements
S2.2-1-1: The PDCP status report (to avoid packet duplication) for DL UM DRBs is needed for DAPS HO.
S3.2: PDCP status report for UM is mandatory to support for DAPS capable UE.
S2.2-2-1: The second PDCP status report for DL UM DRBs is not needed for DAPS HO.
[bookmark: _Hlk40789986]Nevertheless, we know that RLC UM DRBs are usually used for real-time data services, in some cases, it may be necessary to consider whether to apply the status report when the status report has been configured to the UE. So in this contribution, we will provide further considerations on the PHR report and PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs for DAPS HO procedure. 
Discussion
In last RAN2 meeting, most companies that do not support PHR reporting in another node point out that the DAPS HO procedure lasts for a short time, and there may be not much benefit, and finally reached the conclusion as mentioned above. Considering that RAN1 has already reached the agreement to support dynamic power sharing. So we have the concern that if two nodes cannot directly or indirectly obtain each other's PH value, power sharing may not be implemented during DAPS HO. Especially for the case where the distance between the gNB and the UE is relatively long or the quality of the radio link is not good, which may result in that DAPS HO needs to last a long time. Therefore, we recommend RAN2 to consider how to achieve dynamic power sharing in order to align with RAN1. For example, a compromise option can be considered by the UE, taking into account the power consumption of the source when reporting the PH value to the target. 
[bookmark: _Hlk32335261]Proposal 1: We kindly suggest that RAN2 may need to consider how to achieve dynamic power sharing in order to align with RAN1.
The discussion about whether the RLC UM DRBs need to support PDCP status reports continued for a long time, and the above agreements were achieved. However, we are aware of that different modes of RLC DRB have different applicable scenarios. And RLC UM DRBs are more suitable for some delay sensitive services. Therefore, some enhancements may be needed when supporting PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs. Simply, application of PDCP status reports for UM DRB should consider to assess the delay tolerance of services that need to be transmitted. In addition, for some cases(e.g. some lost packets are already transmitted by source and not forwarded to target ), status reporting may be not required because nothing will change.
Proposal 2: Some enhancements may be needed when supporting PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs.
Conclusion
Based on the discussions mentioned above, in this contribution we provide some discussions on the remaining issues about PHR report and PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs for DAPS HO procedure and have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: We kindly suggest that RAN2 may need to consider how to achieve dynamic power sharing in order to align with RAN1.
Proposal 2: Some enhancements may be needed when supporting PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs.
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