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1. Introduction
In the RAN2#125 meeting, the following agreements were made on key stream reuse issue [1].
Continue Count for SRB at LTM recovery (if issues are found for non-LTM-failure cases can revisit), Stage-3 impact offline in CR discussion. 

This agreement was captured in the RRC specification as follows:
	[bookmark: _Toc156129774]5.3.5.18.4	LTM cell switch execution
Upon the indication by lower layers that an LTM cell switch procedure is triggered, or upon performing LTM cell switch following cell selection performed while timer T311 was running, as specified in 5.3.7.3, the UE shall:
1>	for each SRB/DRB in the current UE configuration:
2>	if the LTM cell switch is triggered on the MCG and for the SRB/DRB using the master key; or
2>	if the LTM cell switch is triggered on the SCG and for the SRB/DRB using the secondary key:
3>	keep the associated RLC, PCDP and SDAP entities, their state variables, buffers and timers;
3>	release all fields related to the SRB/DRB configuration except for srb-Identity and drb-Identity;
1>	if this procedure has been triggered following cell selection performed while timer T311 was running (due to reconfiguration with sync failure), as specified in clause 5.3.7.3:
2>	continue using PDCP entity for SRB1 (if configured) with state variables continuation as specified in TS 38.323 [5];
…



However, we see the current text still has some issues. In this document, we discuss further issue on state variable continuation after reconfiguration with sync failure.
2. Discussions
2.1	Issue 1 [F034]: Misalignment with the agreement
RAN2 agreed that COUNT for SRB would be continued at LTM recovery. However, the text in the RRC specification specifies COUNT for only SRB1 is continued. Since RRC message(s) via other MCG SRB(s) may be transmitted with RRCReconfigurationComplete via SRB1, other SRB(s) has the same problem with SRB1. Also, for DAPS case, state variables continuation is applied for all MCG SRBs. Therefore, state variable continuation should be applied for all MCG SRBs.
Proposal 1: Align with RAN2 agreement and DAPS case, state variables continuation is applied for all (MCG) SRBs.
2.2 Issue 2 [F035]: State variables continuation for non-LTM failure
The fast LTM recovery is supported not only for LTM cell switch failure but also for non-LTM failure (L3 HO/CHO and mobility from NR failures). For non-LTM failure, security key change might be applied for the failed handover. If security key change was applied, COUNT values for SRBs were set to zero at the target configuration. These COUNT values should not be continued at fast LTM recovery.
Proposal 2: If security key change was applied for the failed handover in case of non-LTM failure, COUNT value of each SRB is set to zero at the target. This state variables should not be continued.
Also, in the last RAN2 meeting, we did not have enough time to discuss whether state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure case or not. We propose RAN2 to confirm whether state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure case or not. If RAN2 confirms it would cause issues, a solution to solve the issues will be necessary. 
Proposal 3: If RAN2 confirms whether state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure case, RAN2 to discuss a solution to solve the issue.

We propose two approaches to cover Proposal 2 and Proposal 3:
Option 1: Fast LTM recovery is supported only after LTM cell switch execution failure. (Both Proposal 2 and Proposal 3 are covered)
Option 2: Fast LTM recovery is applied after reconfiguration with sync failure and mobility from NR failure but:
-	State variable continuation (in the LTM cell switch execution section) is only applied the case security key update was not applied for the failed handover. (Proposal 2 is covered)
-	(If state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure), for reconfiguration with sync failure, fast recovery is only applied the case masterKeyUpdate was included in the failed handover. (Proposal 3 is covered)

Proposal 4: RAN2 to down-select from the following options to cover Proposal 2 and Proposal 3 (if necessary).
Option 1: Fast LTM recovery is supported only after LTM cell switch execution failure. (Both Proposal 2 and Proposal 3 are covered)
Option 2: Fast LTM recovery is applied after reconfiguration with sync failure and mobility from NR failure but:
-	State variable continuation (in the LTM cell switch execution section) is only applied the case security key update was not applied for the failed handover. (Proposal 2 is covered)
-	(If state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure), for reconfiguration with sync failure, fast recovery is only applied the case masterKeyUpdate was included in the failed handover. (Proposal 3 is covered)
3. Conclusion
We have the following observations and proposals.
[F034]
Proposal 1: Align with RAN2 agreement and DAPS case, state variables continuation is applied for all (MCG) SRBs.
[F035]
Proposal 2: If security key change was applied for the failed handover in case of non-LTM failure, COUNT value of each SRB is set to zero at the target. This state variables should not be continued.
Proposal 3: If RAN2 confirms whether state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure case, RAN2 to discuss a solution to solve the issue.
Proposal 4: RAN2 to down-select from the following options to cover Proposal 2 and Proposal 3 (if necessary).
Option 1: Fast LTM recovery is supported only after LTM cell switch execution failure. (Both Proposal 2 and Proposal 3 are covered)
Option 2: Fast LTM recovery is applied after reconfiguration with sync failure and mobility from NR failure but:
-	State variable continuation (in the LTM cell switch execution section) is only applied the case security key update was not applied for the failed handover. (Proposal 2 is covered)
-	(If state variables continuation would cause issues for non-LTM failure), for reconfiguration with sync failure, fast recovery is only applied the case masterKeyUpdate was included in the failed handover. (Proposal 3 is covered)
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