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1. Introduction
At the previous RAN3 meetings, some progresses have been made on issues such as DAPS HO indicator, but there are some remaining issues to be further discussed as below:
Whether DAPS response in X2AP is per E-RAB or one shot for all requested E-RABs. If per E-RAB, encode under E-RABs Admitted List; if one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Whether DAPS response in XnAP is per DRB or one shot for all requested DRBs. If one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead. 
Whether to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP.
Whether CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects), or it should be CU-UP who makes decision To be continued...
In this paper, we provide some proposals and analysis on these remaining issues, and provide corresponding TPs and CR based on the baseline CRs from last RAN3 meeting.
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Issue 1: Whether DAPS response in X2AP is per E-RAB or one shot for all requested E-RABs. If per E-RAB, encode under E-RABs Admitted List; if one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK？
According to the summary of offline discussion[1], the views of the companies on this issue are balanced as follows:
· Option 1 (5) : ZTE, Intel, China Telcom, Qualcomm, Samsung
· Option 2 (1) : Huawei
· Option 3 (5) : Nokia, CATT, Ericsson, LGE, Google
The issue is not very important in itself, but it should be considered why to introduce the feature for DAPS HO, the response info was introduced to reflect the result of capability coordination for DAPS HO, but the capability coordination for DAPS HO is per UE not per E-RAB. Therefore, for most cases, the configuration per DRB has not real usage scenario, just introducing redundant signaling.
Also, some companies raised buffer issue, but the new introduced DL discarding mechanism is designed to solve the issue, so the target cell won't revert the DAPS DRB to non DAPS DRB for this reason during DAPS HO.
Considering the option 3 is more suitable and also simple, we are slightly support the solution.
Proposal 1: The DAPS response indicator should be one shot for all requested E-RABs, encode within HO REQ ACK
Issue 2: Whether DAPS response in XnAP is per DRB or one shot for all requested DRBs. If one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
For XnAP, there is no new issue to be solved compared with X2AP. So it is proposed to directly follow the conclusion for X2AP.
Proposal 2：The DAPS response issue in XnAP follows the conclusion for X2AP
Issue 3：Whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead. Whether to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP?
With regard to whether or not to introduce "fallback to rel-14MBB" in X2AP, majority of companies have already expressed similar view that the rel-14MBB is per UE, but the DAPS is per DRB, then they can’t be simply converted. Thus the issue should follow the opinion of the majority.
Additionally, the “ fallback to rel-14MBB" would affect UE behavior, it is required from RAN2 further discussion, but considering the stage 2 discussion in RAN2 is basically over, so the issue should not be considered in R16.
Proposal 3：Not to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP during DAPS HO


Another divergent point is whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead. 
According to the summary of offline discussion[1], some companies suspect that the option will make specification unclear and it is logically unreasonable, e.g, the target node without DAPS feature can only indicate the fallback to legacy HO by the absence of this IE, but the target node with DAPS feature indicate the fallback to legacy HO by explicit IE. 
Additionally, for the option without explicitly indication, it is also a future proof solution. Therefore, to make specification more logical and clear, we prefer adopting the option without explicitly indication for DAPS HO.
Proposal 4: For simplicity of specification, only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message.
Issue 4: Whether CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects), or it should be CU-UP who makes decision ? 
According to the summary of offline discussion[1], the views of the most companies support for CU-CP  to make decision as follows:
· Option 1 (7) : Nokia, CATT, E///, ZTE, Qualcomm, Samsung, Google
· Option 2 (3) : Huawei, Intel, LGE
Some companies raised buffer issue, but the new introduced DL discarding mechanism is designed to solve the issue, so target PDCP buffer requirements do not change compare to DRBs with normal data forwarding (i.e. non-DAPS bearers). Furthermore, considering the fallback mechanism is introduced for evaluating whether the radio configuration exceeding the UE capability or not, but the radio configuration of  SDAP and PDCP entity is generally generated by the gNB-CU-CP entity. Therefore, it is proposed for CU-CP to decide whether to accept DAPS HO or not.
Proposal 5：CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects)
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This paper mainly discusses remaining X2/Xn/E1 issues for DAPS HO, and we have the following proposals:
[bookmark: _Toc423020280]Proposal 1: The DAPS response indicator should be one shot for all requested E-RABs, encode within HO REQ ACK
Proposal 2：The DAPS response issue in XnAP follows the conclusion for X2AP
Proposal 3：Not to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP during DAPS HO
Proposal 4: For simplicity of specification, only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message.
Proposal 5：CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects)
[bookmark: _GoBack]The corresponding TPs and CR over X2AP, XnAP, E1AP  are provided in [2] ~[4].
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