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Introduction
Mobility between MBS-supporting and non-MBS-supporting nodes was discussed in RAN3#114bis-e and the related agreements are as follows:
Supporting to non-supporting:
WA: It is assumed that the source gNB is aware of the MBS support of the target gNB before the handover. The source gNB may also avoid full configuration at the non-supporting gNB. 
For when to stop data forwarding, agree to eliminate control plane solutions and continue working on user plane solutions.  
Non-supporting to Supporting:
Agree to continue working on solutions avoiding duplicates during the switch from DRB to MRB.
In this contribution, we continue to discuss the potential issues on two scenarios, the scenario for mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node and the scenario for mobility from non-MBS supporting to MBS supporting node. 
Discussion
Discussion on Mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node
In this section, mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node is investigated. We have basically reached the agreement that source gNB is aware of the MBS support of the target gNB before the handover. It is still waiting to be discussed that using which means for source gNB to learn in advance. From our view, there are two potential options for source gNB perceiving MBS capability of target gNB.
Option 1: Based on OAM setting;
Option 2: Exchange capability during Xn setup or configuration update procedure;
Assumed that the capability of a gNB supporting the MBS is a static configuration, both options are acceptable for exchanging capability. If we hope not introduce the new signalling over Xn, the OAM configuration is an appropriate way to inform source gNB in advance. 
After source gNB knows that target gNB does not support MBS, source gNB will set up a DRB before the handover. The way of setting DRB to avoid full configuration provide by [3] is realized either by reconfiguring the MRB to DRB or activating the DRB. Supposed that MRB is reconfigured to unicast DRB, there are two solutions, i.e., a new DRB is established with reusing the SDAP/PDCP entity of the MRB or the PTP transmission of MRB is reconfigured to DRB with changing the MRB ID to DRB ID. Supposed that DRB needs to be activated, the DRB associated with MRB should be configured in advance in the source gNB. Once the handover is executed, DRB should be activated immediately. What we think the solution of activating DRB during the handover is better after comparing two solutions, since there is a possibility that no PTP transmission of MRB for switching established.   
[bookmark: _Hlk92183850]Proposal 1: For mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node, prefer the solution of activating DRB during the handover since there is a possibility that no PTP transmission of MRB for switching established.
Additionally, the discussion of stopping data forwarding still waits to be resolved. Source gNB needs to stop data forwarding after UE gets access to target gNB. Based on the conclusion in last meeting, we continue working on user plane solutions. According to the architecture of Xn based handover from MBS supporting NR-RAN node described in TS 23.247 from SA2, we observe that source node receives the data packets from MB-UPF via multicast transport or unicast transport. If applying unicast transport, each NG-RAN allocates the tunnel separately and multiple GTP-U tunnels are used for the MBS Session. If applying multicast transport, a common GTP-U tunnel is used for RAN nodes.
For the multicast transport, a UE individual end marker carrying UE ID is transmitted in common GTP-U tunnel. If gNBs are not the serving gNB of the UE, they will discard the packet and only the serving gNB will receive and understand the indication. For the unicast transport, a UE individual end marker not only needs to carry the UE ID, also includes the SN of GTP-U tunnel for identifying this end marker is transmitted via unicast tunnel.
Considered that the individual UE end marker meets the requirement of both scenarios, we support introducing UE individual end marker to the source gNB either over the shared NG-U tunnel or over the associated unicast N3 tunnel, and the source gNB forwards the end marker to the target gNB. 
Proposal 2: For mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node, support introducing UE individual end marker to the source gNB either over the shared NG-U tunnel or over the associated unicast N3 tunnel, and the source gNB forwards the end marker to the target gNB.
Discussion on Mobility from non-MBS supporting node to MBS supporting node
[bookmark: _Hlk92183752]In this section, mobility from non-MBS supporting node to MBS supporting node is investigated. In the previous discussion, CN should switch from individual delivery method to shared delivery method after the handover is completed. There will be followed by a switch from DRB to MRB in the target node. The target gNB buffers the data received from N3 shared tunnel beforehand, so that it can resend to the UE by MRB RLC PTP leg after MRB reconfiguration. However, this operation may lead to duplicate packets for the UE. One solution for eliminating duplicate packets is sending the CN sequence number over the unicast N3 tunnel instead of the shared tunnel. In our view, it is a feasible solution and target gNB sends to UE via the PTP RLC leg until catch up. It is not recommended to align the UP-transmission times for individual and shared delivery, since it is hard to fill the gap between individual delivery and shared delivery in actual deployment. Meanwhile, we should also wait and align the reply from SA2.
[bookmark: _Hlk85219310]Proposal 3: For mobility from non-MBS supporting node to MBS supporting node, support sending the CN sequence number over the unicast N3 tunnel for eliminating duplicate packets. Final decision should be aligned with SA2.
Conclusions
[bookmark: _Hlk78990087]In this paper, we provide our view on mobility between non-MBS supporting node and MBS supporting nodes. The observation and proposals are listed below:
Proposal 1: For mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node, prefer the solution of activating DRB during the handover since there is a possibility that no PTP transmission of MRB for switching established.
Proposal 2: For mobility from MBS supporting node to non-MBS supporting node, support introducing UE individual end marker to the source gNB either over the shared NG-U tunnel or over the associated unicast N3 tunnel, and the source gNB forwards the end marker to the target gNB.
Proposal 3: For mobility from non-MBS supporting node to MBS supporting node, support sending the CN sequence number over the unicast N3 tunnel for eliminating duplicate packets. Final decision should be aligned with SA2.
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