3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting # 104-e 	R4-2213644 
[bookmark: _Hlk100843778]Electronic Meeting, August 15th - 26th, 2022
Agenda Item: 9.18.3.1.2
Source: MediaTek Inc.
Title: Discussion on mobility requirements 
Document for: Discussion	
1 Introduction
In this contribution paper, we discuss the remaining open issues on mobility requirements captured in the way forward (WF) [1].
2 Discussion on handover open issues
The open issues from the WF are given below: 
	Requirements for HO directly to a RedCap specific BWP with NCD-SSB only without measurement (Scenario 1a)
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (vivo, Ericsson, OPPO): When NW configures UE handover to the target unknown cell, and configures multiple SSBs’ information for multiple BWPs, 
· UE shall choose the SSB within the target active BWP.
· Otherwise, additional handover delay (Trs) is expected.
· Option 2 (CMCC, HW, Apple, QC, MTK, Nokia, Intel, Xiaomi, Nokia): No additional Trs is expected.
· Option 2a (QC) Additional clarification of Trs-Redcap = max (Trs, TSSB-firstActiveBWP)
Where, TSSB-firstActiveBWP is the periodicity of the SSB within the first Active BWP of the target cell.
· Option 3 (CMCC): No restriction on frequency separation is needed.

Mismatch between SMTC configurations in scenario 1, 2, 3 and 4
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (E///, vivo): RAN4 to further discuss the possible additional delay due to SMTC configuration mismatch, such as between CD-SSB measurement and NCD-SSB HO without default SMTC configuration.
· Option 1a (CMCC, HW): Clarification needed in spec.
· Option 2 (Apple, Xiaomi): FFS, some clarification may be needed.
· Option 3 (MTK): No need to discuss the issue.



Requirements for HO directly to a RedCap specific BWP with NCD-SSB only without measurement (Scenario 1a)
The existing requirements for RedCap Rel-17 have already considered sufficient handover delay for both 1Rx and 2Rx RedCap UEs. Besides, the issue of multiple BWPs is not valid in RAN4 because the UE is aware of the BWP to switch to and which SSB to use for tracking. Therefore, the additional Trs sample is not needed and not justified. 
Proposal 1: [bookmark: _Ref95561395]RAN4 shall not add additional Trs sample for the handover delay for unknown cell.

Mismatch between SMTC configurations in scenario 1, 2, 3 and 4:
In general, this issue should be left to RAN2, however, if other companies suggest to have some requirements in RAN4 then we just to leverage existing requirements when no SMTC configuration is available as given below:
	Clause 6.1.1.2.2 in TS 38.133: “If the UE is not provided SMTC configuration or measurement object on this frequency, the requirement in this clause is applied with Trs=5ms assuming the SSB transmission periodicity is 5ms. There is no requirement if the SSB transmission periodicity is not 5ms.”


Therefore, 5ms can be applied when there is SMTC configuration mismatch, such as between CD-SSB measurement and NCD-SSB HO without default SMTC configuration.
Proposal 2: [bookmark: _Ref110604729]The issue of mismatch SMTC shall be left to RAN2 discussion. 
Proposal 3: [bookmark: _Ref101374983][bookmark: _Ref101802402][bookmark: _Ref110604741]RAN4 can leverage the existing requirements of no SMTC configuration to resolve the issue of SMTC mismatch between CD-SSB and NCD-SSB.
3 Summary
In this contribution, discussion on mobility requirements in RedCap UEs are provided and we have the following proposals: 
Proposal 1: RAN4 shall not add additional Trs sample for the handover delay for unknown cell.
Proposal 2: The issue of mismatch SMTC shall be left to RAN2 discussion.
Proposal 3: RAN4 can leverage the existing requirements of no SMTC configuration to resolve the issue of SMTC mismatch between CD-SSB and NCD-SSB.
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