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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction

To speed up the progress of NR mobility and take into account the discussion in this meeting and the contributions from companies, following scope of email discussion is proposed. 
2 Discussion
2.1 Interruption reduction
RAN2 has agreed:

Agreements

1
Introduce a solution for HO interruption time reduction based on dual active protocol stack.

However we did not have time to discuss the details of dual active protocol stack. So Rapporteur propose to have following email discussions to discuss the details of dual active protocol stack. 
2.1.1 Email discussion 1:

· [107#xx][NR] DL/UL handling for DAPS

DL/UL handling for DAPS (security, ROHC, reordering, UL switch, modelling), take into account the proposals in Joint paper R2-1910384, and LTE agreements;

Intended outcome: Meeting report

Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Mediatek
	Needed
	Hopefully there are basic progresses in the session of LTE mobility enhancement. But I think generally the email discussion is still needed to make further progress, since the progress of this topic is far behind the original schedule. Furthermore, bearer handling in DAPS can also be included in this email discussion. 

	CATT
	yes
	We see this is useful to speed up the progress. We identified that there are many aspects still to be discussed on non-DC solution in order to finalise the work. However there are too many topics to be discuss under this email, it would be good to focus on User plane aspect in this email while combining control plane aspects with the email discussion 2.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	As we already have some progress in LTE, it is necessary to align LTE and NR.

	Samsung
	
	Can be combined with Email discussion 3

	Nokia
	Needed
	Depending on the progress of Thursday’s mobility session.

	Ericsson
	Needed
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


2.1.2 Email discussion 2:

· [107#xx][NR] CP for DAPS

How to handle RLM/RLF in source and target cell during DAPS,

Single RRC or dual RRC?

When to set up target SRBs? When to release the source SRBs?

Whether to suspend source SRBs for dual RRC?

Whether UE can fallback to source connection in case of HO failure?

Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	Mediatek
	Needed
	Still it depends on the progresses in the session of LTE mobility enhancement. But I think generally the email discussion is still needed to make further progress, just to meet the schedule. For this email discussion, more of CP issues will be discussed. Maybe the CP procedure can also be included in this email discussion, e.g. SRB configuration and handling during HO. So the scope of the email discussion can be extended to CP procedures. For us, the overall picture for CP procedure is the first step, and then RLM/RLF handing is the next step on top of it. 

	CATT
	Yes 
	We think the scope of this email discussion can be extended to cover all control plane aspects (security, single/dual RRC), control plane switch, SRB config and usage, ect)

	LG
	Yes
	Since we didn’t discuss the most of control plane issues including RLM handling, the email scope would be better to be extended.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We agree to extend this email discussion to cover more CP issues.

	Samsung
	Not needed
	

	Nokia
	Not necessarily
	It is an important topic, but can be addressed at next meeting. We have more basic decisions to be taken first.

	Ericsson
	Not necessary
	Same view as NoKia.

	vivo
	Yes
	We also think the scope of this email discussion can be extended to cover all control plane aspects.


2.1.3 Email discussion 3:

· [107#xx][NR] Handling on non-dual Rx/Tx UE

On single RX/TX, dual RX/ single TX UE or FR2, single active protocol stack/MBB? TDM solution with pattern, TDM solution without pattern but with network coordination , TDM solution without pattern and network coordination or not considered;


Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	Yes
	Dual active protocol stack has already been agreed for interruption time reduction in NR, we don’t think single active protocol stack should be reconsidered as a candidate solution here and we don’t need to discuss anything related to SAPS.

	Mediatek
	Needed
	Still it depends on the progresses in the session of LTE mobility enhancement. Again I think generally the email discussion is still needed to make further progress, just to meet the schedule.

For the scope of this email discussion, I am not sure why single active protocol/MBB should be in the scope of the email discussion, because we have agreed that single solution is supported in Rel-16 in last meeting. Now the single solution is DAPS. The next step is how to make it workable to achieve close to 0ms interruption in FR2. 0ms interruption can’t be achieved in FR2 due to UE capability no matter which solution in protocol to choose. 

In this email discussion, it would be good to identify potential impact to RAN1 and figure out the potential questions as well as LS to RAN1.

	CATT
	May be
	

	LG
	Maybe
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not prioritized
	Considering the short gap between the latest two meetings, and more pure high layer issues need to be addressed, we suggest to deprioritize this email.

	Samsung
	
	Combine with Email discussion 1

	Nokia
	Needed
	Depending on the progress of Thursday’s mobility session.

	Ericsson
	Needed
	TDM based on network coordination also likely includes some form of TDM pattern. The key difference between the solutions therefore seems to be whether the UE is informed of the TDM pattern or not.

I think we also need to discuss the case when TDM pattern is not possible (e.g. due to asynchronous network) or not used by the network.

	vivo
	Yes
	


2.1.4 Email discussion 4:

· [107#xx][NR] UE capability coordination, UE capability design

1 UE capability design, how to indicate the support of DAPS, based on CA/DC capability or?

2 what is needed for network coordination, source configuration+ UE capability, source suggested target configuration, or others.

3 how to handle the case if the total configuration/scheduling exceeds the UE capability, reestablishment, prioritize target cell, fallback to normal HO or?


Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Mediatek 
	Need
	Still it depends on the progresses in the session of LTE mobility enhancement. Again I think generally the email discussion is still needed to make further progress, just to meet the schedule.

	CATT
	yes
	This would be useful to discuss the specific issue for UE capability, would be more focused email discussion.

	LG
	Yes
	Since we think capability coordination from network side can help us avoid many specification works enforced to UE side, it would be useful to have email discussion until the next meeting.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	This email is needed, without UE capability coordination DAPS cannot work well.

	Samsung
	Not needed
	Seems early to discuss

	Nokia
	Needed
	Depending on the progress of Thursday’s mobility session.

	Ericsson
	Needed
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


2.2  Robustness

RAN2 has agreed:

Agreements

1: 
Support conditional NR PSCell addition/change and reusing the conditional HO solution being developed. Supported for any architecture option with NR PSCell.

2
From RAN2 perspective conditional NR PSCell change can be supported for both intra-SN and inter-SN

It would be good to start the discussion to identify PSCell specific issues. 

2.2.1 Email discussion 1:

· [107#xx][NR] The differences between PCell and PSCell for CHO handling

To check whether agreements for MCG can be reused for SCG and identify SCG specific issues;

Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	Yes 
	The scope on architecture options need to be clarified. i.e. whether EN-DC is included here and if so, difference regarding to different architecture options should also be discussed here.

	Mediatek
	Not Needed.
	I think PSCell CHO handling should be in the scope of DCCA. The applicability of the agreements need to be discussed there, since the motivation of PSCell CHO handling is to reduce the latency for DC/CA configuration and activation. 

	CATT
	yes
	we slightly prefer this to be handle in DC/CA WI. The email discussion should cover the aspects related to the fast setup (an objective of DC/CA WI), which we see the main motivation for this. 

	LG
	Yes
	We think addition of PSCell in connected mode should be discussed in this WI, since eDC/CA WI focuses on early activation at connection resume/setup.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	As we commented during online discussion for CHO for PSCell change, the differences should be identified so that we could be aware of how much work is needed. We also note that there may be some LTE impacts based on online/offline discussions. So far, NR mobility WI does not list any LTE specs, so if any LTE impact is identified and RAN2 is really going to do LTE parts, the WID may need to be extended.

In addition, we think there are other issues, e.g. if the UE receives CHO configuration on for both Pcell and Pscell, and CHO executions may happen at the same time, so how the UE handle it. We understand that this may be an issue that needs to be addressed, but it can be discussed later after the differences are fully understood by companies.

	Samsung
	Not needed
	Too early to discuss before understanding the basic CHO for PCell

	Nokia
	Needed
	The discussion seems to be beneficial, but – like indicated by MTK, maybe this is more in the scope of DCCA?

	Ericsson
	Needed
	This may be needed but has lower priority than the other email discussions. 

	vivo
	Yes
	


2.2.2 Email discussion 2:

· [107#xx][NR] Configuration of CHO and execution condition

What parameters are needed for execution condition, and CHO command;

Signalling structure for execution condition;

Signalling structure for CHO configuration, including the contained from target is DL-DCCH, RRCReconfig?

Open issues on CHO configuration handling, 


FFS whether the UE is required to check the compliance of the target cell configuration within CHO configuration upon reception or whether it is allowed to check upon execution.

FFS whether different RRC processing requirements are defined for the reconfiguration with CHO command.

FFS whether CHO commands need to be updated after source reconfiguration. 


Intended outcome: Meeting report and potential TP on ASN.1 part


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Companies are invited to express your view on whether  the email discussion is needed, and any comments on the scope.

	Company
	Needed or not?
	Remark

	OPPO
	
	We don’t have strong opinion for this email discussion. CHO may progress well in this meeting. 

	Mediatek
	Maybe not
	The progress on CHO is good and it is expected that companies will contribute and address the stage-3 issues in next meeting. 

	CATT
	May be not
	As it is only 4 weeks to the next submission deadline, we should prioritise the email discussions. 

	LG
	No
	Same understanding above

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No strong opinion
	Firstly, we think CHO has a good progress. Secondly, we do see that there are still some open issues with proposals (from 106 # emails 40, 41, 42). Generally, it may be helpful to progress on the left issues if possible.

	Samsung
	Needed
	Can be progressed further based on the agreements in this meeting

	Nokia
	Not necessarily
	Some ASN.1 proposals are already submitted in several TDocs. This can be left for future meetings.

	vivo
	Yes
	It is better to discuss the CHO related part through email considering the current progress. 


2.3 Any other potential email discussions?

· [107#xx][NR] Configuration of T312

Progress on the configuration and triggering condition details;

Address the FFS on T312 applicability for PSCell.


Intended outcome: Meeting report, TP to 38.331 and ASN.1 part


Deadline:  to next meeting 

Any other potential email discussions?
	Company
	Remark

	OPPO
	Control plane issues for DAPS, including:
· Single RRC or dual RRC?

· When to set up target SRBs? When to release the source SRBs?

· Whether to suspend source SRBs for dual RRC?

· Whether UE can fallback to source connection in case of HO failure?

	CATT
	As commented above, we think the scope of email discussion 1 and 2 could be modified to cover user plane aspects and control plane aspects in separate email discussions.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	For emails mentioned in 2.1, basically they are dedicated to NR. It is our understanding that LTE and NR are going to have common solutions, so we wonder whether it is possible to have joint email (i.e. covering both LTE and NR).

	Samsung
	Configuration of T312


3 Summary 
Based on the discussion, Rapporteur suggests RAN2 to consider below email discussions:
· [107#xx][NR] DL/UL handling for DAPS

DL/UL handling for DAPS (security, ROHC, reordering, UL switch, modelling), take into account the proposals in Joint paper R2-1910384, and LTE agreements;

Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] CP for DAPS

How to handle RLM/RLF in source and target cell during DAPS,

Single RRC or dual RRC?

When to set up target SRBs? When to release the source SRBs?

Whether to suspend source SRBs for dual RRC?

Whether UE can fallback to source connection in case of HO failure?

Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] Handling on non-dual Rx/Tx UE

On single RX/TX, dual RX/ single TX UE or FR2, single active protocol stack/MBB? TDM solution with pattern, TDM solution without pattern but with network coordination , TDM solution without pattern and network coordination or not considered;


Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] UE capability coordination, UE capability design

1 UE capability design, how to indicate the support of DAPS, based on CA/DC capability or?

2 what is needed for network coordination, source configuration+ UE capability, source suggested target configuration, or others.

3 how to handle the case if the total configuration/scheduling exceeds the UE capability, reestablishment, prioritize target cell, fallback to normal HO or?


Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] The differences between PCell and PSCell for CHO handling

To check whether agreements for MCG can be reused for SCG and identify SCG specific issues;

Intended outcome: Meeting report


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] Configuration of CHO and execution condition

What parameters are needed for execution condition, and CHO command;

Signalling structure for execution condition;

Signalling structure for CHO configuration, including the contained from target is DL-DCCH, RRCReconfig?

Open issues on CHO configuration handling, 


FFS whether the UE is required to check the compliance of the target cell configuration within CHO configuration upon reception or whether it is allowed to check upon execution.

FFS whether different RRC processing requirements are defined for the reconfiguration with CHO command.

FFS whether CHO commands need to be updated after source reconfiguration. 


Intended outcome: Meeting report and potential TP on ASN.1 part


Deadline:  to next meeting 

· [107#xx][NR] Configuration of T312

Progress on the configuration and triggering condition details;

Address the FFS on T312 applicability for PSCell.


Intended outcome: Meeting report, TP to 38.331 and ASN.1 part


Deadline:  to next meeting 
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