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1. Introduction

The intention of the offline discussion is to discuss the feature name that will be used in all running CRs and LSs. And as “RAN3 also kindly asks RAN2 to study the possible solutions enabling the source node to provide the DL and UL COUNT values, known by the UE, to the target node”, what to reply to RAN3 on COUNT value are also included in this offline discussion based on chairman notes as follows.
	CB: Offline discussion 109 (Huawei): Draft LS to RAN3 on RAN2 agreements. Also discuss what we will call this feature (RUDI, DAPS or something else?)
· What to reply to RAN3 on COUNT to be included in offline discussion 109. (Might require email discussion to resolve the RAN2 aspects.)


2. Discussion

2.1. Feature Name Selection 

Reason to choose RUDI HO:

RUDI doesn’t hint at specific technical solution and is therefore more neutral than e.g. DAPS

RUDI can be used in both LTE and NR, unlike e.g. eMBB (using eMBB in NR is odd since there is no MBB)

RUDI is short and is therefore easier to use in specifications than e.g. “Simultaneous connectivity handover” or “Non-split bearer handover”.

Reason to choose DAPS HO:

We should have specific term for specific solution instead of introducing neutral term without meaning of technical solutions. RUDI is more of requirement, which can include all possible solutions, while DAPS is the exact solution we choose now. 

	Company
	DAPS HO (Yes or No)
	RUDI HO (Yes or No)
	Other choice
	Comments

	Ericsson
	
	Yes
	
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	
	
	RUDI is too generic. In some sense, MBB HO is also for RUDI.

	Mediatek
	Yes
	
	
	We need specific term instead of the generic term to name the exact feature in specification. 

	Nokia
	
	Yes
	
	RUDI reflects what this HO is intended to achieve. DAPS is an abbreviation originating from the details of protocol stack implementation. Too specific.

	QC
	Yes
	NO
	
	This is enhancement for R14 LTE MBB HO. We can also call it as “enhanced MBB HO for LTE case”. And in NR, we cn call it as MBB HO. No need to have same names in 2 RATs as well.

	ETRI
	Yes,

but prefer DAPS MBB HO (in short, DMBB HO)
	No


	
	Same view as OPPO that RUDI is too generic. We prefer DAPS MBB HO (DMBB HO) because it is an enhancement of R14 LTE MBB HO.

	ChinaTelecom
	Yes
	
	
	There might be other features on reduction of user data’s interruption in the future, besides the current MBB HO.  It’s better to identify them.

	Huawei
	Yes
	
	
	Same view with MTK

	Intel
	Yes
	No
	
	Same view with others

	Vivo
	Yes
	
	
	The name “DAPS” seems more specific to the functions.

	LG
	Yes
	No
	
	Same view with others

	Apple
	Yes
	No
	
	Same view as others

	Samsung
	
	Yes
	
	


Summary: 13 companies provided views. 

10 companies agree to adopt DAPS HO as the feature name.

3 companies agree to adopt RUDI HO as the feature name.
Proposal 1: RAN2 adopts DAPS HO as the feature name used in all running CRs and LSs. 

2.2. Other contents in LS

In the RAN3 LS (R3-194786), they hope RAN2 to study the possible solutions on “in order to enable initialization of the ciphering at the target node, the source node needs to provide the DL and UL COUNT values, known by the UE, to the target node”. As we already discussed it in our last PDCP email discussion (SN+HFN information delivery), so maybe it is appropriate to include this part in our LS.

As we mentioned online, the RAN3 LS is only about DL data forwarding, and they didn’t mention how to perform UL data forwarding and PDCP anchor relocation, so maybe it is also helpful to show our considerations about these procedures. 

In the outcome draft LS of our last PDCP email discussion (R2-1913728), we listed three issues and corresponding solution options, i.e. Uplink data forwarding, SN+HFN information delivery, PDCP anchor relocation, do companies think they can be added into the LS?

	Company
	Uplink data forwarding (included or not)
	SN+HFN information delivery (included or not)
	PDCP anchor relocation (included or not)
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	No
	No
	Including this information in the LS does not seem necessary since RAN3 has already made significant progress on UL and DL data forwarding this week.

	OPPO
	No
	No
	No
	We share the same comments as Ericsson.

	Mediatek
	No
	No
	Yes
	According to RAN3 LS, the required action to RAN2 is ‘RAN3 also kindly asks RAN2 to study the possible solutions enabling the source node to provide the DL and UL COUNT values, known by the UE, to the target node.’ So we should provide the candidate solutions to RAN3 and leave RAN3 to select the proper solution. Can someone confirm whether Count value initialization is also being discussed in RAN3? Otherwise, we should provide candidate solutions in the email discussion in the LS. 

	Nokia
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Agree with MTK. Do not agree with Ericsson. Perhaps RAN3 made some progress, but they still await the feedback from RAN2 on the COUNT initialization and PDCP anchor relocation.

	QC
	No
	No
	Yes
	

	ETRI
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	RAN3 waits for the response from RAN2 to progress on data forwarding part. RAN2 can provide the results from PDCP email discussion in the reply LS.

	ChinaTelecom
	no
	no
	yes
	Agree with MTK

	Huawei
	yes
	yes
	yes
	As RAN3 has not inform their further progress, we still need to provide our consideration to accelerate the discussion.

	Intel
	No
	No
	No
	Same view as Ericsson. 

	vivo
	No
	No
	No
	Agree with MTK.

	LG
	No
	No
	No
	Same view as Ericsson. 

	Apple
	No
	No
	No
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Samsung
	No
	No
	No
	


Summary: 13 companies provided views. 

For Uplink data forwarding:
11 companies don’t agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.

2 companies agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.

For SN+HFN information delivery:

10 companies don’t agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.

3 companies agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.
For PDCP anchor relocation:

7 companies don’t agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.

6 companies agree to include this part in reply LS to RAN3.
Proposal 2: As there is no consensus, RAN2 don’t send reply LS to RAN3 on COUNT. 
3. Conclusion

13 companies provided views. Based on the inputs from companies in the offline discussion, following proposals are made:

Proposal 1: RAN2 adopts DAPS HO as the feature name used in all running CRs and LSs. 

Proposal 2: As there is no consensus, RAN2 don’t send reply LS to RAN3 on COUNT. 
