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Introduction
In last RAN2#107bis meeting, some progresses were made with regard to the capability coordination on DAPS HO as below :
Agreements for both NR and LTE
1	If capability coordination is used, source and target cell configurations ensure UE capabilities are not exceeded (like now).
2	If UE capabilities are exceeded, UE behaviour is unspecified. 
3	FFS if we specify behaviour for specific capabilities (e.g. UL tx power) or fallback to legacy handover (given that UE doesn’t know whether network uses capability coordination). Will diucss these based on company contributions.
4	DAPS HO supports having RRC message(s) containing configuration from source cell and target cell. FFS whether this is done with 1 or 2 RRC messages.

However, there are still many remaining issues that need to be discussed further. This contribution mainly discusses remaining issues of the capability coordination procedure, and provide the corresponding observations and proposals.
Discussion
According to the conclusion of the last RAN2 meeting, the capability coordination between source node and target node is needed, so it is required to consider what negotiation mechanism should be specified. A simple method is reusing the EN-DC mechanism, although for DAPS only a small mount of PUSCH transmission of the source cell is allowed in parallel with PUSCH transmission of the target cell, but those parameters are already there, and maxSCH-TB-BitsUL and maxSCH-TB-BitsDL are mandatory. Therefore, reusing EN-DC mechanism is simplest. Same logical is also applied to PowerCoordinationInfo IE.
Accordingly, some information such as scg-ConfigRestrictInfo and PowerCoordinationInfo can be introduced into an inter-node message, i.e, the above two IEs can be added to the AS-config IE in HandoverPreparationInformation message.
Proposal 1: The capability coordination reuses the EN-DC mechanism, i.e, introduce the two parameters of scg-ConfigRestrictInfo and PowerCoordinationInfo into the AS-config IE in HandoverPreparationInformation message.
In last RAN2 meeting, in case the radio configuration of source and target cell exceeds UE capability, the behavior of UE is not specified, but this conclusion may affect implementation of network side. In last RAN3 meeting, it was discussed whether to allow target node to reject a DAPS handover request based on the result of capability coordination, the reason is that if the target cell can’t ensure that its own configuration + the configuration of the source cell is less than the UE capability, it should trigger fallback to legacy handover firstly, so that the RRC re-establishment behavior can be avoided.
Therefore, if the behavior of UE is uncertain, e.g, possibly automatically fallback to legacy handover, is it also necessary for the network side to specify such behavior?
Observation 1：If behavior of UE is uncertain, e.g, possibly automatically fallback to legacy handover, the constraint behavior at the network side also seem to be unnecessary.
On the other hand, now that the capability coordination mechanism is allowed for DAPS HO, it is also natural for all the network nodes supporting DAPS to support such feature, and if so, the network side can ensure to prioritize the fallback to legacy handover if the capability coordination fails, instead of having the risk of RRC connection re-establishment. Therefore, such an mechanism can completely avoid the issue that UE doesn’t know whether network uses capability coordination, that is, it reduces a lot of uncertainty.
Proposal 2: As long as the UE capability is exceeded, the UE should re-establish connection regardless of whether the network uses the capability coordination, and the network side should ensure to prioritize the fallback to legacy handover if the capability coordination fails.
According to the last email discussion [2], many companies expressed views that in DAPS HO, for the DRB configured with DAPS, its requirement for interruption delay is higher than that for throughput, then it should be allowed for the source cell or target cell to actively reduce its transmission rate during the DAPS HO. For example, in extreme case only the source PCell and the target PCell are allowed for the DAPS HO, and after the DAPS HO, the target cell can quickly reconfigure the corresponding radio bearers to reach maximum transmission rate. Therefore, for RRC configuration from the source cell and the target cell, it is preferable to use two RRC messages to complete change of configuration, and in this way, the standard modification is not required, and the service requirement for DAPS can also be met.
Proposal 3：DAPS HO supports having two RRC messages respectively containing configuration from source cell and target cell.
Proposals
According to the analysis in section 2, we have the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: The capability coordination reuses the EN-DC mechanism, i.e, introduce the two parameters of scg-ConfigRestrictInfo and PowerCoordinationInfo into the AS-config in HandoverPreparationInformation message.
Observation 1：If behavior of UE is uncertain, e.g, possibly automatically return to legacy handover, the constraint behavior at the network side also seem to be unnecessary.
Proposal 2: As long as the UE capability is exceeded, the UE should re-establish connection regardless of whether the network uses the capability coordination, and the network side should ensure to prioritize the fallback to legacy handover if the capability coordination fails.
Proposal 3：DAPS HO supports having two RRC messages respectively containing configuration from source cell and target cell.
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