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1. Introduction
At RAN2 #107bis, the following solution agreements for the capability coordination of DAPS based handover is made[1]:
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.

With the above agreements, some issues are still not clear, e.g. which capabilities are coordination and how to coordinated, and the FFS if we specify fallback behaviour. In this contribution, we provide our views on the remaining issues on the FFS.
2. Discussion
As per the agreement of last meeting, if UE capabilities are exceeded, UE behaviour is unspecified. The agreement is not crystal clear to us. In our understanding, this agreements means that UE can UE shall/can not downgrade its configurations, i.e. UE can’t deactivate/release Scell(s) of the source eNB if not configured, and some implementation base behaviour can be applied. For example, the UE may perform the following behaviours prioritize the UL transmission towards the target/source if concurrent UL transmission are indicated by the UL grant in case maximum UL power exceeded, or just trigger RRC reconfiguration failure, i.e. finally initiate RRC re-establishment procedure
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, we think triggering connection re-establishment is not a good choice. It will increase the user plane data interruption remarkably even longer than legacy handover, which is opposite to the goal of introducing simultaneous connectivity based handover. 
Observation 1. Triggering RRC re-establishment directly would introduce even longer handover interruption, which should be avoided.

In addition, we think that with this unspecified behaviour, at least simultaneous DL reception from the source node and target node should be supported. For UL, UE can switch to one node when the UL grant indicate concurrent transmission. However, for the DL, as UE can’t predict concurrent DL data from source and target, if UE stop DL reception on one link, both DL scheduling and UL grant would be missed, which would impact the overall performance of DAPS based handover significantly, e.g. the loss of RRC signalling.

If the understanding is correct, there are cases that DL simultaneous reception is not able to be supported even with the unspecified UE behaviour. In this option, UE can fallback to handover procedure which requires single connectivity, e.g. legacy handover or Rel-14 make-before-break. UE releases the configuration of source eNB/gNB, and perform legacy handover using the target eNB/gNB configuration for DAPS purpose. For the network side, the behaviour is not impacted, i.e. source eNB/gNB still maintains the user plane protocol stack to the UE, and forwards data to the target eNB/gNB; target eNB/gNB establishment protocol stack as the DAPS configuration, and transmits the received data from the source eNB to the UE. From RF capability perspective, for UE capable of DAPS based handover, Rel-14 MBB can also be supported. For the case of fallback to Rel-14 MBB, UE releases source eNB/gNB upon initiating RACH to the target eNB/gNB using using the target eNB configuration for DAPS purpose. Similar to fallback to legacy handover, the network behaviour is not impacted by this fallback mechanism. In this option, 0ms interruption is not able to be achieved, but the interruption is much shorter than triggering RRC Re-establishment. 
Observation 2. By using fallback behavior when the configuration exceeds UE capabilities, the network behavior is not impacted. 
Proposal. When DAPS configuration exceeds UE capabilities, fallback behaviour should be supported and specified in RRC specifications.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss on the behaviour when DAPS configuration exceeds UE capabilities:
Observation 1. Triggering RRC re-establishment directly would introduce even longer handover interruption, which should be avoided.
Observation 2. By using fallback behavior when the configuration exceeds UE capabilities, the network behavior is not impacted. 
Proposal. When DAPS configuration exceeds UE capabilities, fallback behaviour should be supported and specified in RRC specifications.
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