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1 Introduction
During RAN2#107bis meeting，RAN2 have made the following working assumption regarding to RLC UM:
Working assumption 
1
RLC UM with PDCP SN number continuity is supported for DAPS. We do not attempt to make RLC UM lossless by introducing RLC AM mechanisms.

And during the email discussion(s) in RAN2#109e meeting, the open issues for RLC UM has been discussed and no consensus has been reached. In this contribution, we will discuss whether the PDCP status report should be supported for UL/DL RLC UM if DAPS is configured for the DRB.
2 Discussion
In the email discussion#11，companies share different views on the question that whether to support PDCP status report for UM DRBs during DAPS HO. 

For companies who support RLC UM PDCP status report, the main reason is that PDCP status report may avoid redundant DL transmission during DAPS HO. We also share same view on the benefit of PDCP status report, while RLC UM and RLC AM may carry totally different services. For RLC UM, the DRBs are usually configured for real-time services which are quite latency-sensitive, and the PDCP status report may bring extra latency. And the DL data transmission starting time may be delayed due to PDCP status report. 
Observation 1: PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs may bring extra latency.
Some companies may have the concern that target node may first deliver the data that has successfully transmitted by source node, which will cause additional delay for new DL data transmission at target side. This issue can be resolved by inter-node SN status update, there is no need to introduce extra latency caused by RLC UM PDCP status report.

On the other hand, RLM UM always configured without acknowledge/feedback, which means the retransmission is not supported with UM DRBs. And during RAN2#107bis meeting, we have made the working assumption that we do not attempt to make RLC UM lossless by introducing RLC AM mechanisms. Thus we do not see the necessary need to introduce such RLC AM mechanism, i.e. PDCP status report, for RLC UM DRBs.

Observation 2: RLC UM DRBs does not need to support RLC AM mechanism, i.e. PDCP status report.
Proposal: PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs is not supported for DAPS HO.
3 Conclusion
Based on the discussion in section 2 we have following observations:
Observation 1: PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs may bring extra latency.
Observation 2: RLC UM DRBs does not need to support RLC AM mechanism, i.e. PDCP status report.
Based on the observations, we propose: 

Proposal: PDCP status report for RLC UM DRBs is not supported for DAPS HO.
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