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1 Introduction
The objective of this email discussion is to resolve the open issues for the mobility enhancement solutions. The deadline of this email discussion is Tuesday, 2016-11-01, 23:59 Pacific Time.
2 Discussion
2.1 Issue 1: Trigger condition of stopping T304 (make-before-break) 
According to the legacy handover procedure, the expiry of T304 which is stopped “if MAC successfully completes the random access procedure” is used to detect the handover failure [3]. During the discussion of RAN2#95bis meeting, companies consider that the UL grant configured in the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobiityControlInfo should be autonomously released by the UE after the UE sends the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message to the eNB, as the intention of the configured UL grant in RRC is to allow UE directly send PUSCH to the target cell(s) during handover without performing RACH procedure (i.e. RACH-less). After the UE release of the UL grant, the network can reallocate the UL resources to other UEs. Thus the resource efficiency can be improved. On the other hand, the successful transmission of the PUSCH to the target cell(s) in the RACH-less solution can be considered as the handover success to stop T304. As such, RAN2 made the following agreements:
	· The UE should release the UL grant indicated by RRC when T304 stops. The trigger condition to stop T304 should be identified via email discussion.


As RAN2 already agreed that the RACH-less solution supports also SCG change and there is not RRC message sent via SCG during SCG change, we consider to use the “first PUSCH” instead of the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message for the trigger condition(s) of stopping T304, so as to unify the trigger conditions for both SCG change (i.e. StopT307) and handover (i.e. StopT304). According to the discussions and papers raised for the RACH-less solution [1][2][4][5], we could have the following options to stop T304:
· Option 1: Initiating the first PUSCH transmission
· Option 2: Receiving the ACK of the first PUSCH

· Option 2.1: Receiving the HARQ ACK of the first PUSCH

· Option 2.2: Receiving the RLC ACK of the first PUSCH

· Option 2.3: RRC ACK signaling from the target cell(s) to the UE indicating the successful reception of the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message (or the first PUSCH in SCG change)

· Option 3: Receiving a unicast PDSCH/PDCCH from the target cell(s)
· Option 4: The expiry of a timer after which the pre-allocated periodic UL grant is implicitly released.
· Option 4.1: The timer is started upon receiving the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message including mobilityControlInfo

· Option 4.2: The timer is started upon transmitting the first PUSCH

Companies are invited to provide their views on the Options listed above.
	Company
	Preferred Option(s)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 2.1
	The release of the UL grant should be aligned between the eNB and the UE. Option 1 may cause the RLF as the PUSCH may not be received by the target eNB. Option 3 may cause the too-early release of the UL grant which causes that the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message is unable to be sent via the UL grant of RRC, as the target eNB can anyway blindly send the downlink PDCCH/PDSCH without receiving the first PUSCH. Option 4 may cause the misalignment of the UL grant release, as the target eNB cannot know the exact timing when the UE start the timer. Option 2.2 is not applicable for SCG, as SCG change does not have RRC message to the target SCG and could only have RLC UM mode which does not have RLC ACK. Option 2.3 requires defining a new RRC message which is a little bit slow for releasing the UL grant, and the current running CR already allows using the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message to release the UL grant. Option 2.1 is preferred, as the legacy UL grant is received/released in MAC, there is no cross layer-design for releasing the UL grant, compared with Option 2.2/2.3.

	HW
	Option 2.1
	Agree with ZTE. HARQ ACK is suitable to trigger stopping T304 and releasing UL grant.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	In current LTE HO, T304 is stopped when RACH is complete which happens when RAR is received under the non-contention based procedure. We should try to align with the legacy criteria. It is true that RLF can happen due to failure of uplink transmission but this is also the case with legacy handover.

	HTC
	Option 2.1
	We agree with ZTE that HARQ ACK is suitable to trigger stopping T304 and releasing UL grant.

	Intel
	Option 2 or/and option 3
	Option 1 actually doesn’t align with current HO procedure. The first initial PUSCH transmission doesn’t mean the target eNB receives the RRCReconfigurationComplete message.

Therefore, the release of the UL grant should be either after the UE receives downlink data from target, ACK or explicit ACK from target if target doesn’t have data to the UE. Finally, if 304 expires, the UL grant should also be released.

	Samsung
	Option 3
	If we want to avoid large specificartion impact, then we should try to re-use as much as possible building blocks from the current specification. The TS 36.331 specification relies upon the indication of "successful completion of the contention resolution". In turn, TS 36.321 sub-clause 5.1.5 defines criteria of what the successful contention resolution means. It is reception of the DL message, either addressed by the C-RNTI or Temporary C-RNTI on PDCCH. Since the UE C-RNTI is already known to the target eNB, we anticipate that we can try to reuse existing rules for the successful contention resolution. We are still checking it. 

	ETRI
	Option 3
	We agree with Samsung. We prefer to align with existing rules for the successful contention resolution.

	Nokia
	Option 2 (2.1) or Option 3
	We share similar understanding as Intel. Option 1 does not seem to provide reliability and we believe there must be a DL reception from the target eNB (either ACK or unicast PDCCH/PDSCH)

	Ericsson
	Option 2 (2.1) or 3 and option 4
	There should be a confirmation from the target eNB that it has successfully received the PUSCH transmission.

There is also a need for a timer, as in option 4, to determine for how long the UL grants are valid in the target cell at the RACH-less HO (for cases where the UL grant based PUSCH transmissions are not successful). The timer however needs to be aligned on the target eNB and UE side, which is not the case in 4.1 and 4.2 since the target eNB does not know the point in time those occur.

	LGE
	Option 1
	We have same view as Qualcomm. According to current specification, T304 is stopped “if MAC successfully completes the random access procedure” after submitting the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message to lower layers for transmission. Option 1 can be aligned with legacy HO mechanism. Although the first initial transmission does not mean that target eNB receives the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message, it is also case with legacy handover.


2.2 Issue 2: Initial PUSCH power offset (RACH-less)
According to the discussion in the RAN2#95bis meeting [6], companies proposed to introduce the TPC in the UL grant indicated in the RRC message, as they consider that the initial PUSCH power offset as configured in the current RRCConnectionReconfiguration message may not be sufficient. Thus RAN2 made the following agreements to double check the value range of the initial PUSCH power offset. 
	· If the initial PUSCH power offset is not sufficient, may consider to introduce TPC in RRC UL grant similar to RACH Response UL grant. Whether initial PUSCH power offset is sufficient can be discussed in email discussion.


According to the current 36.331 [3], the initial PUSCH power offset are configured according to both UplinkPowerControlCommon and UplinkPowerControlDedicated which are quoted and highlighted as follows:

	UplinkPowerControlCommon ::=

SEQUENCE {


p0-NominalPUSCH





INTEGER (-126..24),

alpha







Alpha-r12,


p0-NominalPUCCH





INTEGER (-127..-96),


deltaFList-PUCCH




DeltaFList-PUCCH,


deltaPreambleMsg3




INTEGER (-1..6)

}
UplinkPowerControlDedicated ::=

SEQUENCE {


p0-UE-PUSCH






INTEGER (-8..7),

deltaMCS-Enabled




ENUMERATED {en0, en1},


accumulationEnabled




BOOLEAN,


p0-UE-PUCCH






INTEGER (-8..7),


pSRS-Offset






INTEGER (0..15),


filterCoefficient




FilterCoefficient




DEFAULT fc4

}


As quoted above, the value range (p0-NominalPUSCH (in dBm) + p0-UE-PUSCH (in dB)) for the initial PUSCH power offset should be sufficient. 
Question 1: Is the initial PUSCH power offset configured in the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message sufficient?
Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 1.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	The value range of (-134..31) should be sufficient.

	HW
	Yes
	The TPC command is used to adjust the uplink PUSCH power during the closed loop power control. However the power offset configured in the RRC message is for the initial uplink transmission. From that point of view, the TPC command in UL grant in RRC message is not necessary.

	Qualcomm
	No
	It is better to err on the side of allowing higher power as insufficient power will be the main cause of additional latency and failure with RACH-less handover since power ramping is not in place anymore. Here, the dedicated offset may not be sufficient. The TPC is already in the RAR. Agree that the interpretation of TPC is different now but this is minor considering all the changes we are making.

	HTC
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	It seems to be sufficient. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	It seems to be sufficient. According to the RRC signalling it seems that the network can provide an additional delta of up to 7dB, which should be sufficient.

	ETRI
	No?
	We need more input from RAN1/RAN4.

	Nokia 
	Yes
	The target cell may not have any better/more reliable information how to adjust TPC. The range of power offset is sufficient.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree that the initial power offset seems to be sufficient.

	LGE
	No
	Value range seems sufficient, but we do not know how to set a suitable value of TPC in order to adjust initial PUSCH power since there is no uplink signal before applying TPC command.


2.3 Issue 3: avoid RACH for a target STAG (RACH-less)

According to the current running 36.331 CR, the NTA = 0 or NTA of a source TAG is only applied for the target PTAG/PSTAG. However a target STAG can also use the RACH-less solution to avoid the RACH procedure. According the running 36.331 CR, the configured UL grant is only from the PCell/PSCell. Then applying RACH-less for a STAG does not save any interruption time for handover/SCG change, as SCell are deactivated. But applying RACH-less for a STAG can have some benefits of saving signaling overheads used for the RACH or Timing Advance Command MAC CE while activating a SCell of SCG.
Question 2: Should RAN2 allow avoiding the RACH procedure for a target STAG during RACH-less handover?

Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 2.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	No?
	The objective of the work item is to save interruption time. Saving signaling seems not so urgent for this work item.

	HW
	
	Have no strong opinion. If this question has no impact on handover interruption maybe we don’t need to decide it in this WI.

	Qualcomm
	No
	This is not part of Mobility Enhancements and the benefit is marginal.

	HTC
	No
	This is not part of the WI.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with ZTE and QC

	Samsung
	
	We see the reasoning behind this proposal: apply the RACH-less principle while activating the SCell. It should be noted that the premise idea of this WI has been to reduce the handover interruption time whereupon only PCell is active as SCells are anyway de-activated. From that perspective, to avoid unnecessary over-complications of the system our preliminary answer is “No”. Nevertheless, if it turns out that the final impact is very marginal and/or this enhancement turns out to be beneficial also for SCells, then we would be open to look at it.

	ETRI
	No
	Agree with ZTE and QC.

	Nokia
	No
	We agree with most of the companies which expressed their view so far. The primary goal of this WI was to minimize the interruption duration, not to optimize the signaling for CA/DC scenario.

	Ericsson
	No
	Not needed now. This could be considered for a later release if deemed necessary.

	LGE
	No
	We agree with most of companies that this is not part of the WI.


2.4 Issue 4: reusing NTA of a source TAG for a target PTAG (RACH-less)
According to the current specification, the UE could be configured with 8 TAGs:

· 4 MCG TAG(s) including: 1 PTAG + 3 MCG STAG(s)

· 4 SCG TAG(s) including: 1 PSTAG + 3 SCG STAG(s)

While reusing an NTA of the source TAG for the target cells during handover/SCG, a target TAG (including PTAG/PSTAG) can actually reuse the NTA of any source TAG (including PTAG/PSTAG/STAG). The following Options are only for the target PTAG, as we can reuse the same rules of PTAG also for the target PSTAG. If RAN2 allows avoiding RACH for a target STAG (as raised in Issue 3), the same rules can also be applied for a target STAG.
· Option 1: reusing NTA of a source PTAG for a target PTAG

· Option 2: reusing NTA of a source PSTAG for a target PTAG

· Option 3: reusing NTA of a source STAG (from either MCG or SCG) for a target PTAG

Companies are invited to provide their views on the Options listed above.
	Company
	Preferred Option(s)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 1 only?
	The current running CR only allows Option 1. But Option 2/3 are actually valid scenarios during handover. For example, releasing the PCell for a CA UE with multiple TAGs leads to an SCell being reconfigured as a PCell.

	HW
	All of Options
	Reusing NTA in Option 2 and Option 3 also does not require UE to calculate the TA and the signaling complexity in the current running CR will be not increased.

	Qualcomm
	All
	Agree that each option is applicable to valid handover scenarios.

	HTC
	All
	All options are valid

	Intel
	Option 1
	For simplicity, we should consider only PTAG. Otherwise we will need to signal which tag which is more complex. 

	Samsung
	
	For the sake of simplicity, we would consider Option 1 as a baseline, i.e. a UE just takes what it has on its current PCell and applies it to the target PCell. It basically follows the previous conclusion from RAN1 and RAN4 that the practical applicability of this feature most likely will be only intra-frequency handover between cells belonging to the same eNB.

	ETRI
	Option 1
	We agree with Intel.

	Nokia
	All Options
	Technically all options could work: TA is already determined for PTAG/PSTAG/STAG and would not require additional UE or eNB measurements. However, it may contradict with the current agreement to apply RACH-less only when TAs are the same or TA=0.

	Ericsson
	All Options
	All options could be applicable. One could consider the case where the target PCell is a source STAG/PSTAG cell for the UE. The TA value would then already be known by the target eNB, which thus should have the option to include a specific TA value in the HO Command message.


2.5 Issue 5: HARQ Re-transmission in configured UL grant (RACH-less)

According to the discussion in the latency reduction WI, as the UL HARQ is synchronous, the HARQ retransmission could occur at the configured UL grant while the SPS interval is less than 10ms. However the legacy configured UL grant does not allow re-transmission. The re-transmission of RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message could be dropped if the retransmission occurs in the configured UL grant as the example shown below, as the interval value of the RACH-less UL grant can be only (1/2/5/10) which is less than 10ms.
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One solution is to apply the same principle as used in the latency reduction WI, i.e. allow and prioritize non-adaptive retransmissions on RACH-less UL grant, to allow the retransmission of the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message in the subframe with a configured UL grant.

Question 3: Should non-adaptive retransmissions on RACH-less UL grant configured by RRC be allowed and prioritized as what RAN2 agreed for the short SPS interval less than 10ms, so as to allow the retransmission of the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message in the subframe with a configured UL grant?
Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 3.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	We should allow the retransmission of RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message in the configured UL grant, so as to ensure more reliable transmission of the RRC message.

	HW
	Yes
	Since in latency reduction WI RAN2 have recognized the problem and found out the solution for the case that the interval of periodic UL grant is smaller than 10ms, we can simply reuse the solution.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Yes, this will improve reliable transmission. Note that adaptive transmissions will still have higher priority when applicable.

	HTC
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE, HW and QC

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	ETRI
	Yes
	We agree with ZTE. However, we wonder how non-adaptive retransmissions can be operational with SPS interval of sf5 or sf10.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei’s remark. We should reuse the solution from Latency Reduction WI.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	For the sake of robustness, retransmissions of the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message should be allowed.


2.6 Issue 6: DTX detection error (RACH-less)
According to the discussion in the latency reduction WI, if the eNB does not know when/whether the UE transmits the PUSCH for a configured UL grant, the eNB could consider a PUSCH is transmitted and store the MAC PDU of the corresponding PUSCH in the HARQ buffer even though the UE did not transmit anything (DTX). This could result in the de-synchronization of the HARQ RV. For the RACH-less solution, although the target eNB configures the periodic UL grant for the UE, the target eNB does not know when the UE will start the PUSCH transmission at the configured UL grant. As such the DTX detection error could occur at the target eNB for the RACH-less solution.
Question 4: Does the eNB has the issue of DTX detection error (i.e. HARQ de-sync) which is caused by the uncertain transmission of the PUSCH transmission in the configured UL grant?
Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 4.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	As explained above, the eNB could store an un-decoded MAC PDU in the soft buffer which is actually not transmitted by the UE. Due to the UL sync HARQ, the HARQ RV could be de-synchronized.

	HW
	Yes
	The periodic UL grant in RRC message for RACH-les solution is similar with the case discussed in the latency reduction WI, so the same issue exists for RACH-less handover.

	Qualcomm
	No
	For latency reduction, the agreement was that eNB implementation should consider different RV options for decoding. In addition, the eNB can use HARQ feedback as stated in Q5.

	Intel
	No
	During the latency reduction WI, it was discussed that the eNB may have the DTX detection error and an LS was sent to RAN1. However, the reply LS from RAN1 (R2-164657) indicated that the problem is not severe and can be taken care by eNB.

	Samsung
	
	The most important thing is not the answer to the question, “yes/no”, but rather what companies have already agreed for a similar case in the latency reduction WI. If it can be handled by eNB, then the same principle can be taken.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We share what has been expressed by Huawei and believe HARQ de-sync can occur in this case.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The issue can occur and we need to clarify the UE behavior for retransmissions on a configured grant. We assume that adaptive retransmissions follow legacy behavior.


If the answer to Question 4 is “Yes”, companies are invited to provide the solution(s) to resolve the issue of the UL HARQ de-sync. One option is to reuse the solution as agreed for the latency reduction WI.

Question 5: If the answer to Question 4 is “Yes”, should RAN2 apply the same solution as used for the latency reduction WI? The solution of resolving the DTX detection error is summarized as follows:

· The eNB always sends HARQ feedback for the configured UL grant even without receiving any PUSCH

· The non-adaptive retransmissions are done based on RV0.

Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 5. Other solutions are not excluded for this email discussion.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Reusing the same solution as agreed for latency reduction WI seems to be a simple way.

	HW
	Yes
	As explained in Question 4, we can reused the solution agreed in latency reduction WI.

	Qualcomm
	?
	The above was not adopted for latency reduction.

	Intel
	?
	The solution summarized above was not adopted for latency reduction.

The reply LS from RAN1 (R2-164657) indicated that “RAN1’s understanding is that an eNodeB trying all hypothesis in combining the (re)transmissions can avoid any ambiguity without any increase in the number of required decodes even if RV is not fixed. On the other hand, fixing RV to 0 allows for simpler eNodeB receiver implementation with limited number of hypothesis.”

So we do not think retransmission based on fixed RV0 is required because “simpler eNodeB receiver implementation” alone should not be the defining criterion. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	In our understanding the solution used in Latency Reduction WI can be applicable also here.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	In our understanding the same motivation to use RV=0 exists in these cases.


2.7 Issue 7: Inter-frequency support of the make-before-break solution (make-before-break)
According to the agreement made for the MBB (make-before-break) solution, MBB is supported for the intra-frequency HO/SCG change. However it is still FFS if inter-frequency should be supported for MBB
Question 6: Can inter-frequency MBB be optionally supported by the UE?

Companies are invited to provide their answer/views on the above Question 6.
	Company
	Answer:

Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	The specification should not prevent the UE from supporting inter-frequency MBB.

	HW
	Yes
	The inter-frequency MBB can be optionally supported by the UE.

	Qualcomm
	Yes/No
	This should be concluded after the necessary RAN4 work.

	HTC
	Yes
	

	Intel
	No/Yes
	We may not need to support for this release. But if we do, we can re-use measurement gap without introducing new capability.

	Samsung
	Yes
	From the functional perspective, the specification should not prohibit from enabling this case (same conclusion as for RACH-less)

	ETRI
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No/Yes
	We share concerns expressed by Intel and QC. The answer is strongly related to the UE capabilities. E.g. support for the combination of RACH-less and MBB requires dual RX (PDCCH allocation for RACH-less). The generic solution requires RAN4 involvement which may not be already feasible in this WI/Release.

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	The primary objective is to complete the Work Item. We should ensure that there are no limitations to introduce this later on, if not possible in this release.

	LGE
	Maybe
	For optionally supporting inter-frequency MBB, existing measurement gap without introducing new capability can be re-used.


Here we assume that one capability bit is already introduced for the intra-frequency MBB support, as we consider the MBB support is anyway optional to the UE. If the answer to Question 6 is “Yes”, we could have the following two options for the UE to indicate its support of inter-frequency MBB. 
· Option 1: one extra capability bit for inter-frequency MBB
· Option 2: For inter-frequency handover /SCG change, the MBB solution is only supported while the interFreqNeedForGaps indication of the band of the target frequency is set to FALSE for the serving band or band combination. No extra capability bit is required, and interFreqNeedForGaps capability indication is reused to indicate the inter-frequency MBB support. 
For Option 1, one interpretation is that the UE can support the simultaneous reception of the PSS/SSS/CRS of the inter-frequency target cell, regardless of the band / band combination. According to the explanation given in [8], from the perspective of the UE, if the UE indicates that interFreqNeedForGaps is not required (i.e. FALSE) of Band_1 for a serving Band_2 and makeBeforeBreak is SUPPORTED, this means that while configuring the Make-Before-Break handover to the UE, the UE can support simultaneous reception of PDSCH from the source frequency (Band_1) and PSS/SSS/CRS from the target frequency (Band_2) without introducing interruption.

Companies are invited to provide their views on the Options listed above.
	Company
	Preferred Option(s) if answer to Question 6 is “Yes”
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 2
	As explained above, Option 2 does not require any extra UE RF capability, as the gap indication for inter-frequency is reused.

	HW
	Option 2
	The legacy non-gap measurement capability (i.e. interFreqNeedForGaps) can be reused for inter-frequency case. When the eNB decides whether to enable make-before-break solution in this case, it should check interFreqNeedForGaps and makeBeforeBreak.

	Qualcomm
	Option 3
	If inter-freq is supported, his should be per band combination just like most UE RF capabilities but this decision belongs to RAN4. RAN2 does not have the authority to conclude that a UE which does not require measurement gaps for a band combination can also perform inter-freq RACH-less handover.

	HTC
	Option 2
	It should be sufficient to reuse interFreqNeedForGaps for the serving band or band combination.

	Intel
	Option 2
	If agreed to support inter-frequency

	Samsung
	Option 1+
	To avoid complex capability signaling, one bit indicator is a good starting point. The concern with option 2 is that a UE capability to measure a particular band without gaps is not the same functionality that a UE needs to tune its RF receiver for further reception of PDCCH. In that sense we have a somewhat similar view as Qualcomm does. We are still checking it for further issues. 

	ETRI
	Option 2
	We agree with HW.

	Nokia
	No strong preference
	This is also something that should be consulted with/decided by RAN4.

	Ericsson
	No strong preference
	We first need to discuss if inter-frequency cases are supported for make-before-break handovers in this release.

	LGE
	Option 2
	It is sufficient to re-use interFreqNeedForGaps if agreed to support inter-frequency MBB.


3 Email discussion result
3.1 Summary
During the email discussion, 10 companies expressed their views on the remaining issues of mobility enhancement solutions. The summaries of companies’ feedbacks regarding the number of supporting companies for each option are listed as follows:
· Issue 1 Trigger condition of stopping T304
· Option 1 (2)

· Option 2.1 (6)

· Option 2.2 (1)

· Option 2.3 (1)

· Option 3 (5)

· Option 4 (1)
· Issue 2 Initial PUSCH power offset
· Sufficient (7)
· Not sufficient (2)
· No strong view (1) 

· Issue 3 avoid RACH for a target STAG

· Yes (0)

· No (7)

· No strong view (3) 
· Issue 4 reusing NTA of a source TAG for a target PTAG

· Option 1 (2)

· Option 2 (0)

· Option 3 (0)

· All options (5)
· No strong view (2)
· Issue 5 HARQ Re-transmission in configured UL grant
· Yes (9) 

· No (0)

· Issue 6 DTX detection error and RV0 for non-adaptive retransmission
· Yes (4)

· No (2)

· Check agreed CR(s) of latency reduction WI (1)

· Issue 7 Inter-frequency support of the make-before-break solution
· Issue 7.1: Support inter-frequency MBB
· Yes (5)

· No (0)

· No strong view (3)

· Ask RAN4 (2)

· Issue 7.2 capability signaling for inter-frequency MBB
· One bit (1)
· Reuse interFreqNeedForGaps indication (6)
· Indication per band combination (1)
· No strong preference (2)
· Ask RAN4 (2)

Based on the feedbacks provided above, the recommended way forward is given as follows:

Recommendation 1: Trigger condition of stopping T304 is upon receiving the HARQ ACK of the first PUSCH.
Recommendation 2: No need to introduce TPC command in the UL grant configured in RRC.
Recommendation 3: No need to avoid RACH for a target STAG
Recommendation 4: The NTA of any source TAG can be reused for the target PTAG/PSTAG.
Recommendation 5: Non-adaptive retransmissions on the UL grant configured by RRC are allowed and prioritized
Recommendation 6: From RAN2 specification, the inter-frequency MBB is not prohibited.
Recommendation 7: From RAN2 point of view, for inter-frequency handover /SCG change, the MBB solution is only supported while the interFreqNeedForGaps indication of the band of the target frequency is set to FALSE for the serving band or band combination. No extra capability bit is required, and interFreqNeedForGaps capability indication is reused to indicate the inter-frequency MBB support.
Recommendation 8: Send LS to RAN4 asking whether the support of inter-frequency MBB and whether reusing interFreqNeedForGaps is feasible.
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