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1 Introduction

The scope of the email discussion has been captured as followed:

	CB: # 14_Email_MobEnh_Common_PDCP_SN_Continuity_RLC-UM
-  PDCP SN Continuity for RLC-UM bearer is supported if DAPS HO configured for the bearer? (SS)

- Reset UL PDCP SNs at DAPS HO for RLC-UM bearers? Liaise RAN2? (E///)
(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202498


This contribution captures the email discussion.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
2008 rev in R3-202678 Agreed
2010 rev in R3-202679 Agreed
Propose to capture the following:
Conclusion on issue 3.2: RAN3 agree that the reset of PDCP SN/HFN for RLC-UM bearers at DAPS HO shall be performed for UL and DL. No TP nor LS is needed
3 Discussion
3.1 Stage-2 and stage-3 clarification
Discussion paper in R3-202007 and TPs in R3-202008/R3-202010 (stage-2) and R3-202009/R3-202011. Question 1: Do we need to clarify in stage-2 and stage-3 that PDCP SN Continuity for RLC-UM bearer is supported if DAPS HO configured for the bearer?
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No for stage-3. The current text applies to “each respective E-RAB for which PDCP SN and HFN status preservation applies” which is the case of DAPS HO RLC-UM bearers.
For stage-2 some clarification might be needed but this is RAN2 responsibility.

	INTEL
	I think the intention is to change from “may” to “is”, so stage-3 TPs are OK to us. 
For stage-2 TPs, “unless the RLC-UM bearers are not configured with DAPS Handover” is actually not true. Propose to change it as “unless configured with DAPS HO”.

	Samsung
	Yes. 

	Huawei
	Stage 3 seems not needed. OK to stage 2. Should be done by the group who added that sentence. 

	CATT
	Stage3 may not needed

	Qualcomm
	Should wait for RAN2 to decide on the issues raised in Questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 below regarding UL PDCP reset for RLC-UM bearers, and then determine the changes required for Stage 2 and Stage 3 documents that are under discussion here.  


3.2 Reset of UL PDCP SN/HFN for RLC-UM bearers
Discussion paper in R3-202365 and TPs in R3-202365/202366.
Question 2.1: Does UL PDCP continuity for RLC-UM bearers unnecessarily increase the UL interruption time during DAPS HO for these bearers?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes (see R3-202365 for details)

	INTEL
	Yes. 

	Samsung
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes


Question 2.2: Can UL PDCP SNs be reset at DAPS HO for RLC-UM bearers? PDCP continuity for DL is not questioned.
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes

	INTEL
	We understand the intention, but this seems to have significant impacts on RAN2 PDCP design, think this should be decided by RAN2 first, not RAN3.

	Samsung
	We have the same view as Intel.
And we worry that the RAN node should differently process the intra-node and the inter-node DAPS handover. In case of the intra-node inter-cell handover, it should be avoided that the UL PDCP SN is reset, but the DL PDCP SN is kept without the change of the AS key. If only the UL PDCP SN is reset and the AS key is not changed, the same PDCP SN with the same AS key may be used to secure different UL packets. In our understanding, it would cause the security problem.

	Huawei
	Similar comment above, the PDCP layer impact should be evaluated by RAN2 firstly. 



	CATT
	Agree with Intel

	Qualcomm
	Same view as Intel and Huawei, that it should be studied by RAN2 first. 


Question 2.3: If answer to question 2.2 above is yes, does RAN3 need to agree on the stage-2 TPs or liaise RAN2 about the decision, or both?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Both

	INTEL
	Should be RAN2 who decides.

	Samsung
	Should be RAN2 who decides.

	Huawei
	Agree above. And RAN3 stage 3 seems need to change also. Since currently, the UL PDPC SN status is M in SN status transfer message.

	CATT
	Agree above

	Qualcomm
	Should liaise RAN2 about the decision.


4 Conclusion, Recommendations

On issue 3.1 (Stage-2 and stage-3 clarification) it seems that there is no consensus on stage-3 clarifications (R3-202009/R3-202011). Stage-2 clarifications seem to be needed. But the text is owned by RAN2. After some checking with the rapporteur, it was clarified that the original text was added by RAN3, and can therefore be modified by RAN3.

Conclusion on issue 3.1: Agree revision of stage-2 TPs in R3-202678 and R3-202679

On issue 3.2 (Reset of UL PDCP SN/HFN for RLC-UM bearers) RAN3 acknowledges that UL PDCP continuity for RLC-UM bearers increases the UL interruption time during DAPS HO for these bearers, but the proposed changes in R3-202365/202366 are not desirable because of their impact on PDCP design. Also, RAN2 concluded earlier in the week that the previous agreement will not be reverted so no LS is needed.

Conclusion on issue 3.2: RAN3 agree that the reset of PDCP SN/HFN for RLC-UM bearers at DAPS HO shall be performed for UL and DL. No TP nor LS is needed
