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1 Introduction

CB: # 65_MBSmobility_AOB

- collect comments and summarize on the above 3 topics: a) possible future support of MR-DC for NR MBS; b) support for CHO for NR MBS multicast; c) need to exchange timing info between source and target to support reliable, low-latency mobility with MBS

(Len - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206914
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose to capture the following:

The discussion on CHO for MBS is deprioritized in R17.
Proposals in R3-206556 for Handover enhancements on reliable and low-latency NR MBS are deprioritized in R17.
3 Discussion

3.1 Session control signalling design - Dual Connectivity

As stated in [1], although Dual Connectivity aspects have been de-prioritized for Rel-17, the decision for MBS Session control design should take into account based on current MR-DC protocol functions for potential forward compatibility reasons in later releases. [1] propose to analyse - to a certain extent - possible impact of NR MBS to MR-DC (in later releases) when discussing the approach for UE Context related signalling for NR MBS.

Moderator thinks it related to MBS Session discussion in the agenda item 22.2.2.

Q1: Do companies agree to analyse possible impact of NR MBS to MR-DC (in later releases) when discussing the approach for UE Context related signalling for NR MBS?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Samsung
	Better not
	We need to focus on basic function in this release.

	CATT
	Neutral
	Out of the scope of the current WI, but technically reasonable (not much change on specs, and can be beneficial especially for broadcast).

	ZTE
	No
	As the agreement achieved in last meeting, we should first focus on standalone (i.e. non-MR-DC) scenarios. MR-DC could be discussed after the work flows of the standalone scenarios are clearly defined.

	Huawei
	No
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Foreseen impact of MR DC should be kept in mind when designing our basic protocol in order to allow later smooth backwards compatible addition of MR DC.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Nokia got our point, many thanks.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia


3.2 CHO for MBS

Conditional handover (CHO) is one of handover variants which was introduced in Rel-16. Different with the traditional handover, a Conditional Handover (CHO) is defined as a handover that is executed by the UE when one or more handover execution conditions are met. Rel-16 NR CHO enhancement was intended to improve handover reliability and reduce HO failure rate. Besides MBS services, the UE may have other on-going unicast services. It is not reasonable to restrict CHO usage. CHO should be used for NR MBS as proposed in [2]. [2] further proposes that Service continuity and lossless for MBS services should be supported during CHO.

Q2: Do companies agree to support CHO for MBS?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Samsung
	
	Existing unicast feature can be supported for PTP transmission. But for PTM transmission, it is not sure how to support CHO.

	CATT
	Yes
	Maybe after we have some conclusion on legacy HO procedure

	ZTE
	Not for now
	This issue can be discussed after the normal handover for MBS is clear. 

CHO can be supported if minor spec impacts is anticipated, e.g., CHO is a decoupled mechanism from the PDU Session or MBS Session, or which type of session is agnostic to the CHO mechanism. We will see if the allocated TU in current Release allows.

	Huawei
	Not for now
	Need to first discuss the basic HO procedures.

	Nokia
	Not for now
	Need to first discuss the basic HO procedures.

	Ericsson
	Not for now
	main work will need to start in RAN2, we should follow then. probably not in this release.

	Qualcomm
	Not for now
	Define basic handover procedure first.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	


Q3: Do companies that Service continuity and lossless for MBS services should be supported during CHO?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Samsung
	No
	Lossless can be supported for RLC-AM only.

	CATT
	Yes but maybe we could use minimizing data loss
	For the latter, it seems that the majority view is trying to “minimize data loss” for conventional HO. For CHO we think similar principle could be applied.

	ZTE
	No
	We suggest not to discuss data loss during CHO in this email discussion, since it is still uncertain whether or not lossless will be supported in normal handover and whether CHO should be supported in this release.

	Huawei
	Not for now
	Need to first discuss the basic HO procedures.

	Nokia
	Not for now
	Need to first discuss the basic HO procedures.

	Ericsson
	not for now
	

	Qualcomm
	Not for now
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Yes
	


3.3 Handover for reliable and low-latency NR MBS

In the contribution [3], a handover method to support reliable and low-latency NR multicast mobility is proposed. These proposals are summarized as follows:

· Proposal 1:  RAN3 Study exchanging between the sources and target gNBs a timing information about when the PDCP SN allocation and data forwarding will start or stop by the target and source gNBs. 

· Proposal 2: RAN3 discuss forwarding by the source gNB all MBS DL data or PDCP SDU received from UPF during UE switching time (i.e. the time agreed by the source and target gNBs to stop/start serving the UE) to the target gNB then to UE.
· Proposal 3: Study exchanging of the timing information about when the MBS data forwarding will start and stop by target/source gNBs to the UE via the source gNB.

· Proposal 4: Study exchanging of target gNB uplink timing advance and/or downlink timing information agreed between the source and target to the UE via the source gNB. 

· Proposal 5: Study forwarding by target gNB a copy of downlink data or PDCP SDU forwarded by source gNB during UE switching period immediately toward the UE without waiting to receive handover complete message. 

Q4: Companies are invited to provide views on the proposals on Handover for reliable and low-latency NR MBS.
	Company
	Potential agreeable proposal(s)
	Comment

	Samsung
	
	Maybe more clarification is needed about the scenarios. Is it only for PTP –> PTP mobility? For PTM transmission in target, it is difficult to ask a timing e.g.  about when the PDCP SN allocation starts,  for a particular UE. For PTP -> PTP, existing mobility can ensure lossless.

	CATT
	None
	For P1–4, there is no SYNC layer, and thus different gNB can deliver the same content at quite different time. Therefore timing information does not help much.

For P5, we prefer simple indicators than an entire user data packet.

	ZTE
	None
	We do not see the necessity or benefit to use the timing info to trigger the starting and stopping timing of data forwarding in target/source gNBs. Why the legacy mechanism cannot work?

	Huawei
	None
	We can wait until the data loss minimization discussion is finished first and then discussion whether anything more is needed to consider.

	Nokia
	FFS
	To be considered but same view as Huawei.

	Ericsson
	For Future Discussions
	But realistically not in Rel-17, I assume

	Qualcomm
	FFS in the future
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	FFS
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