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For the Chairman’s Notes
Agree stage-2 CR R3-211102
Agree stage-3 CR R3-211103
Discussions
· Stage-2 
Some discussion on whether containing the description on using UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message to not stop the transmission of any DRBs. 
	Ericsson 
	Stage-2:
NOTE:	In case of DAPS Handover, the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in step 5 may indicate to stop the data transmission only for the the DRBs not subject to DAPS handover.

	Intel 
	For stage-2, the merging seems to make the existing possibility lost (i.e. not indicate to stop the data transmission for the UE). Would it be OK to leave this possibility open as follows? BTW, there is a double “the”. 
In case of DAPS Handover, the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in step 5 may indicate to stop the data transmission only for the the DRBs not subject to DAPS handover, or may not indicate to stop at all.

	Samsung 
	  For stage-2, if we go to Julien’s version, it means that we need rely on DL RRC Message Transfer message to “not stop any DRB transmission”. Do we have such implication? Jaemin’s version below allows the possibility to use UE CONCTEXT MODEIFICATION REQUEST message to not stop any DRB. Anyway, I am open for either taste. It seems Jaemin’s version is better

	Ericsson
	I’m open to suggestion on how to merge these 2 sentences, but I’m not sure to understand your concern. In step 5, we say that the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST contains an information (an IE) asking the DU to stop data transmission for the UE. In the note we say that for DAPS, this IE may be present only for non-DAPS DRBs. If you do not receive this IE, of course transmission continues. I know this is not stage-3 but if possible we should also avoid specifying the absence of an IE. 

	Intel 
	Regarding stage-2, normally, you are right about handling absence of IE. However, here I think the situation is different. The legacy HO required step 5 to include stop indication. For DAPS HO, as source transmission should continue, we agreed not to send stop indication via step 5. So, such stage-2 description was necessary to make DAPS HO work (although absence of IE) at that time. This is the action we agreed for DAPS HO, and now we are adding another possible action. I think both actions should be described clearly, rather than implicitly implying the first action we agreed before (without saying anything).

	Samsung 
	To cover your concerns, we can separate two aspects in the NOTE, one is to stop transmission of non-DAPS bearers, and another one is to carry HO CMD only which can be applied for both UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message and DL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message, i.e., 
NOTE:      In case of DAPS Handover, for step 5, the gNB-CU may indicate to stop the data transmission only for the DRB(s) not subject to DAPS handover. Instead, either the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message or the DL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER message can be used to carry the handover command to the UE.

	Intel 
	[bookmark: _GoBack]NOTE:	In case of DAPS Handover, the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message in step 5 may indicate to stop the data transmission only for the DRB(s) not subject to DAPS Handover or may not indicate to stop the data transmission at all. Instead, the DL RRC Message Transfer procedure can be used to carry the handover command to the UE.



· Stage-3
There are some discussions on two options, 1) define new DRB list to stop transmission, and 2) add new indication under DRB to Be Modified List. 
	Ericsson 
	For stage-3, I’ve got some thoughts about new IE vs existing IE: Can’t we reuse the UL Configuration IE? If put to “no-data", the DU will stop scheduling the UE. But even if we go for a new IE, this should be put in the existing DRB list structure i.e. DRB to Be Modified List.

	Samsung 
	 For stage-3, it may not be a good idea to reuse “UL Configuration IE” since this IE has other purpose, i.e., indicate the UL transmission configuration. Here, we want to indicate the DL transmission of some DRBs. New IE is more clean. 
       While for putting an new IE under the “DRB to Be Modified List”, it is workable as well. However, this may introduce more signaling overhead when configuring, i.e., for each DRB not subject to DAPS handover, the IE should be DRB ID + an stop indication (1bit). @Julien, I am open for your suggestion. However, before that, do you foresee any additional benefit if we use an additional indication under “DRB to Be Modified List”?  

	Ericsson
	Such overhead is not an issue over F1. Therefore I prefer to use the existing structure and not complexify the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message with a new list. The “DRB to be modified” list is there to signal any action to be taken by the DU for a given DRB. Stopping the transmission is such action.


Finally, we go for option 2. 
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