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1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-03] during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:
	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-03] Email discussion/approval proposal 3 (high priority item) in R1-2001870 by 4/24 – Ralf (ATT)


The following was discussed and agreed during RAN1 #100bis-e within the scope of [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-03] “Email discussion/approval proposal 3 (high priority item) in R1-2001870” [1].
2 Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-03]
The following is the proposal in [1] for approval in this email discussion:
FL Proposal 3 (21-2a): 
Alt. 1: Delete FG 12-2a
Alt. 2:
	21-2a 21-4
	UL transmission cancellation
	Indicates support of cancelling UL transmission to the source cell
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	UL transmission cancellation is up to UE implementation
	Per BC for inter-frequency case, 

Per Band for intra-frequency case
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	
	Optional with capability signalling


· High priority

· Down-select between Alt. 1 and Alt. 2

Companies are asked to provide their views and comments in the following table.
Regarding the down-selection between Alt. 1 and Alt. 2:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	The UL dropping of the source cell transmission should be supported in all uplink power modes for DAPS (no power sharing, semi-static, and dynamic). Therefore, an essential feature for UL DAPS to be functional. This is quite different from the UL cancellation in URLLC and UL cancellation in MR-DC during dynamic power sharing mode. Therefore, we suggest no to separately define this feature.
It would be better if this feature is part of the basic feature set 21-1 description. So our preference would be ALT 1, but we would be also ok to describe the feature as part of 21-1 (or some other relevant capability).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The timeline for UL cancelation will be discussed in mobility enh AI. Basically, if the timeline is sufficient for UE, it is ok to not define the UE capability for canceling uplink to source cell. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We don’t think this capability is needed. If UE cannot support the baseline capability for dropping the UL transmissions, then device should not support DAPS at all. RAN2 has agreed that single TX UL transmission operation is supported and that no TDM pattern is configured. Hence the baseline assumption should be that all UE support at least the source cell transmission dropping.

	Qualcomm
	We support Alt.2. 

If the UE is required to drop the transmission to the source cell, it needs to dynamically track when to cancel the UL transmission to the source cell. Such UL cancellation should be UE capability. Furthermore, when UE reports single UL transmission, RAN2 made the following agreements in RAN2#107bis that it is up to UE to select transmission to either source or target:
Agreements for NR
1. We do not support TDM pattern. 
2. We leave it up to network implementation how to coordinate UL scheduling. 

3. For single UL transmission, we will not specify rules how UE handles which link to transmit if UL should be sent to both source and target.


	Ericsson
	This needs to be part of the baseline capability. The timeline for the cancellation should be defined so that all UEs can support cancellation.

	Apple
	As the UL cancellation scheme is not clear until now in this WI, we think the Alt 2 is safe way to move forward. 

	ZTE
	We support Alt 1. We agree that the cancellation (no matter we will specify an explicit timeline or not) is an essential feature for UL DAPS. 

	MTK
	We support Alt.2.


Based on the comments received so far, all but one company prefer to delete the feature group. Several, though, propose to include the capability in FG 21-1 or some other relevant capability.
	Company
	Can we agree Alt. 1 in FL Proposal 3 (21-2a), i.e., delete FG 12-2a? Please answer yes or no. If no, please provide a technical justification and a way forward in the comments section
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Samsung
	Yes
	Alt.1 is acceptable with capturing this component in FG 21-1

	Qualcomm
	No
	Please see our comment in the 2nd question.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes or No
	As we commented in ME AI, if the timeline is loose enough, there is no need to define UE capability. Otherwise, it is needed.

	MTK
	No
	Due to the more instantaneous control in FR2, it is helpful for UE to not support cancellation for some band combinations.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We think Huawei has pointed out a way forward: we should be flexible when defining the timeline


	Company
	Should FG 12-2a be captured as component of FG 21-1 or some other relevant capability? Please answer yes or no. If yes, please indicate in the comments section the FG.
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Samsung
	Yes
	To capture this as component of FG 21-1

	Qualcomm
	No
	Capturing in FG 21-1 does not seem correct since consequence of FG 21-1 is “The network cannot configure UE with DAPS HO”. We had agreements that 

Agreement:
· In RAN1 understanding, if UE indicates that it supports DAPS HO for a specific feature set, it implies (without additional capability signaling) that UE supports simultaneous reception of DL signals/channels in overlapping OFDM symbols for DAPS HO.
And from UL perspective, simultaneous UL or non-simultaneous UL is possible for DAPS HO. Hence, whether UE can’t perform cancellation should not impact to DAPS HO configuration. Furthermore, RAN2#107bis that it is up to UE to select transmission to either source or target:
Agreements for NR
1. We do not support TDM pattern. 
2. We leave it up to network implementation how to coordinate UL scheduling. 

3. For single UL transmission, we will not specify rules how UE handles which link to transmit if UL should be sent to both source and target.


	Huawei,HiSilicon
	No
	We agree that DAPS means UE is capable of simultaneous reception per the agreements.

Whether UE can cancel the uplink transmission primarily depend on the timeline defined. If the timeline is loose enough, there is no need to define UE capability.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are fine to capture this as one component of FG 21-1. 

If a UE only supports single UL transmission, the UE has to support cancellation no matter the UE wants to cancel which link. Thus, no need a separate capability for this feature. 

	MTK
	No
	Due to the more instantaneous control in FR2, it is helpful for UE to not support cancellation for some band combinations.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Assuming there is no capability indication, i.e. it is part of the basic component.

	Intel
	Yes
	The feature set description should contain all description for all relevant features as much as possible. This was not always done in Rel-15 due to complexity and lack of time, and one of the main motivations for having a separate TR 38.822 for feature list.

Having to rely on a TR to know what features need to be implemented at the UE should be avoided in the future. For this purpose, we suggest to capture this in some form. We also acknowledge if the requirements for the timeline is loose enough all UE should be able to support this, even so we believe there is value in describing the feature list.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


3 Conclusions

The email discussion was closed without consensus or agreement. 
4 References
[1] R1-2001870, Summary on UE features for NR mobility enhancements, Moderator (AT&T)
