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1. Introduction
This document presents the summary of email discussion/approval [103-e-NR-UEFeatures-MobEnh-01] during RAN1 #103-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:
	[103-e-NR-UEFeatures-MobEnh-01] Email discussion/approval for remaining issues on UE features for NR mobility enhancements, till 10/30 – Ralf (AT&T)
· Issue #4 in R1-2008871 on capability split between source and target cell for DAPS


[bookmark: _GoBack]The following was discussed during RAN1 #103-e within the scope of [103-e-NR-UEFeatures-MobEnh-01]. All proposals are based on the latest RAN1 UE features list for Rel-16 NR in [1].
1. Summary of email discussion/approval [103-e-NR-UEFeatures-MobEnh-01]
In [2] it is noted that some capabilities such as CSI-RS-forTracking, and CSI-RS-IM-receptionForFeedback are per CC capabilities and not shared between source and target cells. Therefore, it is proposed in [2] to clarify whether the PDCCH monitoring capability is also a capability that is not shared between source and target cell.

Proposal: 
· Per CC UE capabilities, including the number of monitored PDCCH candidates and the total number of non-overlapped CCEs, are not to be shared between source and target cells, which means a “duplicated capability”. That is, if UE reports intra-freq DAPS for an FS, it means UE can do 2x of reported capability: 1x for source and 1x for target.
· The capabilities which are reported per band (Ex. codebookParameters - maxNumberResourcesPerBand), per band combination (Ex. csi-RS-IM-ReceptionForFeedbackPerBandComb) or across all CC (Ex. csi-RS-ForTracking- maxConfiguredResourceSetsAllCC) should be shared (split) between source and target NR cells. If 2x of a reported per CC capability exceeds the UE reported capability across all CC, then UE only has to support up to the UE reported capability across all CC.

Companies are invited to express their views in the table below.
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Ericsson
	Support

	Huawei/HiSi
	The first bullet is what we have supposed so agreeable. 
The second bullet per band or per BC capability is supposed to be shared (split) between source and target. One thing unclear is whether or when UE reports a capability that is per CC. In our understanding, for csi-RS-ForTracking reported per band, the component parameter e.g, maxSimultaneousResourceSetsPerCC, maxConfiguredResourceSetsPerCC is the max number supported per CC, but the capability is still reported per band, so there is no case that 2x of a reported per CC capability exceeds the UE reported capability across all CC. Not sure the intention of the last sentence of the second bullet. 

	Qualcomm
	We do not see the proposal is needed since RAN1 already provided view in LS to RAN1 (R1-1913581). The LS should be clear enough for RAN2 to complete signalling design. We would like to know what additional aspects/changes that the proposals will add to UE features in RAN1.

	Samsung
	Same view with QC

	ZTE
	For the first bullet, we guess it is about whether the source cell and the target cell can use the same feature in a FSperCC when intra-frequency DAPS is supported. This issue is being discussed in RAN2. For the second bullet, we guess it is the common understanding in RAN2. Thus, we do not see the need of the proposal. 

	MTK
	@Huawei: For the second bullet in the Proposal, we try to clarify with an example: In 38.306 g20, we have
· csi-RS-ForTracking
· maxConfiguredResourceSetsPerCC : It is mandated to report at least 8 for FR1 and 16 for FR2;
· maxConfiguredResourceSetsAllCC : The UE is mandated to report at least 16 for FR1 and 32 for FR2
If UE reports maxConfiguredResourceSetsPerCC to be 10 and maxConfiguredResourceSetsAllCC to be 16, then 2x maxConfiguredResourceSetsPerCC of exceeds maxConfiguredResourceSetsAllCC (2*10 > 16).
@QC & Samsung:
In the RAN4 reply LS (R4-1915781) to RAN2, RAN4 says that:
· From RAN4’s view, any UE baseband and RF capability that is per CC, per band, per band combination, or per band of band combination need to be shared between source gNB/eNB part and target gNB/eNB part of the UE.
In the RAN1 reply LS (R1-1913581) to RAN2, RAN1 says that:
· UE capability information that is indicated per CC is assumed to be not split between source and target cells
Therefore, RAN1 and RAN4 have conflict views and we see the need to clarify the understanding and send an LS to RAN2/RAN4 if necessary.
Also, according to previous RAN1 LS (R1-1913581), it may imply if UE supports to receive one PDSCH per CC, then UE has to support receiving two PDSCHs in the same CC for DAPS HO. We want to clarify whether this is common understanding.
@ZTE:
For the first bullet, there was an LS from RAN2 (R2-1913999) to RAN1/RAN4 to query:
· RAN2 need to identify which UE capabilities need to be shared between source gNB/eNB and target gNB/eNB and which UE capabilities are needed for DAPS HO
and there was conflict message from RAN1/RAN4 as our reply above to QC & Samsung, that’s the reason we bring up the first bullet.
For the second bullet, if it is a common understanding, we would suggest to draw a conclusion in RAN1 to avoid misunderstanding between companies.

	Nokia, NSB
	We tend to agree with Qualcomm that RAN1 has already provided our views, and in case RAN2 identifies a conflict with information provided by RAN4 that requires resolution outside RAN2, they are free to ask us for further clarifications, which they have not done yet. Moreover, it is very unclear what the outcome of this discussion would be. Is the intention to modify current UE features, modify specifications to match the interpretations above, volunteer another LS to RAN2 with more clarifications on RAN1’s positions?
In short, we don’t think further discussion is needed on this topic at the moment.

	Apple
	For the first bullet in the Proposal,  FS per CC capability is still discussing in RAN2, i.e., duplicate or separately reporting the capability for target cell and source.  and the PDDCH candidate related capability is not included in FS per CC now, do we want to introduce it in the capability?  I remember we remove the capability of pdcch-BlindDetectionMCG1-UE,  why we take  it back in another way. It’s natural DAPS at least support 2CC, due to DC structure applied.
For the second bullet in the Proposal, “the answer to @ Huawei”, this is not the issue of DAPS, it’s network configuration issue. For the per CC capability interpretation from RAN1 and RAN4, it  seems not aligned,  I assume  there is no issue found in RAN2, otherwise another LS will be sent to RAN1. 
So in short, we don’t see the proposal is really necessary.

	MTK2
	Since companies think that RAN1’s view is already clear from previous LS, we can accept to end the discussion with no further action. To our understanding, our proposal is to make previous statements in RAN1 LS (R1-1913581) more clear, but it’s fine to stick to what we have. We can further discuss this issue if RAN2 raises concern about the RAN1/RAN4 LS conflict we mentioned before.
@Apple:
RAN1 removed the capability of pdcch-BlindDetectionMCG1-UE  because there would be no CA for DAPS HO. However, for intra-frequency DAPS-HO, we have two cells (source and target) in the same CC (which is different from CA), and that’s the reason we raise this again. 



1. Conclusion
After further discussion on the RAN1 email reflector, the email discussion/approval concluded without new agreements. 
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