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1. Introduction
Last meeting, some agreements were achieved on DAPS handover. But there are still some open issues [1] to decide. This paper is to investigate them. The corresponding proposals are also provided. 
2. Discussion
In last meeting, the following issues are discussed: 

· Further discuss which option should be applied to standardize the DAPS indicator per DRB for NR
· Option 1:  Top-level indication + lists of DAPS DRB 
· Option 2:  Be included in DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List
· Option 3:  UE Context level indication + lists of DAPS DRB 
· Further discuss which option should be applied in DAPS HO response message
· Option 1：To carry more information in the DAPS HO response message, e.g, DAPS HO accepted, fallback to legacy HO
· Option 2:  Only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message
· Option 3：For DAPS HO, the response info per E-RAB / DRB should be considered 
· Further discuss the impact on E1 interface for DAPS HO.

2.1 Which option should be applied to standardize the DAPS indicator per DRB for NR? 
In last meeting, the following three options were listed: 
· Option 1:  Top-level indication + lists of DAPS DRB 
· Option 2:  Be included in DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List
· Option 3:  UE Context level indication + lists of DAPS DRB 

DAPS HO is per DRB, when gNB decodes this DRBs to QoS Flow Mapping Item IE, it will be straightforward for gNB to know the corresponding DRB ID is DAPS or not. If a top level list is added outside, it always requires gNB to check the top level list when it decodes the DRB. On the other hand, similar option 2 has been agreed for X2 case. 
Proposal 1): To select option 2, i.e., included in DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List, as the final solution. 

2.2 Which option should be applied in DAPS HO response message? 
· Option 1：To carry more information in the DAPS HO response message, e.g, DAPS HO accepted, fallback to legacy HO
· Option 2:  Only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message
· Option 3：For DAPS HO, the response info per E-RAB / DRB should be considered 

Option 2 is simple to know whether the DAPS HO is accepted or not. If DAPS HO is not accepted, while the HO ACK message is received, by default it means it falls back to legacy HO. No additional indication works for this situation. If Rel-17 should be considered, the IE can be designed as an extensible one. Option 3 requires the response per DRB, which may not be necessary. A high-level indicator is enough. 
Proposal 2): To select option 2, i.e., only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message, the IE can be extensible. 

2.3 impact on E1 interface for DAPS HO 

Firstly, there are impacts on E1 interface in the target side. Target CU-UP decides whether the requested DAPS HO can be accepted, so the indicator should be passed to CU-UP. 
Secondly, on the source side, the CU-UP should also know whether DAPS is finally accepted or not. The “DAPS accepted indicator” should also be passed to it by Bearer Context Modification procedure. 
Proposal 3): DAPS requested or accepted indicator should be included in the corresponding messages from CU-CP to CU-UP.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, the remaining issues on DAPS handover were further investigated. The following proposals are suggested to RAN3:
Proposal 1): To select option 2, i.e., included in DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List, as the final solution.
Proposal 2): To select option 2, i.e., only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” is carried in the handover response message, the IE can be extensible. 
Proposal 3): DAPS requested or accepted indicator should be included in the corresponding messages from CU-CP to CU-UP.
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