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1		Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc449541143]This is to discuss the following CB: #13:
	[bookmark: _Hlk37861125]CB: # 13_Email_MobEnh_DAPS_X2XnE1 
-  DAPS indicator per-DRB:
opt1: Top-level indication + list of DAPS DRBs
opt2: Included in DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List (LG,HW,CATT,Intel)
opt3: UE ctxt level indication + list of DAPS DRBs
Add DAPS indicator in the Data Forwarding and Offloading Info from source NG-RAN node IE; a top-level indication can optionally be added? (E///)
-	info to be included in DAPS HO resp message:
opt1: Carry more information, e.g. DAPS HO accepted, fallback to legacy HO (HW,E///)
opt2: Only an indicator “DAPS HO accepted” (LG,CATT,Nok)
opt3: For DAPS HO, consider response info per E-RAB / DRB (ZTE,HW,CT,Intel)
2 codepoints for NR, 3 codepoints for LTE? (E///)
Source always proposes forwarding when requesting DAPS HO for a DRB? (Intel)
Do not consider Rel-14 MBB as a fallback option? (Intel)
-	E1 impacts:
Include DAPS requested/accepted indicator in E1AP messages from CU-CP to CU-UP? (LG,HW,CATT,Intel)
Desired Fallback proposal from target CU-CP to target CU-UP? (Intel)
- check company positions, amend as needed
- Should consider signaling extensibility; e.g. if it helps to reach an agreement, additional codepoints could be added later if needed (Chair)
- st2 aspects? (CATT,CMCC)
(Intel - moderator)
Summary of offline disc



[bookmark: _Hlk38614122]2	For the Chairman’s Notes
[bookmark: _Hlk38870409]Agreements to be captured:
Do not introduce one shot DAPS HO proposal from source. DAPS HO proposal is per E-RAB/DRB.
Tdocs up for agreement
TP for 36.423 BL CR, R3-202289 rev in R3-202715
[bookmark: _GoBack]TP for 38.423 BL CR, R3-202290 rev in R3-202716
To be continued:
Whether DAPS response in X2AP is per E-RAB or one shot for all requested E-RABs. If per E-RAB, encode under E-RABs Admitted List; if one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Whether DAPS response in XnAP is per DRB or one shot for all requested DRBs. If one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead. 
Whether to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP.
Whether CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects), or it should be CU-UP who makes decision.
3		Discussion
3.1	X2/Xn
The following summarized all the proposals and TPs from ZTE[1732-32], HW[2424-25], CATT[1943-44], CT[2181-82], Nokia[2252-53], Intel[2288-90], E///[2363-64], QC[1795].

Placement of DAPS Response Info IE in X2  
1. [bookmark: _Hlk38609753]under E-RABs Admitted List + per E-RAB (ZTE, Intel, CT) 
2. within HO REQ ACK + per E-RAB with a list (HW)
3. within HO REQ ACK + as one-shot response for all requested E-RABs (E///) 
Since it was already agreed to place the DAPS Request Info IE under E-RABs To Be Setup List, it is proposed to go with the first option, to be consistent and also following the majority. 
Proposal 1: Place DAPS Response Info IE in X2AP, under E-RABs Admitted List.
Question 1: Any objection to Proposal 1?
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	This is of lower importance, but there seem to be no scenario where the target out of e.g. 3 requested DAPS DRBs accepts 1, but not 2 other. So, likely, a single response in the HO REQ ACK will be enough now. If there is need for further differenciation in future, another per-DRB flag may be added then.

	CATT
	This response info was introduced to reflect the result of capability coordination for DAPS HO, but the capability coordination for DAPS HO is per UE not per E-RAB. Therefore, the option 3 is more suitable and also simple. 

	Huawei
	Well, a possible scenario of per DRB acknowdge could be no enough buffer for the user data subject to early data forwarding. The more DRBs are configured as DAPS HO, the bigger buffer size is foreseen in the target cell, which indicates the need of ack per DRB .

	Ericsson
	Agree with Nokia and CATT. Target PDCP buffer requirements do not change compare to DRBs with normal data forwarding (i.e. non-DAPS bearers). We also think that implementation may have to take into account many more complicate cases if the target is able to chose which DAPS bearers to accept or not. But to answer the question above, we will not object if there is a majority of company supporting option 1 or option 2

	China Telecom
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Agree with Proposal 1, DAPS HO is supported per E-RAB, so the response information should better be per E-RAB. 

	ZTE
	Agree with Proposal 1. The DAPS admission control at target node should be per E-RAB, hence some E-RABs are allowed to fallback, i.e. no early DF for them later.

	Qualcomm
	We think that a per DRB DAPS response is needed because, depending on the current traffic load the target node is handling, it may be able to support DAPS handover for only a subset of DRBs for which DAPS handover is requested by the source node. Option 1 seems fine in that regard.

	LGE
	Sligntly prefer to option 3. 

	Samsung
	We have similar view as Qualcom, So option 1 is preferred.

	Google
	Option 3 is slightly preferred for the current release.


[bookmark: _Hlk38614150]Q1 Summary
· Option 1 (5) : ZTE, Intel, China Telcom, Qualcomm, Samsung
· Option 2 (1) : Huawei
· Option 3 (5) : Nokia, CATT, Ericsson, LGE, Google
No clear majority. In fact, what we need to discuss is whether the response should be per DRB or one-shot response for all requested E-RABs, which is 6 vs 5.
Proposal 1: FFS whether DAPS response in X2AP is per E-RAB or one shot for all requested E-RABs. If per E-RAB, encode under E-RABs Admitted List; if one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Placement of DAPS Request Info IE in Xn  
1. under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List + per DRB (ZTE, Intel, HW, CATT, E///)
2. No need as RAN2 included DAPS indicator in the RadioBearerConfig IE contained in RRCReconfiguration message (CT)
Following majority, it is proposed to place DAPS Request Info IE under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List. 
Proposal 2: Place DAPS Request Info IE in XnAP, under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List.
Question 2: Any objection to Proposal 2?
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	As commented above: until a scenario where this is needed is presented, a single response in the HO REQ ACK seems plenty enough.

	CATT
	Agree with P2

	Huawei
	Agree with proposal 2. A possible scenario is clarified above.

	Ericsson
	My understanding is that this question is for the request, and the previous one for the response. That said, we agree with proposal 2.

	China Telecom
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Agree with proposal 2, the DAPS indicator per DRB for NR is already introduced by RAN2, there is no need to introduce duplicated information in handover request message.

	ZTE
	Agree with proposal 2, 

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Proposal 2.

	LGE
	Agree with proposal 2

	Samsung
	Agree with proposal 2


[bookmark: _Hlk38614168][bookmark: _Hlk38614177]Q2 Summary
· Option 1 (8) : ZTE, Intel, Huawei, CATT, E///, Qualcomm, LGE, Samsung
· Option 2 (1) : China Telecom
There is a clear majority to place DAPS Request Info IE in XnAP, under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List. Proposal 2 is up for agreement. 
Proposal 2: Place DAPS Request Info IE in XnAP, under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

One shot proposal from source for all E-RABs/DRBs to be set up   
It was proposed by E///[2363] to add the same DAPS Request Info IE in the top level of HO REQ message as for one shot proposal for all E-RABs/DRBs to be set up (and ignore per E-RAB/DRB level indication).
Question 3: Please provide comments for this one-shot proposal.
	Company
	Agree?
	Comments

	Nokia
	No
	For the HO REQ, RAN2 has decided to have per-DRB DAPS config and we shall follow that decision. Having another “global” flag will only confuse the logic.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Such ignalling is redundant. And per E-RAB/DRB level indication is enough.

	Huawei
	No
	Similar comments as above.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The proposal is to simplify an implementation who wants to always request DAPS HO for all the DRBs

	China Telecom
	No
	Similar comments as for Question 2.

	ZTE
	No
	Redundant

	Qualcomm 
	No
	Agree with Nokia on this; we should be consistent with RAN2’s agreement. 

	LGE
	No
	Per-DRB is enough

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Nokia’s comment.


[bookmark: _Hlk38614186]Q3 Summary
· Yes (1) : E///
· No (8) : Nokia, CATT, Huawei, China Telecom, ZTE, Qualcomm, LGE, Samsung
There is a clear majority not to introduce one shot proposal from source. 
Proposal 3: Do not introduce one shot DAPS HO proposal from source. DAPS HO proposal is per E-RAB/DRB.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Source always proposes DL forwarding when requesting DAPS HO for a DRB
It was clarified by Intel[2288] that a DL forwarding proposal shall not be an option that the source can decide as in classic HO. A DL forwarding tunnel is a must for a DAPS DRB. So, to make DAPS HO work flawlessly, Intel proposed to enhance the current descriptions in the HO preparation procedure such that the source always proposes DL forwarding when requesting DAPS HO for a DRB.
Question 4: Please provide comments for the TPs proposed in R3-202289 and R3-202290 below.
	For each E-RAB for which the source eNB proposes to do forwarding of downlink data, the source eNB shall include the DL Forwarding IE within the E-RABs To be Setup Item IE of the HANDOVER REQUEST message. The source eNB shall include the DL Forwarding IE if it requests a DAPS handover for that E-RAB. For each E-RAB that it has decided to admit, the target eNB may include the DL GTP Tunnel Endpoint IE within the E-RABs Admitted Item IE of the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message to indicate that it accepts the proposed forwarding of downlink data for this bearer. This GTP tunnel endpoint may be different from the corresponding GTP tunnel endpoint, i.e. the information contained in the Transport Layer address IE and GTP TEID IE in the E-RAB To Be Switched in Downlink List IE of the PATH SWITCH REQUEST message (see TS 36.413 [4]) depending on implementation choice.

	For each QoS flow for which the source NG-RAN node proposes to perform forwarding of downlink data, the source NG-RAN node shall include the DL Forwarding IE set to "DL forwarding proposed" within the Data Forwarding and Offloading Info from source NG-RAN node IE in the PDU Session Resources To Be Setup List IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST message. The source NG-RAN node shall include the DL Forwarding IE set to “DL forwarding proposed” for all the QoS flows mapped to a DRB, if it requests a DAPS handover for that DRB. For each PDU session that the target NG-RAN node decides to admit the data forwarding for at least one QoS flow, the target NG-RAN node includes the PDU Session level DL data forwarding GTP-U Tunnel Endpoint IE within the Data Forwarding Info from target NG-RAN node IE in the PDU Session Resource Admitted Info IE contained in the PDU Session Resources Admitted List IE in the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message.



	Company
	Agree?
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes, in principle
	But this is low-priority change. Any sane implementation will do it this way anyway.

	CATT
	Agree
	No data forwarding, data transmission would interrupt,then the 0 ms interruption time becomes meaningless. Therefore, such limitation is reasonable.

	Huawei
	
	The question is do we mandate data forwarding for UM bearers? As per RAN2 agreement, PDCP SN continuity is supported also for UM bearers not for lossless. Which means data forwarding for UM bearers is not mandatate and better to up to implementation.

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	Agree with Nokia there is no choice from an implementation point of view. But if a clarification is needed, maybe we should look at a stage-2 solution too.
Agree also with Huawei that if we go for a clarification, we should take into account RLC-UM bearers behavior.

	China Telecom
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Agree with Huawei and Ericsson, if the clarification is needed, RLC-UM bearer should be considered. 

	ZTE
	
	Agree with Huawei and Ericsson, if the clarification is needed, RLC-UM bearer should be considered. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Having this explicit indication seems to be reasonable.

	LGE 
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Maybe
	Agree with Huawei’s comment.


[bookmark: _Hlk38614201]Q4 Summary
All agreed in principle to clarify this behavior. So, the above TPs in R3-202289 and R3-202290 are up for agreement. 
Please note that our stage-2 BL CRs already incorporated this aspect.
The rapporteur cannot understand why we need to clarify for RLC-UM bearer. If DAPS HO is proposed for a bearer, then DL forwarding is a must to be proposed. This is nothing to do with lossless or not. Even in classic HO, DL forwarding was optional for RLC-AM, and possible for RLC-UM.  
Proposal 4: Agree the TPs proposed in R3-202289 and R3-202290 for making DL forwarding proposal mandatory when requesting DAPS HO.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Placement of DAPS Response Info IE in Xn  
1. under Data Forwarding Response DRB List + per DRB (ZTE, Intel)
2. within HO REQ ACK + per DRB with a list (HW, CT)
3. within HO REQ ACK + as one-shot response for all requested DRBs (E///, CATT) 
4. under PDU Session Resources Admitted List + per QoS flow?? (QC)
As there is no clear majority, companies are requested to provide more inputs. 
Question 5: Please indicate your preference and the reason why.
	Company
	Preference
	Comments

	INTEL
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Option 1 or 2
	Option 2 is also acceptable. The response info should be per DRB.

	Nokia
	Option 3
	As discussed above – no scenario to have it per-DRB.

	CATT
	Option 3
	See the answer for question 1.

	Huawei
	Option 1 or 2.
	See comments above.

	Ericsson
	Option 3
	Same comment as for LTE

	China Telecom
	Option 1 or 2.
	Per DRB reponse info is better.

	ZTE
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm   
	Option 4. Option 1 or 2 is also fine
	As for LTE case, we think that a per DRB DAPS response should be provided.

	LGE
	Option 3
	

	Samsung
	Option 1
	Same comment as for LTE.

	Google
	Option 3
	


[bookmark: _Hlk38614229]Q5 Summary
· Option 1 (6) : Intel, ZTE, Huawei, China Telecom, Qualcomm, Samsung
· Option 2 (4) : Intel, Huawei, China Telecom, Qualcomm
· Option 3 (5) : Nokia, CATT, Ericsson, LGE, Google
· Option 4 (1) : Qualcomm
No clear majority as well. What we need to discuss is whether the response should be per DRB or one-shot response for all requested DRBs, which is 6 vs 6, similarly in X2AP case.
Proposal 5: FFS whether DAPS response in XnAP is per DRB or one shot for all requested DRBs. If one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

DAPS Response Info IE to include “fallback to classic HO”?
1. Yes (ZTE, Intel, HW, E///, QC)
2. No (CATT, Nokia)
Following majority, it is proposed to include “fallback to classic HO” (or “fallback to legacy HO”, whatever agreeable) indication into the DAPS Response Info IE in X2/Xn.
Proposal 6: For a DAPS requested DRB, the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead.
Technically, the rapporteur acknowledges the arguments from CATT and Nokia that fallback to classic HO can be indicated by the absence of this IE. However, proponents see explicit signaling is much cleaner rather than making the source infer from the absence. 
Question 6: Any objection to Proposal 6?
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	As explained in 2252: the DAPS Response Information IE must be optional in the HO REQ ACK for backward-compatibility reasons. And also, for backward-compatibility reasons, an acknowledgement of a HO request without the indication means the target accepted a classic HO. Therefore, the “fallback to legacy HO” is redundant as compared to not including the flag at all.
Therefore, the proposal is not acceptable: it is not the issue of majority, but of logic. If the “fallback to legacy HO” is to be kept, its meaning would have to be different than not including the flag at all.

	CATT
	Consideringng compatibility, the target node not supporting DAPS feature can only indicate the fallback to legacy HO by the absence of this IE, but now an additional indication is introduced to enable the target node supporting DAPS feature to indicate the fallback to legacy HO by another way,so such indication is redundant and brings a bit confusion, e.g, can the target node supporting the DAPS feature also indicate the fallback in same way as that not supporting DAPS feature? Does such behavior need to be limited in specification?

	Huawei
	A dedicated indication is clearer and simplify the souce node implementation. Otherwise, combination of checking other IEs will be needed at the source side to determine whether the DRB is acceped as legacy HO, or as a DAPS HO, i.e., if the IE is not present, and the DRB ID is in the admiteed list, xxx.

	Ericsson
	Agree with the proposal. The main argument for having an explicit codepoint is forward compatibility, if new HO “methods” are standardized later, and that fallback to that method makes sense. If objections remain, a compromise could be to have an optional IE with only one code-point (i.e. DAPS HO accepted) but extensible

	China Telecom
	Agree with Proposal 6, same view as Eriction, this IE should be extensible for future proof (fallback to a new rel-17 HO).

	ZTE
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Ericsson on this. 

	LGE
	Not necessary in this Release. By default, if not accept for DAPS and Handover Ack is sent to source node, it means “fallback to legacy”. For future proof, the IE can be designed as extensible. 

	Samsung
	No strong preference. The dedication indication might be clearer and could be for future proof.

	Google
	Agree with E/// on having an extensible and optional IE for future proof.


[bookmark: _Hlk38614243]Q6 Summary
· Yes (8) : Intel, ZTE, Huawei, China Telecom, Qualcomm, E///, Samsung, Google
· No (3) : Nokia, CATT, LGE (OK but not in Rel-16)
The rapporteur sees a majority to explicitly indicate fallback to classic HO. 
Nokia raise a flag, with the understanding that eventually it will force the receiving node (the source) to apply the same handling in two versions of signaling (flag included, set to “fallback”, and no flag at all).
Proposal 6: For a DAPS requested DRB, it is FFS whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////


DAPS Response Info IE to include “fallback to rel-14 MBB” (only for X2)?
1. Yes (ZTE, HW, E///)
2. No (Intel, Nokia, CATT, CT)
As there is no clear majority, companies are requested to provide more inputs. 
Question 7: Please provide any views or comments to each option, and your preference.
	Company
	Preference
	Comments

	INTEL
	No
	MBB is per UE feature, for which the source Enb has to request via RRC container. On the other hand, DAPS HO is per DRB enhancement..

	Nokia
	No
	Same as Intel. The two features are too much different to assume a smooth fallback. 

	CATT
	No
	For supporting “fallback to rel-14 MBB”, there is a risk that the source Enb or Gnb may not support MBB feature. Furthermore, MBB HO is configured per UE, but DAPS HO is configured per DRB, whether the two features can be converted equally needs more discussion.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	If rel-14 MBB is not supported, source can always cancel the HO. We could also restrict this fallback to the case where the source requests DAPS HO for all the DRBs

	China Telecom
	Yes
	Same view as Intel, MBB is per UE feature, fallback to R14 MBB HO doesn’t make sense for per DRB DAPS HO.

	ZTE
	Yes
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]We are concerning about the case where  rel-14 MBB feature are used more practically than rel-16 DAPS in some network, and we do not see technical obstacle for such fallback. It is no big issue to keep that code-point.
If it is needed eventually, then for ng-Enb case, it is also needed for Xn.

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Intel. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Intel.

	Google 
	No
	Agree with Intel.


[bookmark: _Hlk38614254]Q7 Summary
· Yes (3) : ZTE, Huawei, Ericsson
· No (7) : Intel, Nokia, CATT, China Telecom, LGE, Samsung, Google
The rapporteur sees a majority not to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB”. 
E/// raised a flag with the understandings in the below, although the rapporteur believes the Rel-14 MBB was designed that the source proposes for which the target accepts, for which we should not break this principle.
· Target can add MBB indication no matter what the source proposed in the RRC container or not. Target is in charge of the RCConnectionReconfiguration message and can add more or less what it wants, as long as it is respecting RRC specs. In fact, the RCConnectionReconfiguration message is built by the target. No change is needed in RRC. But of course we can inform RAN2 if we reach an agreement next meeting.

· If the source didn’t propose MBB but the target added it onto HO CMD, the source will know MBB if the codepoint “fallback to rel-14 MBB” is used for the DAPS response IE.
Proposal 7: FFS whether to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

3.2	E1
The following summarized all the proposals and TPs from HW[1875], CATT[1945], Intel[2288,2291-92]:
Target’s admission control over E1  
1. CU-CP makes decision and CU-UP follows (or rejects) (CATT)
2. CU-UP makes decision (HW, Intel)
Companies are requested to provide more inputs. 
One drawback of option 1 observed in Intel[2289] is that in case CU-UP cannot establish a DAPS requested DRB that CU-CP already decided to admit (due to e.g. resource shortage), there is no other way but to reject, for which could be admitted as normal HO instead, if decided by the target CU-UP (i.e. option 2).
Question 8: Please indicate your preference and the reason why.
	Company
	Preference
	Comments

	Nokia
	Opt.1
	For DAPS, the resource difference between a classic and DAPS HO is rather small, because the source will start forwarding data in any case. Therefore, for the time being, option 1 is likely enough.

	CATT
	1
	Resource shortage falls within the scope of adimission control, and if a DAPS requested DRB can not be established by CU-UP entity, it should be considered not to be adimitted  rather than fallback to legacy HO. With regard to the “fallback to legacy HO” info for the DAPS HO, the result of capability coordination is key factor,but it is the responsibility of CU-CP entity.

	Huawei
	2
	As mentioned above, the CU-UP may not have enough buffer size for all DRBs which are configured as DAPS HO if CU-UP is overloaded.

	Ericsson
	1
	Agree with Nokia’s comment. Also, target PDCP buffer requirements do not change compare to DRBs with normal data forwarding (i.e. non-DAPS bearers).

	ZTE
	1
	

	Qualcomm
	1
	CU-CP can take decision based on admission control result from Uu and E1.

	LGE
	2
	Slightly option 2 since user plane resources are needed for DAPS. If CU-UP is involved for assiting the decision, it would be better. 

	Samsung
	1
	Agree with Nokia’s comment.

	Google
	1
	


[bookmark: _Hlk38614408]Q8 Summary
· Option 1 (7) : Nokia, CATT, E///, ZTE, Qualcomm, Samsung, Google
· Option 2 (3) : Huawei, Intel, LGE
The rapporteur sees a majority to go with Option 1. Since Option 1, Q9 and Q10 became meaningless. 
Huawei raised a flag. Huawei disagrees point that buffering requirement for DAPS bearer is the same for the requirement for normal bearer, otherwise, there is no reason to introduce intermediate early data forwarding message to inform the target to discard the buffering data.
Proposal 8: FFS whether CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects), or it should be CU-UP who makes decision.
/////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

Placement of DAPS Request Info and DAPS Response Info over E1  
1. within BEARER CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST/RESPONSE messages + per DRB with a list (HW)
2. under DRB To Setup List / DRB Setup List + per DRB (Intel)
 Question 9: If option 2 (CU-UP makes decision), please indicate your preference and the reason why.
	Company
	Preference
	Comments

	Nokia
	-
	Not needed, see above.

	Ericsson
	-
	Nothing is needed on E1

	Qualcomm
	-
	Same as Nokia and Ericsson.

	LGE
	Option 2
	To align with X2/Xn



Desired Fallback Method proposal from the target CU-CP   
It was proposed by Intel[2288] to allow the target CU-CP to propose a desired fallback handling (legacy HO or reject) in case the target CU-UP cannot accept DAPS HO for a DRB:
Observation 7:  The target CU-CP has a full picture of services and knows whether a DAPS requested DRB, if cannot be accepted as DAPS HO, is better to be rejected or OK to be admitted as normal HO. 
Proposal 5: Allow the target CU-CP to propose a desired fallback handling (legacy HO or reject) for the target CU-UP to consider, in case the target CU-UP cannot accept DAPS HO for a DRB.
It was clarimed that the target CU-CP has a full picture of services and knows whether a DAPS requested DRB, if cannot be accepted as DAPS HO by the target CU-UP, is better to be rejected or OK to be admitted as normal HO, for which the target CU-UP can take into account when making admission decisions.
Question 10: Please provide comments for this desied fallback handling proposal from target CU-CP.
	Company
	Agree?
	Comments

	Nokia
	-
	Not needed, see above.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Over the X2/Xn interface, such desired information from the source node has been excluded, so there is no need to introduce such redundancy over E1..

	Huawei
	
	Seems not necessary.

	Ericsson
	-
	Nothing is needed on E1

	Qualcomm 
	-
	Nothing is needed more than existing handover procedure.



4		Conclusion
Proposal 1: FFS whether DAPS response in X2AP is per E-RAB or one shot for all requested E-RABs. If per E-RAB, encode under E-RABs Admitted List; if one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Proposal 2: Place DAPS Request Info IE in XnAP, under DRB to QoS Flow Mapping List.
Proposal 3: Do not introduce one shot DAPS HO proposal from source. DAPS HO proposal is per E-RAB/DRB.
Proposal 4: Agree the TPs proposed in R3-202289 and R3-202290 for making DL forwarding proposal mandatory when requesting DAPS HO.
Proposal 5: FFS whether DAPS response in XnAP is per DRB or one shot for all requested DRBs. If one shot, encode within HO REQ ACK.
Proposal 6: For a DAPS requested DRB, it is FFS whether or not the target explicitly indicates in the DAPS Response Info IE, if admitted as classic HO instead.
Proposal 7: FFS whether to introduce “fallback to rel-14 MBB” in X2AP.
Proposal 8: FFS whether CU-CP decides whether to accept DAPS HO or not and CU-UP follows (or rejects), or it should be CU-UP who makes decision.
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	Consideration on FFSs for DAPS handover (LG Electronics)
	discussion


	R3-202181
	(TP for LTE_Mob_enh BL CR for TS 36.423) Introduce fallback information per E-RAB for LTE (China Telecommunication)
	other


	R3-202182
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh BL CR for TS 38.423) Discussion on DAPS indicator and introduce fallback information per DRB for NR (China Telecommunication)
	other


	R3-202252
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh BL CR for TS 38.423): Consideration on the fallback indication (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	other

	R3-202253
	(TP for LTE_feMob BL CR for TS 36.423): Consideration on the fallback indication (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	other


	R3-202288
	DAPS HO handling during preparation (Intel Corporation)
	discussion


	R3-202289
	(TP for LTE_feMob-Core BL CR for TS 36.423): DAPS HO handling during preparation (Intel Corporation)
	other


	R3-202290
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh-Core BL CR for TS 38.423): DAPS HO handling during preparation (Intel Corporation)
	other


	R3-202291
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh-Core BL CR for TS 38.463): DAPS HO handling during preparation (Intel Corporation)
	other


	R3-202292
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh-Core BL CR for TS 38.401): DAPS HO handling during preparation (Intel Corporation)
	other


	R3-202363
	(TP for NR Mob BL CR for TS 38.423): DAPS HO - per-DRB Handover Preparation (Ericsson)
	other


	R3-202364
	(TP for LTE_feMob BL CR for TS 36.423): DAPS HO - per-DRB Handover Preparation (Ericsson)
	other


	R3-201795
	(TP for NR_Mob_enh BL CR for TS 38.423) Remaining issues in DAPS handover over Xn (Qualcomm Incorporated)
	other
Move to 15.2.1



