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1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-04] during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:
	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-04] Email discussion/approval proposal 4 (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-04] “Email discussion/approval proposal 4 (high priority item) in R1-2001870” [1].
The following will be removed from the final document, however, in the meantime, please take note of this guidance of the RAN1 MCC technical officer:
	W.r.t the naming convention, the following suggestion […] may be helpful to keep the previous company’s name (only the most recent one) in the filename, so that we can easily tell which previous version this is based on, and may solve the issue when there are crossing emails.
e.g. something like the following:

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v1-LG

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-CATT

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-vivo

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v3-CATT-HWHiSi


2 Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-04]
The following is the proposal in [1] for approval in this email discussion:
FL Proposal 4 (21-3):
Alt. 1: Delete FG 12-3
Alt. 2: 

	21-3
	PDCCH blind detection for MCG1 and MCG2
	Indicates PDCCH blind decoding capability supported in the first MCG (intended for target cell in HO) and second MCG (intended for source cell in HO) when in DAPS-HO. Value range for both cells should be {1, …, 15}.
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	The network may not able to configure UE with DAPS HO, as parameters required for PDCCH monitoring is essential for defining UE behaviour
	[Per UE]
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	This capability (although optional) parameter value must be conveyed to the network in order to correctly define UE behaviour
	Optional with capability signalling

ALT 2-1)

For first MCG {values: 1, 2, 3, … 15}

For second MCG {values: 1, 2, 3, … 15} 

ALT 2-2)

{value: 1,2,3,…,15}


Alt. 3:

	21-3
	PDCCH blind detection for MCG1 and MCG2
	Indicates PDCCH blind decoding capability supported in the first MCG (intended for target cell in HO) and second MCG (intended for source cell in HO) when in DAPS-HO. Value range for both cells should be {1, …, 15}.
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	The network may not able to configure UE with DAPS HO, as parameters required for PDCCH monitoring is essential for defining UE behaviour
	[Per UE]
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	This capability (although optional) parameter value must be conveyed to the network in order to correctly define UE behaviour
	Optional with capability signalling

For first MCG {values: 1, 3, … 15}

For second MCG {values: 1, 3, … 15}

	21-3a
	PDCCH blind detection for MCG2
	Indicates PDCCH blind decoding capability supported in the second MCG (intended for source cell in HO) when in DAPS-HO
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	Same as for 21-3
	Per UE
	No
	Yes
	N/A
	Same as for 21-3
	Optional with capability signalling

{values: 1, 3, … 15}




· High priority

· Down-select between Alt. 1, Alt. 2, and Alt. 3

· If Alt. 2 is agreed

· Conclude the type

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

· If Alt. 3 is agreed

· Conclude the type for FG 21-3 and 21-3a

· Conclude the component description

· Conclude the candidate component values 

Companies are asked to provide their views and comments in the following tables.
Regarding the down-selection between Alt. 1, Alt. 2 and Alt. 3:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	Alt 1 doesn’t seem to an acceptable option. First it is against the agreements made in RAN1 #98 and RAN1 #99

Agreements from RAN1 #98:
· Support separate UE capability for NR-DC/CA and dual active protocol stack (DAPS) based HO interruption reduction solution.

Agreements from RAN1 #99:
· For DAPS-HO, UE will indicate Ncell^cap for each MCG (separately from DC capability).
· The lower bound for Ncell^cap per MCG is modified to [2]

· When a UE is configured to monitor PDCCH from source and target in a slot during DAPS HO, the UE is not expected to be provided with PDCCH configuration leading to PDCCH overbooking at both source and target cells.
Therefore, we suggest to focus on Alt 2 and Alt 3. As for between Alt 2 and Alt 3, it will not any difference since RAN2 will capture the signaling for each MCG anyway. So from RAN2 implementation perspective, there should not be any different between Alt 2 and Alt 3.

Either approach is ok with us.

The value range for the indication for each MCG should be {1,2,3,…,15}.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with Intel to focus on Alt 2 and Alt 3. The difference between Alt 2 and Alt 3, to our understanding, is in Alt 3, UE could either report only 21-3 or 21-3a but in Alt 2 UE will report BD both for MCG1 and MCG2. If it is the case, we support Alt 2. Because UE only supports BD to either MCG1 by 21-3 or to MCG 2 by 21-3a does not make sense to us technically. 


If Alt. 2 is agreed, regarding the type: 
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	For MR-DC the PDCCH monitoring capability signaling is per UE, since the monitoring capability is mainly a baseband processing capability there is not need for this capability to be a per BC or per FS capability. We may need a FR1/FR2 differentiation, but the capability signaling could be per UE.


If Alt. 2 is agreed, regarding the down-selection between Alt. 2-1 and Alt. 2-2:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	Alt 2-2 having a single capability seems to be against the agreements made in RAN1 #99.
Alt 2-1 seems to the only logical conclusion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree with Intel


If Alt. 3 is agreed, regarding the type:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	For MR-DC the PDCCH monitoring capability signaling is per UE, since the monitoring capability is mainly a baseband processing capability there is not need for this capability to be a per BC or per FS capability. We may need a FR1/FR2 differentiation, but the capability signaling could be per UE.


If Alt. 3 is agreed, regarding the component description:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	Description above seems to be ok with us.


If Alt. 3 is agreed, regarding the candidate component values:
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	Value range should be {1,2,3,..,15}. Value of 2 seems to be missing from Alt 3.


…

3 Conclusions

…
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