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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}.

	Samsung
	Support Alt 1. As we commented during prep phase, given RAN2 decision that SCells are released in HO command, we do not see the motivation of reporting FG 21-3 with multiple value range.
Alt.1 does not against RAN1#98 agreement.  In case of RAN1#99 agreement, RAN1 underlying assumption was that SCells would be maintained during DAPS HO – which now RAN2 disagrees. 

Since FG 21-1 already has component 2 (“Indicates support of PDCCH blind decoding capability in the first MCG and second MCG.”), we can further clarify that Ncell^cap is fixed to ‘1’ for each MCG. So, Alt.1 is still in line with RAN1#99 agreement.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with Samsung above, and we support Alt. 1.

	Qualcomm
	We don’t think Alt.1 should be supported: Although SCell release can be indicated in HO command, there could be transient period where Scell is not released yet and the UE has to monitor PDCCH from both source and target during such transient period. 

We should focus on down-selecting Alt.2 and Alt.3. For component description of Alt.2, we suggest the following modification:

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}.
For the values in Alt.3, we should add value of 3 in the last column to both 21-3 and 21-3a

{values: 1, 2, 3, … 15}
Both Alt.2 and Alt.3 work. However, Alt.2 is preferred due to its simplification.

	Ericsson
	The agreement in RAN1#98 and RAN1#99 were made while it was unclear if the SCells were maintained or not. Now the situation has changed, and RAN1 needs to decide if the capability is needed or not. The HO command is a synchronized RRC reconfiguration, so there is no transient period where the UE would need to monitor SCells from source and SpCell from target at the same time.

Under these conditions, what would be the motivation to include additional restrictions on the blind decoding capabilities?

Based on the information at hand, we support Alt1.

	Apple
	Regarding the Scell is release during the DAPS HO, our understanding is due to the time limitation in RAN2, it’s not the RAN2 intention that don’t support group cells HO. From forward compatible perspective, we are ok with Alt 2 and Alt 3, and slight prefer Alt 2.

	ZTE
	We support Alt 1. RAN2 has already agreed that only source PCell + target PCell is allowed during DAPS HO in Rel-16. Thus, FG 21-3 is not needed.

	MTK
	Similar to Apple’s view. From forward compatible perspective, we are ok with Alt 2 and Alt 3, and slight prefer Alt 3 for more flexibility.


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.

	Ericsson
	Per UE

	MTK
	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.

	Qualcomm
	Alt. 2-1 should be supported since it was agreed that capability is signaled per MCG. 

	Ericsson
	Alt 2-1 

	Apple
	Alt 2-1

	MTK
	Alt 2-1


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.

	Ericsson
	Per UE

	MTK
	Per UE with possibility a FR1/FR2 differentiation


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

	Intel
	Description above seems to be ok with us.

	Ericsson
	OK with the description

	MTK
	OK with the description


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.

	Ericsson
	Value range should be {1,2,3,..,15}.

	MTK
	Value range should be {1,2,3,..,15}.


After looking at all the company inputs, it seems we can make some progress. First, companies consider Alt. 2 and Alt. 3 equivalent, so I suggest looking at Alt. 2 only since most companies expressed a slight preference towards it. There was also consensus to adopt Alt 2-1 within Alt. 2 so I deleted Alt 2-2. Last, there was agreement that this is a baseband capability that can be “per UE”. On the bright side, this leaves us with a complete proposal. However, there is still much disagreement on whether to adopt Alt. 1 or Alt. 2.

Revised 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

For first MCG {values: 1, 2, 3, … 15}

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




In the second round of comments, please focus on how we can resolve this situation. Just stating company positions on either Alt. 1 or Alt. 2 will not be enough. This proposal has ASN.1 impact and must be resolved this as soon as possible.
	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	We were original preferring ALT 2, since we wanted to align the capability for DAPS with MR-DC and to provide future extensibility.
Having that said RAN2 did agree to not support SCell during DAPS (see below).

Agreements [AT109e][211][MOB] (R2-2001727)

19: SCells are released in HO command, and not configured in HO command. To clarify this in UE capability,i.e. intra/inter-F DAPS capability indicates that the UE can only do DAPS handover with source and target PCell and no SCells. There should no other specification impact.

Based on this we would be ok to accept ALT 1. Please note we may need to fix 213 accordingly if ALT 1 is agreed.

	Samsung
	We support Alt.1 and agree with Intel, i.e., to fix 213 accordingly once RAN1 go for Alt.1. Specifically, the following paragraph in section 15 of 213 should be deleted:

The UE can provide pdcch-BlindDetectionMCG1-UE to indicate a capability to monitor a maximum number of PDCCH candidates per slot that corresponds to [image: image2.png]


 downlink cells for the target MCG and pdcch-BlindDetectionMCG2-UE to indicate a capability monitor a maximum number of PDCCH candidates per slot that corresponds to [image: image4.png]N Zour



 downlink cells for the source MCG.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We support Alt 2 for the purpose of forward compatibility. In future release, if Scell are activated during DAPS, the same signaling can be reused. 

If majority view is go to Alt 1, we could be ok with Alt 1 as well. 

	ZTE
	We support Alt. 1. Agree that we need to update 38.213, it should be simple once we reach consensus to Alt 1. 

	MTK
	Regarding the Scell is release during the DAPS HO, our understanding is due to the time limitation in RAN2, it’s not the RAN2 intention that don’t support group cells HO. From forward compatible perspective, and to accommodate the possibility that DAPS HO is also required for throughput-intensive applications in the future, say XR, we still think Alt 3 is better.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with Intel and Samsung, and we support Alt. 1.

	Ericsson
	We support Alt1, we have made the same journey as Intel. We do not see the need that the capability signaling can be reused for future enhancements.


…

3 Conclusions

…
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