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1 Introduction
This is the report of the following offline discussion:

	· [AT111-e][204][MOB] DAPS corrections (Huawei)

Scope: 

· Collect companies’ feedback for the contributions under 7.4.2 marked for this email discussion

· Proponents may provide updated versions (if needed) under this email discussion (Tdoc numbers can be requested for this purpose from the session chair or the RAN2 secretary) 


Intended outcome: 

· Discussion summary in R2-200xxxx (by email rapporteur).

· Email discussion report treated during the 2nd online session, but session chair may propose intermediate conclusions after summary is available


Deadline for providing comments, for rapporteur inputs, conclusions and CR finalization:  

· Deadline for companies' feedback:  Thursday 2020-08-20 09:00 UTC 
· Deadline for rapporteur's summary (in R2-200xxxx):  Friday 2020-08-21 09:00 UTC 
· Deadline for CR finalization (for agreed CRs): Thursday 2020-08-27 07:00 UTC 


This offline discussion can be divided into two phases:

First phase: collecting companies’ feedback, deadline: Thursday 2020-08-20 09:00 UTC

For the contributions under 7.4.2 marked for this email discussion, companies are invited to provide views on them. For CRs with correction overlaps, they could be discussed jointly.

Second phase: updating CRs by proponents, deadline: Thursday 2020-08-27 07:00 UTC 

For agreed CRs, proponents are supposed to update the CRs based on received comments. 
2 Discussion

To make it easier to find the correct contact delegate in each company for potential follow-up questions, the rapporteur encourages the delegates who provide input to provide their contact information in this table:
	Company
	Delegate contact

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Tangxun (tangxun@huawei.com)

	LGE
	Geumsan Jo (geumsan.jo@lge.com)

	Ericsson
	Mattias Bergström (mattias.a.bergstrom@ericsson.com)

	Qualcomm
	Prasad (pkadiri@qti.qualcomm.com)

	vivo
	Yumin Wu (wuyumin@vivo.com)

	OPPO
	Xin You (youxin@oppo.com)

	Samsung
	s_dg.kim@samsung.com

	NEC
	Wangda (wang_da[at]nec.cn)

	Mediatek
	Yuanyuan Zhang (yuany.zhang@mediatek.com)

	Nokia
	Jedrzej (jedrzej.stanczak[at]nokia.com)

	CATT
	Chandrika Worrall (chandrika@catt.cn)

	Futurewei
	Jialin Zou (jialinzou88@yahoo.com)

	Sharp
	Takako Sanda (sanda.takako<atmark>sharp.co.jp)

	ZTE
	Mengjie Zhang (zhang.mengjie@zte.com.cn)

	Apple
	Fangli XU (fangli_xu@apple.com)

	Intel
	Yi Guo(yi.guo@intel.com)


2.1 First phase: commenting phase

Companies are invited to give your views on CRs submitted below.
2.1.1 Miscellaneous small corrections for DAPS HO: terminology
R2-2007625
Corrections regarding the use of DAPS terminolgy
Samsung Telecommunications
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4395
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

(moved from 6.7.2)

R2-2007270
Time misalignment in DAPS DRB configuration (Alt.1)
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1817
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

R2-2007271
Time misalignment in DAPS DRB configuration (Alt.2)
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1818
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

R2-2007272
Time misalignment in DAPS DRB configuration (Alt.1)
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4373
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core, LTE_feMob-Core

R2-2007273
Time misalignment in DAPS DRB configuration (Alt.2)
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4374
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core, LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change: (these five CRs above are discussed jointly)

The changes included in this draft CR aim to resolve a remaining issues from ASN.1 review related to DAPS terminology: ao Z258
The main issue is that from the current CR is it not al all clear what a DAPS bearer really is i.e. that it concerns a DRB and which DRBs UE actually should considers to be a DAPS bearer

· Switch to using DAPS DRB also avoid ambuguity about which point whithin protocol architecture this refers to (spotted by R2-2007625)
· Related specification should be done taking into account that DAPS related actions are distributed and that most are performed  before the UE processes the drbToAddMod that includes the daps-HO indicator/ flag. I.e. clarification that UE considers DRB to be a DAPS DRB has to be done at the start of 5.3.5.4 (spotted by all CRs above)




Regarding the first correction, i.e. Switch to using DAPS DRB, companies are invited to give your views below.

	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	N
	N
	We do not want to change the terminology of “DAPS bearer” to “DAPS DRB”. This is because the “DAPS bearer” is used not only in RRC specification but also other specification, i.e., PDCP and MAC specification. Thus, if we change the terminology of “DAPS bearer”, we should change it for all other specifications. However, we think that there is no confusion even if the terminology of “DAPS bearer” is used.

	Ericsson
	N
	N
	We think that if we change from "DAPS bearer" to "DAPS DRB", 36.331 would become misaligned with 38.331, and misaligned with 36.300.

So, if we would do this change from "DAPS bearer" to "DAPS DRB" we would probably have to change the other specs as well. We don’t see a strong need for this change though.

We note also that this CR does not change all DAPS bearer to DAPS DRB.

	QC
	N
	N
	Agree with Ericsson and LG comments. It is not necessary to change from DAPS bearer to DAPS DRB at this stage. 

	vivo
	N
	N
	There is no confusion in the RRC specification. It is no necessary to align the terminology with all specs.

	OPPO
	N
	N
	Agree with above.

	Samsung
	Y(Proponent)
	Y(Proponent)
	

	NEC
	N
	N
	We do not see confusion using DAPS bearer, so it is ok to keep the current term.

	Mediatek
	N
	N
	Share the same concern as above companies that we need to align the term in all relevant specification in both LTE and NR. Furthermore, we don’t need to change current definition and re-define it. 

	Nokia
	N
	N
	Not OK to change the definition of the DAPS bearer. This has been worked out for multiple meetings, is aligned with Stage-2, etc. Also. new term ''DAPS operation" is used? 

‘’DAPS DRB’’ is not used in a consistent way (e.g. in 5.3.5.6 ‘’DAPS bearer’’ term is left)


	CATT
	N
	N
	There is no confusion in 38.331 in case “DAPS bearer” is used.

	Futurewei
	N
	N
	Don’t see the need of the change.

	Sharp
	N
	Partially Y
	For the intention, we share the same view with LG and Ericsson. On the other hand, we think current definition of “DAPS bearer” in 36.331/38.331 is not really correct and should be replaced with the first change in R2-2007625, i.e.,:

3.1
Definitions

…
DAPS bearer: A DRB for which UE, during handover, applies radio protocol entities and resources for both the source and the target. I.e. for both links the UE operates an RLC bearer and a security and header compression context. A bearer whose radio protocols are located in both the source eNB and the target eNB during a DAPS handover to use both source eNB and target eNB resources.  
Because DAPS handover is not only for inter eNB (or inter gNB) handover, current definition is not correct. Also, as “DAPS bearer” is only applicable for DRB, “A DRB for which…” is clearer than “A bearer whose radio protocol…”


	ZTE
	Tend to Y
	N
	We have some sympathy with the proposal to change the terminology of “DAPS bearer” to “DAPS DRB”. However, considering “DAPS bearer” is used in several specs, it may need large effort to ensure the change is implemented in all related text. So we think that it can be simply clarified in the definition of “DAPS bearer” that the bearer just refers to DRB, if some companies think the clarification is needed.

	Apple
	N
	N
	We can update the definition of the DAPS bearer to reflect the wording of the DAPS DRB, as Sharp suggested. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	N
	We also don’t see a strong need to make this change, as it will also impact other specs.

	Intel
	N
	N
	Do not see the need for the change. 


Regarding the second correction, i.e. clarification that UE considers DRB to be a DAPS DRB has to be done at the start of handover, we have three options to consider:

Alt 1: Added a new flag in order to allow the UE to figure out that there is a DAPS bearer. R2-2007272
Alt 2: Clarify that a UE In order to understand if a daps-HO is configured, it needs to check the presence of the field daps-HO at first. R2-2007273
Alt 3: clarification that UE considers DRB to be a DAPS DRB has to be done at the start of 5.3.5.4. R2-2007625
	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Prefer Alt1, or Alt2, or Alt3?


	Comments

	LG
	N
	Alt2 when RAN2 agree to clarify this 
	The UE can recognize the presence of DAPS bearers by checking corresponding RRCReconfiguration (i.e. daps-HO) before starting HO. Thus, we think no change is needed. Moreover, the UE behaviour is already specified in detail in the field description of daps-HO, and there is no point of misunderstanding. 

However, if many companies want to clarify this, we prefer to take Alt 2 which seems simplest way.

	Ericsson
	Y
	Alt 2 - preferred

Alt 1 - also OK
	On Alt3:

We think that Alt3 does not actually solve this ambiguity. The reason is that the UE will only check if a bearer is a DAPS bearer after it has looked in to RadioBearerConfigDedicated, and that is done later in the procedure. This is the whole problem which needs to be solved.

The words added in Alt 3 hence seem N/A, i.e. it does not mean anything to have an if-statement on whether daps-HO is received for a bearer since those bearers (and their configurations) have not yet been processed.

	QC
	Y
	Alt2
	Alt 2 is better than Alt1 to resolve timing issue. NW is also expected to configure DAPS HO based on UE indicated DAPS HO capability. 

	vivo
	Y
	Slightly prefer Alt 2.

Alt 3 is also ok.
	It is not necessary to add a new flag as proposed by Alt1.

	OPPO
	Y
	Alt 2 is preferred.
	Alt 2 can handle the time misalignment issue with less spec impact.

	Samsung
	Y
	Alt3 (proponent)
	

	NEC
	Y
	Alt 2
	Adding a note to indicate that UE shall check the RadioBearerConfigDedicated first in order to decide if a daps-HO is configured is sufficient, no need to add a new IE for this.

	Mediatek
	N
	
	Current procedure has clearly specified UE behaviour, i.e. upon reception of the HO command, UE needs to check if any DRB is configured with daps-HO first and then determines whether to initiate DAPS HO. There is no misunderstanding. 

But if companies want to make the clarification, alt 2 is preferred to us. 

	Nokia
	N
	
	Agree with MTK, the procedure already clearly defines the UE’s behavior. We are also concerned with yet another proposal to resolve alleged problems via a NOTE (e.g. Alt-2). If there is a real issue, please propose a normative text.

	CATT
	Y
	Alt2
	Alt 2 seems simplest. 

	Futurewei
	Y
	Alt2
	

	Sharp
	Y
	Alt 2
	Agree with OPPO

	ZTE
	Y
	Alt 2
	We think it can be up to the UE implementation to decode the RadioBearerConfig to check whether the DAPS bearer is configured when handling with reconfigurationWithSync. So Alt. 2 is enough.

	Apple
	Y
	Alt 2
	It can be left to UE implementation. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	Alt2 when RAN2 agree to clarify this 
	It can be left up to UE implementation actually.

	Intel
	N
	
	Tend to agree with MTK and Nokia. It already implied the UE needs to check whether DAPS bearer is configured or not. 


R2-2007666
Aligning terminologies for handling of L2 entities in DAPS
Samsung 
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1876
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

	Reason for change:
The following inconsistencies are present which causes ambiguity:

1.
The handling of L2 entities i.e. establish, release etc. of PDCP, RLC, MAC entities, inconsistent. The terms PCell, SpCell and cell group are interchangeably used. 

2.
The handling of source and target entities are inconsistent e.g. terms ‘source MAC’ and ‘MAC for source cell group’ are interchangeably used.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	No
	No
	We do not want to use the “cell group” because the terminology of “target MAC entity” is used for MAC specification. If we change “MAC for target cell group” to the RRC specification, the MAC specification should be changed. 

Since there is no ambiguity, we prefer to keep the terminology of “target MAC entity”.

However, it would be good to align the terminology in specification. We prefer to use only “PCell”. 

	Ericsson
	-
	-
	Seem to aim at doing the same as the following which is discussed in 205. Perhaps this topic should be discussed in 205 only? The proponents of this CR (Samsung) could bring this up in 205.

R2-2007017
Correction on Source Cell Group and Source SpCell
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1770
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core



	QC
	Yes 
	
	We prefer to use consistent terminology.
It seems intent is same for both R2-2007017 and R2-2007666.

	vivo
	Yes
	
	Agree with the comments from Ericsson and QC.

	OPPO
	Yes 
	
	It is good to align the terminology.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	
	Agree with Ericson that it is better that this can be discussed under one email discussion only.

	Mediatek
	Yes
	No
	The issue is covered by 205. But we prefer to use the term target PCell since the Scells are released during DAPS HO. 

	Nokia
	N
	N
	Only the ‘’PCell’’ should be used, in case of DAPS.

	CATT
	Yes
	
	Agree with QC that intention of both R2-2007017 and R2-2007666 is the same.

	Futurewei
	N
	N
	Not clear if cell group can be used everywhere. E.g. as NOK pointed out, for DAPS only PCells are involved. Using cell group could cause confusion.

	Sharp
	Tend to N
	
	RAN2 already had discussions whether or not to use the terminology “source cell group” and “target cell group” for DAPS case, and decided not to use. We prefer not to reopen the same discussion.

	ZTE
	Y
	
	Agree with Ericsson. The similar CRs can be handled together.

	Apple
	Yes
	No
	It has been discussed and agreed to use PCell. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	N
	Agree with Nokia, “PCell” is clear that No SCells is in DAPS.

	Intel
	N
	N
	Similar view as Nokia, cell group will cause misunderstanding on whether SCells exist or not. 

In addition, our understanding is, in last meeting, Ericsson tried to align the terminology in the same section instead of across sections since there were misalignment across sections in rel-15. 


2.1.2 Miscellaneous small corrections for DAPS HO: radio bearers handling
R2-2007456
Clarification on TS38.331 for DAPS
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1845
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

R2-2007789
Correction for SRB handling of DAPS HOF (38.331)
SHARP Corporation
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1904
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

R2-2007788
Correction for SRB handling of DAPS HOF (36.331)
SHARP Corporation
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4411
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change: (these three CRs above are discussed jointly)

Some wording corrections are provided to make the DAPS related behaviours complete.

1.
For DAPS bearer, upon receiving the DAPS HO command, the PDCP entity would not only add the ciphering function and the integrity protection function of the target PCell, but also add the ROHC function. In current spec, the ROHC function addition is missing. (spotted by R2-2007456)
2.
 When T304 expires during DAPS HO, for each SRB, the PDCP entity for the source PCell would perform SDU discard procedure. Since for each SRB, there are two PDCP entities, i.e. one for the source PCell and the other one for the target PCell. But current text procedural about which PDCP entity to perform SDU discard is not so clear. (All CRs above have spotted this correction in the same way.) 

3.
One condition on if DAPS handover can be configured is “MR-DC is not configured”. But since it is a handover command, it makes it a bit ambiguous that this restriction is applied to source side or target side. In our understanding it is a restriction on current UE state, i.e. UE is not in MR-DC. So it is necessary to make a clarification. (spotted by R2-2007456)


Regarding the clarification on “SDU discarding” in source PDCP, companies are invited to provide views below:
	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	Y
	Y
	In order to remove the ambiguity, “for the source PCell” should be captured.

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y, but..
	Fine, but should be "for source cell group" if we should do that alignment (see R2-2007666 and R2-2007017)). This change could be considered in a rapporteurs' CR, similar to R2-2007666 and R2-2007017.

	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	We are fine with the change, which make the intended behavior clear.

	NEC
	Y
	Y
	

	Mediatek
	Y
	Y
	

	Nokia
	N
	N
	Not necessary. as any pending PDUs at PDCP for SRB to be discarded when HOF occurs?

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	Y
	

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	

	Intel
	N
	N
	“4>
release the PDCP entity for the target PCell;

” is executed by the UE before SDU discard. Therefore, only source PDCP exists. Do not see the need to change. 


Regarding the other two corrections in R2-2007456, companies are invited to provide views below:

	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	N 
	N 
	The addressed text only concerns on security. There is no reason to address ROHC here.

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y and N
	RoHC: Fine, could be considered in a rapporteurs' CR.

MR-DC: Not needed in our view. If other companies want to do this change anyway, we could add it to a rapporteurs' CR.

	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	
	For MR-DC change, we see no difference between “UE is not in MR-DC” and “MR-DC is not configured”. And we prefer to keep the current text.

	Samsung
	Y for the first change and N for the second change
	Y for the first change and N for the second change
	Regarding ROHC function, in general, we do not specify ROHC function for bearer setup in RRC specification. However, we already specified it only for DAPS bearer in other part and thus it seems OK.

Regarding MR-DC, the change is not needed, which seems already clear.

	NEC
	Y and N
	Y and N
	Fine with adding RoHC function.

For MR-DC, do not see the need.

	Mediatek
	Y
	Y
	Both corrections are good to have and make the spec clearer.

	Nokia
	Y and N
	Y and N
	Fine for ROHC addition. MR-DC clarification is not needed.

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y for RoHC

N for MR-DC
	
	We share the same view with Samsung.

	ZTE
	Y
	Y with comments
	For the 1st change, considering ROHC function may not be configured for the UE, we think it’s better to say “ROHC function (if configured)”. The same comment is also applicable to integrity protection function. 
-
for DAPS bearer: establishment of RLC for the target PCell, refresh of security and reconfiguration of PDCP to add the ciphering function, the integrity protection function (if configured) and ROHC function (if configured) of the target PCell;

-
for DAPS bearer: establishment of RLC for target PCell, reconfiguration of PDCP to add the ciphering function, the integrity protection function (if configured) and ROHC function (if configured) of the target PCell;

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	

	Intel
	Yes for ROCH

N for MRDC
	
	


R2-2007481
Incorrect restriction for RLC UM radio bearers
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4385
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change:
The network can configure the UE to send a PDCP Status Report for a radio bearer at different events using the statusReportRequired field. In Rel-16 these events have been extended to include the DAPS handover execution, where it then also has been extended to be supported for RLC UM radio bearers (it was earlier only supported for RLC AM radio bearers).

At the RAN2#110-e meeting it was agreed that it should be possible to configure the statusReportRequired for an RLC UM radio bearer in any RRC Reconfiguration message just as for RLC AM radio bearers: “The condition for inclusion of the statusReportRequired field for RLC-UM radio bearers should be changed so that it is not restricted to when the bearer is configured for DAPS. It should instead be restricted to when the UE supports DAPS.”.

In the CR that has been implemented the inclusion of the statusReportRequired field for RLC UM has however erroneously been restricted to “…a DAPS radio bearer configured with RLC UM…” within the description of the Rlc-AM-UM conditional presence in PDCP-Config. Since the DAPS radio bearer only exists during the DAPS handover, it would then only be possible to include the statusReportRequired field for RLC UM within the DAPS HO Command message. This is not according to the RAN2 agreement.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	Y
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y
	As described, the behaviour was agreed in the last meeting, but the new behaviour was not captured.

	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	We agree to the intention and clarify it. Anyway, PDCP will  trigger a PDCP status report only if UM DRB is configured with DAPS according to PDCP specification. 

	NEC
	Y
	Y
	

	Mediatek
	Y
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	Y
	

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	

	Intel
	Y
	Y
	


R2-2007268
Correction to RLC entities creation for DAPS
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1816
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

R2-2007269
Correction to RLC entities creation for DAPS
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4372
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

	Reason for change: (these two CRs above are discussed jointly)
In the last RAN2#110-e meeting, it was agreed to add the following note in the TS 38.300 regarding DAPS.

NOTE 3:
Only PCell is kept during DAPS handover. All other serving cells are released by the network.

According to this, the understanding is that DAPS cannot be configured together with carrier aggregation. The UE will thus not have any (P)SCell(s) and therefore only one RLC entity per DRB during the DAPS handover procedure.

However, for example, the specification erroneously says that the UE shall release potential multiple "RLC entities" in the source for a DAPS bearers, when the source cell group is released. But as described above, there can only be a single RLC entity in the source for a DAPS bearer.

Please, also note that in case the UE is configure with RLC UM unidirectional, there is still one RLC channel for a single DRB and thus is not possible to link two RLC channels for a single DRB.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	N
	N
	Two RLC entities for UM can be configured for a PDCP entity configured for DAPS bearer. One is for the uplink and another is for the downlink. Considering that the UM DRBs is supported for DAPS HO, the PDCP entity for UM DRB can be associated with two RLC entities. Thus, the current text is correct. 

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y
	In case the UE is configure with RLC UM unidirectional, there is still one RLC channel for a single DRB and thus is not possible to link two RLC channels for a single DRB.

	QC
	N
	N
	For RLC UM, there are 2 RLC entities. So using “RLC entities” refers to more than one RLC entity in case of RLC UM.

	vivo
	N
	N
	Agree with QC.

	OPPO
	N
	N
	A UM DRB associate with two RLC entities, we see no issue with the current spec.

	Samsung
	N
	N
	The current text is fine to cover UM RLC entities for bi-directional one.

	NEC
	N
	N
	Agree with QC.

	Mediatek
	N
	N
	For RLC UM bi-directional, there could be two RLC entities for both the source cell and the target cell. 

	Nokia
	N
	N
	Seems QC is correct.

	CATT
	N
	N
	Agree with QC

	Futurewei
	N
	N
	Agree with the points from LG/QC.

	Sharp
	N
	N
	We share the same view with QC.

	ZTE
	N
	N
	Agree with LG and QC.

	Apple
	N
	N
	Agree with QC

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	N
	Agree with LG and QC.

	Intel
	N
	N
	Agree with LG/QC. 


R2-2007274
Clarification of the T304 informative table for DAPS HO
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1819
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

	Reason for change:
According to the procedural text in section 5.3.5.8.3 (T304 expiry), if T304 expires during DAPS HO and RLF is not detected at the source PCell, the UE should fallback to the source PCell and send a failure information message.

However, in case T304 expires during DAPS HO and a RLF has been detected on the source PCell, the UE should instead trigger RRC re-establishment. This last point is not correctly captured in the informative table in section 7.1.1.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	N
	N
	We think this proposed change is already covered by the case of T304 expiry of MCG description above. Since the change is a case of default UE behaviour when T304 expiry, this CR may not be necessary. 

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y
	The proposed change is shown here:

========================
If any DAPS bearer is configured and if there is no RLF in source PCell, initiate the failure information procedure.

If any DAPS bearer is configured and there is a RLF in source PCell, initiate the RRC Re-establishment procedure.
=======================

The case when source RLF is not declared is captured today. So, we do "break out" the DAPS case and mention it explicitly. Hence, we should clarify also the DAPS case when RLF is declared. Otherwise we think there is an ambiguity.



	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	

	Samsung
	N
	N
	Already clear. It seems not essential.

	NEC
	Y
	N
	There is overlapping between the change and the case of T304 expiry of MCG description above. Our suggestion is：
For T304 of MCG, if any DAPS bearer is configured and if there is no RLF in source PCell, initiate the failure information procedure; else in case of the handover from NR, or intra-NR handover, initiate the RRC re-establishment procedure; In case of handover to NR, perform the actions defined in the specifications applicable for the source RAT. 

	Mediatek
	Y
	Y
	The change can make the spec clearer and is good to have.

	Nokia
	N
	N
	We do not need to describe each and every case in multiple locations within the specs. This behaviour is already clear from the procedural text. No need to update the timer’s table.

	CATT
	Y
	y
	

	Futurewei
	N
	N
	RLF is an event, DAPS-HOF is another event. Whichever event occurs first, associated procedures will be triggered. It is already clearly specified. If RLF occurs first, no further DAPS. If DAPS-HOF occurs, fallback to the source. If afterwards source RLF occurs, start reestablishment. All these are normal operations supported by current spec.

	Sharp
	Y
	Y
	

	ZTE
	No strong view
	No strong view
	We have some sympathy with LG that the case can be covered by the MCG description. But if the majority thinks the clarification is needed, we are also fine to have it.

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	N
	N
	It is already covered by the case of T304 expiry of MCG description

	Intel
	
	
	No strong opinion. Nice to have. 


2.1.3 Miscellaneous control plane for corrections DAPS HO
R2-2007311
Correction on TS38.331 for RRC connection re-establishment in DAPS
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1831
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

R2-2008073
Correction on TS36.331 for RRC connection re-establishment in DAPS
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4424
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change: (these two CRs above are discussed jointly)

Based on the following agreement in last meeting: 

· When UE triggers RRC connection re-establishment, it releases the previous source cell resources, when applicable. 
1. It should be clarified that UE releases the previous source cell resources upon RRC connection re-establishment after DAPS handover is successful but before the source cell is released.

2. Furethere more, UE should use the target configuration during DAPS to perform RRC connection re-establishment after DAPS handover is successful but before the source cell is released. 
But in current spec these UE behaviors are not captured clearly.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	1st change only
	N
	Since Re-establishment procedure is initiated after synchronisation, the source PCell is clearly target cell of DAPS HO. Thus, 2nd change seems not necessary.

In our understanding, 1st changed part may have some ambiguity, i.e. which cell is the source PCell. Thus, it needs to be changed.

	Ericsson
	N
	N
	The intention with first change (in 5.3.7.2) seems to be that if re-establishment is triggered before DAPS HO is successful, UE reverts to source cell configuration, but if it is triggered after DAPS HO is successful, the UE releases the source cell configuration and keeps target cell configuration.

But in 5.3.5.8.3 T304 expiry (Reconfiguration with sync Failure), the UE has already reverted to source cell configuration in the former case, so the UE does not have a DAPS bearer configured any more.

The second change (in 5.3.7.4) should not be needed since it already is stated:

2>
set the c-RNTI to the C-RNTI used in the source PCell (reconfiguration with sync or mobility from NR failure) or used in the PCell in which the trigger for the re-establishment occurred (other cases);

	QC
	1st change is Yes
	
	1st change in 5.3.7.2 is OK.
Agree with Ericsson that 2nd change is already captured in 5.3.7.4.

	vivo
	Agree on both changes
	Agree on both changes
	For the 2nd change, the current specification could be misleading that the re-establishment of the DAPS handover before releasing the source link would still use the source PCell configuration.

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	The second change clarifies which C-RNTI to use since UE is connected with both source PCell and target PCell after DAPS handover is successful but before the source cell is released.

	Samsung
	N
	N
	The current specification also covers the handover failure case (i.e. the expiry of T304 during DAPS handover).

	NEC
	N
	N
	Do not see the need for the changes, and agree with Ericsson’s comments.

	Mediatek
	N
	N
	For the first change, it’s a corner case that re-establishment is triggered immediately after successful HO, when the source cell has not yet been released. Furthermore, the current spec is clear that UE should release the source cell when re-establishment is initiated, which can cover the corner case. 

Second change is not needed. 

	Nokia
	N
	N
	Agree with Ericsson.

	CATT
	y
	y
	Agree with both changes

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y for 1st change

N for second change
	
	We share the same view with QC.

	ZTE
	N
	N
	Agree with Ericsson. There are two cases that shall trigger RRC re-establishment in DAPS HO. In case of T304 expiry in target and RLF in source, there is no DAPS bearer configured since the target configuration has been released upon detection of T304 expiry. Thus, only when DAPS bearer is still configured and RRC re-establishment is triggered (i.e. RLF in target), the UE shall perform the release operation. We see no ambiguity for the release case.

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	We want to clarify current understanding that if RRC re-establishment happens after successful DAPS, UE releases source PCell; and if RRC re-establishment happens before successful DAPS, UE releases target PCell.

	Intel
	N
	N 
	Agree with Ericsson. 


R2-2007893
Correction for PDCP status report
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-16
36.323
16.1.0
0287
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change:
According to the PDCP specification, the 15bits and 18 bits PDCP SN are applicable only for RLC AM, and 12bits PDCP SN is applicable for RLC UM and AM. However, all PDCP status report formats are applicable to RLC UM and RLC AM. Thus, it should be restricted that the PDCP status report format for 12 bits PDCP SN is applicable for RLC UM and RLC AM and the PDCP status report format for 15bits and 18bits PDCP SN is applicable only for RLC AM.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	Y
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	N
	Seems fine, but:

This These formats is are applicable for DRBs mapped on RLC AM.


	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	

	NEC
	Y
	Y
	

	Mediatek
	Y
	N
	We agree the intention. But we think the sentence ‘This format is applicable for DRBs mapped on RLC UM and RLC AM.’ in current spec can be removed. Because PDCP status report can be configured for both RLC UM and RLC AM. It’s straightforward that the corresponding status report format should have the same FMS field length as the PDCP SN length configured for the RB. 

	Nokia
	Y
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	Y
	

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y, but
	Ok with Ericsson’s wording suggestion.

	Intel
	Y
	Y
	


R2-2007710
No support of DAPS HO for a CHO candidate cell
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips, Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1888
-
F
NR_Mob_enh-Core

R2-2007711
No support of DAPS HO for a CHO candidate cell
ZTE Corporation, Sanechips, Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.0
4406
-
F
LTE_feMob-Core

	Reason for change: (these two CRs above are discussed jointly)
CHO+DAPS is not supported in Rel-16. In the current spec, we have captured that the field conditionalReconfiguration is absent if any DAPS bearer is configured. In our understanding, this restriction just prohibit the case where conditionalReconfiguration and daps-Config are included in one RRCReconfiguration message and the case where conditionalReconfiguration is configured before the NW releases the source when DAPS HO is triggered previously. However, in case that the NW want to configure DAPS for a CHO candidate cell, i.e. including the field daps-Config in the the RRCReconfiguration message contained in condRRCReconfig, the current RRC signaling still supports such configuration, but it violates the agreement that CHO+DAPS is not supported in Rel-16.


	Company
	Intention agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Wording agreeable?

(Y or N)
	Comments

	LG
	Y
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	Y
	

	OPPO
	Y
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Y
	Y
	

	NEC
	Y
	Y
	

	Mediatek
	Y
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	N
	The change is correct, but we doubt this is needed. We shall not be clarifying each and every tiny issue for the closed WI. If supported, maybe we shall say ‘’in this version of the specification’’?

	CATT
	Y
	Y
	

	Futurewei
	Y
	Y
	

	Sharp
	Y
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	Y
	

	Apple
	Y
	Y
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Y
	Y
	

	Intel
	Y
	Y
	


2.2 Second phase: CR updating

For agreed CRs, proponents are supposed to update the CRs based on received comments.
3 Conclusion
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