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1. Overall Description:

Regarding L1/L2-based inter-cell mobility (Objective #1) in Rel-18 NR further mobility enhancement, RAN2 made the following agreements and assumptions:
	· Assumption: HO interruption time for L1/L2-based inter-cell mobility is the time from UE receives the cell switch command to UE performs the first DL/UL reception/transmission on the indicated beam of the target cell. FFS if TRS tracking after HO and CSI RS measurement should also be included, i.e. the time to use a high-performance beam (can be clarified further).

· Assumption: To reduce HO interruption time, investigate e.g. solutions to reduce the time for UE reconfiguration (already in the WID), downlink and uplink synchronization after handover decision (other parts of dynamic switch not precluded).

· Confirm to Support L1/L2-based inter-cell mobility for inter-DU scenario (as well as intra-DU scenarios).  

· The design for intra-DU and inter-DU L1/L2-based mobility should share as much commonality as reasonable. FFS which aspects need to be different.

· R2 assumes that L2 is continued whenever possible (e.g. intra-DU), without Reset, with the target to avoid data loss, and the additional delay of data recovery.

· ICBM is one scenario considered for L1L2 mobility, but is not the only one, and is not a prerequisite for using L1L2 mobility.

· RAN2 to consider preparation of target cell configurations capable of dynamic switching without need for full configuration.

· Measurement delay can/may be considered in this work

· Assume that we rely on L1 measurements to trigger L1L2 mobility (still measurement for preparation could be L3, FFS)

· R2 will initially focus on PCell mobility. 

· R2 assumption: Rel-18 L1/L2 mobility includes both non-CA (PCell only) and CA scenarios (PCell and SCell). This includes the following cases

a) the target PCell/target SCell(s) is not a current serving cell (CA ( CA scenario with PCell change)

b) FFS the target PCell is a current SCell
c) FFS the target SCell is the current PCell.
· DC scenarios are FFS (e.g. PSCell mobility may be a low hanging fruit FFS). 
· Current options on the table: to configure a L1/L2 inter-cell mobility candidate cell:

a.
One RRCReconfiguration message for candidate target cell

b.
One CellGroupConfig IE for each candidate target cell

c.
One SpCellConfig IE for each candidate target cell

· Will send an LS to RAN1 and RAN3 on the progress of this meeting. 
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2. Actions
To RAN1, RAN3, and RAN4 groups
ACTION

: 
RAN2 kindly asks RAN1/3/4 to take the above information into consideration in their discussion about L1/L2-based inter-cell mobility. 




3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #119bis-e

10 – 19 October 2022


Online
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #120

14 – 18 

November 2022

EU
�We don’t have strong opinion on expanding the scope of the LS to including NR-DC conditional mobility agreements (we are ok).  If we do so, the title of LS should be updated accordingly.  


�Our preference would be actually to keep the scope of this LS to L1/L2 mobility.





Is also quite important that we clarify to RAN1/RAN4 what parts they should work on.


�We clarify in the title ’to reduce HO interruption’


�[Rapp] As we are discussing HO interruption, RAN4 may also be informed?


��Agree. We think RAN4 should be informed, as some of the values regarding to different steps come from RAN4. 


�Agree. Some our agreements are performance/metric related which we should inform RAN4 


�Agree. We should inform RAN4 about which step is considered to be enhanced.


�We will inform RAN4.





�The last three agreements come from this objective. 


�My understanding on the agreement on the LS to RAN1/RAN3/RAN4 is only for L1/L2 mobility. But we are fine to include these conclusions if companies agree.


�We tend to stick to the original scope of the LS.i.e.only focus on L1L2 mobility.


�We prefer the original scope of this LS, e.g., L1/L2 mobility. RAN3 has already come to the conclusion that they will use the CPAC as the baseline. For the CHO with CPAC, we think the observation need to be further clarified if CHO could include target MCG and multiple SCG.


�The following two agreements are related to RAN3:


Initial focus on SCG


Observation: Current RAN2 Stage-3 specifications can support CHO including target MCG and target SCG in Rel-17.


�It seems that majority of the companies want to keep the original scope of L1/L2 based mobility. This part is removed.


�Would be good to make all the “red” parts in the agreements “black” as this may confuse RAN1/3/4 if we don’t explain why some agreements are black and some are red.


�All agreements are in black now. 


�In our opinion only this first sentence is needed, as per the following scope of this discussion: 





‘LS out to RAN1 and RAN3 on the RAN2 progress, and ask to take into account.’





Overall, if some companies think other agreements than those marked in red are not important, then why are we sharing those at all?


��Tend to agree. Other WGs can identify the agreements relevant to them.





��Actually, we prefer the original wording from Rapporteur, without mentioning this sentence. We think what is relevant for RAN1/4 work is up to RAN1/4 discussion. Besides, my understanding is some of RAN2 conclusions are not stable enough for their discussion, but we just provide the basic model on the handover interruption/latency.


�We also have the same view as Vivo. Original wording is better.


�We will use the original wording.


�These dates are wrong, should be 14 - 18


�Thanks for correcting
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