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Introduction 
While our companion paper in  [1] discusses several areas of optimizations that are applicable for latency reduction in L2/L1 mobility, in this paper we plan to propose some basic agreements on which the candidate solutions on L1/L2 mobility hinge on.
Scoping basic agreements for candidate solutions
Use-cases of a L2/L1 handover
It is our view that the practical usage of L2/L1 mobility is in the case where a gNB-CU has several gNB-DUs, and each of these gNB-DUs drive several TRPs (with different PCIs -  as viewed from the UE) and that such L2/L1 mobility can co-exist with legacy mobility (in configuration and operation) as separate entities at the UE.  Figure 1 below shows a deployment where L2/L1 mobility can be applied between cells with PCI 0-5, while traditional mobility is possible to PCIs controlled by gNB-CU ‘y’.
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Figure 1: Deployment where L2/L1 mobility can be applied between cells with PCI 0-5, while traditional mobility is possible to PCIs controlled by gNB-CU ‘y’

So we would like to first have RAN2 agree about the operation where co-existance is possible. From this perspective, we think the below proposals need to be first agreed.
Proposal 1: A UE can be configured with L2/L1 mobility as well as legacy mobility in a configuration. The UE evaluates both mobility related procedures at the same time.
 
RRC Pre-configuration and limits of L2/L1 config
“Basic” L2/L1 mobility involves:
· Configuration of measurements and reporting
· Configuration of the target cell
· Actual handover configuration
· And associated UE response
It can argued that the configuration of the target cell as well as the configuration of any necessary measurements related to mobility (that can lead to the handover to the target cell), can also be using L2/L1, but doing so would have several drawbacks:
· The L2/L1 specification would need to be changed to allow actual configuration and associated UE reporting
· The question of whether SA3 is ok with performing configuration/reporting using L2/L1 without any security, needs addressing.
· We do not want to develop another RRC protocol in L2/L1 (and bring to question the purpose of layering)
We think it is essential to come to an understanding in RAN2 on this basic operation. It is our view that (in following the R15/16/17 logic of L3 configuration and L2/L1 switching of the earlier provided configuration) RRC provides the pre-config and L2/L1 is only allowed to switch between configurations.
Proposal 2: RRC provides the configuration to be used by the UE for measurement and target cell config, and L2/L1 control messages that trigger the application of this configuration. The configuration can only be changed via RRC.
In the same vein, we can see from figure 1 that the gNB-CU x might anticipate the possibility of the UE handing over to gNB-CU y, while also considering that UE might still be mobile within the L2/L1 framework with the cells within it’s control. In the case of L2/L1 mobility, since the CU does not change, we do not see the need for any changes to UPF (QoS related params, RB config), or even NAS configuration (as the N2 context remains the same).
So it is useful in managing the work-item if RAN2 agrees that the L2/L1 mobility only switches the configuration (as part of L2/L1 mobility) that is relevant to the DU config, and the rest of the config to remain the same. This also helps with reducing processing and application delay, and only the relevant DU config needs to be changed.
Proposal 3: The RRC configuration related to L2/L1 mobility is limited to the PHY configuration (for eg ServingCellConfig) and rest of the configuration is not changed as part of L2/L1 handover. 

Security requirements for L2/L1 Handover
We would like to conclude the basic topics by bringing in the aspect of security. So far the 3GPP framework has been that the UE configuration and reporting are done in a secure and tamper proof manner, and with L2/L1 mobility, we have to ensure that any departure from this (in terms of using L2/L1 communication) would satisfy SA3 requirements. 
Since this Wi is RAN driven with no impact to SA, it would be a prudent step to check with SA3 on our scope and limits on L2/L1 communication from security perspective, and it would be better to get this guidance from them as soon as possible to avoid re-discussions in RAN2 based on their inputs.
Proposal 4: Inform SA3 about the agreements we make and check with them on the aspect of UE configuration switching using L2/L1 and UE measurement reporting as part of L2/L1, from security perspective.

Conclusions
Proposal 1: A UE can be configured with L2/L1 mobility as well as legacy mobility in a configuration. The UE evaluates both mobility related procedures at the same time.
Proposal 2: RRC provides the configuration to be used by the UE for measurement and target cell config, and L2/L1 control messages that trigger the application of this configuration. The configuration can only be changed via RRC.
Proposal 3: The RRC configuration related to L2/L1 mobility is limited to the PHY configuration (for eg ServingCellConfig) and rest of the configuration is not changed as part of L2/L1 handover. 
Proposal 4: Inform SA3 about the agreements we make and check with them on the aspect of UE configuration switching using L2/L1 and UE measurement reporting as part of L2/L1, from security perspective.
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