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1. Introduction
In RAN2#119bis-e, there were some important agreements as basics of the L1/L2-triggered mobility (LTM) which includes the followings (as a part of agreements) [1]. 
	No security update support in Rel-18 with L1/L2 based mobility.
FFS whether ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check of candidate cell configuration are performed upon reception of the candidate cells configuration. FFS if this need to be specified. 
For UE processing, the following (not exhaustive) is assumed to be performed after receiving the cell switch command:
MAC/RLC reset (when configured) 
RF retuning (e.g. needed for inter-frequency), baseband retuning 
L1L2 based mobility supports the following CA scenarios:
PCell change without SCell change
PCell change with SCell change



	A L1/L2 inter-cell mobility candidate (target) configuration is received within an RRC message before the L1/L2 dynamic switch is triggered.
RAN2 continues the discussion on the RRC models by focusing on Model 1 and Model 2 and stage-3 details.
a.	Model 1: One RRCReconfiguration message (or FFS RRCReconfiguration IEs) for each candidate target configuration
b.	Model 2: One CellGroupConfig IE (FFS additional IEs) for each candidate target configuration



	RAN2 assumes that sequential L1L2 cell change between Candidates without RRC reconfiguration can be supported.
RAN2 assumes that candidate cell configuration can only be modified / released by Network (FFS later whether some optimization should be applied e.g. for release).
For L1L2 mobility will support that candidate configurations are delta configurations on top of a reference configuration. FFS if the reference configuration is a separate reference configuration or e.g. the current configuration.
For L1L2 mobility, Target Pcell/SCell can be current SCell/PCell, i.e., current SCell/PCell can be configured as candidates



There are still some FFS related to RRC. In this contributions, we discuss those issues and provide our views.
2. Discussion
2.1	RRC model
In RAN2#119bis-e, the RRC models were discussed but there are still two options (model 1 and model 2) on the table. Since this is the basic part of LTM, this issue should be concluded in this meeting. Otherwise, RAN2 make a working assumption to use the model 1, as it does not need additional IE(s) for existing function (e.g. PDCP recovery), which may be needed in the model 2.
Observation 1. RRC model should be decided in this meeting. Otherwise, the model 1 should be agreed as a working assumption.

Regarding the pros and cons of each model, they are already summarized in the table of post-119bis email discussion report [2] (and Annex below). Although both models have benefits, it seems drawbacks are more important in introducing something new. In other words, it would be appropriate to select the model having better trade-off between .
[bookmark: _GoBack]For the model 1, the main benefit is that a similar approach to the conditional mobility (e.g. CHO) can be expected with possible differences e.g. in details of delta configuration, while the main drawback is potential signalling overhead. Considering the previous agreement that no security update is supported in the LTM, RAN2 can consider to further reduce signalling overhead, if some companies have strong concern on it. For example, we expect that there is no need for bearer type change during the LTM.
For the model 2, the main benefit is to lower signalling overhead compared to the model 1. On the other hand, there are some obvious drawbacks. The main drawback is lack of configurations needed in mobility, e.g. indication of PDCP recovery, measurement configuration and dedicated SIB1 delivery (essential for inter-DU case). Some companies considered those can be sent by defining new IEs but this seems unnecessary specification impact just to reduce some signalling overhead. The model 2 still need a lot of aspects to be clarified. However, even if further clarifications are done, it is doubtful to see the model 2 really achieves better trade-off.
Based on the observations above, it would be better choice to go with the model 1 at least as baseline. Regarding the FFS on whether it should be RRCReconfiguration message or IEs, it should be RRCReconfiguration IEs, as the intention is to provide for each target candidate configuration.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree to use the model 1, where RRCReconfiguration IE is prepared for each candidate target configuration.

2.2	Delta configurations
As in the previous agreement, the LTM will support the delta configurations on top of a reference configuration. The current FFS point is the actual reference configuration. Although a new concept of separate reference configuration may be feasible, the current (original source) configuration is already to be shared with candidate target and thus it can be used as the reference. This would also be useful to reduce network signalling. We assume the current configuration can be used as the reference configuration for delta configuration.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to assume the current configuration can be used as the reference configuration for delta configuration in LTM.

With respect to the delta configuration for subsequent mobility, we assume the same way can be used for the selective activation of cell group, which is discussed in other contribution.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 to assume same or similar approach can be considered for delta configuration in selective CG activation.

2.3	Decoding and compliance check
In RAN2#119bis-e, it was also discussed whether ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check of candidate cell configuration are performed upon reception of the candidate cells configuration, which remains as FFS. The point here is that if we follow the conditional mobility in Rel-16/17, it is up to UE implementation exactly when it is performed. The reason was to avoid unnecessary failure indication. However, the LTM is intended only intra-CU scenarios and it is/should be much less possibility to (e.g.) excess UE capabilities. In addition, the intention behind the LTM is to extremely reduce mobility interruption. Therefore, if the possible latency reduction can be expected, RAN2 should take such way, i.e. ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check of candidate cell configuration are performed upon reception of the candidate cells configuration.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree that ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check of candidate cell configuration are performed upon reception of the candidate cells configuration.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed the RRC model, delta configuration and ASN.1 decoding/compliance check. We reached the following proposals.
 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree to use the model 1, where RRCReconfiguration IE is prepared for each candidate target configuration.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to assume the current configuration can be used as the reference configuration for delta configuration in LTM.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 to assume same or similar approach can be considered for delta configuration in selective CG activation.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree that ASN.1 decoding and validity/compliance check of candidate cell configuration are performed upon reception of the candidate cells configuration.
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Annex for reference

RAN2 understanding about RRC models [2]:

	Model
	Pros
	Cons

	Model 1
(One RRCReconfiguration message (or FFS RRCReconfiguration IEs) for each candidate target configuration)
	· Full flexibility
· Support of all targeted scenarios
· Similarities with the existing CHO framework

	· Since only intra-CU scenario is considered, there may be no need to provide all configurations and field within the RRCReconfiguration message.
· Existing RRC procedures may heavily impacted (specification efforts may not be minimal).
· Delta signalling may be needed (and needs to be discussed how to achieve it).
· Potentially longer latency due to the execution of some RRC procedures (e.g., radio bearers, security, L1/L2 processing).

	Model 2
(One CellGroupConfig IE (FFS additional IEs) for each candidate target configuration)
	· Support for all targeted scenarios
· Smaller signalling overhead compared to e.g., model 1.
· Potentially reduced interruption time due to less time spent by the UE to execute non-necessary RRC procedures.

	· How to perform L2 reset needs to be clarified
· A new procedure for L1/L2 mobility may be needed (but some companies do not consider this necessarily a con).
· One CellGroupConfig for each L1/L2 mobility target configuration
· Configuration outside the CellGroupConfig may require a subsequent RRCReconfiguration message after the switch has happened.
· Delta signalling may be needed (and needs to be discussed how to achieve it).

	Model 3
(one SpCellConfig IE (and eventually SCellConfig IE) for each candidate target configuration)
	· The smallest signalling overhead compared to the other models
	· Target scenarios not fully supported (i.e., no support for the inter-DU case).
· How to perform L2 reset needs to be clarified
· Little flexibility compared to the other models
· Delta signalling may be needed (and needs to be discussed how to achieve it)




