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1. Overall Description:


RAN2 would like to inform RAN1 that RACH-less handover applies to NTN UEs and TN UEs

 (including UEs on mobile IAB). In addition,

 about which target beam the UE should use during the

 handover procedure, RAN2 has made the following agreement:
	Agreements RAN2#130:
· RAN2 confirms that current specification follows this behaviour

- For NTN, only SSB index is configured

- For Mobile IAB only TCI state index is configured

- for TN


, SSB index or TCI State can be configured




2. Actions:

To RAN1:
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take the above information related to RACH-less handover into consideration


 to check if any necessary RAN1 specification updates.
3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2#131
25th August – 29th August 2025

Bangalore, India

RAN2#131bis
13th October – 17rd October 2025

Prague, Czech
�“For RACH-less handover” can be removed as it has been mentioned in the first sentence twice. 


��Thanks for the suggestion, agree to remove the “For RACH-less handover” to avoid redundant


�Related to Huawei’s suggestion, we might re-phrase this as: “RACH-less handover applies to NTN UEs and TN UEs (including UEs on mobile IAB)”


� changed accordingly





�There is no strong contrast between the preceding and following sentences. Instead, it introduces another relevant supplementary agreement for the PDCCH beam in case of DG RACH-less after stating general use cases of RACH-less HO information. Thus, we propose using “In addition”.


�Accepted and changed accordingly





�Suggest to use “target beam in handover procedure”


�Accepted and changed accordingly


�We should really clarify the term to RAN1. Mobile IAB cell is not something in parallel with NTN and TN.





For mobile IAB in TN, xxxxx


For TN (except mobile IAB cell), xxxx


�This can be clarified in the beginning description part.


�Thanks for the suggestion, the description at the beginning has been changed


�This text seems unnecessary, as it does not give any useful information to RAN1. Suggest to delete.


�Same view as Ericsson.


��OK with the suggestion, thanks





�For the acition, we suggest mentioned that RAN1is aksed to update the spec, that is the key reason for sending this LS. We should explicit capture this in the action part. I.E.,


RAN2 respectfully asks RAN1 to take the above information related to RACH-less HO into consideration� and to introduce necessary update to Rel-18 specifications.





�We’d better say, “to check if any necessary RAN1 specification updates”.


�Agree with the intention and changed accordingly





