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In RAN2#119e, the target performance of L1/L2 mobility as well as possible solutions were discussed and some agreements including ones below were made [1].

	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




In the post meeting email discussion [Post119-e][048], RRC modelling have been further discussed, where renaming option a, b, c as model 1, 2, 3 [2]. As captured in the (draft) summary, the model 1 and 2 are to be kept on the table and discussion will be continued. In this contribution, we further discuss the model 1 and 2 including possible restriction to the model 1 to improve its drawbacks.
2. Discussion
2.1	RRC models
During the Email discussion [2], it was confirmed that the target configuration of L1/L2 inter-cell mobility is received within an RRC message before the L1/L2 mobility is triggered. This is valid regardless of the models. Email discussion report also summarizes pros and cons of each model (excerpted in Annex below). Finally the following RRC models are on the table as the outcome.
· Model 1: one RRCReconfiguration message for each candidate target configuration
· Model 2: one CellGroupConfig IE for each candidate target configuration
We understand that the main difference between two models is that the model 1 can work in all of target scenarios (intra-DU, intra-CU inter-DU), while the mode 2 has some limitations in intra-CU inter-DU scenario. If some configurations (e.g. MeasConfig) outside the CellGroupConfig needs to be reconfigured or signalled, a subsequent RRCReconfiguration message after the serving cell switch is required in the model 2. Especially, PDCP data recovery (recoverPDCP in RadioBearerConfig) may need to be considered for inter-DU scenario.
Observation 1. The main drawback of the model 2 seems lack of flexibility in reconfigurable parameters upon L1/L2 mobility or possibility of PDCP data recovery.

On the other hand, concerns raised for the model 1 is signalling overhead and potential longer processing delay. This would be true, if all the possible flexibility are to be ensured. However, we do not think full flexibility will be necessary or essential in or during L1/L2 mobility. For example, considering only intra-CU case is expected, security update (MasterKeyUpdate) will not be necessary. If needed, legacy L3 based mobility can be done at any time. This can be aligned with a direction of avoiding L2 reset. There may be some other non-critical limitations in the model 1, given that the model 2 has also limitations (e.g. MeasConfig).
Observation 2. The main drawback of the model 1 seems large overhead, which can be reduced by introducing some non-critical limitations (e.g. no security update) in L1/L2 mobility, if necessary.

Based on the discussions and observations, it would be good to discuss possible limitations in the model 1 so that the model selection can be done more fairly.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to consider possible limitations in the model 1, if smaller signalling overhead or processing delay is the main reason to select the model 2.

3. Conclusion
In this contribution we discussed the model 1 and 2 including possible restriction to the model 1 to improve its drawbacks and then reached the following proposal.

Proposal 1: RAN2 to consider possible limitations in the model 1, if smaller signalling overhead or processing delay is the main reason to select the model 2.
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Annex
Pros/Cons of each RRC model [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)




