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1. Introduction
	· Specify support for inter-CU Layer 2 Mobility (LTM) [RAN2, RAN3]
· Prioritize the case when CU is acting as MN when DC is not configured
· As secondary priority, support the case when NR-DC is configured and CU is acting as SN and MCG is unchanged
· As secondary priority, support the case when NR-DC is configured, CU is acting as MN and SCG is unchanged or SCG is released
· Note: The case that LTM is configured in both MCG and SCG is excluded 
· Specify support for subsequent LTM mobility procedures aiming to avoid RRC configuration between cell switches as per Rel-18 LTM
· Coordination with SA3 needed with respect to security key handling 
· Note: Rel. 18 intra-CU LTM procedure is considered as baseline for adding inter-CU support


In this paper, we will analyse the WI and the priority of each bullet. 
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2.1 NG Vs. Xn 
In legacy HO, we have NG HO and Xn HO, both of them can be used in inter-CU case. Thus, for the inter-CU LTM, an intuitive idea is that we should separate our discussion into NG and Xn. However, from our point, we not see too much benefit of supporting NG LTM. 
First, the NG interface has naturally long delay, which is much longer than the latency reduced by LTM. And the security mechanism is more complex considering NG HO. What’s more, whether it is stable enough to trigger the NG HO by L1 measurement still need further evaluate.
So, we propose to prioritize the Xn handover, and low priority NG handover in inter-CU LTM.
Proposal 1: Prioritize the Xn handover, and low priority NG handover in inter-CU LTM case.
2.2 Priority of DC 
At the WI, for the DU case, we have two second priority bullent: 
· As secondary priority, support the case when NR-DC is configured and CU is acting as SN and MCG is unchanged
· As secondary priority, support the case when NR-DC is configured, CU is acting as MN and SCG is unchanged or SCG is released
· Note: The case that LTM is configured in both MCG and SCG is excluded 
From our perspective, the case CU acting as MN is similar with standalone case, and easier to get conclusion. So, to get more progress, we suggest to priority the CU acting as MN case compared with CU acting as SN.
Proposal 2: For the second priority bullets, priority the CU acting as MN case compared with CU acting as SN.
2.3 LTM configured in both MCG and SCG 
Following the WI, the case that LTM is configured in both MCG and SCG is excluded. So we suggest following the WI, not considering the case that LTM is configured in both MN and SN.
Proposal 3: Confirm the case that LTM is configured in both MCG and SCG is not support.
3. Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc423020280]Based on the discussion in this paper, we have the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: Prioritize the Xn handover, and low priority NG handover in inter-CU LTM case.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2: For the second priority bullets, priority the CU acting as MN case compared with CU acting as SN.
Proposal 3: Confirm the case that LTM is configured in both MCG and SCG is not support.
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