3GPP TSG RAN Meeting #90e				                                   RP-202858
Electronic Meeting, December 7- 11, 2020
Agenda item:	9.8.10
Source: 		Qualcomm Incorporated (Moderator)
Type: 	Report
Title: 	Moderator's summary for email discussion [90E][29][IAB_DC]
Document for:	Approval
Release:	Rel-17
Introduction
The discussion handles:
	Email thread on finding a way forward on DC scenarios in IAB.
Goal: Generate an agreeable way forward.
Input contributions covered:  2533, 2626, 2672.
Moderator: Georg Hampel.



The contributions RP-202533, RP-202626 and RP-202672 discuss the support for intra-carrier DC in Rel-17 IAB. All three contributions propose that TSG RAN preclude support for intra-carrier DC for Rel-17 IAB since not enough time would be available within present TU budgeting to handle the technical issues. One contribution claims that intra-carrier DC would not be supported by the Rel-17 IAB WID.
RAN#89e already had a discussion on this topic (RP-202083). In the discussion, 8 out of 15 companies were in favor for intra-frequency DC, 5 companies were opposed while 1 company needed more information. No agreement was reached.  There was further no agreement if intra-carrier DC for IAB was compliant with the WID or not. 
In this follow-up discussion in RAN#90e, the moderator would like to make further progress. The following is proposed: 
On compliance of intra-carrier DC with Rel-17 WID: The RAN#89 discussion already indicated that the Rel-17 IAB WID was not sufficiently clear on the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB. For that reason, we will not spend further time on discussing the wording of the Rel-17 WID.
On the size of the specification effort for intra-carrier DC for IAB: In the prior discussion, some companies claimed that only little work was needed while others believed it was a major effort. The discussion did not try to scope the effort. We will therefore use the RAN#90 follow-up discussion to identify the main issues that need to be addressed for intra-carrier DC for IAB by each RAN WG. This exercise will provide a better understanding on what needs to be done, and it might make it easier to converge on this topic for Rel-17.
To keep focus, the following assumptions are made:  
· Inter-carrier DC is supported in Rel-17 IAB.
· Intra-carrier DC is not supported in Rel-16 IAB.
· The discussion only focuses on intra-carrier DC for IAB, not for UEs.
The contributions to RAN#90e raised the following issues related to intra-carrier DC for IAB:
RP-202533 claims that there is no verification on the feasibility of intra-carrier DC for IAB. The contribution does not discuss any issues that would need to be handled. 
RP-202626 made the following claims:
· Dynamic scheduler coordination between parent IAB-nodes would be necessary. No details were giving on what this would entail and which WG would be involved. 
· For FR2, DC synchronization requirements would imply severe, if not impossible, restrictions in the IAB-deployment. No details were given on what such FR2 DC synchronization requirements would have to entail and why this would be severe or impossible.
· Implementation of intra-carrier DC would require extensive work that was not accounted for in the present time budgeting. No details were given on what this work would include.
RP-202672 claims that the following issues would need to be addressed by RAN1:
· Revisiting IAB-MT assumptions on DL synchronization and UL timings,
· Parent nodes sending conflicting D/U/F indications in DCI 2_0 for same IAB-MT resource,
· Parent nodes sending conflicting soft resource availability in DCI 2_5 for same IAB-DU resource on IAB-node’s child link,
· Parent nodes indicating different number of guard-symbols in MAC-CE.
The contributions further claimed that the following issues would have to be addressed by RAN3:
· Resource coordination between gNBs for topology redundancy scenarios, where MCG and SCG links are controlled by different (donor or non-donor) gNBs. 
The contribution further claims that RAN4 would need to investigate the potential impact of intra-carrier DC. No details were giving on what this would involve.


Discussion
Initial discussion: Issues to be handled for intra-carrier DC for IAB
The following aim to identify the main issues to be addressed by the individual RAN WGs. For each issue, we need to understand:
1. The underlying problem to be solved,
2. The main aspects to be addressed by each WG to solve the problem,
3. The adverse effects an implementation-only solution might have, e.g., on performance, inter-vendor interoperability, etc.
The questions below are based on the issues raised in contributions to RAN#90e. Companies are invited to discuss additional issues as well.
Q1: In your view, what needs to be done for inter-parent-node scheduler coordination to support intra-carrier DC for IAB? Please explain the problem to be solved, aspects to be addressed by each WG, and impact if done via implementation only.
	Company
	Comment

	AT&T
	“Scheduler coordination” is a broad term, but at a fundamental level this would require ensuring that the scheduling of the two parent links does not 1) violate the duplex constraint within the IAB node (i.e. half duplex or full duplex) and 2) does not violate the half duplex constraint within the backhaul link (i.e. simultaneous DL Rx and UL Tx by the MT function). This can be done on a semi-static basis and requires some specification effort to support inter-vendor IAB deployments. In our understanding this work would first be carried out in RAN1 to define the requirements and general framework for the coordination and RAN3 would determine what updates (if any) to the existing DU resource coordination signaling would be required (e.g. to support intra vs. inter donor operation). In our view, the scope of scheduler coordination for intra-carrier DC is similar to what would be required for inter-carrier DC, at least when it comes to ensuring the duplex constraint at the IAB node is not violated, since even in Rel-16 it is possible to indicate different multiplexing capabilities for different DU/MT carriers (e.g. half duplex may still be required even for inter-band operation between parent nodes).

	vivo
	For resource scheduling coordination between MCG and SCG, the scheme discussed in multi-TRP transmission can be baseline. In Rel-17 multi-TRP enh., it has been discussed that UE can camp on a single carrier and connect to two BSs, the related solution can simply be reused for IAB intra-carrier DC.
For resource management of DU, the TDD/resource type indication should be coordinated as well. However, this issue should be addressed for intra-band inter-carrier DC as well.
Therefore, we think no specific issue needs to be addressed regarding resource management for intra-carrier DC.

	NTT DOCOMO
	When IAB operate with Carrier A (including Frequency resource A-1+A-2), while IAB-MT is allocated Frequency resource A-1 from Parent node 1 and Frequency resource A-2 from Parent node 2, scheduler coordination may be necessary since A-1 and A-2 may or may not be able to overlap without causing mutual interference. However, tight scheduler coordination to appropriately handle resource overlapping would be complex.

	Huawei
	Our understanding is that dynamic scheduler coordination are not possible for both intra-carrier and inter-carrier DC. However, the problems that needs be solved are similar for inter-carrier intra-band DC and intra-carrier intra-band DC. 
For inter-carrier intra-band DC, the IAB-MT needs to handle scheduling collisions due to half duplex constraint on the backhaul link if the IAB-MT is scheduled to Tx in one CG and Rx in the other CG simultaneously. The scheduling collision can be resolved by prioritizing the scheduling from MCG. However, this may not be sufficient if there is no coordination between the MCG and SCG. In the worst case, the SCG does not get any opportunity for Tx/Rx which defeats the purpose to configuring DC. Semi-static coordination across MCG and SCG should be supported such that the above scheduling confliction can be avoided. One possibility is to configure available/schedulable resources for the IAB-MT on a given CC such that the IAB-MT can understand which CG is prioritized in case of scheduling collision. This problem would need some more discussions in RAN1 and RAN3 may also need to be involved for the case of inter-donor operation to check whether any coordination between CU is needed. 
Similar to inter-carrier intra-band DC, for intra-carrier intra-band DC, the IAB-MT needs to handle scheduling collisions due to half duplex constraint if the IAB-MT is scheduled to Tx in one CG and Rx in the other CG on the same CC. The solutions proposed to resolve the scheduling conflict for Case 2 can be applied for Case 3 as well.

	Samsung
	Regarding the analysis on RP-202533 by moderator, it may mislead about our view on intra-carrier DC. As discussed in the tdoc, our intention was to point out there is no common understanding on how intra-carrier DC operates because dual connectivity in 3GPP has always assumed the use of separate carriers since LTE. One example which is unclear to us would be how to coordinate scheduler decision between MCG and SCG for intra-carrier DC because there is no such coordination for inter-carrier DC so far. It is one of aspects which needs group’s common understanding if the intra-carrier DC is feasible. On the other hand, even if intra-carrier DC is deemed feasible, whether or not it is something beneficial to support in Rel-17 IAB is a separate matter which has not been estimated by any evaluations.

	Ericsson
	Duplexing coordination is just the very beginning of resource coordination and must be assumed to reflect duplexing capabilities. If parent nodes share time-frequency resources that can't be used simultaneously, of course inter-parent-node scheduler coordination is required. In inter-band DC, this is implicitly not necessary. Any already specified form of intra-carrier transmission from multiple nodes has requirements on coordination and/or timing. Furthermore, different to existing schemes, IAB is missing inter-DU connectivity for such coordination.

	Nokia
	Scheduler coordination in intra-carrier DC can be identified under two main cases: 
1. No/less coordination between parent DUs, and IAB MT may have to handle resource conflict scenarios. 
2. Some coordination between parent DUs, and IAB MT does not expect to have resource conflict scenarios. 
RAN1 shall prioritize the first case, where some discussion of resource multiplexing rules is needed, and the impact on other WGs is minimal. In general, we see that intra-carrier DC can be still handled within the existing TU allocations for RAN1.
For the second case, coordination is only necessary in scenarios where configured and available resources overlap between both DUs. One option is to leave such coordination to implementation. 
Another option is to have a joint solution with CLI/Interference handling for IAB.  In scenarios where potential collisions can occur, existing interference management techniques (e.g., CLI/RIM) may be extended to assist in avoiding collisions. RAN1 could strive for single solution for such extension of coordination considering both intra-carrier DC and IAB CLI/interference avoidance (which is anyways ongoing discussion in RAN1).  We expect that minimal discussion will be needed in RAN3 to address coordination.

	ZTE
	The inter-parent-node scheduler coordination could be divided into following two cases:
1) Inter-donor: the two parent nodes of IAB-MT connect to two donor CU. In this case, MCG and SCG needs to coordinate the resource configuration of the two parent node to avoid the scheduling conflict and interference between MCG link and SCG link. In addition, the resource configuration of co-located IAB-DU also need to be coordinated to avoid the half duplex restraints of IAB node. It should be noted this semi-static resource division for MCG and SCG may lead to inefficient resource usage. However, if dynamic scheduling is considered, the latency requirement could not be met since the coordination between the two parent nodes requires the signalling transmission via donor CUs. 
Intra-donor: the two parent nodes of IAB-MT connect to the same donor CU.  In this case, the semi-static resource division for the two parent node may be controlled by donor CU. However, it is hard to realize the intra-carrier dynamic scheduling since there is no direct connection between two parent DUs and the latency can not be guaranteed.   



Summary Q1: Coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling
There seems to be agreement that MCG/SCG resource coordination is necessary.
Some companies believe that this effort can be done within existing TUs. Some companies claim that this effort is too complicated and cannot be done at all. 
The Moderator is not convinced that this is an unsurmountable effort since intra-carrier coordination has already been done for DSS. Intra-carrier NR DC could just use this solution as a blueprint. Also, on F1, the Rel-16 gNB-DU resource configuration is already available and can be enhanced as necessary.
One company claims that inter-DU connectivity would be necessary. The Moderator does not understand why this is needed since the MN and SN can coordinates resource allocation. 
Overall, the following efforts seem to be necessary:
· RAN1 needs to define requirements for inter-parent-link resource coordination to account for duplex constraints within IAB-node and half-duplex constraint on each link. Some aspects of this coordination are already necessary for intra-band inter-carrier DC. DSS can be used as a blueprint.
· RAN3 needs to provide Xn signaling between MN and SN based on RAN1’s requirements. 

Q2: In your view, what needs to be done for the coordination of DCI 2_0 signaling for D/U/F indication among parent nodes to support intra-carrier DC for IAB? Please explain the problem to be solved, aspects to be addressed by each WG, and impact if done via implementation only.
	Company
	Comment

	AT&T
	The problem is similar to Q1 except instead of involving the donor nodes to resolve the conflicts, it is just the IAB nodes themselves which determine the slot indication on a dynamic basis instead of semi-static basis (but with the same goal of avoiding scheduling conflicts which violate the duplex constraint). RAN1 could handle this objective by itself and define child/parent node behavior to avoid or handle potential conflicts (within the framework already provided by the semi-static coordination addressed in Q1). Again as in Q1, ensuring that duplex constraints are not violated by the multiple parents is a common objective for both intra-carrier and inter-carrier DC.

	vivo
	Even for inter-carrier intra-band scenario, indication from DCI 2_0 may incur troublesome TDD conf. Considering that UE may be subject to HD constraint as well for inter-carrier intra-band case, this is not specific issue for intra-carrier DC. 
It is noted that such issue is already under discussion in RAN1.   

	NTT DOCOMO
	When IAB-DU operate with Carrier A (including Frequency resource A-1+A-2), while IAB-MT is allocated Frequency resource A-1 from Parent node 1 and Frequency resource A-2 from Parent node 2, single TDD pattern should be applied to Carrier A for the IAB-node. On the other hands, each of two parent nodes can indicate D/U/F dynamically with DCI 2_0 for the IAB-node, and different D/U/F indication for Carrier A may happen. Therefore, a mechanism on how to handle the D/U/F indication for Carrier A with two parent nodes needs to be considered.

	Huawei
	DCI format 2_0 is used to indicate the slot format of a given serving cell. In case of intra-carrier DC, it is possible that the MCG or SCG indicate two different slot formats for the same CC. Note that it is not always feasible to coordinate the signaling of DCI format 2_0 between the MCG and SCG considering the signaling delay between the two parent nodes. 
Overall, in addition to the issue in Q1, i.e. the IAB-MT may need to handle scheduling conflict due to half duplex constraint on the backhaul link, the IAB-MT needs to handle the slot format indication conflict from the MCG and SCG. More discussion is needed in RAN1.


	Samsung
	It seems Q2 assumes a coordination with DCI format 2_0 for intra-carrier DC is needed. Our view is that it should be first checked whether or not the coordination with DCI 2_0 signaling is required based on common understanding on how to operate intra-carrier DC.

	Ericsson
	Multi-parent scenarios without proper coordination of DCI format 2_0 between parent cannot work. This is also valid for inter-carrier, intra-band and solutions can be equally applied. The question on coordination needs for DCI format 2_0 is very much connected to what kind of multiplexing is assumed between parent node, or not, and is therefore not entirely addressable at this point.

	Nokia
	As mentioned under Q1, RAN1 can assume two cases. 
First case, 
· Problem: Coordination between parent nodes for dynamic signaling (e.g. DCI 2-0) is not possible/feasible to avoid resource conflicts at IAB-MT. 
· Solutions for resource multiplexing shall be addressed only in RAN1. RAN1 shall define the resource multiplexing rules for receiving DCI 2-0 via both parent nodes that support intra-carrier DC. 
Second case, 
· Problem: Some coordination between parent nodes for dynamic signaling to avoid conflicts at the IAB MT.
· Solutions for receiving DCI 2-0 from both parents or via single parent without conflicts and applying that for both parent links shall be defined in RAN1. If coordination handled by specification, some work is expected from RAN3. 
As the work and scope is straightforward, the workload is not significant. Therefore, no additional TUs are required in WG1 or WG3 to address DCI_2.0 operation.

	ZTE
	The coordination of DCI 2_0 signalling to support intra-carrier DC is used for dynamic scheduling. It requires the coordination across two parent nodes. Moreover, inter-donor CU scenario requires the coordination between two donor CUs to alleviate the collision. Considering the potential latency of BH link and Xn interface, we think it is not feasible to support the coordination of DCI 2_0.    
On the other hand, certain resource collision rules may be defined at IAB node when receiving DCI 2_0 from both parent node. However, without coordination between parent node, the resource collision may frequently happen. In this case, the resource utilization of the IAB network is of low efficiency and the IAB network may even fail to work.   



Summary Q2: Coordination of inter-parent-node DCI 2-0 indications
It seems there is agreement that the handling of conflicting DCI 2-0 indications from MCG and SCG parents needs to be addressed in RAN1. Some companies believe that this is straightforward, others think it is difficult to align with the scheduling constraints discussed in Q1. Once company believes it is entirely impossible. One company claims that this effort has already started in RAN1. 
The Moderator believes that the handling of conflicting inter-parent-node DCI 2-0 indications is already necessary for inter-carrier inter-band DC. Therefore, no additional effort is necessary for intra-carrier DC.

Q3: In your view, what needs to be done for the coordination of DCI 2_5 signaling for soft-resource-availability indication among parent nodes to support intra-carrier DC for IAB? Please explain the problem to be solved, aspects to be addressed by each WG, and impact if done via implementation only.
	Company
	Comment

	AT&T
	Similar scope as Q3, however it should be noted that soft resources are not strictly essential for IAB. As in Rel-16, RAN1 may not need to specify all aspects of the determination of the availability of soft resources at the child node and leave potential optimizations up to implementation.

	vivo
	Similar as DCI 2_0, the issue exists both for inter-carrier and intra-carrier scenarios, which is under discussion in RAN1.

	NTT DOCOMO
	When IAB-DU operate with Carrier A (including Frequency resource A-1+A-2), while IAB-MT is allocated Frequency resource A-1 from Parent node 1 and Frequency resource A-2 from Parent node 2, single configuration of H/S/NA is indicated by CU for Carrier A of IAB-DU. On the other hands, although dynamic indication of IA/INA with DCI 2_5 can be indicated by each of two parent nodes, single soft resource availability should be determined for a soft resource. Therefore, a mechanism on how to handle the availability of Soft IAB-DU resource based on DCI 2_5 indication with two parent nodes needs to be considered.

	Huawei
	DCI format 2_5 is used to indicate the availability of IAB-DU soft resources. Since the content of DCI format 2_5 is configured semi-statically, it is possible to configure availability indication of IAB-DU soft resources for different IAB-DU cells from MCG and SCG in a non-overlapping manner, i.e. the availability indication from MCG and SCG are for different IAB-DU cells. Even if there is an overlap, i.e. availability indication is from two CGs, it may be sufficient to define a rule to determine the availability of IAB-DU soft resource, e.g. IAB-DU can Tx or Rx on a soft resource only if it is indicated as available from both MCG and SCG. More discussions in RAN1 is required as agreed in RAN1#103-e. 
Agreement
The explicit indication of soft resources by DCI Format 2_5 is supported for multi-parent scenarios in Rel-17.
· FFS: Whether additional enhancements over the Rel-16 solution are needed
In summary, the issue of DCI format 2_5 may not specific for intra-carrier DC.

	Samsung
	Similar to Q2, our view is that it should be first checked whether or not the coordination with DCI 2_5 signaling is required based on common understanding on how to operate intra-carrier DC.

	Ericsson
	DCI format 2_5 is addressing a different dimension of the problem in controlling DU resources through parent nodes. Where DCI format 2_0 controls whether a certain resource is D/U/F, DCI  format 2_5 has a more dynamic property and is not suitable for DU coordination.

	Nokia
	Dynamic DCI 2_5 signaling per parent link may be used to communicate availability of resources. Discussion on DCI 2_5 is more critical than DCI 2_0 if we are to efficiently use resources within IAB network.  
Similar to Q2, we shall discuss two possible cases. 
First case, 
· Problem: Coordination between parent nodes for dynamic signaling (e.g. DCI 2-5) is not possible/feasible to avoid conflicting resource indication for IAB-DU. 
· Solutions for deriving availability of DU soft resources shall be defined if the IAB MT expecting different indications from parent nodes. RAN1 shall define the rules for receiving DCI 2-5 via both parent nodes that support intra-carrier DC. 
Second case, 
· Problem: Some coordination between parent nodes for dynamic signaling to avoid conflicts of using soft resource at the IAB DU. 
· Solutions for receiving DCI 2-5 from both parents or via single parent without conflicts and applying that at IAB DU shall be defined in RAN1. If coordination handled by specification, some work is expected from RAN3. RAN3 only need to provide a means for loosely coordinating parent DUs to avoid overlapping resources.
The first case mentioned above is anyway needing some discussion for the IAB MTs that support multi-DCI based multi-TRP operation (which support non-ideal BH conditions where dynamic coordination is not feasible). Given the commonalities with MIMO multi-TRP and intra-carrier DC, the same solution may be considered for both multi-TRP and other intra-carrier DC scenarios with very little additional definition. 

	ZTE
	Similar to DCI 2_0, the coordination of DCI 2_5 signalling to support intra-carrier DC requires the coordination across two parent nodes. Moreover, inter-donor CU scenario requires the coordination between two donor CUs to alleviate the collision. Considering the potential latency of BH link and Xn interface, we think it is not feasible to support the coordination of DCI 2_5.    
On the other hand, when receiving DCI 2_5 from both parent nodes, the collision rules may be defined at IAB node. However,  it may lead to misunderstandings of resource availability between the parent node and IAB node. It does not fundamentally solve the issue.  



Summary Q3: Coordination of inter-parent-node DCI 2-5 indications
It seems there is agreement that the handling of conflicting DCI 2-5 indications from MCG and SCG parents has to be addressed in RAN1. Some companies believe that this straightforward while others believe it is difficult if not undoable. 
· RAN1 needs to address handling of conflicting DCI 2-5 indication from MCG and SCG parents.

Q4: In your view, what needs to be done for parent-to-child timing synchronization to support intra-carrier DC for IAB? Please explain the problem to be solved, aspects to be addressed by each WG, and impact if done via implementation only.
	Company
	Comment

	AT&T
	The timing requirements are both a function of deployment considerations (distance between parent nodes) and IAB node implementation (shared or common hardware at the MT for the MCG/SCG links). In our view, specification work is not essential for this objective (other than documenting requirements). Optimizations are certainly possible, but just as T_delta in Rel-16 is a helpful “tool in the toolbox” for achieving OTA-based timing alignment, they would not be required for DC with IAB.

	vivo
	In Rel-17, such issue can be left to NW deployment. It can be assumed that the distances from IAB node to the two parent nodes are comparable. If enh.is needed, it can be captured in later release.

	NTT DOCOMO
	When IAB-DU operate with Carrier A (including Frequency resource A-1+A-2), while IAB-MT is allocated Frequency resource A-1 from Parent node 1 and Frequency resource A-2 from Parent node 2, IAB node may receive TA1/T_delta1 from Parent node 1 and TA2/T_delta2 from Parent node 2. Since the IAB node needs to derive a single DU Tx timing based on TA and T_delta, a mechanism on how to derive DU Tx timing with two parent nodes needs to be considered.

	Huawei
	Our understanding is main specification effort is that RAN4 needs to define the timing synchronization requirement for intra-carrier DC deployment. However, we do understand 3us cell phase error requirement among IAB-nodes may put some limitations to the practice usage of intra-carrier DC in FR2.

	Samsung
	In case of inter-carrier DC, there are RAN4 requirements (e.g., TS38.133 for UE) for a relative receive timing difference (MRTD) and a relative transmission timing difference (MTTD) between MCG and SCG. Especially, minimum MRTD requirements for synchronous cases are the following: 33us in case of inter-band synchronous EN-DC and 3us in case of intra-band synchronous EN-DC. Also, 33us for inter-band synchronous NE-DC and 8us (for both MCG and SCG on FR2) in case of inter-band synchronous NR-DC. In our view, it should be checked how to operate DC in a same carrier taking into account the RAN4 requirements. 

	Ericsson
	A DU is required to be synchronized with its neighbor DUs to an accuracy of 3 µs. GNSS synchronization will typically result in a higher but still limited accuracy; nevertheless, there are no requirements for such improved accuracy. At the same time, intra-carrier DC will require an accuracy of <0.6µs (FR2) in order to fit both parent transmissions within the CP. Different parent-node ISDs would further decrease that margin. With these inaccuracies and having imperfect BH connectivity (different to m-TRP or co-located DC), it is not possible to guarantee operation for any difference in parent node ISD.

	Nokia
	Each IAB DU must already meet gNB synchronization requirements to remain transparent to legacy R15 UEs.   No additional synchronizations requirements are envisioned for IAB intra-frequency DC.   Simultaneous SDM or FDM transmission form both parent DUs is not anticipated in R17 IAB.
No further work would need to be done for timing in WG1 provided that SDM or FDM operation is limited to one parent DU at a time. 
If the parent-to-child timing synchronization assume T_delta signaling via multiple parents, that discussion is not only restricted to the intra-carrier DC case as inter-carrier DC case may also have to consider that. Anyway, Rel-16 discussed that already, and left to IAB node implementation to select one or both parent T_delta indications to adjust DL Tx timing.

	ZTE
	As far as we know, RAN4 only studied the inter-band NR DC in FR2 as of now. For the intra-band DC, only ENDC scenario was discussed with the assumption that the connected DUs are collocated. So RAN4 needs to be involved to define the synchronization requirement for intra-carrier DC. Then, RAN1 should be involved to study how to support the intra-carrier DC synchronization requirement. We think synchronization accuracy requirement between the intra-carrier DC parent DUs should be stringent, especially for SDM and FDM resource multiplexing. It requires a lot of efforts in both RAN1 and RAN4.



Summary Q4: Parent-to-child time synchronization
Some companies believe that nothing needs to be done (except some documentation work). Another company claims that RAN1 needs to address the handling of conflicting T_delta signaling from both parent nodes. Another company points out that this issue is the same for inter-carrier as for intra-carrier DC. The Moderator agrees that there this issue needs to be addressed for intra-band already. Therefore, no additional effort would be necessary for intra-carrier DC.
Two companies believe that time synchronization better than 3us would be necessary for FR2. One of these companies claims that time synchronization better than 0.62us would be required, and that this could be achieved via GNSS. This would imply that at least for GNSS deployments no further work is needed.

Q5: In your view, what other issues need to be addressed to support intra-carrier DC for IAB? Please explain the problem to be solved, aspects to be addressed by each WG, and impact if done via implementation only.
	Company
	Comment

	AT&T
	We want to highlight that the critical need from an operator perspective, is for multi-parent support in Rel-17 which aligns with practical deployment scenarios for IAB. Requiring that different carriers or frequency bands are assigned for different parents diminishes the usefulness of the feature by limiting the backhaul capacity and creates an undesirable tradeoff in the network between performance and robustness. In our assessment, intra-carrier DC is the shortest path to achieving this objective – but we can understand that working on optimizations for different corner cases may also take up valuable WG time. Our suggestion for a compromise is to identify a subset of requirements/restrictions (i.e. FR2 only, assumptions on network timing synchronization, reusing inter-carrier DC features as the baseline) that can keep the workload to the bare minimum and deliver a solution for the intra-carrier scenario in Rel-17, which is the most relevant scenario for early IAB deployments,  instead of pushing it out into the future.

	Huawei
	Our understanding is that at least RAN4 needs to be involved to define DC band combinations. Besides, some RRM and RF requirements needs to be defined for intra-carrier DC and specification effort should be carefully assessed.

	Ericsson
	Even if there are seemingly simple solutions to some of the problems addressed above, there is no consensus about those agreements. Neither is there a consensus about IAB architecture for a possible intra-carrier operation, also is evident by other companies’ comments. In conclusion, a seemingly “simple” specification effort will soon consume a substantial effort.
Furthermore, we do not share the view that intra-carrier DC will be more efficient than inter-carrier DC utilizing the same spectrum. Considering the limitations being discussed above, scheduler coordination, and resource utilization will be substantially worse in comparison to the intra-carrier case. Additionally, it would only require no/very limited specification impact.
Given the constraint of intra-carrier operation, a more attractive solution would be multi-MT, disregarding any interference between the multiple MTs. Multi-MT was discussed and not agreed in the last plenary meeting. However, that discussion concerned general dual parent operation why companies may have different views on the usefulness of multi-MT for the intra-carrier case. Additionally, in order to simplify specification work, and to eliminate the uncertainty of support for intra-band, inter-carrier DC, which is per RAN1 agreement conditioned on reusing solutions for inter-carrier inter-band DC, multi-MT could be selected for all intra-band dual parent operation.
Finally, we think specification of multi-MT is more realistic and more in line with Rel-17 TU allocations.

	Nokia
	The primary effort for intra-carrier DC shall be first on agreeing the assumptions on coordination. As mentioned in Q1-Q3, required specification enhancements shall also consider the case of no coordination between IAB parents, and only RAN1 work is expected here to solve open issues of intra-carrier DC. 
If some coordination is assumed, then as mentioned under Q1-Q3, there would be some impact in both RAN1 and RAN3, but that is expected to be minimal. 
In any case, we believe that these features may be addressed within the existing TUs allocated per WG. Most of the discussions on multiplexing rules or conflict handling are directly related to Rel-16 discussions and there is nothing new that RAN1 shall define rather than extending certain discussions. 
Finally, we tend to agree with the additional points made by AT&T that highlights the importance of the intra-carrier DC where splitting resources for multiple parents (inter-carrier DC) will impact the capacity achievable for the BH link.

	ZTE
	For the intra-carrier DC, the resource multiplexing between two parent links need to be considered. It is not clear whether TDM, FDM, SDM or all of them should be studied. 
On the other hand, Rel-17 IAB WID aims to study the resource multiplexing between one parent link and one child link. When it comes to two parent links and one child link in intra-carrier scenario, the resource multiplexing scheme need to be re-discussed.   
Nevertheless, we think a lot of RAN1 efforts are required to address these issues. 



Summary Q5: Other issues
The Moderator believes that the operators’ views should be the driving factor for this 3GPP effort. From that perspective, network vendors should consider on how at least a baseline solution of intra-carrier DC could be supported in Rel-17.

The Moderator emphasizes that a large fraction of RAN2/3 work in Rel-17 is dedicated to topological redundancy, e.g., for load balancing and robustness. Dropping intra-carrier DC (or dual-parenting) would certainly limit the efficacy of these RAN2/3 redundancy solutions.
The Moderator believes that all issues of intra-carrier-DC also apply to intra-carrier multi-MT. Therefore, if intra-carrier DC cannot be supported in Rel-17, inter-carrier multi-MT won’t be either.
RAN4 work on band combinations is certainly necessary but this also applies for inter-carrier intra-band DC.  



Intermediate discussion: Aspects to be handled for intra-carrier DC for IAB
This email discussion aims to identify the main issues to be addressed by the individual RAN WGs for the support of inter-carrier NR DC. Based on the initial round, the following efforts were identified for intra-carrier DC for IAB:

Coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling
· RAN1 needs to define requirements for inter-parent-link resource coordination to account for duplex constraints within IAB-node and half-duplex constraint on each link. Some aspects of this coordination are already necessary for intra-band inter-carrier DC. DSS can be used as a blueprint.
· RAN3 needs to provide Xn signaling between MN and SN based on RAN1’s requirements. 

Q11: Please provide feedback/comments on these efforts
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	We agree with the assessment and want to emphasize the work should strive for a common framework with intra-band inter-carrier DC to minimize the workload. We are not sure if explicitly mentioning DSS as a baseline is necessary as the effort for IAB may actually be even more straightforward since both parent links are NR-based in this case. 

	vivo
	Agree.

	ZTE
	As far as we know, RAN1 has agreed to support inter-carrier intra-band scenario for FR2 and reuse the solutions for supporting inter-carrier and inter-band. However, it is not yet determined whether specific enhancement for inter-carrier intra-band DC is introduced in Rel-17. So it is not accurate to say that the coordinations are already necessary.  
On the other hand, we think the semi-static resource division for MCG and SCG with may lead to inefficient resource usage. For dynamic inter-parent-node scheduling, the latency requirement could not be met since the coordination between the two parent nodes requires the signalling transmission via donor CUs. So it is not feasible to support the inter-parent-node scheduling.

	Ericsson
	We think there are some underlying assumptions which have not been agreed upon.

The first assumption is to actually specify intra-carrier DC for IAB. We don't think that is the case and we don't think there is consensus to do so.

The second assumption has to do with the backhaul assumption for the DUs. For a robust intra-carrier DC solution which provides capacity gains over inter-carrier DC the parent DUs must have very tight coordination which implies ideal backhaul. Without tight coordination backhaul capacity would be limited and an undesirable tradeoff in the network between performance and robustness is introduced. Tight coordination, while offering a more efficient and robust intra-carrier DC solution, on the other hand puts restrictions on the practicality of the deployment.

We would prefer an open discussion on the backhaul assumption as it will dictate the amount of work needed and which solutions to pursue.

	Nokia
	Agree.  
RAN1 consider only intra-CU scenario for DC. 
If RAN2/3 agree on inter-CU scenarios, RAN1 may need to define the parameter set that would be included in any RAN3 Xn signaling.
Also, the second bullet can be clarified as “RAN3 needs to provide Xn signaling (if inter-CU scenario is also supported) between MN and SN based on RAN1’s requirements”

	Huawei
	We agree with the assessment that more discussion in RAN1 and RAN3 would be needed to support intra-carrier DC and some aspects are similar to inter-carrier intra-band DC. 
In addition, some discussion are required to check both synchronous or asynchronous intra-carrier DC can be supported and whether the existing UL power control schemes can be reused. 
It is not clear how the solutions discussed in DSS can be reused hence we prefer not to refer to DSS.

	Intel
	We are not sure if DSS can be used as a blueprint unless tight coordination and very accurate network synchronizations between LTE and NR are guaranteed. In our understanding, DSS is supported in co-located scenario without any support in Xn signaling. 
The level of coordination for intra-carrier DC should be different from inter-carrier DC because in case of intra-carrier DC, resource scheduling in one parent node will affect the other parent node and hence more tight coordination is required.  Actually, the exact resource scheduling coordination between two parent nodes have not been fully discussed in RAN1. 
It should be also investigated whether Xn signaling via donor CU can provide tight coordination for intra-carrier DC.

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the identified RAN1 and RAN3 work to enable the required resource coordination. In addition to the proposed coordination, RAN1 may further define simple conflict resolution rules (e.g. based on prioritization) as a fallback solution. 



Summary on coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling:
The main issues raised were:
· Tight coordination is necessary between donor-CUs and that the latency requirements for this cannot be met.
· Any inter-donor coordination is only necessary for intra-donor NR-DC.
· More work is needed by RAN1 and RAN3 on the coordination of scheduling between parent nodes.
The moderator does not understand why the latency constraints are critical since the gNB-DU resource configuration is considered “semi-static”. Any of such latency constraints would further not apply to intra-donor NR-DC.
The moderator understands that more technical work is needed to coordinate scheduling between parent nodes.

 



Coordination of inter-parent-node DCI 2-0 indications
· No additional effort was identified for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC.
Q12: Please provide feedback/comments on these efforts
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Agree. As mentioned by some companies, RAN1 work can also cover the even simpler cases where no coordination is required.

	vivo
	Agree. 
DCI 2_0 indication issue is common for both intra-band inter-carrier DC and intra-carrier DC, i.e. no additional effort due to intra-carrier DC support.

	ZTE
	As we mentioned before, it is not yet determined in RAN1 whether specific enhancement for inter-carrier intra-band DC is introduced in Rel-17. On the other hand, the coordination of DCI 2_0 signalling to support intra-carrier DC requires the coordination across two parent nodes. Inter-donor CU scenario further requires the coordination between two donor CUs to alleviate the collision. Considering the potential latency of BH link and Xn interface, we think it is not feasible to support the coordination of DCI 2_0. 

	Ericsson
	Contrary to what the moderator states in the introduction, there is no unconditional agreement that inter-carrier DC is supported in Rel-17. The RAN1 agreement regarding inter-carrier DC states:
Agreement
From a RAN1 perspective, resource multiplexing and coordination is supported for the following DC scenarios in Rel-17.
· Inter-carrier, inter-band 
· Inter-carrier, intra-band is additionally supported at least for FR2 
· At least to the extent it reuses solutions for supporting Inter-carrier, inter-band
We fail to see how any of what is proposed by the moderator is included in the above agreement. Hence, even if we agree to the moderator’s conclusion about what work needs to be done, coordination of DCI 2_0 indication, even for inter-carrier DC, is not included in RAN1 in Rel-17.

Even if inter-carrier DC is to be agreed, it is quite possible to see different solutions for intra-carrier DC and inter-carrier DC. For example, for all inter-carrier scenarios, we can implicitly associate a carrier to a link. In principle, both links can operate independently (a common assumption for the DC specification). There are many aspects related to this that are not met by intra-carrier DC, coordination of DCI 2_0 is a minimum. 

	Nokia
	Agree.
Even for intra-band inter-carrier DC, IAB MT may get semi-static configuration (Rel-15/16) such that the IAB MT monitors DCI 2_0 via only single parent. As dynamic coordination (if DCI 2_0 is sent more often via both links) is not feasible, we think that RAN1 should clarify the IAB MT behavior for monitoring DCI 2_0.  

	Huawei
	Agree

	 Intel
	The basic mechanism of using DCI 2_0 might be the same for intra-carrier DC and inter-carrier DC. However, for intra-carrier, we think additional consideration is needed on how to handle e.g. whether same resource can be scheduled or not. 

	Qualcomm
	We agree. 



Summary on inter-parent-node DCI 2-0 indications
Several companies agree that no additional effort is necessary for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC. In particular, no inter-parent coordination is necessary.
Other companies claim that more effort is necessary for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC, e.g., such as inter-donor coordination. No details are given why this coordination would be necessary or what other issues would need to be considered.
One company emphasizes that multiplexing and coordination for intra-band inter-carrier DC may only be supported to the extend as it reuses the same solutions as inter-band DC.


Coordination of inter-parent-node DCI 2-5 indications
· RAN1 needs to address handling of conflicting DCI 2-5 indication from MCG and SCG parents.

Q13: Please provide feedback/comments on these efforts
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Agree. We also want to highlight that if handled in context with solutions for inter-parent scheduling/DCI Format 2_0 signaling, the extent to which these collisions occur can already be minimized. 

	vivo
	Agree. 
There is certain commonality between intra-band inter-carrier DC and intra-carrier DC for D/U/F indication while the restriction in case of intra-carrier DC could be more stringent.

	ZTE
	Similar to DCI 2_0, the coordination of DCI 2_5 signalling to support intra-carrier DC requires the coordination across two parent nodes. Moreover, inter-donor CU scenario requires the coordination between two donor CUs to alleviate the collision. Considering the potential latency of BH link and Xn interface, we think it is not feasible to support the coordination of DCI 2_5.    
On the other hand, when receiving DCI 2_5 from both parent nodes, the collision rules may be defined at IAB node. However, it may lead to misunderstandings of resource availability between the parent node and IAB node. It does not fundamentally solve the issue. 

	Ericsson
	The moderator’s statement that RAN1 only needs to specify coordination of DCI 2_5 indication conflicts assumes a certain solution that has not been agreed to. Hence, we think it is not possible to reduce the problem to the statement above as well as any other solution statement.

In addition to our response to Q11 and Q12, we think that the highly dynamic use of DCI 2_5 indication does not lend itself to be used in a high latency environment with multiple wireless backhaul links. Thus, this is an example that we need to agree on the assumptions on the backhaul before agreeing on the severity of this problem.

	Nokia
	Agree. 
As mentioned before, as DCI 2-5 is mainly for dynamic resource sharing between nodes, it is important that RAN1 discuss the coordination and conflict handling mechanism. 

	Huawei
	Agree. As commented previously, the conflict of DCI 2_5 indication from MCG and SCG is not a particular issues for intra-carrier DC, it can happen even in case of inter-band DC. However, some further discussion would be needed in RAN1 whether any specification effort is necessary to address the possible conflict.

	 Intel
	We agree that those issues for DCI 2_5 are already necessary for inter-carrier DC.

	Qualcomm
	While we agree RAN1 should address this concern, we believe it is not specific to intra-carrier DC (e.g. it may happen in case of intra-band inter-carrier DC too). Furthermore, it is expected a very simple solution using the concept of “implicit determination of availability of SOFT resources” can be adopted to address such conflicts.  



Summary on inter-parent-node DCI 2-5 indications
The majority of companies agree that no additional effort is necessary for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC on this matter. 
Two company claims that intra-carrier DC requires inter-parent-node coordination for DCI 2-5 which would not be feasible. No details are given why this coordination would be necessary.



Parent-to-child time synchronization:
· For the handling of conflicting T_delta signaling, no additional effort was identified for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC.
· No additional effort was identified for time synchronization for deployments using GNSS.
Q14: Please provide feedback/comments on these efforts
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	Our preference is to not spend time optimizing T_delta signaling for this scenario. As mentioned by Nokia, this issue was previously discussed and left to implementation in Rel-16.

	vivo
	Agree.
The existing T_delta configuration based on desired and provided guard symbol MAC CEs can already provide good flexibility and whether additional flexibility is needed could be further addressed in ongoing IAB duplexing enhancement in RAN1. For baseline intra-carrier DC, additional work for guard symbols can be assumed not needed. 

	ZTE
	As far as we know, RAN4 only studied the inter-band NR DC in FR2 as of now. For the intra-band DC, only ENDC scenario was discussed with the assumption that the connected DUs are collocated. So RAN4 needs to be involved to define the synchronization requirement for intra-band intra-carrier DC. Then, RAN1 should be involved to study how to support the intra-carrier DC synchronization requirement. We think the synchronization requirement may not be the same for inter-carrier and intra-carrier DC. For intra-carrier DC, the synchronization accuracy requirement between the intra-carrier DC parent DUs should be more stringent, especially for SDM and FDM resource multiplexing. 
For the deployment using GNSS, it is not always available. That is the reason that we spent major effort on OTA solutions in Rel-16. GNSS should not be used to evaluate the specification effort of intra-carrier DC in IAB. 

	Ericsson
	We don’t share the moderator’s problem formulation as being solely related to T_delta. As pointed out before, there are physical deployment limitations to intra-carrier DC that are not considered, and specification limitations to how well parent nodes can be aligned.

The moderator states that “Two companies believe that time synchronization better than 3us would be necessary for FR2. One of these companies claims that time synchronization better than 0.62us would be required, and that this could be achieved via GNSS. This would imply that at least for GNSS deployments no further work is needed.”

This, we believe is a misunderstanding, at least if it is based on our comments. Orthogonality among subcarriers within a carrier requires maintaining the circular convolution. This is achieved by aligning all subcarriers to (at least) within the CP, and less than that if channel dispersion is also taken into account. Hence, the timing alignment requirement of 0.6µs for intra-carrier DC. Regardless if synchronization is achieved by GNSS or by OTA, the specified time synchronization is still 3µs for network nodes. There is no higher synchronization requirement on GNSS synchronized nodes and for that reason, they cannot be expected to perform better than the specified 3µs. As network nodes, IAB nodes follow that specification requirement. Since the specified 3µs timing inaccuracy is much larger than the required timing accuracy of <0.6µs, it will be impossible to guarantee the latter given the specified accuracy of the former. Even for nodes using GNSS for time synchronization.

Furthermore, we believe this is contrary to inter-carrier DC, where different carriers are used and, hence, no such stringent time synchronization requirement is necessary.

	Nokia
	Agree.  No additional effort is required.

	Huawei
	Our view is that at least some discussion is needed regarding whether two separate T_delta is allowed from MCG and SCG. If so, how the DL Tx timing should be determined. The discussion may be related to whether synchronous or asynchronous intra-carrier DC can be supported

	Intel
	We tend to agree. But more important issue to discuss is how to achieve synchronization between parents node because intra-carrier DC requires more stringent synchronization requirement than inter-carrier DC. 


	Qualcomm
	We agree. Similar concern is valid even for inter-band DC and has been discussed to some extent during Rel-16 RAN1 (i.e. how to determine DU DL TX timing in the presence of multiple synchronization sources). RAN1 can further discuss this issue in Rel-17. Although, an implementation-specific solution may also be adopted without any further standardization effort. 



Summary on parent-to-child time synchronization
The majority of companies agrees with the moderator’s summary of the initial round:
· For the handling of conflicting T_delta signaling, no additional effort was identified for intra-carrier DC over intra-band inter-carrier DC.
· No additional effort was identified for time synchronization for deployments using GNSS.
Two companies believe that more work has to be done by RAN1 and RAN4 on synchronization requirements for intra-carrier DC. One of these two companies believes that sufficient synchronization is not possible at all for intra-carrier DC. No reasons are given why this would not be possible.


Other issues
· The Moderator believes that the operators’ views should be the driving factor for this 3GPP effort. From that perspective, network vendors should consider on how at least a baseline solution of intra-carrier DC could be supported in Rel-17.
· The Moderator emphasizes that a large fraction of RAN2/3 work in Rel-17 is dedicated to topological redundancy, e.g., for load balancing and robustness. Dropping intra-carrier DC (or dual-parenting) would certainly limit the efficacy of these RAN2/3 redundancy solutions.
· The Moderator believes that all issues of intra-carrier-DC also apply to intra-carrier multi-MT. Therefore, if intra-carrier DC cannot be supported in Rel-17, inter-carrier multi-MT won’t be either.
· RAN4 work on band combinations is certainly necessary but this also applies for inter-carrier intra-band DC.

Q15: Please provide feedback/comments on the Moderator’s summary
	Company
	Comments

	AT&T
	We agree that multi-MT likely requires a similar evaluation in RAN1 and perhaps can be considered as a special case of intra-carrier DC with some additional hardware implementation relaxations (but possibly with more complexity in RAN2/RAN3?). In any case we are open to productive solution proposals to achieve the WID objectives for dual-parenting in Rel-17 and believe this can be handled in a contribution-driven manner in the WGs. 

	vivo
	Agree that intra-carrier DC is good for topology redundancy when multiple carrier for backhauling is not available. 
Multiple-MT is not special for intra-carrier DC and should be discussed separately.

	ZTE
	For the topological redundancy discussed in RAN2/3, the main purpose is to achieve load balancing and robustness. We doubt how the intra-carrier DC based topology redundancy could realize the load balance purpose. Since the MCG and SCG share the same carrier, the available radio resource does not increase when IAB node is configured with SCG. Instead, more resource collision may happen which reduce the resource utilization efficiency. That is also the reason why the intra-carrier DC is not supported for UE until now. 

	Ericsson
	Our impression of this summary is that it is biased towards the intra-carrier DC camp. That is not the purpose of a moderator’s summary and not the proper procedure in 3GPP.

Furthermore, we question ultimate statements like “if intra-carrier DC cannot be supported in Rel-17, inter-carrier multi-MT won’t be either”. We think it is not fitting for a moderator considering the technical solutions which, in our opinion, are quite different.

Multi-MT allows for independent operation of the parent nodes, similar to inter-carrier DC. We think that is a superior solution that will provide higher performance at the expense of additional IAB HW. From the physical layer perspective, there would be little need for coordination between the parent nodes, since the MTs operate independently. Furthermore, apart from fundamental TDD patterns, no time synchronization requirements need to be set, allowing more flexible deployment of the feature. Also for higher layers, specification is relatively straightforward with no major concerns like the concerns above for intra-carrier DC.

	Huawei
	The purpose of this exercise/email discussion was focused on the required specification effort to support intra-carrier DC. Therefore, it may not be quite relevant to discuss the work on topological redundancy if there is no additional effort. 
As to multiple-MT case, we would like to keep it separate, whether or not it will be supported is still controversial in RAN2/3 and the benefit of support this scenario is not quite clear. In Rel-16, the underlying assumption is one IAB node has one MT and one DU even though both can have multiple CCs.
As commented in the first round, the RRM and RF requirements needs to be defined for intra-carrier DC and specification effort should be carefully assessed in RAN4.
In addition, as mentioned above, we believe some discussion are required to check both synchronous or asynchronous intra-carrier DC can be supported and whether the existing UL power control schemes can be reused. This needs some additional effort in RAN1 and RAN4. 
Overall, in conclusion, we cannot agree on the moderator summary above and it is clear that we need more work in all the above mentioned WGs if we want to support intra-carrier DC. 
In general we also understand that there is no consensus to specify intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17.

	Intel
	We are not sure about intra-carrier multi-MT because intra-carrier multi-MT has not been discussed in RAN1/RAN2 yet. 

	Qualcomm
	We agree.



Summary on other issues
Some companies agree with the moderator’s prior summary while others disagree. 


Final discussion: Aspects to be handled for intra-carrier DC for IAB
Moderator:
Overall, it is no secret that the views are split into two camps consistent of intra-carrier-DC supporters and opponents. I hoped that this discussion could determine if there were principal technical show stoppers to intra-carrier DC for IAB, and I have been pushing hard to identify such issues. I am afraid that based on the comments/feedback, I am not seeing them. At the same time, I appreciate the opponent camp’s concerns that (may of) the proponents’ seemingly straightforward solutions have not yet been discussed or agreed in RAN WGs, and that there might be additional aspects that would need to be addressed. For these reasons, I don’t think we are in the position yet to cast a final verdict on this matter.

We may want to capture at least the points where we seem to agree:
Proposal 1:  The effort on intra-carrier DC for IAB needs to address coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling, handling of conflicting  DCI 2-0 and 2-5 indications by the parent nodes, and parent-to-child time synchronization.

Since the WI is still at early stage, I believe the matter can be revisited in TSG RAN#91 based on overall progress of the WI.
Proposal 2:  TSG RAN #91 can revisit the feasibility of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.

Another controversial issue that came out of this discussion was the significance of intra-carrier DC to support redundancy for robustness and load balancing, which is an important objective in Rel-17 WID and base for major RAN 1, 2, 3 efforts in this WI. In case we need to have a follow up discussion in next RAN# 91, we should include how important this feature really is, and if or to what extend inter-carrier DC by itself would be sufficient.
Proposal 3:  Further discussion at TSG RAN should include the significance of intra-carrier DC for the support of the Rel-17 IAB WI objectives on redundancy for robustness and load balancing.

AT&T:
Thank you for the final round proposals. We are generally ok as they reflect that status quo and we expect that the WGs (especially RAN1) can continue to discuss the technical solutions for supporting intra-carrier DC based on Proposal 1 and feasibility/support decided based on those technical contributions.
At the same time, re: Proposal 3, again we want to highlight that from our perspective the key goal/objective is to enable intra-carrier dual-parent operation to support load-balancing/robustness for the most practical IAB scenarios. So we hope that companies which have concerns with the feasibility of intra-carrier DC can also provide a clear alternative which can meet the objective, rather than removing the objective from Rel-17 altogether… 
Intel: 
Those proposals would be worthwhile to have further discussion. We would think that it might cause confusion in WG level about the support of intra-CC DC. 
Therefore, our preference is to update proposal 2 as follows. 
Proposal 2:  TSG RAN #91 can revisit the feasibility/inclusion of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
In addition, we observe that the point we need to more discuss is what a practical deployment scenario would require intra-CC DC. We have sympathy what Ericsson explains the use of spectrum in IAB deployement scenario. This is something we want to get more insight from the operators and can be discussed further in RAN plenary. 
In that sense, we would also support to discuss more in RAN plenary but suspend discussion in WG level. 

LGE:
In general, we are fine with proposal 2 and 3.
In addition, I think it is necessary to make a clarification under proposal 2 that intra-carrier DC issue will not be discussed in WGs until RAN#91, to avoid repeating similar time consuming discussion in each working group before conclusion in RAN.
Regarding proposal1, I don’t think this issues are agreed as topics necessary to be handled in WGs for intra-carrier DC scenario even if we assume intra-carrier DC scenario is scope-in in the end. For example, final decision in RAN#91e can be such that support of intra-carrier DC scenario can be mostly by network implementation except for some RAN4 definitions. In that sense, I would suggest to revise the proposal 1 as follows.
Proposal 1:  The effort on intra-carrier DC for IAB may includeneeds to address coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling, handling of conflicting DCI 2-0 and 2-5 indications by the parent nodes, and parent-to-child time synchronization.

Ericsson:
We think the current task of RAN plenary is to give guidance to RAN1 which currently is stuck on this problem. Lots of time and resources are spent with no progress. In that spirit we do not think P1 is helping, as it is more of a hypothetical nature, should RAN agree to include support for intra-carrier DC. 
We can agree to P2 if it is coupled with suspended discussions in RAN1. That will help RAN1 to progress other objectives in the work item while RAN plenary resolves this.
Proposal 4: RAN1 should suspend discussions on intra-carrier DC until RAN plenary has resolved the issue on whether to include intra-carrier DC in IAB Rel-17 work item.
P3 would serve as input to future RAN plenary discussions and is therefore not important to agree to at this point in time.
We would also like to thank Georg for the reply on our previous e-mail on synchronization. From this we understand that a TDM solution with “loose synchronization” is the wanted goal. We think that without the tight coordination between the two parent nodes, intra-carrier DC will have poor resource utilization. It is true that a TDMed version could be used without the tight timing requirements, but the resource utilization problem remains. The tight coordination will only be possible through extensive specification work which, we think we all agree on, will not take place in Rel-17. 

As an example we compare, first, an intra-carrier DC system using spectrum A+B and, second, an inter-carrier DC system using the spectrum A+B but where the IAB node is addressed in spectrum A for one parent and in spectrum B for the other parent. For both cases, the IAB-DU can use A+B. Since spectrum A and B are nonoverlapping, the tight coordination is not necessary for the second case. For the first system, the resources would need to be split, in either time, frequency or both, in a semi-static manner, similar to the split in frequency in the second alternative above. No dynamic traffic changes would be handled in the first system due to only a loose coordination exists between the two parent nodes. For the second system, each parent node could utilize the full spectrum (A+B) to other nodes but would be restricted to half when communicating to the IAB node. The only time that would matter is at peak traffic, but that is not a very frequent scenario for the FR2 bands we have in mind for this system. Furthermore, resource utilization would be substantially better in the second system, since each node can optimize operation based on its own needs. In conclusion, the minor benefits from intra-carrier DC compared to the above inter-carrier DC configuration does not warrant the specification work. In particular since we don’t know how the TDMed multiplexing will fit with other Rel-17 multiplexing schemes.

Huawei:
We think that (also) our views have not been correctly reflected in the intermediate summary.
In particular we see impacts and work in all WGs if we need to take care of intra-carrier DC.

About the “final round” proposals. We have some comments below:
For Proposal 1, our understanding is that in addition to the aspects that have been listed in the questionnaire by the moderator, there may be some additional specification impact in both RAN1 and RAN4 , e.g. whether both synchronous or asynchronous intra-carrier DC can be supported as well as whether the existing UL power control schemes can be reused, RRM/RF requirement to operate intra-carrier DC. This was also confirmed in the summary (“there might be additional aspects that would need to be addressed.”) Therefore, proposal 1 is not an exhaustive list to support intra-carrier DC. We would like to suggest some update to proposal 1, which should be an “Observation”, not a “proposal”, and it is a moderator observation, unless every company agrees to it (which we need to check in the final comments stage I guess).
Observation 1:  The potential standardization effort on intra-carrier DC for IAB needs to at least address coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling, handling of conflicting  DCI 2-0 and 2-5 indications by the parent nodes, and parent-to-child time synchronization.
1. Note:  there might be additional aspects that would need to be addressed.

Proposal 2, as such it is not acceptable to us.
Basically proposes to defer the decision to the next RAN plenary while still allowing discussions in RAN WGs, which means there is no clear guidance from RAN plenary again. 
Therefor we also think that RAN1 and other WGs should not spend time on intra-carrier DC in the next quarter until the situation is more clear in RAN plenary (on whether intra-carrier DC is in the scope of the current Rel-17 WI or not).
For Proposal 3, we don’t see the point to agree on such a proposal given the critical point is that companies have different views on the feasibility and specification effort to support intra-carrier DC, and also the significance of intra-carrier DC for robustness and load balancing. 

ZTE:
Thanks for your reply. Actually, the intra-carrier DC for IAB is out of the scope of Rel-17 IAB enhancement. If someone want to add it to Rel-17 IAB, it would be better to first clarify the necessity and convince other companies. However, based on the email discussion until now, it is not quite convincing for me. Firstly, we think it would be better to study it step by step. For example, the intra-carrier DC for normal UE should be studied first if deem necessary. If the intra-carrier DC for normal UE is proved to be feasible, then it could be the turn for IAB-MT. Secondly, for the proposal 3, we doubt how the intra-carrier DC based topology redundancy could realize the load balance purpose. Since the MCG and SCG share the same carrier, the available radio resource does not increase when IAB node is configured with SCG. In fact, more resource collision may happen which reduce the resource efficiency and overall network throughput. That is one of the reason that the intra-carrier DC is not supported for UE until now. 
The intra-carrier discussion has been repeated twice in RAN plenary meeting and more than one times in WGs. Unfortunatelly, I do not see any situation change for the discussion. So it would be better to have a conclustion during this meeting instead of delaying it to next meeting.
Ericsson:
We welcome that the moderator has taken notice of our views of intra-carrier vs inter-carrier DC and the practical similarities in the use of the two. Related to the distinction between intra-carrier DC, multi-MT and DAPS, our view is as follows. Intra-carrier DC assumes a single receiver for reception from dual parent nodes and associated (tight or loose) coordination and tight time synchronization between the two parent nodes. This is in line with the present DC concept where a single UE is used to receive from dual parents. Multi-MT, on the other hand, is a pure IAB product and has no precedence. Our understanding of the multi-MT concept is that it essentially is multiple MTs operating independently towards different parent nodes. It would require neither the tight coordination nor the tight time synchronization to achieve that. It could require interference management, but we could save that for Rel-18 and for now assume sufficient isolation between the two. For sure there are problems to solve, but the usefulness of this solution, we think, is substantially higher than the intra-carrier DC case, as is the resource utilization. 
Regarding DAPS, that is already specified in Rel-16 and has, different to intra-carrier DC, an understanding of how to operate L1 with intra-frequency support for simultaneous reception in DL (see TS 38.133 and TS 38.300 where it is clear that intra-carrier DL operations are supported for DAPS). We are therefore surprised by the moderator’s comparison of issues related to intra-carrier DC and DAPS especially since intra-carrier DC was so far discussed from L1 perspective and DAPS in RAN2/3. We recognize that DAPS has no FR2-FR2 support in Rel-16, only FR1-FR1, FR1-FR2, and FR2-FR1 is currently supported. In our opinion this is not because FR2-FR2 DAPS is technically unfeasible, but because there was no reason to add it in a mobile eMBB context. In a stationary IAB context, there is a use for FR2-FR2 support for DAPS. To the best of our understanding it should be possible for RAN4 to complete this with the current TU allocation.
 Regarding the moderator’ proposals, we fear that our proposed addition to P2 got lost in the multi-threaded emailing, for which reason we repeat it below in order to provide a minimum of guidance to RAN1:
 Proposal 4: RAN1 should suspend discussions on intra-carrier DC until RAN plenary has resolved the issue on whether to include intra-carrier DC in IAB Rel-17 work item.
 This, we believe, is in line with other companies’ views. Huawei seem to have similar thoughts for example.
Finally a (not so) short reflection. Typically in 3GPP all companies share a similar view of what is expected from a work item. This is unfortunately not the case for intra-carrier DC. We don't disagree that there are potential simple solutions to the intra-carrier DC case but just because there are simple solutions that doesn't mean those solutions are preferable or desirable. Now the whole topic of intra-carrier DC has become infected with firm stances on both sides and having a solution is more important than having the solution that is bringing something useful to the markets. We think this discussion is a proof of our point that intra-carrier DC is in fact undefined since there is no specification for it and there is no consensus of what it should include. As a consequence, we are trying to make all of that at the same time. We (the 3GPP IAB community) have ourselves to blame for this.

LGE:
Regarding proposal 2, as suggested by several companies as well as us, we still think it is necessary the proposal should be accompanied with suspending at least further RAN1 work on intra-carrier DC until final decision in RAN.
In addition, I wonder if your intention is dropping proposal 1 below in your original final round proposals. We are fine with not having official agreement on the proposal 1. Otherwise, we think proposal 1 should be modified to clarify that it means “potential” works, not misleadingly meaning agreement on the work area in case of inclusion in the IAB WI.
Proposal 1:  The effort on intra-carrier DC for IAB needs to address coordination of inter-parent-node scheduling, handling of conflicting  DCI 2-0 and 2-5 indications by the parent nodes, and parent-to-child time synchronization
Futurewei:
We think Georg’s assessment is valid, that the same technical challenges facing intra-frequency DC exist for multi-MT and DAPS in the same operating environment. Multi-MT differs from DC only from modeling point of view, 1 device with dual connectivity vs 2 devices with single connectivity. This doesn’t change the functional reality that transmissions scheduled by two parents node can collide, if proper coordination is not done. If there is concern of the performance of intra-frequency DC vs. inter-frequency DC, we should also note that the performance of multi-MT is upper-bounded by DC, as specification efforts on DC should only help the resource utilization over implementation based ad hoc approaches.
DAPS is specified for the transient period of handover to reduce the handover interruption time. Its target is not to enhance the robustness connection by maintaining transmissions from two (redundant) nodes, as the intended behavior is the user data packets should be transmitted to/from source node before the handover command is received, and to/from the target node after handover command is received. As DAPS is supposed to be effective only in a very short period for handover – measured by ms time unit, there was hopes at beginning that it could lessen the required RAN1/4 efforts on UE capability/resource coordination. In the end, it turns out not true, and it still requires similar UE capability/resource coordination towards source and target nodes. Hence, DAPS only differs from DC on L2/L3 protocol structure. As DAPS is intended for short transient period of handover, there are quite significant limitation on its operation, e.g., it can’t be configured together with CA, and the ROHC state has to be in IR (i.e., no ROHC compression) from both nodes.
This email discussion helps identify technical issues to be addressed for intra-frequency operations, whether it is DC, or multi-MT, or DAPS. We are fine if companies want to revisit the feasibility of addressing these issues in RAN#91 before WGs spend more time on topology redundancy in intra-frequency environment.

Moderator:
Thank you for your comments. Also, thank you for sharing your views on the background of DAPS, multi-MT and NR-DC. 
As we all know, we have a deadlocked situation. I removed Proposal 1 because opponents to intra-carrier DC claimed that it would implicitly declare work on this topic legitime. For the same reason, I don’t want to add Proposal 4 since it explicitly declares work on this topic illegitimate.
We therefore remain with the two proposals on the table:
Proposal 2:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit the feasibility of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
Proposal 3:  Further discussion at TSG RAN should include the significance of intra-carrier DC for the support of the Rel-17 IAB WI objectives on redundancy for robustness and load balancing.
The two-camp scenario is certainly undesirable. In Rel-16 IAB, we stayed clear of many two-camp scenarios by being inclusive, i.e., instead of discussing if something should be done, we simply did it. This made the WI very productive and allowed us to do more than we had in the WID (e.g. NPN support for IAB, F1-C rerouting via LTE/X2, etc.). 

This seems to have changed in Rel-17. RAN1 is the only WG discussing intra-carrier DC, while TSG RAN feverishly battles if RAN1 should be allowed to do so or immediately stop. The opponents could not pinpoint to a single technical roadblock of this feature, and I am certain that the proponents cannot pinpoint to a single reason why we absolutely need it.  As long as TSG RAN is deadlocked in this manner, I believe we can only leave the decision up to RAN1. We are just in the second meeting of the WI with many more to go. There is plenty of time to sort this out. TSG RAN can revisit the status in three months.
If you have a better way forward that consolidates both camps please let us all know.
Moderator: 
Thank you for the feedback. I understand your concerns. However, we cannot unilaterally decide to go with the views of one camp and discard those of the other camp. I am certain, LGE would not be happy if we did the opposite and unilaterally declared that RAN WGs should work on intra-carrier DC. From the technical perspective, I’m confident that RAN1 is sufficiently competent to decide what to do and what not. Also, keep in mind that they will report back on progress in March, where we can take another look at the issue.

Samsung:
First of all, we don’t understand why moderator pushes to discuss how intra-carrier DC can be done by arguing intra-carrier DC is not much different from already verified schemes like DAPS. If they are not different from intra-carrier DC, we don’t see a point to specify intra-carrier DC instead of using already verified solutions.
Also, many companies already brought up a very important point regarding how to deal with WG level discussion when continuing to discuss the issue in the next plenary. We think if RAN does not provide a clear guidance on WG level discussion, similar situation in RAN#90-e will happen again in each WG (especially RAN1) which will consume valuable time for other Rel-17 IAB topics without making any conclusions for intra-carrier DC. Also, we are not sure why moderator think RAN1 can discuss this issue without any consensus in RAN about whether or not intra-carrier DC is within Rel-17 IAB WID scope which is not aligned with 3GPP procedure in our view. With that reasons, we share a same view with other companies (LG, E, Intel, HW) about suspending discussion in WG level before making a conclusion on the issue in RAN plenary. 
On the other hand, it seems moderator does not want to reflect current situations in the final proposals. So, we’d like to echo the following proposals which can be only accepted for further discussion in our perspective. Regarding Proposal 3, it is not acceptable for us because we don’t think it is relevant to concluding whether or not intra-carrier DC is within Rel-17 IAB WID scope.
Proposal 2:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit whether or not to include intra-carrier DC the feasibility of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.

Proposal 4: RAN1 should suspend discussions on intra-carrier DC until RAN plenary has resolved the issue on whether to include intra-carrier DC in IAB Rel-17 work item.

AT&T:
We appreciate the discussion and many good points raised, but to be honest, suspending WG discussion on intra-carrier DC is not a productive way forward given the status quo. Actually my hope would be that companies would further refine their analysis of the technical challenges and solutions (pro and con) and share those via contributions in the coming RAN1 meetings. Especially for companies opposed to intra-carrier DC, it would be very useful to also look at the details of alternatives such as multi-MT or DAPS to facilitate a comparison between them, rather than just a discussion on whether intra-carrier DC should be supported or not. There will certainly be some areas of overlap, but based on the discussion so far, my expectation is that there will be tradeoffs between them in terms of implementation and protocol complexity that will distribute the work across WGs differently. Certainly companies will continue to have different views, but at least the focus will be on a good-faith effort to meet the goal of Rel-17 IAB to deliver multi-parent operation in practical scenarios (and in our view intra-carrier is the most important). It is understood that inter-carrier DC is an “easier” choice from a specification perspective, but it does not come for free as it requires that IAB nodes support multiple frequency bands (more cost and complexity) or operators to partition spectrum between backhaul links, which is not desirable in the network conditions where load balancing would also be needed. There was a reason Rel-16 focused on in-band operation – not because it was easier than out-of-band, but because if it was efficiently designed (and it was!), the “integrated” part of IAB would differentiate it from existing out-of-band/proprietary wireless backhaul solutions…
All that to say, the work which would be common with inter-carrier DC will anyway continue in RAN1 with the highest priority, so I don’t think there is a need for RAN to say anything either way at this stage. But if we were to say something our compromise proposal would be: 
TSG RAN to revisit the status of candidate solutions for intra-carrier dual parent operation in RAN#91 based on the overall WI progress.

Samsung:
We think AT&T made an interesting proposal. Although it is not 100% clear what the candidate solutions for intra-carrier DC mean, we understand your proposal was made with the assumption that dual-parent in a carrier is supported within Rel-17 IAB WID scope.
As you know, a group still struggles to conclude whether or not intra-carrier DC is within Rel-17 IAB WID scope and it is very likely to continue the discussion in the next plenary. 
It is a reason why we propose revised proposal 2 and proposal 4. With these reasons, we don’t think your proposal is a compromise and unfortunately, we don’t accept your proposal.

Huawei:
We have the same view as Samsung (and others) from the procedural point of view.
Working groups should not work on solutions for “problems” that could be part of a WI or could be not, especially if the company views are so divergent and the issue is so controversial.
RAN TSG is the place where this needs to be clarified, before further work is carried on in WGs.
I understood that there was already time wasted in this sense in WGs, but more importantly, we understood this week that if intra-carrier DC is included in the work item, there will be much more work and discussions in all the WGs, and by the look at RAN discussions, those WGs discussions could be lengthy and not very productive even in that case, therefore jeopardizing the completion of other parts of the WI.

LGE:
Originally, I thought pending the decision to next RAN already implies suspending RAN1 discussion, but which may not be the intension for some other companies.
Considering the arguments so far, we are open to further discussion in the remaining time on how to manage RAN/WG work efficiently on this issue.
By the way, regarding proposal 2 itself, I think it is better keeping original text (or Samsung’s modified text) than the modified text from AT&T since “intra-carrier dual parent operation” may make the scope of the current discussion little bit vague.

ZTE:
Thanks for the good discussion. As far as we know, the supported DC scenario in Rel-17 was discussed in RAN1#103e and no consensus was achieved. Actually I am confused that a lot of RAN1 time is spent on the intra-carrier DC scenario which is not not listed on the WID and this situation may happen again in the next RAN1 meeting.  It does not make sense. We should focus on the RAN1 issues within the scope of Rel-17 IAB. Only if these objectives go smoothly and may be completed earlier, it is possible to further discuss whether the intra-carrier DC should be supported. At the moment, if majority companies agree to revisit the intra-carrier DC in TSG RAN#91 meeting, as a comprise, we think it is necessary to suspend the intra-carrier DC discussion in RAN1 until RAN plenary meeting give clear guidance on that. So we support the following two proposals summarized by Samsung. 

Proposal 2:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit whether or not to include intra-carrier DC  the feasibility of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
 Proposal 4: RAN1 should suspend discussions on intra-carrier DC until RAN plenary has resolved the issue on whether to include intra-carrier DC in IAB Rel-17 work item.
Moderator:
I don’t think we need to repeat that there are two camps with opposite opinions, and for that reason, we cannot simply go with the opinion of only one of them. This leaves proposal 1 and 4 out. I understand that Seunghoon’s  motivation for the revision of proposal 2. The initial version could be interpreted that TSG RAN believes intra-carrier DC is part of the WID. However, the revised version would indicate that intra-carrier DC is presently not part of the WID which would cannot say either. I therefore propose: 
Proposal 2a:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit whether or not to include intra-carrier DC  the feasibility of intra-carrier DC support for intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
Thomas proposal related to inter-carrier dual-parent operation makes technical sense. However, we already had a lengthy discussion in RP#89 to refer to dual-parent operation rather than NR-DC, and there was simply not a lot of appetite for it.
I am sensing the fear among several companies that RAN1 wastes all its time on intra-carrier DC in the next meeting. For that reason, I’d like to pick up Joon’s idea to provide some guidance to RAN1 on how to manage their time. I am proposing the following: 
Proposal 2b:  In the meantime, TSG RAN recommends that RAN1 address intra-band inter-carrier DC before spending time on intra-carrier DC.
I believe that intra-band inter-carrier DC is very relevant for IAB redundancy (vs. only inter-band DC). 
Let’s please use the remaining time for constructive discussion that moves the issue forward and can make both camps happy.

Chairman:
It seems we do not have consensus to include intra-carrier DC for IAB at this stage. We can certainly re-visit this in a future meeting, but I would encourage the proponents to do that only if there is evidence that positions of several opposing companies have changed.

With that I suggest we Close this thread and Note Georg’s summary.

Moderator:
I am seeing that the discussion time is already up. There will be no more refinement. I believe there was not enough time to respond to my last email. I therefore summarize that we have only one proposal:
Proposal 2a:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
I thank everybody for comments and feedback. I am sorry we could not make more progress in this meeting. Let’s hope we find a way to converge on this issue in RP#91.


Conclusion
The discussion focussed on identifying the technical aspects that would need to be addressed for intra-carrier DC for IAB. The goal was to assess if these aspects could be handled in Rel-17 within the TUs allocated. While several issues were identified, which would need work in Rel-17, no obvious roadblock was found. 
Companies’ views were split into two camps. One camp believes that intra-carrier DC for IAB can be done in Rel-17 within the TUs allocated while the other camp believes that this is not possible. 
Various proposals were contemplated but did not find sufficient support. Some consensus was found that TSG RAN#91 should revisit the matter: 
Proposal:  TSG RAN #91 to revisit the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB in Rel-17 based on the overall progress of the WI.
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