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Introduction
In RAN1#100bis e-meeting, the issues about guard symbols for MT/DU transition were summarized. But since no consensus had been reached that these are critical issues and it appeared to be RAN1 self-contained, the topic was not discussed during the meeting. 
	Topic 3 (Medium Priority): Guard Symbols for MT/DU Transitions
Issue 2.2.1: Determination of transition location in time
This issue will be discussed with medium priority during RAN1#100b-e
Issue 2.2.2: Determination of transition type in case of flexible symbol
This issue will be discussed with medium priority during RAN1#100b-e
Issue 2.2.3: Clarifications on behaviour for allocations overlapping with guard symbols
This issue is deprioritized and will not be discussed during RAN1#100b-e


In this contribution, we provide our views on the above remaining issues.
Discussion 
2.1 Issue 2.2.1: Determination of transition location in time
In Rel-16, the guard symbol and its reporting and configuration procedures are specified to avoid the potential resource collision when the transition between MT and DU happens. In the last meeting, some companies raised the point that the current specification does not explicitly capture when the MT to DU or DU to MT transitions happens, and therefore further discussions may be required that whether the IAB parent and child nodes have the same understanding on the guard symbol insertion location. If the answer is no, clarifications on this issue should be explicitly specified. Our thoughts are provided in the following.
The guard symbol insertion happens at the occasion where the transition between MT and DU happens. DU will operate if the time resources are Hard (including NA that overlapped with cell-specific signals/channels that treated as Hard) or soft indicated available. First, according to the following agreements in the previous meetings, the parent node could have the knowledge of D/U/F+ H/S/NA resource configuration of each child IAB-DU and the cell specific signals/channels configurations. On the other hand, the availability of the soft DU resource is indicated by the parent node. Hence, the parent node and the child node could have the same understanding on the transition location in time. And there is no need to further discuss this issue.

	Agreements:
A parent IAB node/donor can be provided with the full D/U/F + H/S/NA resource configuration of each child IAB-DU. 
· Note: the new parameter for the signalling is already endorsed; the above agreements provide additional details for the signalling
· No additional signaling optimization is required from a RAN1 perspective
Agreements:
A parent IAB node/donor can be provided with cell-specific signals/channels configurations (as listed in the previous agreements copied below) of each child IAB-DU. How/whether to use the information to handle any potential conflict at the parent IAB node/donor is left to network implementation 



Observation 1
[bookmark: _GoBack]The parent node and child node could have a same understanding on when the guard symbol should be inserted, considering that parent node have the knowledge of child IAB DU’s resource configuration. 
Proposal 1
There is no need to explicitly capture when the guard symbol is inserted in the spec.
2.2 Issue 2.2.2: Determination of transition type in case of flexible symbols
It was observed that the F symbols in the child DU configuration at the edge of MT to DU transition (and vice versa) it may not be possible for the parent node to determine the child DU’s transmission direction and transition type, then determine the guard symbol numbers. If this issue is left to implementation, the IAB nodes from a single vendor may have an aligned determination for the guard symbol number. But if the parent node and child node are from different vendors, the determination of guard symbol number may vary. A unified rule captured in the specification could solve this situation. And two options are proposed to solve this ambiguity issue,
· Option 1: Number of guard symbols for MT and DU flexible symbols = max(Number of guard symbols for MT and DU downlink switching, Number of guard symbols for MT and DU uplink switching)
· Option 2: Number of guard symbols for MT and DU flexible symbols = min(Number of guard symbols for MT and DU downlink switching, Number of guard symbols for MT and DU uplink switching)
Though option 2 occupies less symbols and provide more transmission efficiency to the backhaul links. The maximum difference of usable symbol number between option 1 and 2 is two. The impact to the transmission efficiency is marginal. But in the condition of option 2, there are still potential collisions between DU and MT. Thus the option 1 is slightly preferred. 
Proposal 2
A unified solution should be provided from the perspective of specification to avoid the ambiguity issue among different vendors. Implementation based solution is not proposed.
Proposal 3 
Option 1 is slightly preferred to avoid the potential collision between DU and MT.
· Option 1: Number of guard symbols for MT and DU flexible symbols = max(Number of guard symbols for MT and DU downlink switching, Number of guard symbols for MT and DU uplink switching)


[bookmark: _Ref31533076]Conclusions
In this contribution, we provide our views on the remaining issues of resource multiplexing. The observation and proposals are as follows, 

Observation 1
The parent node and child node could have a same understanding on when the guard symbol should be inserted, considering that parent node have the knowledge of child IAB DU’s resource configuration.
Proposal 1
There is no need to explicitly capture when the guard symbol is inserted in the spec.
Proposal 2
A unified solution should be provided from the perspective of specification to avoid the ambiguity issue among different vendors. Implementation based solution is not proposed.
Proposal 3 
Option 1 is slightly preferred to avoid the potential collision between DU and MT.
· Option 1: Number of guard symbols for MT and DU flexible symbols = max(Number of guard symbols for MT and DU downlink switching, Number of guard symbols for MT and DU uplink switching)
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