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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In IAB, MT side on each IAB node may have its own access traffic, e.g., for OAM. Two options were discussed and the comparison table was made in the IAB TR 38.874. However, it has not been discussed in WI phase and is still an open question. This contribution presents our view on RLC channel type for MT’s own traffic.
[bookmark: _Toc462951621][bookmark: _Toc462951630][bookmark: _Toc465023135][bookmark: _Toc465023136][bookmark: _Toc465346829]Discussion
In IAB, there are two types of traffic, one is a terminated traffic, which the next hop is the destination, and another is a forwarded traffic, which the next hop is not the destination. A basic rule of each traffic type should be that a forwarded traffic is transmitted on a BH RLC channel, but a terminated traffic is transmitted on an access RLC channel. We think that MT’s own traffic like OAM should be a terminated traffic and transmitted on access RLC channel.

Table. Comparison between transport of MT's own traffic on MT's backhaul RLC channel or on access RLC channel
	MT's own traffic transported on backhaul RLC channel
	MT's own traffic transported on access RLC channel 

	1. The logical channel space is not decreased through MT access traffic.
	1. Separate logical channel needs to be assigned for MT access traffic, which reduces the number of logical channels available for BH traffic.

	2. Same processing rules are used for MT's access traffic and BH traffic on last hop. 
	2. Different processing rules are used for MT's access traffic than for BH traffic on last hop.

	3. Different processing rules are used for MT-access traffic than for UE access traffic.
	3. Same processing rules are used for MT access traffic and UE access traffic.

	4. Additional overhead on last hop for MT's access traffic due to F1*-U.
	4. No additional overhead on last hop for MT's access traffic.



Of course, MT's own traffic transported on an access RLC channel needs one more logical channel and reduces the number of logical channels available for BH traffic as shown in the above comparison table from the section 8.2.7 of TR 38.874 [1]. However, as per the IAB WID, LCID space will be extended and those logical channel limitation would not be the critical issue anymore. Another problem is that if MT's own traffic is transported on a backhaul RLC channel, each PDU should have an indication to figure out whether the received packet should be forwarded or terminated by itself. Considering that the number of MT’s own traffic may be rare, this indication, which is used to determine whether forwarding is needed or not, would be unnecessary overhead. Thus, there is no clear motivation to have different RLC channel type for MT's own traffic and this should 1be transported on access RLC channel.
Proposal. MT's own traffic should be transported on an access RLC channel. 

[bookmark: _Toc450908196][bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Proposal
In this contribution, we discussed RLC channel type for MT’s own traffic and proposes our view:
Proposal. MT's own traffic should be transported on an access RLC channel. 
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