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1   Introduction
In the run-up to the present meeting, an email discussion was held on IAB features and their support – [108#46][IAB] Feature List (Ericsson). We have some concerns with the proposals to do with support of various BAP features. More specifically, while feasible, optional (with capability signaling) support of features such as RLF recovery failure notification or HbH flow control can lead to unnecessarily limited deployments. In this tdoc we argue why we think their support should be mandatory (while the use of a specific feature can of course be optional/configurable).
2   Background and key issues in two main scenarios
An IAB node has a network ‘part’ (IAB-DU, which controls its children nodes and terminates F1 for its access UEs), and a UE part: the IAB-MT. The IAB-MT is the focus of standardization work – it has to support NR-Uu interface (with some IAB-specific enhancements).

Part of the IAB-MT protocol stack is the BAP (routing and bearer mapping layer). It has various functions, split into two groups in [108#46][IAB]:

· Basic function (routing and bearer mapping); and

· Several ‘add-ons’ (e.g. receiving and interpreting notification of RLF failure from its parent node, sending pre-emptive BSR to parent nodes, receiving and interpreting the flow control feedback request).
There seems to be consensus that the support of the basic function is mandatory. However, when it comes to the ‘add-ons’, there is some disagreement and we think that they should also be made mandatory. We present our argument by examining the multi-vendor and single-vendor scenarios.

2.1   Multi-vendor case

In the multi-vendor case it can be assumed that some nodes may support a feature, while others may not. There is no danger that the CU would be left in the dark, thanks to the IAB-MT capability signaling. However, even with CU’s full knowledge of the capabilities of individual nodes, we are facing several issues.

The main one is the fact that neighbouring nodes may not both support e.g. HbH flow control. This means that the CU has three options:

1. Disable HbH flow control in the entire network, thereby severely limiting the performance of the network;

2. Disable HbH in those nodes that support it, but happen to be parent or child of nodes that do not, which is a fairly complex and cumbersome way of managing a network; or

3. Enable HbH in all nodes that support it, which would create significant additional work for RAN2 – we would have to standardize various error use cases (what happens when a node that does not support HbH flow control feedback receives a request to send one, or perhaps more worryingly what happens when a node that does support HbH does not receive a response to a query). 

For some features we believe none of the above solutions would work. For instance, for RLF recovery failure notification in particular, if we are not allowed to use it even in a small part of the network, then the child of a node whose uplink has failed would have no immediate way of knowing that it should be looking for an alternative parent node, resulting in resource waste and delays.

2.2   Single-vendor case
In the single-vendor case, it is reasonable to assume that all nodes either support a feature, or none of them do
. However, it is again difficult to understand why an operator should be deprived from ‘add-on’ features. RLF recovery notification in particular is a feature that is almost essential for fast recovery from RLF and agile topology management. And if we agree that for instance RLF failure recovery notification and HbH flow control feedback are essential but e.g. pre-emptive BSR is not, then it is still simpler to mandate the support of all the features and skip the design of capability signaling and the discussion on which feature is ‘more important’ than the other. 

While we concede that the single-vendor case creates less issues, the multi-vendor case presents several important difficulties that can easily be circumvented by making all of the BAP features mandatory. And even in the single-vendor case there are issues as outlined above. Additional issue is that we already spent considerable time discussing these features and agreeing them, because we as a group believe there is significant value in implementing them. 
3   Conclusions
In this tdoc, we argued in favour of making all the BAP features mandatory (while the use of features is optional/configurable by the CU). In case of mandatory feature support with optional configuration, the donor CU can control the use of a feature, guarantying consistency across the network regardless of whether it is a single- or a multi-vendor network. This also means we will not be wasting resource or RAN2 time on standardizing error-case for the multi-vendor network, and we will end up with a network that is easier to manage. Moreover, we already spent considerable time discussing these features and agreeing them because we as a group believe there is significant value in implementing them (and then giving the operators a choice on whether to use them). Based on this we propose the following:
Proposal 1: All the agreed Rel-16 BAP features are mandatory (and their use is configurable). [image: image1.png]



� Of course, even a single vendor may produce different variants of a product, some supporting a feature while others not supporting the same feature.





