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1	Introduction
The WID [1] introduced the following objectives in the core part: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk26854989][bookmark: _Hlk26854481]Duplexing enhancements [RAN1-led, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4]:
· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, including:
· [bookmark: _Hlk26193173]Support of simultaneous operation (transmission and/or reception) of IAB-node’s child and parent links (i.e., MT Tx/DU Tx, MT Tx/DU Rx, MT Rx/DU Tx, MT Rx/DU Rx).
· Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.
· Specification of IAB-node timing mode(s), extensions for DL/UL power control, and CLI and interference measurements of BH links, as needed, to support simultaneous operation (transmission and/or reception) by IAB-node’s child and parent links.

Topology adaptation enhancements [RAN3-led, RAN2]:
· Specification of procedures for inter-donor IAB-node migration to enhance robustness and load-balancing, including enhancements to reduce signalling load.   
· Specification of enhancements to reduce service interruption due to IAB-node migration and BH RLF recovery.
· Specification of enhancements to topological redundancy, including support of CP/UP separation.

Topology, routing and transport enhancements [RAN2-led, RAN3]:
· Specifications of enhancements to improve topology-wide fairness, multi-hop latency and congestion mitigation 

RF and RRM requirements [RAN4-led]:
· Definition of IAB node RF requirements if needed for any Rel-17 extensions.
· Definition of RRM core requirements if needed for any Rel-17 extensions.




And also Rapporteur’s suggestion on prioritization for RAN2 led work items are:
	Inter-donor topology adaptation
· Consideration of aspects related to inter-donor migration of IAB-MT
Enhancements to intra-donor topology adaptation and RLF recovery 
· Consideration of using Rel-16 mobility enhancements for IAB: discussion started in Rel-16
· Type 1/2/3 RLF recovery signaling and behavior: discussion started in Rel-16
· Others
Enhancements to topological redundancy 
· Procedures fo CP/UP split, e.g. using FR1/FR2; this could build on F1-C-over-LTE/X2 solution 
· Support for more than two parent nodes 
· Others
Routing enhancements (BAP, IP, user plane)
· Enhancements to BAP 
· Routing enhancements, e.g., considering route prioritization, local routing
· Enhancements to utilization of path redundancy
· Others
Transport enhancements 
· Enhancements to congestion mitigation
· Topology-wide fairness and radio-aware scheduling: moved from Rel-16 to Rel-17
· Multi-hop performance/QoS issues, e.g., latency reduction 
· Others
Other enhancements 
· Including network integration procedure, security, others




In this contribution, we discuss on Ran2 leading items especially for control plane issues.

2	Discussion 
2.1	Use of Rel-16 mobility enhancement for IAB
There are two features in mobility enhancement of Rel16, i.e., CHO (CPC), and DAPS. Since still inter-donor-CU migration case is the initial stage where the baseline operation is not setup yet, our assumption is to be under the intra-donor-CU mobility. 
2.1.1 Reuse of CHO
In case of Pcell change, there is no problem to reuse Rel-16 CHO for IAB node. This can reduce the vulnerability due to sudden radio link deteriorate. For intra-donor-CU HO, it is even possible without any Xn signaling for HO preparation phase. We can reuse CHO for IAB too. For clarifying this, 
P1. Rel-16 CHO is reused for IAB node mobility in Rel-17 for intra-donor CU.
There is another sub-feature, i.e., attemptCHO. i.e., when IAB node suffers from RLF in Pcell connection, and only in single connection, it will do RRCReestablishment procedure including cell selection, and if the selected cell is one of candidate cells configured for CHO, then it will do HO to that cell. Obviously this mechanism can reduce the interruption time when only RRC Reestablishment exist for the recovery.
P2. Rel-16 attemptCHO feature is reused for IAB node mobililty in Rel-17 for intra-donor CU.

However, in IAB, once failed IAB node might be chosen by the IAB node on cell selection after failure. This can make loop without the connection with the IAB-donor. So, there should be any topology based cell selection modification for avoiding loop without connection to the donor node. 
P3. RAN2 should study on further modification or enhancement of Rel-16 CHO feature based on IAB specific situation for intra-donor CU.


2.1.2 Reuse of CPC
Rel-16 IAB doesn’t define the DC with different IAB donor CUs. However, still RRC MN/SN signaling is used for UE’s configuration of MCG/SCG link (even under the same CU). So it is possible to use CPC even for intra-donor CU case at least in the signaling to UE. However, Rel-16 eMOB doesn’t allow the coexistence of CPC and CHO to avoid the complexity and due to not enough time to resolve this. Even though we allow the reuse of CPC, RAN2 should resolve this coexistence problem in IAB session. This will waste lots of time. So we can compromise to use only CHO. If pscell change suffers from the link problem, then still Pcell can handle using SCGFailureInformation procedure. Even there are these cons, this is the very initial phase of WI, we would like to see the situation of WIs more.
P4. RAN2 should study on the benefit and estimate effort needed for the reusing CPC in Rel-17 IAB for intra-donor CU.

2.1.3 Reuse of DAPS
As DAPS is used for service interruption time minimization and service continuity is guaranteed by setting up two different types of DRBs simultaneously with Source node and target node. However, IAB node doesn’t have DRB as mandatory but BH RLC CH. To get the benefit of DAPS and let access UE have low interruption time, the new mechanism using two types of active BH RLC CHs on the source link and target link is necessary. Since already MCG/SCG link can be configured, access UE’s traffic can be traversed flexibly with these two links. Even there are these cons, this is the very initial phase of WI, and we would like to see the situation of WI more.

P5. RAN2 should study on the benefit and estimate effort needed for the reusing DAPS in Rel-17 IAB for intra-donor CU.

2.1.4 Consideration of inter-donor-CU migration
Since above three MOB solutions only considers intra-CU HO case, it also needs to be discussed to adopt those MOB solutions can be used for Rel-17 inter-donor-CU migration case too. I think anyhow inter-donor-CU migration is also handover, and the same problem and solution can be considered as in intra-donor CU case. 
P6. CHO can be used for inter-donor-CU migration for inter-donor CU.

Regarding CPC and DAPS, we still doesn’t have clear form of inter donor CU migration yet. So, adoption of these mechanism should be further estimated in terms of feasibility and benefit.
P7. RAN2 should study on the benefit and estimate effort needed for the reusing CPC and DAPS in Rel-17 IAB for intra-donor CU.

2.1.5 Consideration of inter-donor-CU migration
Since DC with two different donor CU is not defined in Rel-16 IAB, first RAN2 should discuss on the support of this. We think the continuity of further enhancement of IAB to Rel-18 (assuming more mobility situation), DC with two different donor CU needs to be supported in Rel-17. However, this is rather RAN3’s area. Therefore we have the proposal as follow:

P8. RAN2 ask RAN3 on the support of DC with two different donor CUs in Rel-17. 

2.2	RLF recovery enhancement 
RLF related operation in Rel-16 IAB is only the indication to the child node when RLF recovery was failed. There was the concern on that the interruption time on the transferring BAP PDU to the IAB-donor-node due to the possible taken time by RLF recovery operation. Since there was also not clear definition of the RLF recovery operation in Rel-16 specification, we first clarify the RLF recovery operation to evaluate the necessity of interruption reduction. For example, RRE is the default one while MCGFailureInformation or attemptCHO also can be used. The expected latency of these operations seems quite different. This consequently makes the analysis result diverging based on which RLF recovery procedure is used for the case.

P9. RAN2 should clarify which component operation is used for the RLF recover operation.
And if the study requires the interruption minimization further, then we first can think of the fast indication of the failure. However, this indication can be only used when recovery trial is expected to be quite long. Otherwise unnecessary switch of the child node and its subsequent configuration operations i.e., RRC, DU configuration, BAP configurations rather make more latency for accessing UEs. 
P10. RAN2 introduce RLF indication for fast handover of the IAB node on failure, only if the expected interruption time is long.
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