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1 Introduction

This paper aims at capturing the summary of the following offline discussion:

· [AT112-e][017][IAB] Stage-2 (Huawei)

Treat tdocs under 6.2.1


Intended outcome: Intermediate: Determine agreeable parts. Final: For agreeable parts, agreed CRs. 


Deadline: Intermediate deadline(s) by Rapporteur, Final: Discussion stop at Wed Nov 11, 1200 UTC

2 Discussion on correction or clarification

2.1: 37.340 CR 

R2-2009321
CR to 37.340 on SRB3 description
vivo
CR
Rel-16
37.340
16.3.0
0234
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: The correction is straight forward, although “SRB3 may be used to” seems not excluding something. So, let’s see if we can agree to make this clarification in 37.340.
Question 1: Do you agree the intention of adding IABOtherInformation for SRB3 in section 7.5 of TS 37.340, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion?
	Company
	Agree or not?
	Comment

	LG
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	vivo
	agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Futurewei
	Agree
	


Summary: All companies are fine with the CR intention.

Proposal 1: Agree the intention of adding IABOtherInformation for SRB3 in section 7.5 of TS 37.340, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion.


2.2: 38.300 BAP routing ID

R2-2010151
Clarification to BAP routing ID handling
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.3.0
0313
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: Although it is clear in stage3 that BAP address+ Path ID = BAP routing ID, it is still worth to check companies’ view if we can agree on some clarifications. We may need to limit the changes to the descriptions which are incorrect rather than make clarifications everywhere in 38300. The correction can be considered as miscellaneous correction.

Question 2: Do you agree the intention of R2-2010151, i.e. clarify the BAP header includes the BAP address and Path ID, rather than the BAP routing ID, in TS 38.300, e.g. sec. 4.7.3.1, 6.11.3, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion?
	Company
	Agree or not?
	Comment

	LG
	Disagree
	We think there is no confusion and the current wording is already clear. However, If many companies want to clarify this in the specification, we prefer to add one general sentence, e.g., “a BAP Routing ID consists of a BAP address and a BAP path identity”, in the beginning part of the section, not changing every related wording.

	Intel
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	We have sympathy with the issue mentioned in this CR. However, we think it would be better to update the TS38.340 to explicitly indicate that BAP data PDU includes the BAP routing ID, which further include BAP address and path id field. Actually, in TS 38.340, we can find similar descriptions, such as BAP routing ID as carried on the BAP PDU header, BAP routing ID in BAP header, etc. However, the format of BAP data PDU does not include the BAP routing ID field. 

	Apple
	Disagree
	We don’t see any issue as mentioned by LG. But if a majority wants this change, we are ok to go with what LG is proposing. 

	vivo
	See comments
	We think the stage-3 description is clear enough, but we are ok if the majority see the need to modify the wording,

	CATT
	Disagree
	We don’t need to make clarification of BAP routing ID everywhere. We can make a general sentence to clarify when it first appears.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	This seems to be sufficiently clear in the current TSes already.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	We are also ok with LG proposal, to add a clarification at the first occurrence of BAP routing ID.

	Futurewei
	Disagree
	The current spec seems clear enough


Summary: 6 companies disagree with the CR intention. 1 company has no strong view, since current stage3 is clear. 2 company agree with the CR intention. Therefore, majority seems not ready to agree on the CR intention.

Proposal 2: Consider R2-2010151 as “Not Agreed”.
2.3: 38300 non DRB

R2-2010351
Corrections on non DRB operation for IAB-MT
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.3.0
0318
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: The agreed non-DRB operations of IAB-MT, as specified in RRC, seems missing in the stage2 spec for the state transitions and re-establishment procedure. Similar to above, the correction can be considered as miscellaneous corrections, if multiple corrections to be agreed. 
Question 3: Do you agree the intention of R2-2010351, i.e. clarify the non-DRB operations for MT different from UE in TS 38.300, e.g. sec. 9.2.1.3, 9.2.3.3, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion?
	Company
	Agree or not?
	Comment

	LG
	Agree, but 
	For the change in section 9.2.1.3, we agree with the intention, but the current wording seems misleading that SRB2 only configuration is allowed, which is not aligned with the intention, i.e., “support for DRB is optional”. In addition, considering that this is network behavior, it would be good to clarify it as a NOTE with updated wording.
For the change in section 9.2.3.3, we think this change is not needed because this tries to clarify network’s ‘may’ behavior, i.e., gNB may perform step 5/5a.

	Intel
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Partially agree
	We agree with the first change.

For the second change, we share the same view with LG. The step 5/5a is optional behavior for UE/IAB-MT. It is not necessary to further clarify the DRB is optionally re-established. 

	Apple
	Agree
	

	vivo
	agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree the intention
	For the 9.2.1.3 the proposed wording is not quite optimal as it seems to hint only SRB2 is setup, how about:
8/8a. The gNB performs the reconfiguration to setup SRB2 and DRBs for UE, or SRB2 and optionally DRBs for IAB-MT.

It seems indeed we could live without the changes in 9.2.3.3.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Futurewei
	
	Prefer Nokia’s wording


Summary: Companies are fine with the CR intention of the 1st change.

Proposal 3: Agree the intention of first change in R2-2010351, i.e. clarify the non-DRB operations for MT different from UE in sec. 9.2.1.3 in TS 38.300, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion.
3 Conclusion and proposals

Based on the above summary, following proposals are given. 

Proposal 1: Agree the intention of adding IABOtherInformation for SRB3 in section 7.5 of TS 37.340, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion.

Proposal 2: Consider R2-2010151 as “Not Agreed”.

Proposal 3: Agree the intention of first change in R2-2010351, i.e. clarify the non-DRB operations for MT different from UE in sec. 9.2.1.3 in TS 38.300, assuming the wording can be updated, if needed in phase 2 discussion.
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