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This paper handles the following email discussion:

[AT113-e][021][IAB] RRC and Stage 2 (ZTE)


Scope: Treat R2-2100465, R2-2101278, R2-2101684, R2-2100469, R2-2100470, R2-2101279, R2-2101280, R2-2101685, R2-2101686, R2-2101904


Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.


Intended outcome: Report and Agreed CRs if any is agreeable. 


Deadline: Schedule A

Deadline: Email discussions with Deadline Schedule A:

A first round with Deadline for comments Thursday Jan 28 1200 UTC to settle scope what is agreeable etc

A Final round with Final deadline Thursday Feb 4 1200 UTC. to settle details / agree CRs etc. Additional check points etc if needed are defined by the Rapporteur. In case some parts of an email discussion need more time, doesn’t converge, need on-line treatment etc Rapporteur please contact chair. 
Discussion 
 Stage-2 corrections
 Optional DRB for IAB
R2-2100465
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.300 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0332
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the first change)
R2-2101278
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.300
 ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0337
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the second change)
Rapporteur’s view: It has been agreed in previous RAN2 meetings that DRB can be optionally established and SDAP related features are optional for IAB-MT. The first change in R2-2100465 clarify the optional SDAP layer for IAB-MT in TS 38.300. The second change in R2-2101278 clarify that for IAB-nodes operating in EN-DC, the IAB-MT optionally establishes DRB. These two changes are fundamentally aligned with what we have specified for IAB. Companies are invited to provide comments on whether these updates are necessary in stage-2 specification. 
Question 1: Do you agree the intention of the first change of R2-2100465 and the second change in R2-2101278, i.e. clarify the optional SDAP layer and optional DRB establishment for EN-DC IAB-MT?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	agree
	

	Ericsson
	1st change in R2-2100465: No, but

2nd change in R2-2101278: No
	R2-2100465: Original text with “also” is already clear. Regarding capturing the optionality of SDAP we do not have strong view. In any case, if it is agreed, it should be captured in a separate sentence.

R2-2101278: For EN-DC, DRB support and configuration is mandatory. For SA, it is optional.

	Qualcomm
	agree
	

	vivo
	agree
	

	Huawei
	Disagree
	1st change in R2-2100465 is not essential. “also includes” does not exclude anything.

2nd change in R2-2101278 is not correct. It is not optional in EN-DC case for DRB.

	Futurewei
	disagree
	Agree with comments from E///

	Intel
	 Agree the intention
	For the first change of R2-2100465, since SDAP is optional due to optional configuration of DRB. It would be clear with following changes:

“For IAB, the Layer 2 of NR also includes BAP. SDAP is configured only when a DRB is established for the IAB-MT.”

For the second change of R2-2101278, agree with the intention. In the next sentence, it also describes establishment of DRB in SA mode. Since there’s no difference of optionally DRB establishment in DN-DC and SA, we can consider to merge two sentences into one.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	1st change in R2-2100465: agree

2nd change in R2-2101278: No
	On R2-2100465: Original intention was to introduce only the BAP layer, but it is acceptable to refine description.

On R2-2101278, agree with Ericsson

	ZTE
	Agree
	For the second change in R2-2101278, of course IAB node could establish DRB with eNB. However, in current TS38.300 it mentions the the DRB establishment of EN-DC IAB node with IAB-donor-CU. In our opinion, the DRB establishment for OAM traffic with IAB-donor-CU is optional. The original text in TS 38.300 is copied here as follows:
“For IAB-nodes operating in EN-DC, the IAB-MT also establishes one or more DRBs with the IAB-donor-CU, which can be used, e.g., to carry OAM traffic.”

	LG
	See comments
	No for the first change of R2-2100465:

The concerned text is only to emphasize that IAB also includes BAP layer in Layer 2. Actually, the section 6.1 in 38.300 is to describe overall layer 2 and there are clear general explanation about NR layer 2 including MAC, RLC, PDCP, and SDAP. Considering description of DRB optionality in other section, wording for SDAP optionality may not be needed either.

Yes for second change in R2-2101278.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson and Huawei.


Summary：

For 1st change in R2-2100465: 7/12

For 2nd change in R2-2101278: 7/12
As we can see, majority companies support the above two changes. The wording can be further reviewed by phase 2 email discussion.
During the phase 2 email discussion, Nokia point out that X2AP SgNB Addition Request and Ack does not allow empty lists of E-RABs to be added and admitted. Thus, adding the “optionally establish DRB with IAB-dono-CU” for IAB-nodes operating in EN-DC isn’t correct. Rapporteur agree with this. Optional or mandatory DRB has been discussed in RAN3#108 meeting, and it’s agreed that “DRB setup is optional for NR SA since Rel-15; E-RAB setup is mandatory in LTE since Rel-8”. For NSA scenario, majority companies think it is not necessary to change the presence of E-RAB setup-related IEs from mandatory to optional. Based on these observation, it is suggest to clarify that “EN-DC IAB-MT establish one or more DRBs with both eNB and IAB-donor-CU ”. proposed to not pursue the 2nd change of R2-2101278. 
Proposal 1-1: Merge the 1st change of R2-2100465 into Stage-2 rapporteur CR, wording to be reviewed by phase 2 email discussion. 

Proposal 2:  For the 2nd change of R2-2101278, “the IAB-MT optionally establishes one or more DRBs with the IAB-donor-CU” is replaced by “the IAB-MT establishes one or more DRBs with the eNB and one or more DRBs with the IAB-donor-CU” and merged into Stage-2 rapporteur CR.
 Illustration of UL L2 structure on IAB-node
R2-2100465
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.300 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0332
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the second change)

Rapporteur’s view: The second change in R2-2100465 update the UL L2 structure at IAB-node to include the IAB-donor case. 

Question 2: Do you agree the adding of IAB-donor in Figure 6.1-5 of TS 38.300? 

	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	
	This can be done by adding some text not replacing the figure.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	The figure is just illustrative, and an IAB-donor can also be seen as a parent node. This functionality is anyhow already clear in specifications.

	Qualcomm
	Agee
	This is a very minor change. We can change the figure or add a note somewhere as suggested by Samsung. We are fine with either solution.

	vivo
	Agree
	Proponent, we are also fine to add a NOTE to clarify.

	Huawei
	No strong view
	Editorial change should be merged in the rapporteur CR.

	Futurewei
	
	Agree with Samsung’s idea to add a note

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No strong view
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	Can be merged to collective stage 2 CR

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	No
	Given that the figure is informative and doesn’t restrict implementation, this change is not essential, but no strong view.

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

6 companies agree the adding of IAB-donor in Figure 6.1-5 of TS 38.300. 2 companies suggest to add a note to clarify. 3 companies have no strong view. Only one company disagree. Based on the majority view, the following proposal is given:

Proposal 1-2: Agree the intention of 2nd change in R2-2100465 and merge into Stage-2 rapporteur CR. 
 Polling function in BAP layer

R2-2100465
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.300 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0332
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the third change)
R2-2101278
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.300
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0337
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the fifth change)
Rapporteur’s view: “Flow control feedback signalling” is described as one of the services and functions of BAP sub-layer. However, polling function is missed in 38.300. It is better to keep align with what has been described in TS 38.340, i.e., “Flow control feedback and polling signalling”. 

Question 3: Do you agree the adding of polling in the function of BAP layer in TS 38.300?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	Text improvement should be merged.

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	Can be merged to collective stage 2 CR

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree 
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

All the companies agree the adding of polling in the function of BAP layer in TS 38.300.

Proposal 1-3: Agree to merge the 3rd change in R2-2100465 into Stage-2 rapporteur CR.
 Clarification of F1-C message

R2-2101684
Corrections for IAB related configurations and procedures on TS 38.300
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0341
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the first change)

Rapporteur’s view: The first change in R2-2101684 replaces the F1-C message with “F1AP message encapsulated in SCTP/IP or F1-C related SCTP/IP packet”. We have the term of F1-C and F1-C traffic in 38.300. It seems not so necessary to clarify the F1-C message. Nevertheless, let’s see companies’ view on this change.

Question 2: Do you agree the intention of the first change in R2-2101684, i.e. replace F1-C message with “F1AP message encapsulated in SCTP/IP or F1-C related SCTP/IP packet”? 

	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Not
	This is not so essential for stage 2 document. While good for RRC.

	Ericsson
	No
	Everything should be already clear from 37.340 section 7.11. Maybe better to just add a reference to 37.340, if needed.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Doesn’t hurt to have this in stage 2. However, it is not critical.

	vivo
	Agree
	We agree the intention of the changes, but we think those changes are non-essential for stage-2 description.

	Huawei
	
	Adding the 37340 as reference could be the compromise.

	Futurewei
	
	Seems not really essential

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	Current description in 38.300 is OK.

	Nokia 
	Agree
	Can be merged to collective stage 2 CR

	ZTE
	No
	

	LG
	No
	The current text is enough and another stage-2 spec, i.e., 37.340, clearly specifies the related description in section “7.11
F1-C transfer over E-UTRA”. Reference would be enough. 

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

6/12 companies agree the intention of the first change in R2-2101684, i.e. replace F1-C message with “F1AP message encapsulated in SCTP/IP or F1-C related SCTP/IP packet”. Since this is not critical and no majority view has been reached, it is suggested not to pursue this change.
Proposal 3: The 1st change in R2-2101684 is not pursued. 
 Routing configuration and BAP address provision

R2-2101684
Corrections for IAB related configurations and procedures on TS 38.300
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0341
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the third and fourth change)

Rapporteur’s view: The third change in R2-2101684 adds “the default configuration by RRC signalling” to capture the case that routing is based on default configuration carried by RRC message. The fourth change adds "/IAB-donor-DU" to capture the case that IAB-donor-DU can also be provided with its child-node's BAP address via F1AP. These changes are fundamentally aligned with what we have specified for IAB. Companies are invited to provide comments on whether these details need to be added in stage-2 specification. 
Question 5: Do you agree the intention of the third and fourth change in R2-2101684, i.e. add the default configuration by RRC signalling and child BAP address provision to IAB-donor-DU?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree 
	

	Huawei 
	Agree
	

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	Can be merged to collective stage 2 CR

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

All the companies agree the intention of the 3rd and 4th change in R2-2101684.

Proposal 4: Agree to merge the 3rd and 4th change in R2-2101684 into State-2 rapporteur CR. 
 Other miscellaneous corrections
R2-2101278
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.300
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0337
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (other changes not mentioned before)
R2-2101684
Corrections for IAB related configurations and procedures on TS 38.300
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.300
16.4.0
0341
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (other changes not mentioned before)
Rapporteur’s view: The other changes in R2-2101278 and R2-2101684 not mentioned before contains various editorial corrections. The wording can be discussed directly in phase 2 discussion.

Proposal 5: Agree to merge the other editorial change in R2-2101278 and R2-2101684 into State-2 rapporteur CR. 
 RRC corrections

 IAB configuration via SRB3

R2-2100469
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.331 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2326
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the first and second change )
R2-2101280
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2398
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the third and fourth change)
Rapporteur’s view: The first/second change in R2-2100469 and the third/fourth change in R2-2101280 are addressing the similar issue. The IP address report/configuration information can be either sent via SRB1 or SRB3. However, in clause 5.3.5.1 the corresponding description for SRB3 is missing. It is suggested to add it. Secondly, it is suggested to add the BAP layer (re-)configuration based on the info included in RRCReconfiguration via SRB3. Thirdly, it is suggested to add “bap-Config, iab-IP-AddressConfiguration” that could be included in RRCReconfiguration received via SRB3. The merged changes are as follows:
	In (NG)EN-DC and NR-DC, SRB3 can be used for measurement configuration and reporting, for UE assistance (re-)configuration and reporting for power savings, for IP address (re-)configuration and reporting for IAB-nodes, to (re-)configure MAC, RLC, BAP, physical layer and RLF timers and constants of the SCG configuration, and to reconfigure PDCP for DRBs associated with the S-KgNB or SRB3, and to reconfigure SDAP for DRBs associated with S-KgNB in NGEN-DC and NR-DC, and to add/modify/release conditional PSCell change configuration, provided that the (re-)configuration does not require any MN involvement, and to transmit RRC messages between the MN and the UE during fast MCG link recovery. In (NG)EN-DC and NR-DC, only measConfig, radioBearerConfig, conditionalReconfiguration, bap-Config, iab-IP-AddressConfiguration, otherConfig and/or secondaryCellGroup are included in RRCReconfiguration received via SRB3, except when RRCReconfiguration is received within DLInformationTransferMRDC.




Question 6: Do you agree the intention of the merged changes in the above table, assuming the wording may be further checked in phase 2 email discussion? 
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree.
	

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	OK with changes, but it should be iab-IP-AddressConfigurationList

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	We should merge the change.

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree the intention
	In addition, we need to clarify those are for IAB-MT.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

All the companies agree the intention of the merged changes from 1st and 2nd change in R2-2100469 and 3rd and 4th change in R2-2101280 in R2-2101280. The wording can be further reviewed by phase 2 email discussion.

Proposal 6: Agree the intention of 1st and 2nd change in R2-2100469 and 3rd and 4th change in R2-2101280 and merge it into RRC rapporteur CR. Wording to be reviewed by phase 2 email discussion.
 RB re-establishment during inter-RAT HO

R2-2100469
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.331 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2326
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the third and fourth change)

Rapporteur’s view: The third change in R2-2100469 add the SRB and optionally DRBs re-establishment handling during the inter-RAT handover from other RAT (e.g. E-UTRA) to NR. The fourth change in R2-2100469 add the release of BAP entity during the inter-RAT handover from NR to other RAT (e.g. E-UTRA). However, only intra-donor CU handover has been studied in Rel-16. The inter-RAT handover of IAB node has not been touched yet. It seems not necessary to include this change. 

Question 7: Do you agree the intention of the third and fourth change in R2-2100469, i.e. add the SRB and optionally DRBs re-establishment handling during the inter-RAT handover from E-UTRA to NR, release the BAP entity during the inter-RAT handover from NR to other RAT?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Not 
	For change 3/4 of 0469, we didn’t’ discuss about inter RAT HO for IAB. So not support.

	Ericsson
	No
	We agree with Rapporteur´s view. Inter-RAT HO has not been studied, so it should not be considered.

	Qualcomm
	Not
	Agree with Samsung

	Huawei
	No
	R16 doesn’t support inter-RAT HO.

	Futurewei
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	We share the same view as rapporteur

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur´s view.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur

	ZTE
	No
	

	LG
	No
	As addressed by the rapporteur, only intra-donor CU handover is considered in Rel-16. Change is not needed.

	CATT
	Not
	


Summary: 

All the companies disagree the intention of the 3rd and 4th change in R2-2100469.

Proposal 7: The 3rd and 4th change in R2-2100469 is not pursued.  
 Removal of bh-RLF failure type from scgFailureInfoEUTRA
R2-2100469
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.331 for IAB
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2326
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the fifth change)

Rapporteur’s view: The fifth change in R2-2100469 removes bh-RLF-r16 from failureTypeEUTRA within scgFailureInfoEUTRA-r16. The reason is that BH RLC can not be detected in EUTRAN leg since EUTRAN leg cannot support the functionality of backhauling. So the bh-RLF-r16 should be deleted. 

Question 8: Do you agree the intention of the fifth change in R2-2100469, i.e. remove the bh-RLF-r16 from failureTypeEUTRA within scgFailureInfoEUTRA-r16?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Not 
	Change 5 of 0469, NEDC is not considered for IAB, so not support.

	Ericsson
	No, but
	The intention is correct since BH-RLF-r16 is not supported in EUTRA. However, we note that also other fields in scgFailureInfoEUTRA are not used in LTE, i.e. scg-lbtFailure-r16, beamFailureRecoveryFailure-r16.

Since the changes in this CR are NBC, and also other fields might be affected, we suggest postponing the issue and treat it (if needed) in the main session.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	To clarify: We should remove bh-RLF-r16 from failureTypeEUTRA within scgFailureInfoEUTRA-r16 since NE DC is not considered for IAB.

	vivo
	Agree
	Proponent. If it is the majority view, then we can postpone the fifth issue and discuss it in the main session.

	Huawei
	Raise this in main session.
	Share the views from Ericsson.

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	NEDC is not considered for IAB.

	Nokia 
	Agree
	We wonder how renaming a never-used IE value to spare is NBC.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

8 companies agree the intention of the fifth change in R2-2100469, i.e. remove the bh-RLF-r16 from failureTypeEUTRA within scgFailureInfoEUTRA-r16. 3 companies suggest to raise this issue in main session since the change is NBC and may affect other fields. 

According to Chairman’s comment:
-          It seems there is consensus that the IE was introduced by mistake, there is no use case for the IE, and it has not been used.
-          The IE was introduced by renaming a spare code point to a specific code point, and it is proposed to be removed by renaming the code point back to spare.
-          THUS we expect no interoperability issues at all for this change for any implementation.
So, there is no reason to flag this as a NBC change and there seems to be no need for discussion in the main session. The assumption that the IE hasn’t been used can however be captured on the cover page.
Based on these observations, the following proposal is given:
Proposal 8: Agree the intention of the 5th change in R2-2100469 and merge it into RRC rapporteur CR.   
 RLC-Config
R2-2100470
Correction on RLC-Config of BH RLC channel
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2327
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: This CR can be divided to two parts: 1) clarifies that the RLC-Config IE can be also used to configure BH RLC channel(s); 2) add the description that “only RLC AM can be configured for BH RLC channel”. The part 1 of this CR looks reasonable since the RLC-Config IE can be used for not only SRB/DRB but also BH RLC Channel. However, the part 2 seems misunderstand the previous RAN2 agreements. As far as we know, either RLC AM or UM could be configured for BH RLC channel.  
Question 9: Do you agree the proposed two changes in R2-2100470?
	Companies
	Agree or not for Part 1?
	Agree or not for Part 2?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	No
	No
	Part 1: It is already clear from the ASN.1 structure that the BH-RLC-ChannelConfig contains rlc-Config. No additional clarifications are needed

Part 2: Agree with Rapporteur,

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	No! RLC UM is supported for BH.
	

	vivo
	Agree 
	
	Part 2: Agree with Rapporteur.

	Huawei
	No essential, or we can consider this as editorial change.
	No. RLC UM is supported for BH RLC.
	

	Futurewei
	No
	No
	

	Intel
	Disagree
	Agree
	For Part 1: In 38331 subclause 5.3.5.5.11, establish or reconfigure the RLC entity or entities in accordance with the received rlc-Config is included in the procedure of receiving BH-RLC-ChannelConfig. We don’t need to clarify it under IE RLC-Config.

For Part 2: In RAN2 #104, we agreed in order to achieve reliability in IAB, only hop-by-hop ARQ is supported in Rel-16. This indicates that RLC AM is configured for BH RLC channel.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	No
	For part 2, agree with Rapporteur’s view.

	Nokia
	Agree
	No
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	No
	

	LG
	No
	No
	For the first part, considering BH-RLC-ChannelConfig IE and its contents, we doubt whether this clarification is needed. With this change, there is no ambiguous and confusion.
The second part is incorrect, RLC UM can be also used for BH RLC channel. 

	CATT
	Agree
	No
	Part 2: Both RLC AM and RLC UM can be configured to BH RLC channel.


Summary: 

Part 1 change: 6/12
Part 2 change: 1/12
Since there is no clear majority support for the two changes, it is suggest not to pursue the CR. 
Proposal 9: The CR in R2-2100470 is not pursued.   
 AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell
R2-2101279
Correction on AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell IE in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2397
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: In this CR, it is proposed to remove the “serving” before “the cell of IAB-node-DU” serving cell is UE specific rather than DU specific. This was agreed in RAN1#103e meeting and a note was captured in RAN1#103e meeting 
	Note 2: It is RAN1’s understanding that the description of AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell  in 38.331 should also remove a reference to a “serving” cell of the IAB-node DU and recommends the following update: 
“The IE AvailabiltyCombinationsPerCell is used to configure the AvailabiltyCombinations applicable for a serving cell of the IAB-node DU (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 14).”


Question 10: Do you agree the change proposed in R2-2101279, i.e. removal of “serving” before “the cell of IAB-node-DU” for the description of AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell IE?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Not essential
	This is more like text improvement.

	Intel 
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree 
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

11 companies agree the change proposed in R2-2101279, i.e. removal of “serving” before “the cell of IAB-node-DU” for the description of AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell IE. 

Proposal 10: Agree to merge the change in R2-2101279 into RRC rapporteur CR. 

 RB vs. BH RLC channel
R2-2101280
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2398
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the first and second change)
Rapporteur’s view: The first change in R2-2101280 adds the establish/modify/releases procedure/behavior for BH RLC channel of IAB-MT. In current TS 38.331, it’s clearly specified that the term 'radio bearer' (RB) is considered to cover SRBs and DRBs unless explicitly stated otherwise. BH RLC channel is not covered by RB. So it is necessary to add the corresponding description for BH RLC channel.
Question 11: Do you agree the intention of the first and second change proposed in R2-2101280, i.e. add the corresponding description for BH RLC channel similar to RB?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Not yet
	No strong view on the 1st change. Even though “e.g.” means we don’t need to capture everthing.

I though the 2nd change has been covered in the previous question. Not sure what’s the “second change” here.

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree the intention
	Establishment of BH RLC channels is only suitable for IAB-MT. Changes should add “for IAB” as the condition.

 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

11 companies agree the intention of the 1st and 2nd change proposed in R2-2101280, i.e. add the corresponding description for BH RLC channel similar to RB. Note that the 2nd change is to add “the establishment of BH RLC Channels for IAB is performed only when AS security has been activated” in clause 5.3.5.2.

During the phase 2 discussion, Huawei raises concerns with the 1st change in clause 5.3.7.2 and 5.3.7.3, which mention the suspension of BH RLC channel. The suspension of BH RLC channel has not been discussed and specified in Rel-16 IAB. To avoid confusion, the correction in clause 5.3.7.2 and 5.3.7.3 should be removed. 
Proposal 11: Agree to merge the 1st and 2nd change in R2-2101280 into RRC rapporteur CR. For the 1st change, the correction in clause 5.3.2 and 5.3.7.3 is not pursued. 

IAB-donor-DU BAP address configuration
R2-2101280
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2398
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the fifth change)
Rapporteur’s view: In current TS 38.331, IAB-MT shall store the received IP address together with the IAB-donor-DU BAP address corresponding to an iab-IP-AddressIndex. It means the IAB-MT always receives the corresponding IAB-donor-DU BAP address when an IP address is received. However, according to the agreements in RAN3#105bis, donor CU can allocate IP address by itself. In this case, the donor-CU would not send the IAB-donor-DU BAP address when configuring IAB-MT IP addresses. In this case, the IAB-donor-DU BAP address is not stored. 
Question 12: Do you agree the intention of the fifth change proposed in R2-2101280, i.e. add the “if configured” before the store of IAB-donor-DU BAP address since the association between IAB IP address and IAB-donor-DU is not always configured?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Not 
	For change 4 of 1280, without IAB-donor-DU BAP address given, how to anchor the configured IP address with donor DU ? Even donor-CU allocate IP address by itself, still configuration seems to be necessary ?

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	It is already clear from the ASN.1 that the field is optional.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	We never discussed this corner case. The IAB-donor-DU BAP address is added to the IP address, so that the IAB-node can align source IP address of UL packets with the IAB-donor-DU BAP address of the BAP routing ID in UL mapping. This is only necessary in case the IAB-node receives multiple IP addresses that are anchored at different IAB-donor-DUs. This may happen under the following circumstances:

IAB-node uses NR-DC. This does not apply for IAB-nodes using NSA and for IAB-nodes that use SA but do not support NR-DC.

IAB-node is migrated to parent under new IAB-donor-DU. This does not apply to IAB-nodes that do not support topology adaptation (note that TA is an optional feature). Also, the RRC Reconfiguration that includes the new IP address should delete the old IP address in the same message.

This implies that indeed, IAB-donor-DU BAP address might not be included with IP address.

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	See comment
	Since we have no common understanding on R3 status on the mandatory, we prefer not to make the change so rush.

	Intel
	Agree
	As mentioned by Rapporteur, RAN3 agreed three possibilities for IP address managements for IAB-DU: 1) via OAM - Donor CU or DU can use OAM or DHCP to allocate IAB node IP address; 2) IAB can request one or more IP addr from donor CU via RRC; 3) CU can obtain IAB node IP addr from donor DU via F1AP; CU can send IP addr to IAB node via RRC. IP addr allocation may occur at any time after RRC connection has been established. However, BAP addr is configured by donor CU during BH RLC establishment. BAP adddr and IP addr may not be always configured together via RRC message. In this case, the change maybe ok.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No strong view
	

	Nokia
	No 
	Agree with Samsung

	ZTE
	Yes
	With regard to Samsung’s comments, we think it is not necessary to consider the restriction that the source IP address of data packet has to use the IP address anchored on the donor DU where the data packet path through, if the donor CU assigns the IP address. In this case, the IP address ingress filtering is not applicable. 

	LG
	No
	It would be better to check first with RAN3 whether the donor-CU would send the IAB-donor-DU BAP address when configuring IAB-MT IP addresses. If RAN3 confirms this, we don’t need to change this part.

	CATT
	Not sure
	We think no matter donor-CU or donor-DU allocate IP address, IAB-MT always need to store the relationship between donor-DU BAP address and the new IP address to perform routing.


Summary: 

4 companies agree the intention of the 5th change proposed in R2-2101280, i.e. add the “if configured” before the store of IAB-donor-DU BAP address since the association between IAB IP address and IAB-donor-DU is not always configured. 2 companies have no strong view. 3 companies suggest to further check with RAN3. Based on this observation, the following proposal is given.
Proposal 12: Postpone the 5th change in R2-2101280. 

 BAP address configuration
R2-2101685
Corrections on BAP address and default BAP configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2427
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the first change)
Rapporteur’s view: The first change in R2-2101685 add “The BAP address of an IAB-node can not be changed once configured” at the end of the bap-Address field description in the RRCReconfiguration-IEs field descriptions. It is one of RAN3’s agreements that the “BAP address update for IAB node and IAB donor DU is not supported in R16.”. Companies are invited to provide comments on the necessity of this change.

Question 13: Do you agree the first change proposed in R2-2101685, i.e. add “The BAP address of an IAB-node can not be changed once configured” at the end of the bap-Address field description in the RRCReconfiguration-IEs field descriptions?
	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	We never agreed that the BAP address can be changed.

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	Futurewei
	No strong opinion
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	No strong view
	

	Nokia
	Not without changes
	We agree with the intention but strictly speaking the proposed text cannot be true, considering e.g. bootstrapping by the node in a whole new location. So maybe e.g. "can be changed only following release of the BAP entity"

	ZTE
	No strong opinion
	

	LG
	No
	Considering that “BAP address update for IAB node and IAB donor DU is not supported in R16.” and the F1AP signaling design does not support providing the updated BAP address of a child IAB node to a parent gNB-DU, anyway there is no way to update BAP address of child IAB node even without this change because the parent IAB-DU cannot get the updated BAP address of the child IAB node.

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

7 companies agree the first change proposed in R2-2101685. 3 companies have no strong view. 1 companies suggest to improve the wording. Based on this observation, the following proposal is given.
Proposal 13-1: Agree the intention of 1st change in R2-2101685. 

 Default BAP configuration 

R2-2101685
Corrections on BAP address and default BAP configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.3.1
2427
-
F
NR_IAB-Core (the second change)
Rapporteur’s view: The second change in R2-2101685 removes the “and change of IP address for IAB-node cases” from the mandatory condition of the defaultUL-BAP-RoutingID and the defualt-BH-RLC-Channel in the RRCReconfiguration-IEs field descriptions. The reason presented in the CR is that for NR-DC IAB-node,  the IP address change due to SCG migration does not need to update the default BAP BH RLC channel and default BAP routing ID configuration since the F1-C message can still be forwarded via the MCG leg. 
As far as we know, it was agreed in RAN2#110-e meeting that default UL BAP routing ID and default BH RLC channel can be (re-)configured, e.g., when IAB node’s IP address for F1-C traffic change. The current specification does not well capture the agreement since the IAB node’s IP address change “for F1-C traffic” is missing. Generally speaking, IAB node’s IP address change for F1-C traffic happens when IAB node or its upstream IAB nodes migrate/re-establish/resume at a new donor DU. For the scenario mentioned in R2-2101685 where IP address change due to SCG migration of NR-DC IAB node, the IP address for F1-C traffic does not change, so it is not required to configure the default BH RLC channel and default BAP routing ID. Based on this observation, it is suggested to consider the following two options:
Option 1: remove the “and change of IP address for IAB-node cases” from the mandatory condition of the defaultUL-BAP-RoutingID and the defualt-BH-RLC-Channel  as proposed in R2-2101685;

Option 2: replace the “change of IP address for IAB node cases” with “IAB node’s IP address for F1-C traffic change cases”. 
Question 14: Do you agree the intention of the second change proposed in R2-2101685? If yes, which option do you prefer for the correction?

	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Option(s)
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	Option 2
	Option 2 seems more clear.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	1
	The option 2 would make mandatory the use of defaultUL-BAP-RoutingID and the defualt-BH-RLC-Channel for the case of F1-C traffic changes. 
But this contradicts the statement in the previous paragraph where it is stated “The defaultUL-BH-RLC-Channel can be (re-)configured when IAB-node IP address for F1-C related traffic changes,”

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Option 1
	Option 2 is not correct. The IAB-node may have IP addresses from multiple donor-DUs (e.g. because it itself or ancestor nodes are dual connected). In this case, it is possible to change the address for one of the IAB-donor-DUs without affecting the defaultUL-BAP-RoutingID, in case the default routing points to another donor-DU.

	vivo
	Agree
	Option 1
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	Option 1
	Option2 does not cover all the cases to be solved.

	Futurewei
	Agree
	Option 1
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	Option 1
	Agree with QC.

	Nokia
	Agree intention
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	Option 2
	

	LG
	Agree
	Option 2
	It is more aligned with what RAN2 agreed before.

	CATT
	Agree
	Option 1
	


Summary: 

All the companies agree the 2nd change in R2-2101685 and 7 companies agree to adopt the option 1, i.e. the change proposed in R2-2101685. Based on this observation, the following proposal is given:
Proposal 13-2: Agree the intention of 2nd change in R2-2101685. 

 P-max for IAB
R2-2101686
Corrections on the P-max for IAB
Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.3.0
4588
-
F
NR_IAB-Core

Rapporteur’s view: This CR proposes to add “This field is ignored by IAB-MT. The IAB-MT applies output power and emissions requirements, as specified in TS 38.174 [xx]” in the field description of p-Max in SIB1SIB3/SIB5/RadioResourceConfigCommon in 36.331. The reason is that RAN4(R2-2008444) has agreed that power class is not applicable to the IAB-MT and IAB-MT can ignore the advertised NS values. Sp it is suggested to capture this for EN-DC case. Companies are invited to provide comments on the necessity of this change. 
Question 15: Do you agree the intention of the change proposed in R2-2101686, i.e. IAB-MT ignore the p-Max when IAB-MT access the eNB? 

	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	Futurewei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree (co-sourced)
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


Summary: 

All the companies agree the intention of the change proposed in R2-2101686. Based on this observation, the following proposal is given:
Proposal 14: Agree the change proposed in R2-2101686. 

ULInformationTransfer failure
R2-2101904
Correction on ULInformationTransfer failure
Samsung R&D Institute UK
discussion

Rapporteur’s view: This CR proposes to add the ULInformationTransfer failure handling when the dedicatedInfoF1c is included. To be specific, IAB-MT may inform IAB DU about the possible failure to deliver the concerned dedicatedInfoF1c via ULInformationTransfer. Companies are invited to provide comments on this change.
Question 16: Do you agree the intention of the change proposed in R2-2101904, i.e. inform IAB DU about the ULInformationTransfer failure when the dedicatedInfoF1c is included? 

	Companies
	Agree or not?
	Comments

	Samsung 
	Agree 
	Proponent 

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	It is not an essential change. The handling of such scenario can be left to the IAB node implementation. Also since IAB mobility has not been studied in Rel.16, the likelihood of this scenario should be very little.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Not essential
	“inform upper layers” already includes IAB-DU.

	Futurewei
	Seems not essential
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	LG
	See comment
	We understand that there could be ambiguous, but this can be handled by a NOTE as follows:

NOTE: For IAB, the possible failure to deliver the information contained in the concerned ULInformationTransfer messages can be informed to IAB-DU.

	CATT
	Not essential
	


Summary: 

6/11 companies agree the intention of the change proposed in R2-2101904. 1 company has no strong view. 1 company suggest to add a note to handle this issue. 
Proposal 15: Agree to merge the change proposed in R2-2101904 into RRC rapporteur CR.  

Conclusion and proposals

Based on the above summary, following proposals are given. Note that some of the proposals addressing the same CR. So these proposals are merged to reflect the decisions for each CR. 
For the Stage-2 Corrections: 
Proposal 1’: Agree to merge the 1st, 2nd and 3rd changes of R2-2100465 into Stage-2 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 2’: For the 2nd change of R2-2101278, “the IAB-MT optionally establishes one or more DRBs with the IAB-donor-CU” is replaced by “the IAB-MT establishes one or more DRBs with the eNB and one or more DRBs with the IAB-donor-CU” and merged into Stage-2 rapporteur CR. Agree to merge the other editorial changes in R2-2101278 into State-2 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 3’: Not pursue the 1st change in R2-2101684. Agree to merge the 3rd , 4th change and other editorial changes in R2-2101684 into State-2 rapporteur CR.
For RRC Corrections: 
Proposal 4’: Agree to merge the 1st, 2nd and 5th change in R2-2100469 into RRC rapporteur CR. Not pursue the 3rd and 4th change in R2-2100469.
Proposal 5’: Agree to merge the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th change in R2-2101280 into RRC rapporteur CR. For the 1st change in R2-2101280, not pursue the corrections in clause 5.3.2 and 5.3.7.3. Postpone the 5th change in R2-2101280.
Proposal 6’: The CR in R2-2100470 is not pursued.  

Proposal 7’: Agree to merge the change in R2-2101279 into RRC rapporteur CR. 

Proposal 8’: Agree the intention of 1st and 2nd change in R2-2101685. 

Proposal 9’: Agree the change in R2-2101686. 

Proposal 10’: Agree to merge the change in R2-2101904 into RRC rapporteur CR.  
Reference

R2-2100465 Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.300 for IAB, vivo
R2-2101278
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.300
ZTE, Sanechips
R2-2101684
Corrections for IAB related configurations and procedures on TS 38.300
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm

R2-2100469
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 38.331 for IAB
vivo


R2-2100470
Correction on RLC-Config of BH RLC channel
vivo

R2-2101279
Correction on AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell IE in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips

R2-2101280
Miscellaneous corrections on IAB in 38.331
ZTE, Sanechips


R2-2101685
Corrections on BAP address and default BAP configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson

R2-2101686
Corrections on the P-max for IAB
Huawei, HiSilicon, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell


R2-2101904
Correction on ULInformationTransfer failure
Samsung R&D Institute UK

16/16


