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Introduction

During RAN2#116 e-meeting, the following agreements were achieved about CP/UP separation. 

	The configuration of F1-C traffic on the indication of the the leg(s) used for transferring the F1-C traffic is configured to IAB-MT by a new field , e.g., f1c-TransferPath-r17  ENUMERATED {MCG, SCG, both}.

As long as the BH RLC CH for F1-C on the indicated Cell Group is configured (the CG is indicated by the field f1c-TransferPath-r17), IAB node can be aware of whether to use F1-C transferring over BH or F1-C transferring over RRC, i.e. F1-C-over-BAP is selected as long as BH RLC CH for F1-C on the indicated CG is configured. 

It is not necessary for IAB-node to be aware whether the gNB allows “F1 over BAP” or only allows “F1-C over RRC” during cell (re)selection, in case the gNB broadcasts iab-Support.

ONLY SRB2 is used for F1-C transport in CP/UP-separation scenario 1.

ONLY split SRB2 is used for F1-C transport in CP/UP-separation scenario 2


Besides, there are 2 FFS issues left.

	FFS if For IAB-MT’s RRC message that carries F1-C/F1-C related traffic, the IAB-MT use split SRB2 via SCG in scenario 2 if f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates ‘SCG’ or ‘both’ regardless of the primaryPath configuration. FFS on how to capture this in specs.

FFS if In case the split SRB2 RRC message contains both F1-C traffic and other information unrelated to IAB, the IAB-MT follows the configuration of F1-C transfer path (if configured) to transmit this RRC message.


In this contribution, we focus on the above two FFS issues in CP/UP separation scenario and give our consideration.
Discussion

In RAN2 116 e-meeting, some issues on CP/UP separation was discussed. It was agreed that donor-CU configures F1-C transfer path to IAB-MT by a new field , e.g., f1c-TransferPath-r17  ENUMERATED {MCG, SCG, both}. However, in scenario 2, if f1c-TransferPath-r17 is set as SCG or both, how IAB-node transmits F1-C traffic is unclear. This is because only if the PDCP&RLC data volume is greater than the threshold, the RRC message may have the chance to be transmitted via the split secondary RLC entity, as specified in TS 38.323. If we follow the specification, IAB-node may use MCG-path to transmit F1-C traffic even if f1c-TransferPath-r17 is set as SCG. In our opinion, for RRC message that carries F1-C traffic, IAB-MT should use the F1-C transfer path configured by donor-CU. As we know, IAB-node connects to M-NG-RAN node (donor node) via backhaul link and S-NG-RAN node via NR access link in scenario 2. Suppose the traffic travels over SCG-path, it reaches the S-NG-RAN node by one hop which thereby providing much lower latency. On the other hand, the characteristic of CP/UP separation scenario is that the MCG operate in FR2 while the SCG may operate in FR1. In such deployment, it is more reliable to use SCG-path for F1-C traffic transfer. Since donor-CU has the whole picture of the topology, it can know which path is more suitable for F1-C traffic transfer in certain cases. For example, if a quick response from the IAB-node is needed under certain network conditions (e.g. congestion, route failure, RLF, etc.), using SCG-path can provide more efficient signalling transfer for the IAB node. In a sum, if f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates SCG, for IAB-MT’s RRC that carries F1-C/F1-C related traffic, the IAB-MT should use split SRB2 via SCG in scenario 2 regardless of the primaryPath configuration. In addition, if f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates both, IAB-node can select MCG-path or SCG-path on his own, as we have done in IAB EN-DC scenario. If IAB-node selects SCG-path to transmit F1-C/F1-C related traffic, it uses split SRB2 via SCG regardless of the primaryPath configuration.  
Observation 1 : In CP/UP separation scenario 2, traffic transfer via SCG-path may provide lower transmission latency and higher reliability. 

Proposal 1: For IAB-MT’s RRC message that carries F1-C/F1-C related traffic, the IAB-MT uses split SRB2 via SCG in scenario 2 if f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates “SCG” regardless of the primaryPath configuration.
Proposal 2: If f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates “both”, IAB-node can select MCG-path or SCG-path by itself. If SCG-path is selected for F1-C/F1-C traffic transfer, IAB-node uses split SRB2 via SCG regardless of the primaryPath configuration.
To capture proposal 1 in specs, we suggest to add a clarification that, when IAB-MT is configured with scg or both, it can use SCG for F1-C transfer regardless of the primaryPath configuration, in the description of f1c-TransferPathNRDC IE as shown below.
	f1c-TransferPathNRDC

The F1-C transfer path that an NR-DC IAB-MT should use for transferring F1-C packets to the IAB-donor-CU. If IAB-MT is configured with mcg, IAB-MT can only use the MCG for F1-C transfer. If IAB-MT is configured with scg, IAB-MT can only use the SCG for F1-C transfer. If IAB-MT is configured with both, it is up to IAB-MT to select the MCG or the SCG for F1-C transfer. When IAB-MT is configured with scg or both, it can use SCG for F1-C transfer regardless of the primaryPath configuration.


As we mentioned above, it is better for IAB-node to follow the F1-C traffic transfer path configured by donor-CU. Suppose the split SRB2 RRC message contains both F1-C traffic and other information unrelated to IAB. It is no harm to transmit other information unrelated to IAB via the path indicated by donor-CU. On the other hand, IAB-MT may choose to use a separate RRC message to deliver the other information unrelated to IAB. In this case, the other information can be delivered via path other than the F1-C transfer path. All in all, the transfer of RRC message that carries F1-C/F1-C related traffic only refers to donor-CU configuration.      

Proposal 3: IAB-node follows the F1-C transfer path configured by donor-CU when the split SRB2 RRC message contains both F1-C traffic and other information unrelated to IAB. 
Conclusion

In this contribution, we discuss the CP/UP separation, and have the following observation and proposals:

Observation 1 : In CP/UP separation scenario 2, traffic transfer via SCG-path may provide lower transmission latency and higher reliability. 

Proposal 1: For IAB-MT’s RRC message that carries F1-C/F1-C related traffic, the IAB-MT uses split SRB2 via SCG in scenario 2 if f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates “SCG” regardless of the primaryPath configuration.
Proposal 2: If f1c-TransferPath-r17 indicates “both”, IAB-node can select MCG-path or SCG-path by itself. If SCG-path is selected for F1-C/F1-C traffic transfer, IAB-node uses split SRB2 via SCG regardless of the primaryPath configuration.   

Proposal 3: IAB-node follows the F1-C transfer path configured by donor-CU when the split SRB2 RRC message contains both F1-C traffic and other information unrelated to IAB. 
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