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Introduction
The following topics may be discussed:

1. Flow control via DDDS/NUPP: We want to clarify if and how present DDDS can already provide flow control. The papers on this matter seem to indicate different views on this matter.
2. SRB type prioritization within SCTP stream of UE-associated F1AP: Contributions seem to indicate that this would be possible.

3. Configuration of CU IP address, SeGW address, CU IP address, IPsec transport vs. tunnel mode, etc.

4. Topology discovery: There seems to be a technical problem with our agreement from last meeting.

5. Time permitting: RAN1 list of parameters configured via F1-AP (sent out separately). The list is long! We need to take a look at this!

2 
Flow control via NUPP/DDDS: Discussion
RAN2 agreement: 

	In downstream direction, the NR UP protocol is considered baseline for end-to-end flow control. Hop-by-hop flow control is FFS.


RAN2’s LS to RAN3 states:
	RAN2 has agreed to support DL hop-by-hop flow control. RAN2 would also like to inform RAN3 our intention to address end-to-end solutions for DL flow control. As the detailed solutions comprising changes to F1 are within RAN3 scope, RAN2 kindly asks RAN3 to take above into account, discuss feasibility of these and any other options as RAN3 deems fit, and feedback to RAN2 if further actions are needed on our part to realize any RAN3-agreed solutions.




Rapporteur’s questions:
· Can Rel-15 NUPP serve for E2E flow/congestion control?
· If not, what else would be necessary?

NUPP states:

	When the corresponding node decides to trigger the Feedback for Downlink Data Delivery procedure it shall report as specified in section 5.2:
d)
the NR-U packets that were declared as being "lost" by the corresponding node and have not yet been reported to the node hosting the NR PDCP entity within the DL DATA DELIVERY STATUS frame;


Rapporteur’s observations: “lost” packets refer to holes in NR-U SN space. This can be used for flow/congestion control as done by TCP/SCTP SACK, for instance.
HW: 
Samsung: IAB node can know lost packets. We should make sure it is good enough. When to determine the hole is the question.
Rap: Same as in TCP where this is no problem.
Samsung: Should be accurate enough.

HW: Not possible to detect where packet got lost.

Nokia: Not good to mention TCP. Confusing.
Ericsson: Current framework can work as baseline. We need additional tools that congestion is bound to happen. 
Samsung: We cannot use the “lost” packets for flow/congestion control because .. not technical reason.

HW: Lost refers to wireless lost which does not apply since AM mode is applied
Intel: If we use existing mechanism and enhance it. IT would do the job but we need to enhance it.

FW: Not sure the feedback is used for flow control. There is other info such as throughput etc. 
Samsung: Controversial is “lost”. We should not try to retransmit the holes. We should not stick to the “lost” packets. DU should report some received status. 
HW: Lost was only interpreted as “lost”. 

Samsung: We need another term since “lost” cannot be used.

Intel: WE should not distinguish if lost of dropped. DU can report missing SNs. CU should throttle data rate.

Observation: Presently (with 38.425)  CU can throttle data rate when DU reports packets “loss” in DDDS.
Nokia: Agrees that lost and dropped is the same.

E///: We should prevent congestion rather than mitigating congestion. 
ZTE: How does the intermediate node knows lost packets. 
Verizon: Existing mechanim can be used. Proposal is good.
HW: “lost” has another meaning. 
FW: The contention is about “flow control”
Hw: currently this is not used for flow control. Presently implementation just don’t do flow control.

E///: current spec mentions retransmission.

CATT: CU behaviour should be left to implementation. We should define when to trigger DDDS. Better define DU behaviour.
RAP: Spec should state what the intention is of the report of lost packets.
Samsung: Presently, packet NR-U SN loss report is used for retranmission not for flow control. We should use something else for flow control.

Verizon: Spec does not prevent to use it for flow control, implementation could do it.

HW: Agrees with Samsung. There is a backward compatibility issue if we change the behaviour.

CATT: We don’t want to restrict which parameters in DDDS feedback are used for flow control. Other parameters could be used as well.

Nokia: 38.425 explicitly says “flow control”.

AT&T: 425 is a flow control mechanism. The question if it is good enough. We believe other parameters can be used for flow control.
E///: Same view CATT. 

Samsung: Orignal intention to use F1-U NUPP as baseline. Q: is it good enough.

Rap: Use 425 as baseline and discuss improvements in meeting tomorrow. IF we don’t get quick agreement we at least have the baseline.
Verizon: Why is it not good enough?

E///: We have new setting, wireless hops etc. We should prevent coming into the state of congestion. 
?Proposal: Enhancements to baseline should aim to prevent congestion, e.g., there should be no dropped packets because of congestion. 
Nokia: Different companies have opinions on enhancements.
Verizon: BH should be reliable i.e. no packet drops.
3
Summary

Only flow control via NR UP protocol was discussed:
· There is some consensus that the existing NR UP protocol (TS 38.425) can be used for flow control on F1-U over IAB. 
· There is no consensus on how present NR UP protocol can achieve this flow control.
· Further, concerns were raised that present implementations of NR UP protocol may not perform flow control as needed for IAB. 

· There seemed to be broad consensus that NR UP protocol would need to be enhanced to support flow control for IAB.

· There was no consensus on a specific objective for such enhancements.
Rapporteur’s view: It is not clear how companies want to agree on enhancements to NR UP protocol for flow control if there is neither consensus on how present NUPP achieves flow control nor on the objective for such enhancements. 
