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1 Introduction
This contribution is to summarize the offline discussion for the following CB:

CB: # 40_Email040-IAB_Cleanups

-  clean up FFSs? (E///), (HW)

- clean up CP mapping? (SS)

- DSCP aspects? (Nok)

- revise/merge if needed; check details; go for agreement?

(SS)

Summary of offline disc 
As assigned by Chairman, the offline discussion will cover the following contributions in this meeting, and the number before each contribution will be used for reference in this summary:

[1] R3-200813 (TP for NR-IAB BL CR for TS 38.473): FFS Cleanup (Ericsson)

[2] R3-200564 (TP for NR-IAB BL CR for 38.470) Further clean-up for CP mapping (Samsung)

[3] R3-200754 (TP for NR-IAB BL CR for TS 38.473): Remaining issues for BH RLC channel management (Huawei)

[4] R3-200605 Support for IAB (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
Since we need to determine the value/format of some parameters before developing TP, it would be better to have some discussions on this first. So, this offline discussion is divided into two phases:

· Phase I:  clarifications to multiple issues

· Deadline: Tuesday, Feb. 25, 1800 CET
· Phase II: TP formation  

· Deadline: Thursday, Feb. 27, 1800 CET
2 Discussions (Phase I)
In this phase, the aim is to solve the concerns before developing TPs, which include. 

· Issue I-1: values/formats for different parameters in BL CR TS38.473

In [1], three parameters are mentioned as:

· BH RLC CH ID: this parameter space shall correspond to the LCID space, which include legacy LCID of (1..32, …), and extension value of (33..65568). [1]&[3] give two different methods:

· Option 1[1]: define BH RLC CH ID as a choice between LCID and extended BH RLC CH ID

· Option 2[3]: a 16-bit bit string  

· Maximum number of BH RLC channels: In [1], the value is proposed to be 16384 since it is impossible to set up the BH RLC CH by reaching the full space of BH RLC CH ID. 

· Maximum number of routing entries: although BAP routing ID is 20bits, it is not foreseen that 2^20 different paths may exist in an IAB network. Thus, [1] proposes the value to be 64. 

Q1: values/formats of the following parameters:

· BH RLC CH ID: Option 1 [1] vs. Option 2 [3]

· maxnoofBHRLCChannels=16384
· maxnoofRoutingEntries=64

	Company
	Comments

	Samsung 
	· BH RLC CH ID: Option 1, which seems to be more flexible.

· maxnoofBHRLCChannels=16384
· maxnoofRoutingEntries: the number of routing entries are determined by the network topology. RAN2 decision on BAP routing ID indicates that at most 2^20 routing path exists in the network, although it may not be reached in the real deployment. However, 64 may be too small and not future-proof, especially considering the IAB donor DU. Thus, we propose 1024 for this value.  

	Huawei
	· BH RLC CH ID: Option 2. All the value indicated by 5bits BITSTRING can also be indicated by 16bits BITSTRING, no need to introduce two lengths.
· maxnoofBHRLCChannels=65440, As shown in what have been captured in the endorsed running CR of TS38.321, there will be (216-65)-64+1=65408 extra extended logical channels in BH link in addition to 32 logical channels identified by traditional LCID. And we see no technical reason to forbid the BH RLC channel reuse the legacy LCID. Thus, the number of LCIDs can be used by BH RLC channel is 32+ 65408=65440
· maxnoofRoutingEntries: considering that the UL and DL will not be differentiated by the current BH routing configuration F1AP message,  and the IAB donor DU may have multiple descendent IAB nodes, a large number will be more suitable. 1024 proposed by Samsung should be enough. 

	Nokia
	· BH RLC CH ID: Option 2. 

· maxnoofBHRLCChannels= 65440
· maxnoofRoutingEntries: 1024 

	ZTE
	· BH RLC CH ID: Option 2. 

· maxnoofBHRLCChannels= 65440
-     maxnoofRoutingEntries: 1024 

	Ericsson
	· BH RLC CH ID: Option 1

· maxnoofBHRLCChannels = 16384

· maxnoofRoutingEntries = 64
@Nokia: it does not matter whether 16-bit representation covers the 5-bit legacy format. The point is that we would prefer not to be forced to send 17 bits instead on 5 every time. The extended format is an overkill.

	QCOM
	· BH RLC CH ID: RAN2 has already decided to go with option2.
· maxnoofBHRLCChannels: 16384.
· maxnoofRoutingEntries: 1024 (to be futureproof).


Summary:

BH RLC CH ID: Option 1 (2 companies) vs. Option 2 (4 companies). Meanwhile, QC indicates that RAN2 decides to go Option 2. 

maxnoofBHRLCChannels: 65440 (3 companies) vs. 16384 (3 companies)
maxnoofRoutingEntries: 64 (1 company) vs. 1024 (5 companies)

Potential proposal 1: BH RLC CH ID is defined as a 16-bit bit string, and maxnoofRoutingEntries is 1024. The value of maxnoofBHRLCChannels is FFS (16384 vs. 65440) .
· Issue I-2: Clarification to CP mapping in TS38.470

In last RAN3 meeting (RAN3#106), the CP mapping was discussed, and the following stage 2 description was agreed:

	· The DRB QoS profile framework is reused for BH RLC channels carrying DRBs. Prioritization of different CP traffic types (e.g. UE-associated, non-UE-associated) is based on CP traffic type and enforced in the IAB-donor-DU and in IAB nodes; in-sequence delivery over the signaling connection is always ensured.


The CP traffic causes some misleading since both F1AP and RRC belonging to control plane traffic. However, in IAB, only F1AP messages can be transmitted via BH RLC CH. Thus, to make it clear, [2] proposes to add further clarification, i.e., “Control signaling (CP) over BH RLC CH refers to the F1-C signaling ”. 

Meanwhile, CP traffic should be has higher priority than UP traffic. Thus, [2] proposes to add further clarification, i.e., Prioritization of different CP traffic types (e.g. UE-associated F1-C signaling, non-UE-associated F1-C signaling) is based on CP traffic type and enforced in the IAB-donor-DU and in IAB nodes considering that the CP traffic has higher priority than other traffic.
Q2: Do we need above clarification mentioned in [2]? 

	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	Yes. 

In TS38.470, the terminology of “control plane traffic type” does not appear before. Such control plane traffic is conveyed via NR Uu, over which RRC message is transmitted as well. Thus, we think it is better to make clear clarification, and prioritization over other traffic.  

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Ok to clarify it. Suggest some rewording. It may be better to name it as “the traffic of the F1-C interface”. 
· …. The prioritization for the traffic of the F1-C interface is based on the type of the traffic (e.g. UE-associated F1-C signaling, non-UE-associated F1-C signaling) and enforced in the IAB-donor-DU and in IAB nodes ….



	ZTE
	Tend to agree with Nokia’s re-worded sentence. 

	Ericsson
	No, at least not as it is proposed here. The common understanding during the DL CP mapping discussion at RAN3#106 is that the term CP includes all non-UP traffic that may be carried over BH RLC CHs. In addition to F1-C, this at least includes the OAM traffic.
Regarding the text amendment saying that CP traffic has higher priority than UP traffic, this is incorrect, as well. For example, OAM traffic, which is non-UP (but, in fact can be carried on DRBs) may comprise both high-priority alarms and low-prio sensor data, which, can have both lower and higher prio than UP traffic.

	QCOM
	Nokia’s rewording is okay. We agree on Ericsson’s statement that all non-UP traffic is CP traffic but that doesn’t mean that all non-F1 traffic is CP traffic. In fact, we disagree that all OAM traffic is CP traffic since OAM traffic might include a major software download which could be treated as BE. The fact is that we have not really discussed QoS/priority handling of non-F1 traffic yet, and at this stage, we might want to keep it at that.


Summary: 5 out of 6 companies agree with the necessity of the clarification, and the proposed wording from Nok’s seems acceptable. One company expresses their understanding to the current text, and the main point is that “The common understanding during the DL CP mapping discussion at RAN3#106 is that the term CP includes all non-UP traffic that may be carried over BH RLC CHs. In addition to F1-C, this at least includes the OAM traffic.”. Apparently, this is not common understanding, which indicates the necessity of clarification. 
Potential proposal 2: the clarification to CP mapping in TS38.470 is needed, and some re-wordings to [R3-200564] can be considered. 
· Issue I-3: Clarification to BH RLC CH QoS

In [3], since the PDB definition for DRB cannot be applied to BH RLC CH directly, some clarifications are proposed as:

For a BH RLC channel, the Packet Delay Budget included in QCI defines the upper bound upper bound for the time that a packet may be delayed between an IAB node and its parent node in BH link.
Q3: Do we need above clarification on PDB [3]? 

	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Ok, but the text needs to be reworded, since this is the F1AP message to the access IAB’s parent node. Suggest change it to “between the DU and the IAB-MT”

	ZTE
	No. This clarification relates to the multi-hop latency optimization. Actually, it is one of the objectives of R17 IAB WI as listed below:
- Specifications of enhancements to improve topology-wide fairness, multi-hop latency and congestion mitigation 

It is suggested to study the multi-hop latency issue systematically in Rel-17 and then decide the agreeable solutions. For Rel-16, we’d like to suggest not to capture anything about the latency issue. 

	Ericsson
	No, this is not necessary because it is obvious. RAN3 agreed earlier to reuse the legacy QoS IEs for BH RLC channels carrying UP traffic. This means that all the QoS parameters therein apply to the corresponding BH RLC CH, i.e. to the link between the parent DU and child MT.

	QC
	We agree with Ericsson. The IAB-node’s scheduler has no clue how many hops a packet has to pass. The RLC layer is further single hop. What else would the packet delay budget refer to than the single link?


Summary: 3 companies see the necessity of clarification, while 3 companies disagree. 
Potential proposal 3: the clarification to BH RLC CH QoS is FFS. 
· Issue I-4: Other issues related to BH RLC CH management

In [3], some proposals are given w.r.t. BH RLC CH management as follows:

Proposal 2: It is up to the IAB donor CU to configure the QoS requirement to be supported by each BH RLC channel and make sure that the end-to-end QoS requirement for a UE bearer can be supported by the BH/Access RLC channels along the path of this UE bearer.

Proposal 3: The value range of the QoS parameters defined in TS 23.501 may need to be extended to support the BH RLC channel in IAB network, this should up to SA2.

Proposal 4: BH RLC channel reuses existing IE format defined for DRB/QoS flow level QoS parameter, how to determine the value of each parameter can leave to CU implementation based on routing and bearer mapping decision.

Although no corresponding TP is provided for above proposals, it is better to check companies’ views to avoid missing something important. 

Q4: Do we need capture anything w.r.t. above proposals in [3]?
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	No. 

Further clarification to the specification is not needed since the above proposal2&4 seem to be implementation issue. 

About the range of QoS parameters, it is unnecessary to bother SA2 at this stage. If the existing range causes some issues in the future, we can contact SA2 at that time

	Huawei
	Yes, Stage 2 description in section 8.9.x of IAB BL CR to TS 38.401 can be captured to show the QoS parameter determination is up to CU’s implementation.

	Nokia
	No. 

This is up to the Donor-CU’s implementation on how to set the QoS values. 

	ZTE
	No. We agree with Samsung and Nokia that it is up to donor CU’s implementation.

	Ericsson
	No, enough arguments against are already given.

	QCOM
	No. Agree with N-1 above.


Summary: only one company sees the need to capture something in Stage2. 

Potential proposal 4: Further clarifications related to Proposals 2~4 in [R3-200754] are not needed in stage 2 since it is pure CU implementation issue. 
· Issue I-5: Clarification to DSCP in TS38.474

In TS38.474, the DS code point is configured by OAM. While in IAB, this should be configured by IAB donor CU. Thus, [4] gives some clarifications. 

 Q5: Do we need the clarification in [4]?
	Company
	Comments 

	Samsung
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Nokia
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes

	QCOM
	Yes


Summary: all companies are agree with the clarification

Potential proposal 5: RAN3 endorses R3-200605 as baseline CR. 
3 Discussions (Phase II)
Based on the above discussions, Rapporteur gives the following potential proposals:

Potential proposal 1: BH RLC CH ID is defined as a 16-bit bit string, and maxnoofRoutingEntries is 1024. The value of maxnoofBHRLCChannels is FFS (16384 vs. 65440) .
Potential proposal 2: the clarification to CP mapping in TS38.470 is needed, and some re-wordings to [R3-200564] can be considered. 

Potential proposal 3: the clarification to BH RLC CH QoS is FFS. 

Potential proposal 4: Further clarifications related to Proposals 2~4 in [R3-200754] are not needed in stage 2 since it is pure CU implementation issue. 
Potential proposal 5: RAN3 endorses R3-200605 as baseline CR. 
In this phase, the discussions can take the above potential proposals as the start point. Meanwhile, Rapporteur assigns the following companies to handle the corresponding TPs with some action items:

Ericsson: TP for TS38.473 with the following action items:
· Check Potential proposal 1, solve FFS and any potential issues

· Check Potential proposal 3, if anything needs to be captured or not

Samsung: TP for TS38.470 with following action items:

· Check Potential proposal 2, and any potential issues. 
Nokia: CR for TS38.474 with following action items:

· Check Potential proposal 5, and any potential issues

For Potential proposal 4, Rapporteur does not assign any TP since most of companies think TP is not needed. However, we still under discussion. If the need of TP is confirmed, another TP can be assigned. 
4 Conclusions
Based on the above discussions, Rapporteur proposes:
Proposal: RAN3 is kindly asked to agree TPs R3-201375 (E///) and R3-201379 (SS), and endorse BL CR for TS38.474 in R3-200605 (Nok).
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