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Introduction
Last RAN3 meeting discussed how to transfer the RRCReconfiguration to descendant IABs via the source path, but could not reach an agreement. This contribution further analyse the 4 solutions. 
Discussion
1.1 RRCReconfiguration to the descendant IAB-node 
Last RAN3 meeting agreed to consider following solutions for intra-donor migration:
- Sol1: the RRCReconfiguration for the child IAB is buffered in the parent DU, and it is only sent to the child IAB when a prerequisite step is satisfied/performed.
- Sol2: the RRCReconfiguration for the child IAB is buffered in the child IAB-MT, and it is only executed when a prerequisite step is satisfied/performed.
- Sol3: the RRCReconfiguration for the child IAB is not buffered in the parent DU or child IAB-MT, and is executed by the child IAB-MT upon reception. 
- Sol4: by CU proper implementation. CU control the time to send RRCreconfiguration for each descendent IAB-node, the parent node of each IAB-node does not need to buffer their RRCReconfiguration, and each IAB-node can apply the RRCReconfiguration just when receiving it.   
The purpose of this optimization is to enable the current TNL migration for the migrating IAB and descendant IABs. If MOBIKE is used, 

For Solution 1, there are certain issues to be solved since parent DU is supposed to buffer the RRCReconfiguration message. 
· how does the parent DU know which RRCReconfiguration message should be buffered?  
This issue may be addressed if a flag is included in the F1AP message to inform the DU to buffer the RRCReconfiguration message. 

· if the migration of the parent node fails: are the RRCReconfigs of the child nodes delivered anyway, or discarded? what happens if Donor-CU wants to send another RRCReconfiguration message to the descendant IAB-MT while the RRCReconfiguration message due to parent IAB-node migration is still pending?
These 2 issues are more related to RAN2. Discarding an undelivered RRC message is not straightforward since that would create a gap in the PDCP SN of SRB1. A gap in PDCP SN normally causes extra delay due to reordering but for SRB, the reordering timer is typically set to infinity and therefore, the PDCP receiver does not proceed if a PDCP PDU is missing. Using a new SRB may be an option, but this is in RAN2 scope.  
Observation 1: Solution 1 need to address how to discard a previously buffered RRCReconfiguration message.
For Solution 2, the RRCReconfiguration message is delivered to the descendant IAB-node but it is not executed immediately. It is executed when a condition is met, e.g., the parent IAB-node successfully connects to target. Since the descendant IAB-node is not aware when the parent IAB-node has successfully connected to the target, a new indication from the parent DU to descendant IAB-node has to be introduced. This indication could, for instance, be a BAP control PDU. It is unclear whether this has security issue since the BAP control PDU is not protected. Solution 2 can reuse principles of conditional HO. A new trigger needs to be added. RAN3 impact may be small, e.g. the parent IAB node may need to know there is a need to send the indication. 
Observation 2: Solution 2 reuses principles of CHO.
For Sol 3, the child IAB execute the RRCReconfiguration upon the reception. This may have the issue, for example, when CHO is used for the migrating IAB and the actual migration may be performed very late. After the child IAB execute the RRCReconfiguration, it may start to use the new parameter (e.g. new UL Routing ID, new IP address) over the source path. This is incorrect. The child IAB shall continue to use the old parameters over the source path. In another example, the migrating IAB may connect with a target cell that is different to the “planned” target parent cell, or the migrating IAB back to the source parent cell. The child IAB may incorrectly use the received new parameters that does not align with the migration. In addition, Sol 3 may require the parent DU to buffer the RRCReconfigurationComplete message. In case the migration to a different cell, Donor-CU may initiate a new RRCReconfiguration, the previously RRCReconfigurationComplete buffered in parent DU shall be discarded. It is unclear how this can be performed. 
Observation 3: Solution 3 does not work, and should be excluded in further discussion. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]For Solution 4, it is unclear how it works. For example, when CHO is used for the migration IAB, it is unclear when the CU send the RRCReconfiguration message. It is not possible for the CU to send it just before the migration. The RRC message has to be buffered in somewhere. Without clear explanation, Solution 4 should be excluded in further discussion. 
Observation 4: Solution 4 is unclear, and should be excluded in further discussion. 
In a summary, Solution 1 and Solution 2 requires RAN2 work. It may be difficult for RAN3 to make a decision before get the input from RAN2. At current stage, it is proposed to only consider Solution 1 and Solution 2, and send LS to RAN2 on the feasibility of Solution 1 and Solution 2. 
Proposal 1: RAN3 only consider Solution 1 and Solution 2 for further evaluation. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 send a LS to ask RAN2 to provide feedback on solution 1 and solution 2. 

1.2 UL packet loss
Last RAN3 meeting agreed
Agree inter-donor-DU re-routing can be used to address UL packet loss. FFS on other enhancement when re-routing cannot address UL packet loss or re-routing is unavailable; FFS on enhancement to address unnecessary DL transmission.
When the inter-Donor-DU rerouting is supported, the UL packet loss can be avoided, and it does not require other solutions (e.g. UL DDS). So there is no need to develop multiple solutions to address same issue, especially RAN3 agreed “Inter-donor-DU local re-routing in Rel-17 IAB should be supported”. 
Before introducing other solution to address UL packet loss, it needs to be clarified why the other solution is needed, and the benefit in comparison with the inter-Donor-DU re-routing. 
Proposal 3: UL packet loss can be addressed via inter-Donor-DU re-routing. 

Conclusion
In this contribution, we have analysed possible solutions to enable transferring the RRCReconfiguration message to the descendant IAB-node via the source path, and UL packet loss. Our proposals are:
Observation 1: Solution 1 need to address how to discard a previously buffered RRCReconfiguration message.
Observation 2: Solution 2 reuses principles of CHO.
Observation 3: Solution 3 does not work, and should be excluded in further discussion. 
Observation 4: Solution 4 is unclear, and should be excluded in further discussion. 

Proposal 1: RAN3 only consider Solution 1 and Solution 2 for further evaluation. 
Proposal 2: RAN3 send a LS to ask RAN2 to provide feedback on solution 1 and solution 2. 
Proposal 3: UL packet loss can be addressed via inter-Donor-DU re-routing. 
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