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Introduction
In this paper we discuss the enhancements for IAB-node mobility, based on the current agreements.

Discussion
We discuss the following issues:
· TAC/RANAC update for the mIAB-node.
· NCGI configuration upon mIAB-DU migration.
· Information sharing between mIAB-DUs.
· “mIAB” indication for mIAB-MT inter-donor handover.

TAC/RANAC update for the mIAB-node
The following was agreed at the RAN3#118 meeting:
Static TAC solution is not pursued. 
RAN3 assumes that dynamic TAC solution should be supported. 
RAN3 to continue discussions on impacts (if any) of dynamic TAC solutions on RAN3 specs
Assuming that TAC/RANAC of the mIAB-DU may be updated, the simplest way forward seems to be that, upon TAC/RANAC update triggered by mIAB-node movement, the mIAB-DU inherits the TAC/RANAC perceived by its co-located mIAB-MT. This is also the logical way forward, given that the TAC/RANAC should reflect the physical whereabouts of an mIAB-node. In this case, the mIAB-MT would indicate the new TAC/RANAC to its co-located mIAB-DU by means of internal signalling. The mIAB-DU can then update the TAC/RANAC in SIB1 and could use legacy F1AP signalling, e.g., the Served Cells to Modify IE in the GNB-DU CONFIGURATION UPDATE message, to inform its serving donor CU about the new TAC/RANAC.
Proposal 1: The mIAB-DU inherits the TAC/RANAC pertaining to the cell serving its co-located mIAB-MT.
Proposal 2: The mIAB-MT can indicate the TAC/RANAC to its co-located mIAB-DU by means of node-internal signalling, up to implementation.
Proposal 3: The mIAB-DU can indicate the new TAC/RANAC to it serving donor CU by means of legacy F1AP signalling (i.e., no signalling enhancements are needed).
After the TAC/RANAC indication in the SIB1 is updated, this is perceived by the UEs in RRC_CONNECTED state will read the new TAC/RANAC in SIB1 and update its records. Regarding the impact of TAC/RANAC update on the UEs served by the mIAB-DU, TAC/RANAC update for UEs in RRC_INACTIVE/IDLE states would not cause any RLF, but rather the RNA update for the UEs in RRC_INACTIVE state, or NAS Mobility Update for the UEs in RRC_IDLE state. 

NCGI configuration upon mIAB-DU migration
The following issue was marked as “to be continued” in the RAN3#118 chair notes:
The NCGI of the mobile IAB cell needs to reflect the gNB-ID of the IAB-DU´s donor. How should the NCGI be configured?
· Via F1 signalling from the donor
· Via OAM configuration
In legacy, the NCGIs are configured at the DU by the OAM, and the can DU indicate the NCGIs to the CU at F1 setup. We think that the same approach can be followed in case of mIAB – at power-up, the second logical mIAB-DU can use its OAM connection to obtain the NCGIs as needed. Alternatively, the NCGIs can be pre-configured at the mIAB-node and activated as needed.
Proposal 4: The OAM configures the mIAB-DU with NCGIs for its served cells.

Information sharing between mIAB-DUs
One of the RAN3#117-bis-e agreements states:
As the baseline, F1 establishment and configuration of the new logical DU follows legacy procedures. 
RAN3 to discuss whether and which information can be shared between two logical DUs in case of IAB-DU migration.
Since Rel-15, 3GPP has respected the principle that no cell configurations are to be shared between DUs because procedures in DUs are done independently, even between DUs serving the same UE in NR-DC. In previous discussions, some companies also proposed the exchange of UE contexts directly between the logical mIAB-DUs, but we think that UE context exchange can be discussed only after the baseline procedure for mIAB-DU migration has been settled. Furthermore, any information exchange between the mIAB-DUs should involve the donor CU. This is especially important because there may exist quite many (m)IAB-DUs that the donor CU needs to coordinate. Finally, the standard impact of this proposal is unclear.
Proposal 5: Discuss information sharing between the first and the second logical mIAB-DU after the baseline procedure for mIAB-DU migration has been settled.

“mIAB” indication for mIAB-MT inter-donor handover
A relevant RAN3#117-bis-e agreement states:
Source donor CU of mobile IAB-MT informs the target donor CU of mobile IAB-MT that the migrating node is a mobile IAB-node, via explicit indication in XnAP HO Request message.
In fact, companies in RAN3 cannot agree on whether the “explicit indication” in the above agreement is a standalone XnAP IE, or a part of the UE capability container. RAN2 discussed the corresponding issue on the Uu and agreed the following:
· “UE capability signalling is the baseline to let CU know that the MT is a “mobile-IAB” type. FFS early mobile-IAB indication, e.g. in Msg5.”
· “R2 assumes that It is up to RAN3 or SA2 to decide whether to support early mobile IAB indication in Msg5 because it depends whether donor CU needs to select an AMF supporting mobile IAB.”
Hence, even though the RAN3#117-bis-e agreement mentions an implicit indication in XnAP handover signalling, one could argue that RAN3 should align the XnAP-related issue with the corresponding RAN2 outcome for the Uu. RAN3 needs to continue and conclude this discussion.
Proposal 6: RAN3 to (re-)discuss whether the “mobile IAB” indication to the target donor CU should be explicit or implicit. 

Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]This paper discusses the enhancements for mIAB-node mobility. The following is proposed:
Proposal 1: The mIAB-DU inherits the TAC/RANAC pertaining to the cell serving its co-located mIAB-MT.
Proposal 2: The mIAB-MT can indicate the TAC/RANAC to its co-located mIAB-DU by means of node-internal signalling, up to implementation.
Proposal 3: The mIAB-DU can indicate the new TAC/RANAC to it serving donor CU by means of legacy F1AP signalling (i.e., no signalling enhancements are needed).
Proposal 4: The OAM configures the mIAB-DU with NCGIs for its served cells.
Proposal 5: Discuss information sharing between the first and the second logical mIAB-DU after the baseline procedure for mIAB-DU migration has been settled.
Proposal 6: RAN3 to (re-)discuss whether the “mobile IAB” indication to the target donor CU should be explicit or implicit. 
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