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1	Introduction
The Chair notes of RAN3#120 captured the following agreements and open issues [1], which reflects the progress on mobile IAB in RAN3:

	WA: The mIAB-DU and mIAB-MT can integrate at different CUs. For this purpose, OAM can be used to configure the mIAB-DU with: a) the donor CU to connect to, and b) the parameters used by the mIAB-DU to establish TNL associations, IPSec tunnels and F1 connectivity to this donor CU. 
To be continued:
Whether the information on the DU’s CU can also be configured by the MT’s CU.
During network integration where mIAB MT and the co-located mIAB-DU integrates to different donor CUs, mIAB-MT’s UE XnAP ID assigned by the MT´s CU and the gNB-ID of the MT´s CU shall be known to the mIAB-DU’s CU. 
To be continued:
How to pass the UE XnAP ID and NCGI or gNB-ID in case the IAB node knows the information of the DU’s CU by other means than OAM, if agreed.
It s FFS whether both gNB-ID and CGI needs to be provided to the mIAB-DU’s CU
It is FFS whether the XnAP ID can be transparently passed from the mIAB-MT’s CU to the mIAB-MT via RRC, then from the co-located mIAB-DU to mIAB-DU’s CU via F1AP.  
It is FFS whether the gNB-ID of the MT´s CU is passed from the IAB node to the IAB DU´s CU via F1AP.
To be continued
Option 1: Use existing procedure(s) for triggering F1 Setup and for reporting the outcome of the F1Setup back to the DU´s source CU
Option 2: Use new procedure(s) for triggering F1 Setup and for reporting the outcome of the F1Setup back to the DU´s source CU 
WA: As an enhancement to legacy handovers, the IAB-node may provide to the source DU’s CU a mapping between the source DU’s activated cells and the target DU’s activated cells so that the source DU’s CU can perform handover for the connected UEs. 
This agreement does not relate to the configuration sharing between two logical collocated mIAB-DUs
To be continued: 
It is FFS whether such mapping information is needed for all activated cells.
The DU’s CU can initiate the Xn TM Management Procedure pertaining to an mIAB-MT even though it has never had an RRC connection with this IAB-MT.
The mIAB-DU’s NCGI is configured by OAM, and, e.g. to avoid CGI collision, it may be re-configured by the donor CU via F1 based on a list of NCGIs that has been configured on this donor CU by OAM or by pre-configuration. This should not affect the existing procedure of configuring NCGI of cells served by a stationary DU via OAM. 
The underlying assumption is that the DU´s OAM has visibility on the result of the CU-based CGI re-configuration. It needs to be further discussed how to ensure that such observability is supported. 
RAN3 to send an LS to SA5 including the content of the agreement. Explain the status quo in RAN3 concerning the use cases discussed. Ask SA5 how to ensure that OAM has visibility over the CGI reconfiguration decisions, as well as on feasibility and feedback of the solution and requirements agreed. To be further discussed whether any further questions need to be posed to SA5 
To be continued:
Use cases requiring CGI re-configuration independent of CGI collision events needs to be further discussed and proven. If no other use cases than CGI collisions can be identified, the proposal above applies only to CGI collision avoidance
Include “No PDU Session Indication” in the NGAP HANDOVER REQUEST message.
WA: legacy NG HO Required message with “dummy” PDU information is used. It needs to be further discussed if any specification changes are needed to describe the use of such dummy information. If specification changes is needed, consider whether an explicit indication is worth adding.
To be continued:
RAN3 to introduce NGAP inter-gNB information exchange procedure(s) for exchange of IAB TMM messages and IAB Resource Coordination messages
RAN3 to decide whether this procedure is generic, i.e., it can carry any information, or IAB-specific, i.e., limited to IAB-specific purposes.
After mIAB-DU migration, the BH RLC and BAP routing configurations used in the non-F1 terminating topology for TMM with the mIAB-DU’s source CU may be released.
To be continued:
Discussions on enhancements to legacy HO procedures to be taken at RAN3-121.
If no consensus on such enhancements, the following will be agreed:
For DU migration, the following baseline is enough for target CU being aware of the QoS profile for each UE traffic: 
The target CU for mIAB-DU migration learns the traffic profile of the UE traffic from Handover Preparation procedures for individual UEs. No further enhancements are needed.



In another contribution, we have made the attempt to capture the baseline ST2 procedures for mIAB network integration, MT migration with and without Xn, and DU migration. The present contribution discusses the following remaining open issues:
· Issue 1: Whether to support the selection of DU’s CU by MT’s CU during mobile IAB integration.
· Issue 2: How to enable inter-donor coordination, i.e., TMM and IAB Resource Coordination procedures.
· Issue 3: How to pass the mIAB-MT’s ULI to mIAB-DU’s CU as requested by SA2.
· Issue 4: The F1AP procedures to trigger DU migration and report its outcome to the source DU’s CU.
· Issue 5: Details on the mapping between cells on source- and target logical DUs during DU migration.
· Issue 6: Information exchange related to mIAB-node indication.
· Issue 7: Information exchange related to mIAB-node authorization.
2	Discussion
Issue 1: Selection of mIAB-DU’s CU during mobile IAB integration
For the selection of the mIAB-DU’s CU during network integration, RAN3 agreed [1]:
	WA: The mIAB-DU and mIAB-MT can integrate at different CUs. For this purpose, OAM can be used to configure the mIAB-DU with: a) the donor CU to connect to, and b) the parameters used by the mIAB-DU to establish TNL associations, IPSec tunnels and F1 connectivity to this donor CU. 
To be continued:
Whether the information on the DU’s CU can also be configured by the MT’s CU.


For the selection of the target logical mIAB-DU’s CU during DU migration, RAN3 agreed in the prior meeting [2]:
	Target donor CU selection for mIAB-DU migration and triggering conditions for F1 setup can be up to source CU implementation (unless it is justified that this is not possible) or based on OAM configuration at the source CU.


RAN3 did not agree that the MT’s CU can select the target logical DU’s CU during DU migration. To have consistent behavior for mIAB-node integration and DU migration, this implies that the MT’s CU should also be precluded from determining the DU’s CU during mIAB-node integration.
Observation 1: It would be inconsistent to allow the MT’s CU to select the DU’s CU only during mIAB-node integration but not during DU migration.
Proposal 1a: During network integration, the DU’s CU can only be selected by the mIAB-node’s OAM.
Proposal 1b: Agree WA: “The mIAB-DU and mIAB-MT can integrate at different CUs. For this purpose, OAM can be used to configure the mIAB-DU with: a) the donor CU to connect to, and b) the parameters used by the mIAB-DU to establish TNL associations, IPSec tunnels and F1 connectivity to this donor CU.”

Issue 2: Inter-donor coordination, i.e., TMM and IAB-Resource Coordination procedures
The following IAB-specific inter-donor coordination procedures need to be supported for mobile IAB:
· Transport Migration Management/Modification procedures
· IAB Resource Coordination procedures
These procedures were introduced for (stationary) IAB in Rel-17 for scenarios where the IAB-MT and IAB-DU use different CUs. The TMM procedures are used to support BH QoS support. The IAB Resource Coordination procedure is used to enable coordination between air-interface resources of access and backhaul links. Since the mIAB-MT and mIAB-DU can use separate CUs, the functionality of these procedures should also be supported for mobile IAB. 
For mobile IAB, the following exacerbating circumstances need to be considered:
Issue 2a: DU and MT may use different CUs, and these CUs may further be subject to change due to MT- and DU migration. The DU’s CU may therefore have to be informed about the MT’s current CU during DU integration and after MT migration. 
Issue 2b: Xn may not be supported between DU’s CU and MT’s CU. In this case, the IAB-specific Xn procedures need to be conducted via a different path.
For Issue 2a, RAN3 agreed that mIAB-MT’s gNB-ID and the mIAB-MT’s XnAP UE ID need to be made available to the DU’s CU. To achieve this, RAN3 further discussed signaling solutions for each of network integration, MT migration, and DU migration. The discussions considered conducting this signaling either via Xn or via the IAB-node. For DU integration and DU migration, the discussions were highly controversial with little hope for convergence. 
For Issue 2b, RAN3 agreed to support mIAB-MT handover via NG. RAN3 had only limited discussion on how the IAB-specific Xn procedures would be conducted in absence of Xn. So far, RAN3 solely agreed:
	For scenarios without Xn, RAN3 to investigate whether IAB-related Xn signaling for partial migration and DU migration can be carried via NG using a container to avoid the impact on the AMF.


This agreement emphasises that AMF impact should be avoided. However, the present NG specification does not support a generic container to transparently pass new information via the AMF. It is therefore impossible to avoid such AMF impact.
In summary: 
· RAN3 discussed Issue 2a separately for mIAB-DU integration, for MT migration, and for DU migration. 
· RAN3 discussed Issue 2b only for MT handover but not for mIAB-node integration and DU migration. 
It would be desirable if RAN3 aimed for a comprehensive solution that addresses Issues 2a and 2b for all three procedures, i.e., mIAB-node integration, MT migration and DU migration, and which can be applied in presence and in absence of Xn, and which has no AMF impact.
Observation 2a: It would be desirable to have a comprehensive solution to mIAB-specific inter-donor coordination for (1) network integration, (2) MT migration and (3) DU migration, that can be used in presence and in absence of Xn, and that has no AMF impact.
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Figure 1: Comprehensive solution for mIAB-specific inter-CU coordination with and without Xn 
Figure 1 shows a solution that comprehensively addresses the above Issue 2a and Issue 2b for MT migration, mIAB-DU network integration and DU migration. This solution includes the following aspects:
· The TMM- and IAB Resource Coordination procedures can be transparently conducted via the mIAB-node (Steps 3/4 and 6/7 in Fig. 1). In this manner, these procedures can be conducted in absence of Xn. Also, the passing of this information via the mIAB-node does not introduce any changes to NG and AMF. 
· When passing an TMM- or IAB-Resource-Coordination message container to the MT’s CU, the MT includes the gNB-ID of the originating DU’s CU (Step 4 in Fig. 1). This allows the MT’s CU to send follow up messages via the direct path in case Xn is supported.
· When passing an TMM- or IAB-Resource-Coordination message container to the MT, the MT’s CU includes the gNB-ID of the destination DU’s CU (Step 6 in Fig. 1). This allows the IAB-node to forward the container to the designated CU in case the mIAB-node supports two logical DUs.
· In case the DU’s CU does not know the MT’s CU, e.g., after MT migration or during (target-) logical DU integration, it transparently passes the initial TM Management Request or the initial IAB Resource Coordination Request (whatever comes first) via the IAB-node (Step 3 in Fig 1). The passing of the message via the mIAB-node guarantees that it reaches the MT’s CU. 
· This applies to the following conditions: 
· The MT migrates from a source CU to a target CU, which both are different from the logical DU’s CU.
· A new logical DU is integrated to the network, whose CU is different from the MT’s CU. 
· The mIAB-node itself can determine whether one of these conditions applies, and in this case, it sends a trigger indicator to this logical DU’s CU so that the DU’s CU can pass mIAB-specific inter-donor coordination messages via the mIAB-node (Steps 2a and 2b).
Note that steps 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 above are the same for all procedures.
This discussion shows that inter-donor coordination via the mIAB-node can address Issues 2a and 2b without AMF impact. 
Observation 2b: Such a comprehensive solution can be achieved by allowing mIAB-specific inter-donor TMM and IAB Resource Coordination procedures to be transparently conducted via the IAB-node.
Based on this solution, the following is prosed:
Proposal 2a: The messages of TMM and IAB Resource Coordination procedures are transparently passed via the IAB-node in case (1) Xn is not available, and/or (2) the DU’s CU does not know the gNB-ID of the MT’s CU or the MT’s XnAP UE ID. 
Proposal 2b: When such a message is transparently passed via the mIAB-node, the gNB-ID of the DU’s CU is included on the RRC section of the message’s path.  
Proposal 2c: When the mIAB-node determines that (one of) its logical DU’s CU does not know the MT’s CU (e.g., after MT migration or logical DU integration), it sends a trigger to the logical DU’s CU so that the  logical DU’s CU can initiate the inter-donor coordination via the mIAB-node. 

Issue 3: Passing of mIAB-MT’s ULI to mIAB-DU’s CU
SA2 requested that the ULI for a UE connected to an mIAB-DU should include the ULI of the collocated mIAB-MT (R3-230032). RAN3 promised to SA2 to support this functionality (R3-231011). However, RAN3 has not able to converge on how the mIAB-MT’s ULI information is passed to the mIAB-DU’s CU. Some companies prefer to have this information passed from the MT’s CU to the DU’s CU via Xn, while others prefer to have it passed from the IAB-node to the DU’s CU.
In analogy to Issue 2, the passing of the MT’s ULI to the DU’s CU should be supported even if Xn is not available. Further, as discussed under Issue 2, the passing of new information via NG/AMF should be avoided since this has specification impact on the AMF.
Observation 3: The passing of the MT’s ULI to the DU’s CU should be supported in absence of Xn, and it should avoid specification impact on the AMF.
Based on Observation 3, the IAB-node to pass the MT’s ULI info to the DU’s CU.  
Proposal 3: The mIAB-DU to pass the MT’s ULI to its CU via F1AP.

Issue 4: F1AP procedures for triggering and outcome-reporting of DU migration
RAN3 agreed that for DU migration, the source logical DU’s CU can trigger the establishment of F1 Setup to the target logical DU’s CU via F1AP. The source logical DU further reports the outcome of the F1 Setup procedure to its CU via F1AP. 
RAN3 could not agree on the following issues:
Issue 4a: Whether legacy or new F1AP procedures should be used for this signaling. 
Issue 4b: Whether a common class-1 procedure can be used for the triggering of F1 Setup and report of the outcome.

On Issue 4a, the following views were raised:
· Promoters of using legacy F1AP procedures emphasize that reusing legacy messages would have lower complexity. 
· Promoters of introducing new F1AP procedures argue that legacy messages cannot be used since the message content does not refer to the source logical DU.
It is certainly correct that using legacy F1AP procedures has lower complexity than introducing new procedures. 
It is further correct that the information passed in these F1AP messages does not refer to the source logical DU, but more generally to the IAB-node. This issue, however, applies to legacy as well as new F1AP procedures. Therefore, it cannot be used to justify the introduction of new procedures. 
There is further a precedence, where information related to the IAB-node rather than the IAB-DU is passed via a legacy F1AP procedure: When the IAB-node is configured with an BAP address via RRC, it passes this BAP address back to the CU in the legacy F1 Setup Request. Therefore, using legacy F1AP procedures for the above information transfer would not be in conflict with RAN3 procedures.  
Observation 4a: Using legacy F1AP procedures for the triggering and outcome-reporting of DU migration has lower complexity than using new F1AP procedures.
Proposal 4a: The triggering and outcome-reporting for DU migration should use existing F1AP procedures. 

On Issue 4b, the following views were raised:
· In case DU migration is triggered by the source logical DU’s CU, one common class-1 procedure can provide the trigger message for the F1 Setup and the return message with the outcome of F1 Setup.
· In case DU migration is triggered by the IAB-node’s OAM, a trigger message is not needed and therefore, a class-2 procedure would be sufficient for the report of the outcome of F1 Setup. 
It would be desirable to have one common procedure for both alternatives. This implies that one common procedure should be used to report the outcome of F1 Setup to the source logical DU. Consequently, a separate procedure should be used for the triggering of F1 Setup by the source logical DU’s CU. 
Proposal 4b: Separate procedures to be used for the triggering of F1 Setup and for the reporting of the outcome. 

Issue 5: Mapping between cells on source- and target logical DUs
RAN3 agreed in R3#117bis-e:
	To hand over the UEs between the logical mIAB-DUs, the source donor CU for mIAB-DU migration should be notified about the cell IDs served by the second (target) logical mIAB-DU.
The source donor CU for mIAB-DU migration should be informed that the second logical mIAB-DU has successfully established an F1 connection towards the target CU. Details are FFS.


 In the last meeting, RAN3 made the following working assumption:
	WA: As an enhancement to legacy handovers, the IAB-node may provide to the source DU’s CU a mapping between the source DU’s activated cells and the target DU’s activated cells so that the source DU’s CU can perform handover for the connected UEs. 
This agreement does not relate to the configuration sharing between two logical collocated mIAB-DUs


RAN3 further discussed if this WA has implications on UE measurement reports to be used for UE handover between the logical DUs. Obviously, the use of measurement reports for UE handover is supported. 
Observation 5a: UE handover between logical DUs on the IAB-node can be based on UE measurement reports. 
In case measurement reports are used for UE handover between the logical DUs, there is no need to notify the UE’s source CU about the cell IDs served by the target logical mIAB-DU since the measurement reports themselves contain the cell IDs of the candidate target cells.
Notifying the source CU about the activated target cells has the benefit that the source CU can conduct the UE handover without the UE measurement reports. It further allows the source CU to ensure that the UEs are handed over to the target logical DU onboard the vehicle and not to another DU on the surrounding network. Performing UE handover without measurement reports does not preclude the UE from measuring and synchronizing to the target cell during handover execution. This implies that the target cell has been activated for sufficient time prior to the handover command.
Observation 5b: When notifying the source CU about the activated target cells, the CU can initiate UE handover without waiting for measurement reports, and it is certain that the selected target cell belongs to the onboard target logical DU.
The mapping between source and target cells aims to assist the source CU in handover decisions. The following scenarios may be considered:
Scenario 1: Each logical DU has multiple cells with different frequencies, where any of these cells can be used as Spcell. In this case, the mapping should be based on frequency so that only UE-handover occurs intra-frequency.
Scenario 2: Each logical DU has multiple cells with same frequency but different spatial coverage (e.g., sectorized DU). In this case, the mapping should be based on the cells’ spatial coverage area.
In case source DU cells use different frequencies than the target DU cells while the cells’ spatial coverage area is the same, such mapping information may not be needed.
Observation 5c: The mapping information of source-to-target cells can assist the source CU in handover decisions, e.g., to ensure that handover occurs intra-frequency and/or between cells with same coverage footprint.
Based on these observations, the WA should be agreed.
Proposal 5a: Agree to WA: “As an enhancement to legacy handovers, the IAB-node may provide to the source DU’s CU a mapping between the source DU’s activated cells and the target DU’s activated cells so that the source DU’s CU can perform handover for the connected UEs. This agreement does not relate to the configuration sharing between two logical collocated mIAB-DUs.”
Further, an LS should be sent to RAN2 including RAN3’s understanding of the use cases for this mapping information. 
Proposal 5b: Send LS to RAN2 including RAN3’s understanding of the use of this mapping information and ask RAN2 for feedback if any.

Issue 6: Information exchange related to mIAB-node indication 
On mIAB-node indication, SA2 captured in TS 23.501, clause 5.35A.1:
	For a MBSR node to operate as a MBSR, it provides a mobile IAB-indication to the IAB-donor-CU when the RRC connection is established as defined in TS 38.331 [28]. When the mobile IAB-indication is received, the IAB-donor-CU selects an AMF that supports IAB-node with mobility and includes the mobile IAB-indication in the N2 INITIAL UE MESSAGE as defined in TS 38.413 [34] so that the AMF can perform mobile IAB authorization as described in clause 5.35A.4. If the MBSR node does not operate as a MBSR, e.g. due to the MBSR authorization indication from AMF, it does not provide the indication when establishing new RRC connection.
Editor's note:	The detailed handling between NAS and AS needs further synch with RAN WGs


The following issues need to be addressed:
· Issue 6a: Whether to pass the mobile IAB-node indicator in NGAP Initial UE message.
· Issue 6b: Whether to pass the mobile IAB-node indicator to target CU during MT migration.
On Issue 6a: Based on SA2’s decision, RAN3 should either include the mobile-IAB-indication in the NGAP Initial UE message or send specific reasons to SA2 why this indication would not be necessary. 
Proposal 6a: RAN3 to either include the mobile-IAB-node indication into the NGAP Initial UE message or send an LS to SA2 with specific reasons why this indication would not be necessary. 
On Issue 6b: RAN2 initially agreed that an mIAB-node indicator is included in the mIAB-MT’s UE capabilities so that the CU can provide mIAB support for the mIAB-node. During MT handover, the MT’s UE capabilities are passed to the target CU. This implies that no explicit indicator is needed in the Handover Request message for the mIAB-MT. 
With mIAB-node indicator in Msg.5., there is no need for an additional mIAB-node indicator in UE capabilities. However, if the mIAB-node indicator is removed from UE capabilities, it needs to be explicitly included into the HO Request message. RAN3 may want to liaise RAN2 on this matter and ask if RAN2’s intention is to keep the mobile IAB-node indicator in UE capabilities. 
Proposal 6b: Send LS to RAN2 to inquire whether a mIAB-node indicator is supported in both, UE capabilities and Msg.5, and explain that in case RAN2 decides to remove it from UE capabilities, RAN3 would have to include in the MT’s HO Request. 

Issue 7: Information exchange related to mIAB-node authorization 
On mobile-IAB-node-authorized, SA2 captured in TS 23.501, clause 5.35A.4:
	The MBSR provides the authorization indication (not authorized) to its AS layer.
…
If the MBSR operation is not authorized (e.g. due to location or time limitation), the AMF of the MBSR can indicate to the MBSR IAB-UE that it is not allowed to act as an MBSR, i.e. the MBSR authorization indication (not authorized), as part of registration procedure. In this case, the AMF includes the MBSR authorization indication (not authorized) to donor-gNB. The AMF may provide the indication either in a Registration Accept (if the PLMN allows the MBSR IAB-UE to be registered in the PLMM) or in a Registration Reject (if the PLMN does not allow the MBSR IAB-UE to be registered in the PLMN) message. The MBSR provides the authorization indication (not authorized) to its AS layer. The AMF may provide additional information to the MBSR regarding the authorization indication (not authorized) to assist the MBSR behaviour control.
Editor's note:	The details of the additional information and corresponding MBSR behaviour will be added.
Editor's note:	Whether the MBSR needs to provide the authorization indication (not authorized) to its AS layer will be further synch with RAN WGs.
When the MBSR authorization state changes for a registered MBSR node (either authorized, or not authorized), the AMF updates the MBSR and the NG-RAN accordingly.
The AMF informs the NG-RAN of the new authorization status using UE Context Modification, Initial Context Setup procedure or the DOWNLINK NAS TRANSPORT message, with the following principles:
-	If the authorization state changes from authorized to not authorized and AMF uses the UE Configuration Updated procedure to update the MBSR, the AMF updates the NG-RAN with the new authorization indication (not authorized) by including this information in the DOWNLINK NAS TRANSPORT message. The NG-RAN completes handover of the UEs served by the MBSR before releasing the F1 connection to the MBSR IAB-DU.
-	If the authorization state changes from authorized to not authorized and the AMF uses the Deregistration procedure to update the MBSR, the AMF sends the UE Context Modification message to NG-RAN before triggering the deregistration towards MBSR after a certain period (e.g. based on the expiration of a timer configured on the AMF).
…



The following issues need to be addressed by RAN3:
· Issue 7a: How to inform the DU’s CU, if different from MT’s CU, that the authorization state has changed to “non-authorized”, so that the DU’s CU can initiate the UE handover and then release F1. 
· Issue 7b: How to inform the mIAB-node that the authorization state has changed to “authorized”, so that the IAB-node can establish the F1 connection.
· Issue 7c: Whether to pass the mobile IAB-node-authorization indicator to target CU during MT migration.
On Issue 7a: The MT’s CU needs to send an indication to the DU’s CU that the mIAB-node’s authorization state has changed to “non-authorized”. This indication can be sent via Xn in case (1) Xn is supported and (2) the MT’s CU knows the gNB-ID and IP address of the DU’s CU. Alternatively, this message can be passed via the IAB-node, e.g., as discussed under Issue 2. 
Proposal 7a: The MT’s CU needs to send an indication to the DU’s CU in case the mIAB-node’s authorization state has changed to “non-authorized”. 
On Issue 7b: The mIAB-node is informed via NAS that its authorization state has changed to “authorized”. There is no need for a separate message from RAN.
Proposal 7b: The IAB-node obtains information that its authorization state has changed to “authorized” or “non-authorized” via NAS, i.e., there is no need for signaling by RAN. 
On Issue 7c: During MT migration, the IAB-node’s authorization state is either forwarded to the target CU in the HO Request message, or it is sent to the target CU by the AMF in the Path Switch Response message. The prior solution is preferred since it allows the target CU to learn about the IAB-node’s authorization state at the beginning rather than at the end of MT handover.
Proposal 7c: The IAB-node’s authorization state to be explicitly included in the HO Request during MT migration. 

Conclusion
This contribution discussed open issues to MT & DU migration and IAB-node integration. The following observations and proposals have been made:
Issue 1: Selection of mIAB-DU’s CU during mobile IAB integration
Observation 1: It would be inconsistent to allow the MT’s CU to select the DU’s CU only during mIAB-node integration but not during DU migration.
Proposal 1a: During network integration, the DU’s CU can only be selected by the mIAB-node’s OAM.
Proposal 1b: Agree WA: “The mIAB-DU and mIAB-MT can integrate at different CUs. For this purpose, OAM can be used to configure the mIAB-DU with: a) the donor CU to connect to, and b) the parameters used by the mIAB-DU to establish TNL associations, IPSec tunnels and F1 connectivity to this donor CU.”

Issue 2: Inter-donor coordination, i.e., TMM and IAB-Resource Coordination procedures
Observation 2a: It would be desirable to have a comprehensive solution to mIAB-specific inter-donor coordination for (1) network integration, (2) MT migration and (3) DU migration, that can be used in presence and in absence of Xn, and that has no AMF impact.
Observation 2b: Such a comprehensive solution can be achieved by allowing mIAB-specific inter-donor TMM and IAB Resource Coordination procedures to be transparently conducted via the IAB-node.
Proposal 2a: The messages of TMM and IAB Resource Coordination procedures are transparently passed via the IAB-node in case (1) Xn is not available, and/or (2) the DU’s CU does not know the gNB-ID of the MT’s CU or the MT’s XnAP UE ID. 
Proposal 2b: When such a message is transparently passed via the mIAB-node, the gNB-ID of the DU’s CU is included on the RRC section of the message’s path.  
Proposal 2c: When the mIAB-node determines that (one of) its logical DU’s CU does not know the MT’s CU (e.g., after MT migration or logical DU integration), it sends a trigger to the logical DU’s CU so that the logical DU’s CU can initiate the inter-donor coordination via the mIAB-node. 

Issue 3: Passing of mIAB-MT’s ULI to mIAB-DU’s CU
Observation 3: The passing of the MT’s ULI to the DU’s CU should be supported in absence of Xn, and it should avoid specification impact on the AMF.
Proposal 3: The mIAB-DU to pass the MT’s ULI to its CU via F1AP.

Issue 4: F1AP procedures for triggering and outcome-reporting of DU migration
Observation 4a: Using legacy F1AP procedures for the triggering and outcome-reporting of DU migration has lower complexity than using new F1AP procedures.
Proposal 4a: The triggering and outcome-reporting for DU migration should use existing F1AP procedures. 
Proposal 4b: Separate procedures to be used for the triggering of F1 Setup and for the reporting of the outcome. 

Issue 5: Mapping between cells on source- and target logical DUs
Observation 5a: UE handover between logical DUs on the IAB-node can be based on UE measurement reports. 
Observation 5b: When notifying the source CU about the activated target cells, the CU can initiate UE handover without waiting for measurement reports, and it is certain that the selected target cell belongs to the onboard target logical DU.
Observation 5c: The mapping information of source-to-target cells can assist the source CU in handover decisions, e.g., to ensure that handover occurs intra-frequency and/or between cells with same coverage footprint.
Proposal 5a: Agree to WA: “As an enhancement to legacy handovers, the IAB-node may provide to the source DU’s CU a mapping between the source DU’s activated cells and the target DU’s activated cells so that the source DU’s CU can perform handover for the connected UEs. This agreement does not relate to the configuration sharing between two logical collocated mIAB-DUs.”
Proposal 5b: Send LS to RAN2 including RAN3’s understanding of the use of this mapping information and ask RAN2 for feedback if any.

Issue 6: Information exchange related to mIAB-node indication 
Proposal 6a: RAN3 to either include the mobile-IAB-node indication into the NGAP Initial UE message or send an LS to SA2 with specific reasons why this indication would not be necessary. 
Proposal 6b: Send LS to RAN2 to inquire whether a mIAB-node indicator is supported in both, UE capabilities and Msg.5, and explain that in case RAN2 decides to remove it from UE capabilities, RAN3 would have to include in the MT’s HO Request. 

Issue 7: Information exchange related to mIAB-node authorization 
Proposal 7a: The MT’s CU needs to send an indication to the DU’s CU in case the mIAB-node’s authorization state has changed to “non-authorized”. 
Proposal 7b: The IAB-node obtains information that its authorization state has changed to “authorized” or “non-authorized” via NAS, i.e., there is no need for signaling by RAN. 
Proposal 7c: The IAB-node’s authorization state to be explicitly included in the HO Request during MT migration. 
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