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1   Introduction

This tdoc captures the following post-meeting discussion:

· [Post123bis][559][mIAB] MAC CR (Samsung)

Scope: Review the MAC CR (NTN CR), determine applicability to mIAB and issues (if any), collect opinions on CR strategy.


Intended outcome: Report


Deadline: Long

In the present tdoc, the mIAB MAC rapporteur reviews the most recent version of the running NTN MAC CR (currently under Phase-II review in parallel discussion [Post123bis][308][NR-NTN Enh] 38.321 running CR (Interdigital)).

Changes introduced to the MAC spec are labelled in the relevant running NTN MAC CR (which is provided for reference), and are then referred to below through a series of questions, with a view to determining/confirming their applicability to the mIAB case.
2   Discussion on changes proposed for NTN
Change #1 is an Editor’s note on the issue of Unchanged PCI, which RAN2 agreed at RAN2#123-bis is not applicable to mIAB:
· P1c. Unchanged PCI scenario (as discussed for NTN) is not applicable to mIAB.

The companies are therefore asked to confirm the following:
Q1. Do you agree that Change #1 in the referenced version of the running NTN MAC CR is not applicable to mIAB, and can further be left to NTN to resolve?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Change #2 matches the following mIAB agreements (RAN2#123-bis):
· P1a. timeAlignmentTimer is restarted at every reception of HO command containing the RACH-less configuration (confirms existing mIAB agreement; excludes any further NTN-specific changes such as TA value range).

· P1b-1. The network indicates that NTA in the target cell is identical to the source cell (confirms existing mIAB agreement).

Changes #3 and #4 are aligned with the following mIAB agreements (RAN2#123-bis):
· (Follow NTN WI:) successful reception of UE’s first UL data based on receiving a PDCCH addressing the UE’s C-RNTI in the target cell scheduling a new transmission as the first UL transmission (can be either DL assignment or UL grant addressed to same HARQ process for the new transmission)

The companies are therefore asked to confirm (or else) the following:

Q2: Do you agree that Changes #2, #3 and #4 in the referenced version of the running NTN MAC CR are agreeable for mIAB as-is?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Apple
	Agree with comment on change 2
	On change2: according to RRC CR, NTA can be source or 0 as copied below:
targetNTA-r18                      ENUMERATED {zero, source},

 So, to implement agreement in RAN2#123b (0 is not applicable to mIAB), we need some statement that zeros is not applied. It can be done in both RRC CR (e.g. add restriction in field description) or MAC CR (e.g. add a NOTE).


	Huawei
	Agree
	Agree with Apple on the different RRC description with NTN.

	Nokia
	Agree
	Agree with others that 0 TA case can be differentiated in RRC. No need to capture it in MAC spec, however.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Agree with Apple

	LGE
	Agree
	Agree with apple

	Intel
	Agree
	Agree with Apple

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


With regards to Change #5, RAN2 could not agree at RAN2#123-bis whether an RSRP threshold should be configured for SSB selection for RACH-less HO for the mIAB case. Rapporteur notes however that in R2-2311286, there was a majority in favour of aligning with NTN. (Change #6 is then related to Change #5.)
Q3: Do you agree that Changes #5 and #6 in the referenced version of the running NTN MAC CR are agreeable for mIAB, with the name of the parameter changed (currently it references NTN)?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Apple
	Agree with comments
	On change#5, note that IE name is still " ntn-RSRP-ThresholdSSB"
On change#6, we agree that RSRP threshold is needed. Please note that the CG type 1 resource is configured by NW based on UE reported measurement. However, there are timing difference between UE reporting measurement and NW send RACH-less HO command. Thus, it is likely the NW configured CG type 1 resource is mismatched with UE actual channel condition, and thereby RSRP threshold is needed. This is especially needed in FR2 because channel condition changes quickly.  

	Huawei
	Disagree, but with WF
	One important observation from mobile IAB last meeting as agreement is “for mIAB, the network can always provide a beam indication.”

This is different from NTN assumption, where beam may not be always decided by target cell and provided in HO Cmd.

So, in mobile IAB, we can go two ways:

· WF1: Mobile IAB RACH-less does not support CG RACH-less. (since the beam is always decided/known by target cell and there is no latency reduction motivation).

· WF2: Solution for CG RACH-less in mobile IAB is different with NTN:

· A: HO Cmd always include the beam even for CG (different with NTN solution), which means the association between SSB and CG occasion is not needed.

· B: If the beam is indicated, UE just follow the NW indicated SSB and does not use the RSRP to select the beam (different with NTN solution).

	Nokia
	No strong view
	On one hand, we somewhat agree with Huawei that the RSRP threshold is less necessary in mIAB since a beam is always expected to be indicated. On the other hand, we are not sure if there is really a need to differentiate from NTN on this, since if the RSRP threshold is not seen as necessary in some cases, couldn’t the network operator just set the threshold to some arbitrary low value?

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	For dynamic grant, an explicit beam needs to be included in HO command.
For CG, the list of SIB-based beams can be reused for this purpose, i.e., it is not necessary to introduce an mIAB-specific beam indicator.

The issue of the threshold applies to both, i.e., dynamic grant and CG. The threshold is needed by the UE to identify if the beam information provided is outdated. If such a threshold is provided and the threshold condition is not met, the UE can immediately move to RACH-based HO. Otherwise, it would have to wait for T304 expiry. 

The threshold is nice to have. Probably not very critical for mIAB. We are fine with majority view.

	LGE
	Agree with comments
	RSRP threshold for CG is not really essential for mIAB, but there is no technical reason to prohibit network from using CG based RACH-less with RSRP threshold. So, for CG case, the same mechanism as NTN applies to mIAB. 

Applying RSRP threshold to DG is not needed. RSRP threshold is used only for SSB selection for CG. For DG, since network can always indicate a certain beam, it is enough for UE to just follow the beam until T304 stop and therefore fallback to RACH-based based on the RSRP threshold is not needed for DG case.

	Intel
	Disagree
	we share the same understanding that the SSB threshold is not necessary for mobile IAB, as the two logical DUs are collocated. Furthermore, based on current assumption, the beam is provided by target logical DU based on measurement, which is same as source. Note that this RACH-less HO is not triggered based on dropping down from the source between UE and mIAB, but triggered by DU migration. Hence, the SSB RSRP threshold for mIAB is not necessary.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


And finally, regarding Change #7, this is related to the following agreements:

· P3a. Configured uplink grant (type1) should be discarded when the corresponding configured uplink grant configuration is released by RRC.

· P3d. When rach-LessHO is configured, and if configured grant is not configured, the UE will monitor the PDCCH.

· P4a. For mIAB RACH-less HO, the target cell beam information is explicitly included in HO command (confirms existing mIAB agreement).

The companies are therefore invited to agree the following:
Q4: Do you agree that Change #7 in the referenced version of the running NTN MAC CR is agreeable to mIAB, with the names of the parameters changed (currently they reference NTN)?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Apple
	Agree
	We have one question, if neither CG type 1 nor TCI state is configured, what is UE behavior? Does UE allow to fallback to RACH-less HO? 

	Huawei
	See above comment
	Reply to Apple: UE should always monitor PDCCH for DG for RACH-less.
[Apple] My point is that current running CR is incomplete:

1>
if cg-NTN-RACH-less-Configuration is configured:

2> select a configured uplink grant for initial uplink transmission according to clause 5.8.2.

1> else:

2> if tci-StateID is configured in rach-lessHO:

3> indicate to lower layers the TCI state information included in tci-StateID;
2> monitor the PDCCH as specified in TS 38.213 [6].

It shows both cg-NTN-RACH-less-Configuration and tci-StateID are "if configured". And the UE behavior is missed when neither of them is configured ("monitor PDCCH.." is only under branch of "if tci state ID is configured" ). 

If we follow below agreement:

 “for mIAB, the network can always provide a beam indication.”

Do we need to restrict that NW ensures to configure at least one of them (i.e. NW should not configure neither of them)?    

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


With regards to the practicalities of CR submission to the Plenary, the following was agreed (RAN2#123-bis):
· R2 assumes that for MAC we will work on a joint NTN mIAB CR, FFS if we split into separate CRs in the end. 

At present, it would appear the bulk of the changes in the NTN CR can be used as-is. It would further appear that the only change not relevant is the Unchanged PCI. (The SSB threshold introduction is still FFS for mIAB, as per above.)

We have the following options:

1. Submit two separate mIAB/NTN CRs in the end (this does not appear to have much support although is theoretically a possibility based on agreement above).

2. Ask the NTN group to separate out only those changes which are directly applicable to mIAB, and then add the mIAB WI code to that CR; this would mean NTN would need to submit an additional MAC CR with NTN-specific changes not applicable to mIAB.
3. Add the mIAB WI code to the ‘overall’ NTN MAC CR, even if it may contain changes not applicable to mIAB (e.g. Unchanged PCI).

Given that there appears to be only a handful of changes not applicable to mIAB, rapporteur feels option 2 
is the way to go:

Q5. For submission to the Plenary, do you agree that we should add the mIAB WI code to the ‘overall’ NTN MAC CR (i.e. without insisting the NTN MAC CR is split into two – the mIAB-applicable one, and the non-mIAB-applicable one), even if it may contain some changes not applicable to mIAB (e.g. Unchanged PCI)?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Apple
	Agree (both option 2 and 3 are fine to us)
	We think option 2 is the cleanest way, but also agree that it will put extra coordination efforts on Rapporteur. So, we are fine if we go option 3.

	Huawei
	This depends on whether we fully reuse the NTN solution.
But, not strong. We can follow rapporteur.
	Isn’t RAN2 already agreed on this in main session?

”Single split out RACH-less MAC CR for NTN and IAB”

	Nokia
	No strong view between Option 2 and Option 3.
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	This allows NTN to perform further enhancements in next quarter while mIAB remains unaffected.

	LGE
	No strong view 
	Option2 seems clear and is preferred, but option 3 is also fine.

	Intel
	slightly prefer option 2
	Note that we agreed during RAN2 #123bis, it was already agreed:
=>
Single split out RACH-less MAC CR for NTN and IAB 
hence, option 2 is the way to go?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3   Any other issues

And finally, companies are invited to share any essential issues not identified above:

Q6. Please share any issues (if applicable) not already identified above:

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei
	Not sure how to address the RRC running CR with NTN (e.g. the beam and the TA in HO cmd could be different)

	Qualcomm
	The following aspects need to be addressed in RRC running CR:
· Beam needs to be included for dynamic grant. 

· TA = 0 should be removed.

Other issues depend on further RAN2 agreements.

	
	

	
	


4   Conclusions

Based on the above discussion, the rapporteur has compiled the following proposals, for RAN2’s consideration:
�Is it a typo? According to followed question, I think Rapporteur means “option 3”.





