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Introduction
In RAN2#115-e meeting, topology-wide fairness, latency and congestion in IAB were discussed extensively and only some agreements on LCG ID extension were achieved for fairness enhancement. On the other hand, limited time was allocated for other issues in RAN2, e.g., LS on inter-donor migration and service interruption reduction, local re-routing. In this contribution, we discuss the working scope of R17 IAB and particularly the work in RAN2/3 considering the progress so far and the time line for this WI. 
Discussion
2.1 Issues on topology-wide fairness/latency/congestion 
During RAN#92-e plenary meeting, the deprioritization of fairness/latency/congestion except LCG range extension, RLF indication and local rerouting based on flow-control feedback has been discussed. At least half of the replied companies supported some level of deprioritization of the above issues. And some companies suggested to wait and see the relevant progress in the RAN2#115e meeting and re-visit this in RAN#93e plenary meeting. Finally the moderator suggested that these issues can be revisited in RAN#93-e plenary meeting. 

During RAN2#115e meeting, topology-wide fairness, latency and congestion in IAB were discussed extensively and no agreements were reached on topic of topology-wide fairness, latency and congestion except LCG ID extension. Specifically, the issue of supporting UL hop by hop flow control and the configuration of the remaining number of hops in the DL or/and UL were discussed and no consensus was reached. And it was captured in chairman’s meeting report that the above two issues can possibly be kept on the table for another meeting cycle and deprioritization proposals for discussion at RAN#93e plenary meeting is expected by chair. 

With regard to UL hop by hop flow control enhancement, the technical motivation is still not clear. The proponents declare that since the DL hop by hop flow control is supported, it is easy to extend it to UL. However, as we discussed in Rel-16, congested IAB node DU may allocate the UL resources less than the amount of resource requested by child IAB MT. In this way, the IAB node DU could slow down the data rate of ingress bearer to match the data rate of egress bearer. So UL scheduling is considered as baseline for UL hop-by-hop flow control. We think this mechanism is good enough to alleviate the short-term congestion.Even for the UL local rerouting purpose, there is no need to introduce UL hop by hop flow control since the IAB-MT is fully aware of the UL buffer status of its own and it could determine whether uplink congestion occurs and whether UL local rerouting is needed by itself. 

Observation 1: For UL hop by hop flow control, UL scheduling is considered as baseline for UL hop-by-hop flow control and there is no strong motivation to further enhance UL hop by hop flow control. 

For the configuration of the remaining number of hops, we think packet scheduling at IAB node based on the per hop PDB of the BH RLC channel is sufficient. According to TS 38.473, for the QoS information associated with BH RLC channels configured by IAB donor CU, the PDB defines the upper bound for the time that a packet may be delayed between the gNB-DU and its child IAB-MT. For the data traffic with similar QoS requirement but different number of hops, lower PDB value is expected to be configured for the corresponding BH RLC channels. IAB node may set higher logical channel priority level for BH RLC channels with lower PDB value, thus the scheduling of backhaul traffic from such BH RLC channel may be prioritized. Alternatively, packets with different per hop PDB could be mapped into different BH RLC channels so that the scheduling of backhaul traffic from such BH RLC channel with higher remaining hops could be prioritized. In a sum, it is suggested not to configure the hop number to prioritize the packet transmission with higher remaining hops.

Observation 2: It is not necessary to configure the hop number to prioritize the packet transmission with higher remaining hops.

As analyzed above, RAN2 had spent lots of time discussing issues on topology-wide fairness/latency/congestion and few agreements have been achieved so far except LCG range extension, RLF indication and local rerouting. Moreover, the justification of these issues has not been clearly identified yet. On the other hand, limited time has been spent on other issues which have solid justification, e.g., inter-donor migration, service interruption reduction, RLF indication enhancements and local rerouting. Considering that there is only two meetings left in R17 WI timeline, it is suggested that issues on topology-wide fairness/latency/congestion are de-prioritized expect LCG range extension, RLF indication and local rerouting. 

Proposal 1: Considering the stringent timeline of R17 IAB, it is suggested that RAN plenary give guidance to RAN2 to de-prioritize issues on topology-wide fairness/latency/congestion expect LCG range extension, RLF indication and local re-routing. 
2.2 Inter-donor migration

During RAN3#112-e meeting, full migration procedure of inter-donor migration was discussed and two implementation alternatives for two logical IAB-DUs at the boundary IAB node were brought out and discussed as cited below. An LS regarding these two implementation alternatives for two logical IAB-DUs was sent to RAN1/2/4 for assessment [1]. 

	The following two implementation alternatives, which involve two logical IAB-DUs at the boundary IAB node, are to be further discussed in the scope of Full Migration:

Alt1: the two logical DUs use separate physical cell resources

Alt2: the two logical DUs use the same physical cell resources


According to RAN1’s reply LS [2],  RAN1 has not identified any technical issues for Alt1. With regard to Alt2, there are two understandings in RAN1 and there are some concerns on Alt2. On the other hand, according to RAN2’s reply LS [3], RAN2 is not sure about the exact meaning of the separate vs. shared ‘physical cell resources’ concept in the assumed scenarios and asked RAN3 for clarification. In addition, RAN2 has concluded that Alt1 might be a viable candidate solution, pending standards impact analysis in RAN2 as outlined in the reply LS, and pending further clarifications from RAN3 raised at the end of the reply LS. Regarding Alt2, several potential issues have been raised in RAN2 and it was pointed out that Alt2 requires co-ordination across multiple WGs. In our view, full migration is an important feature which needs to be support in Rel 17 IAB. Considering that there are only two meetings left for R17 IAB, it is suggested that issues on full migration are prioritized and more time is allocated on full migration in RAN2 and RAN3 in upcoming meetings. Moreover, since both RAN1 and RAN2 have not identified technical issues for Alt1, RAN3/2 may prioritize the discussion of full migration support with alternative 1. 
Proposal 2: It is suggested that RAN plenary give guidance to RAN2&3 to prioritize full migration support with alternative 1 in upcoming meetings. 
Conclusions 
In this contribution, we discussed the working scope of R17 IAB and particularly the work in RAN2/3 considering the progress so far and the time line for this WI. And we have the following observations and proposals:

Observation 1: For UL hop by hop flow control, UL scheduling is considered as baseline for UL hop-by-hop flow control and there is no strong motivation to further enhance UL hop by hop flow control. 

Observation 2: It is not necessary to configure the hop number to prioritize the packet transmission with higher remaining hops.

Proposal 1: Considering the stringent timeline of R17 IAB, it is suggested that RAN plenary give guidance to RAN2 to de-prioritize issues on topology-wide fairness/latency/congestion expect LCG range extension, RLF indication and local re-routing. 
Proposal 2: It is suggested that RAN plenary give guidance to RAN2&3 to prioritize full migration support with alternative 1 in upcoming meetings. 
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