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1   Introduction

At the ongoing meeting, the following was agreed in the IAB online session, using R2-2003829 as a starting point (NB: references to various proposals ‘P’ in the agreements quoted immediately below refer to the numbering used in Section 6 (Conclusions) of R2-2003829):
· P8/P7 continue offline

· All of the MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI shall have their identifiers selected from set2 of the one-byte eLCID space.
· Pre-emptive BSR procedure to be captured as a standalone Section (separate from Section 5.4.5 on “legacy” BSR).
· RAN2 to leave the decision on whether the information contained in the Guard Symbol MAC CE applies to the entire cell group, or individual cell on which it is received, to RAN1. RAN2 to send an appropriate LS to RAN1
· RAN2 to introduce a short section on procedural aspects for Timing offset adjustment for IAB.

· Skip P9, this could possibly be a capablity discussion, no need to change other TS for this, 

· the IAB specific IAB RACH configuration is used by IAB MT, if configured (exceptions can be discussed), further details to be discussed offline.
The issue of drafting the LS to RAN1 is being handled separately. In this document we discuss two other outstanding issues: sending and cancellation of Pre-emptive BSR, and outstanding IAB-specific RACH issues. As a reminder, these are the proposals the above agreements refer to (original wording from R2-2003829, given as FYI – will be changed in this tdoc based on online discussion already held):

· If configured, and once triggered, the actual sending and cancellation of Pre-emptive BSR are left to implementation.

· SR triggered by (the impossibility to send) Pre-emptive BSR is only cancelled if a MAC PDU containing the relevant Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent.
· RAN2 to confirm the following understanding, and discuss whether action is needed to capture all or some of the below in the RAN2 specs:

· the IAB specific RACH configuration is prioritized, if configured;

· for the case of Msg1-based SI request, IAB-MT should always use RACH-ConfigCommon if configured; and

· prach-ConfigurationPeriodScaling, prach-ConfigurationFrameOffset, prach-ConfigurationSOffset can be used/configured without dependence on RACH-ConfigCommonIAB.

2   Cancellation of Pre-emptive BSR and related SR
The proposal quoted above on Pre-emptive BSR cancellation attempted to ‘fully’ leave sending and cancellation of Pre-emptive BSR to implementation. However this was met with significant resistance, and concerns from both the Chair and the rapporteur of this discussion. RAN2 is split on this issue, and a compromise way forward will be required. Leaving it to implementation was a first attempt at this compromise; however, this was rejected by a number of companies and raised considerable concerns.
It is true that we specified triggering conditions using ‘may’ rather than ‘shall’, thereby providing a set of triggering conditions under which IAB-MT is allowed to trigger Pre-emptive BSR, but without enforcing such triggering. Some observations:
· With triggering, it is acceptable not to mandate (force) it. However, if a Pre-emptive BSR is triggered, the receiving node does need to know the possible underlying causes for it – this is why we provide a list of acceptable triggering conditions.

· With cancellation, if we were to leave it to implementation fully (without any guidance), this could lead to two possibly adverse outcomes:

· Pre-emptive BSR is cancelled before it is sent (but without having a set of rules in place as to when this may happen), defeating the whole purpose of having it in the first place;
· Pre-emptive BSR is sent more than once.
As a reminder, we have already agreed the following at RAN2#109-e:

· Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled when a MAC PDU that contains the pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent. FFS other cancellation conditions, e.g. implementation specific. 

The rapporteur proposes the following:
Proposal 1: Apart from the already agreed cancellation condition (that Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled when a MAC PDU that contains the pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent), RAN2 will not standardize any additional Pre-emptive BSR cancellation conditions in Rel-16.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We are fine with this proposal. At this stage, there are no obvious canceling conditions that will work for every situation.

	Futurewei
	We agree that there seems little value to try and exhaustively specify every possible condition under which an implementation might cancel a pending Pre-emptive BSR that has been generated. However, we think that we should capture some generic text to support proposal 2 below.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Fine with the proposal.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK

	CATT
	Agree with the proposal. Considering R16 timeline, we need to avoid to discuss any new enhancement.

	Apple
	Agree considering the timeline. We prefer to however revisit this in Rel-17.

	LG
	OK.

	Intel
	Agree. 

	Lenovo
	Fine with the proposal

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal.


Proposal 2: Implementation-specific cancellation conditions for Pre-emptive BSR are not precluded. 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree. Implementation specific solutions are common in network nodes.

	Futurewei
	Agree. Implementation specific cancellation conditions for Pre-emptive BSR can not be precluded.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Agree

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK

	CATT
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree

	LG
	OK

	Intel
	Agree (not sure about the point of this proposal – how can you preclude such implementation specific cancellation?)

	Lenovo
	Fine with the proposal

	ZTE
	Agree with the proposal.


Proposal 3: No action is required to explicitly capture Proposal 2 in RAN2 specs.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Agree.

	Futurewei
	Disagree. At the very least, there should be a note to address Proposal 2. 

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	No strong view. A note as suggested by Futurewei is also fine to us.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK

	CATT
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree for Rel-16

	LG
	Ok.

	Intel
	Agree

	Lenovo
	Ok

	ZTE
	Agree


To mirror these proposals, the following proposal (already found agreeable in previous round of discussions, but not discussed in the online session) is put forward:
Proposal 4: SR triggered by (the impossibility to send) Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled if a MAC PDU containing the relevant Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	This is ok and aligns with what we indicated in the previous meetings that legacy BSR/SR procedures should not be affected by the pre-emptive BSR and vice versa.

	Futurewei
	We are fine with the proposal as stated, as long as we agree that “…Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled if a MAC PDU …” does not imply “…Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled if and only if a MAC PDU containing the relevant Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent.”
We need to leave some leeway in the spec for an implementation specific cancellation of a Pre-emptive BSR (per proposal 2) to also cancel an associated SR.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Fine with the proposal

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK

	CATT
	Agree.

	Apple
	Agree

	LG
	OK.

	Intel
	Agree (in line with proposal 1)

	Lenovo
	Agree

	ZTE
	We agree with the proposal.


3   Remaining RACH issues
A reminder of the relevant agreement made at the ongoing meeting:

· the IAB specific IAB RACH configuration is used by IAB MT, if configured (exceptions can be discussed), further details to be discussed offline.
The only exception highlighted so far has been the case of Msg1-based SI request. More specifically, if RACH occasion is not configured for SI request, it should be clarified which RACH occasion (i.e. either RACH-ConfigCommon for all UEs, or RACH-ConfigCommonIAB) should be used for SI request. The proposal floated in the original discussion was that, for Msg1 based SI request, if RACH-ConfigGeneric is not configured, IAB-MT uses the RACH-ConfigCommon for UE, rather than the RACH-ConfigCommonIAB for IAB (even if configured). Basically, this would mirror the behaviour of a "regular" UE, but differ from “standard” IAB RACH behaviour, which prioritizes RACH-ConfigCommonIAB.
The rapporteur would like to acknowledge some objection to this proposal, but also significant support (as captured in R2-2003829). The rapporteur would then like to share his understanding of the underlying scenario:

· An IAB node broadcasts SIB1. 
· This SIB1 is received by “regular” UEs as well as child IAB-MTs. 
· SIB1 has RACH-ConfigCommon, RACH-ConfigCommonIAB.

· In SI-RequestConfig, rach-OccasionsSI is omitted (i.e. RACH-ConfigGeneric is not configured). [This is a key step for this scenario.]
· There is no separate SI-RequestConfig for IAB.

· This means that si-RequestPeriod and si-RequestResources would have to be configured by taking into account both RACH-ConfigCommon (for “regular” UEs) and RACH-ConfigCommonIAB, which seems a difficult configuration requirement/restriction.
The rapporteur therefore proposes to pursue this exception:
Proposal 5: For the special case of Msg1-based SI request, IAB-MT should always use RACH-ConfigCommon if configured.
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	That is one approach. Another approach is to add IAB specific si-RequestPeriod and si-RequestResources in the SI-RequestConfig if separating IABs and UEs is needed.

	Futurewei
	Not sure I fully understood the proposal. Does the proposal mean that the IAB-MT should ignore rach-OccasionsSI even if it is configured in SI-RequestConfig?
[Huawei] the scenario is that the dedicated rach-OccasionsSI is not configured. In this case, the UE/MT should use common RACH resources.

	Huawei, Hisilicon
	The key of this proposal is that we don’t need to configure duplicated RACH resources for IAB-MTs and regular UEs for SI request purpose; otherwise, it would waste RACH resources unnecessarily.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK

	CATT
	Agree. We share the same view as rapporteur.

	Apple
	We agree with Ericsson here. We don’t believe this will be duplication of RACH resources as Huawei suggests but a way to separate out resources between regular UEs from IAB nodes.

	QC
	We agree with Huawei’s view. Here is our understanding:
For network access, UE coverage may be substantially smaller than MT coverage, e.g. since MTs have more LOS and higher beam gain. This enables deployments where IAB-nodes operate in island mode for UEs (cells have no mutual coverage overlap) but they can use wireless backhauling among each other. This implies that BH supports long preamble since BH RTT is large. For UEs, short preamble is sufficient, and it is more resource-efficient, which is important due to resource contention. For that reason, different configuration for UE and BH RACH is beneficial. 
For SI request, the same coverage and RTT issues apply. However, since there is not the same resource contention on RACH resources as for network access, one common RACH configuration can easily accommodate MTs and UEs without major resource impact.

	LG
	We are Ok if the proposal is to avoid duplicated configuration for SI request, but further discussion would be good to clarify whole unclear point in the proposal. 

	Intel
	Agree. RACH for SI request should be rare in IAB. We don’t see a problem with using RACH-ConfigCommon.

	Lenovo
	Ok. From SI request point of view, network does not need to differentiate UE or IAB MT.

	ZTE
	In this case, we think it is better to reuse the RACH-ConfigCommon instead of specify a new IAB specific SI-RequestConfig. So we agree with this proposal.


4   Conclusions

Proposals 1, 2 and 4 are acceptable to all respondents:
Proposal 6: Apart from the already agreed cancellation condition (that Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled when a MAC PDU that contains the pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent), RAN2 will not standardize any additional Pre-emptive BSR cancellation conditions in Rel-16.

Proposal 7: Implementation-specific cancellation conditions for Pre-emptive BSR are not precluded. 
Proposal 8: SR triggered by (the impossibility to send) Pre-emptive BSR shall be cancelled if a MAC PDU containing the relevant Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE is sent.

With regards to Proposal 3, this is only objected to by one company, with the reason for objection being unclear. It would appear that the sole objecting company is asking for a NOTE to be inserted in the MAC spec, roughly corresponding to Proposal 2, capturing that implementation specific cancellation conditions for Pre-emptive BSR cannot be precluded. In rapporteur’s view, this is rather unusual since this is in any case the underlying understanding, which we do not typically capture. The whole point of Proposal 3 is not to capture anything, which is acceptable to all companies bar one – therefore the rapporteur proposes that Proposal 3 is agreed in its original form:

Proposal 9: No action is required to explicitly capture Proposal 2 in RAN2 specs.

Regarding Proposal 5, it would appear that further discussion is needed. An alternative approach has been proposed to separating RACH resources for UEs and IAB-MTs for SI request purpose. Therefore, the rapporteur proposes that we continue this in the second half of the ongoing meeting – original Proposal 5 is revised as per below:

Proposal 10: RAN2 to choose one of the following two options for the special case of Msg1-based SI request:
- IAB-MT should always use RACH-ConfigCommon if configured;
- add IAB-specific si-RequestPeriod and si-RequestResources in the SI-RequestConfig.
