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1   Introduction

At the RAN2#122 meeting in Incheon, following agreements were made relating to handover enhancements for mIAB:

· RAN2 think that to have a fast handover from UE point of view for legacy UEs it is important that the target cell is known to the UE (detected and measured).

· For RACH-less, if supported, there would need to be a beam indication (in RRC HO command), which seems feasible in this release from R2 perspective. R2 assumes that the network can know/select the beam, either from network impl specific knowledge or from UE measurement report (legacy report).

· for the UL grant and HO completion in RACH-less HO:

1. Both type-1 configured grant and dynamic grant are supported

2. FFS handling of supervision timer and when HO is considered successfully complete (expect to align with other WI). 
· Send LS to RAN3 to check whether there are issues / feasibility concerns

After a follow-up discussion on RACH-less HO which took place at RAN2#123 in Toulouse, the following additional agreements were reached:

· RACH-less HO to be supported for UEs connected to a mIAB node (intended case: DU migration)

· RACH-less HO for mIAB is expected to reuse most parts from other WI, such as NTN. 

· R2 assumes that RACH-less HO for mIAB can largely adopt the steps of the agreed NTN RACH-less HO procedure:

1. Receive a RACH-less HO command which can include pre-allocated grant optionally

2. Start time T304 for the target cell (RRC)

3. Perform DL and UL synchronization.

4. Start time alignment timer (MAC)

5. Monitor target cell PDCCH for dynamic grant if pre-allocated grant is not configured in RACH-less HO command (MAC, PHY)

6. Send initial UL transmission including RRCReconfigurationComplete message using the available UL grant (RRC, MAC, PHY)

7. Consider RACH-less HO is completed upon receiving NW configuration.

8. Stop timer T304 for the target cell (RRC).

This tdoc captures the following at-meeting discussion:

· [AT123bis][507][mIAB] Support of RACH-less HO (Samsung)


Scope: Focus on the necessary delta to NTN (e.g. no need to confirm every NTN agreement for mIAB). Review proposals in RRC CR, in R2-2311179 (and other relevant docs if needed).


Intended outcome: 


Deadline: CB acc to Meeting schedule

In the present tdoc, the mIAB MAC rapporteur proposes a number of questions for RAN2’s consideration, based on inputs to the ongoing meeting identified by mIAB session rapporteur as especially relevant, more specifically R2-2311179, R2-2310302, and R2-2310895, and in line with agreements made.

Much of the questions are based on progress on RACH-less HO in NTN, based on the most recent version of the NTN running MAC CR (R2-2309345), with focus being on commonalities and differences between developments in NTN and the ongoing work in mIAB. The goal is to progress the work on MAC impact of RACH-less HO for mIAB, and align with related work in NTN.

2   Details on uplink time alignment and maintenance of UL synchronization

In LTE (TS 36.321), when the MAC entity is configured with rach-Skip or rach-SkipSCG, the timeAlignmentTimer is started. As it is expected that RACH-less configuration in NR will not contain a MAC CE TAC, the timeAlignmentTimer will need to be started in some other manner, and adopting the LTE approach of starting it when the HO command is received containing the RACH-less configuration was indeed agreed at RAN2#123, as per agreements above. So, to sum up, for mIAB, when the HO command is received containing the RACH-less configuration, timeAlignmentTimer is started, as per the existing agreements.

However, when the timeAlignmentTimer should be started is still an open issue for NTN. Given that the mIAB HO is in reality an intra-DU case (i.e. HO happens between the two logical DUs which are part of the same node), it could alternatively make sense to simply continue the timeAlignmentTimer rather than restarting it:

Q1a. Which of the following should be adopted for mIAB RACH-less:
Option-1: timeAlignmentTimer is restarted at every reception of HO command containing the RACH-less configuration (existing mIAB agreement)
Option-2: timeAlignmentTimer is continued in certain scenarios (please describe)
Option-3: wait for NTN to conclude and then adopt their solution
Option-4: any other option?

	Company
	Option
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Option-1 or Option-3
	We think that Option-1 can work as LTE. However we also understand the benefit of align the solution with NTN.

	Apple
	Option-1.
	The FFS when timeAlignmentTimer starts was added because the TA value of NTN may be too large to be covered by timeAlignmentTimer. Thus, it is a NTN specific FFS, and thereby not applied to mobile IAB RACH-less HO. In other word, the solution of LTE RACH-less (i.e. Option-1) can be reused.



	Ericsson
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	Option 3
	We do not see a reason to differentiate this from NTN. Our understanding is the intention of the previous agreement was to align with NTN anyways.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	We agree with Apple. NTN has an NTN-specific issue in the FFS. This issue does not apply to mIAB. Therefore, we cannot go Option 3.

	Kyocera
	Option 1
	For now, we think what RAN2 assumed should be the baseline. We also think, if NTN decides a different solution, then RAN2 can still revisit their working assumption. 

	ZTE
	Option 1
	We think Option 1 is feasible for mobile IAB. We may also check the progress of NTN and check if their solution is applicable for mobile IAB. 

	Huawei
	Option 1
	

	Intel
	Option 1
	we think it’s ok to following LTE mechanism. Since the most part of RACHless NTN can be reused by mIAB, in our understanding, introducing as less difference between the two as possible, to keep a simple work in stage-3. Furthermore, though it’s physically on the same board, it’s still a new cell, restart the timer is preferred. 

	NEC
	Option-1
	We can follow the existing mIAB agreement. 

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	


Regarding maintenance of UL synchronization, in NTN it was agreed that the network either indicates that NTA in the target cell is identical to the source cell, or the NTA explicitly provided by the network is 0. This appears applicable to Miab:

Q1b: Do you agree that – as in NTN – the network either indicates that NTA in the target cell is identical to the source cell, or the NTA explicitly provided by the network is 0:

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Disagree
	RAN2 agreed Miab RACH-less HO is applied to the case that source and target have same TA (i.e. the case of TA=0 is precluded for Miab RACH-less HO.

RAN2#121b-e:

· RACH-less for Miab scenario, if agreed in the end, will cover only the case of same-TA. 



	Ericsson
	Disagree
	Agree with Apple that the only scenario supported is that one where the UE uses the same TA as the source.

	Nokia
	Comment
	Although the previous agreement was to support the same-TA case only, we do not think this means we need to define separate Miab-specific parameters for the RACH-less configuration (i.e. no need to differentiate this in ASN.1). It should be sufficient to specify a restriction that TA 0 is not indicated in the RACH-less configuration for a UE connected to  a mobile IAB node.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Agree with Apple and Ericsson. Also agree with Nokia. We only need to preclude that TA is used for Miab>

	Kyocera
	Agree
	We don’t think any optimization is needed on this.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Since we have agreed that RACH-less HO with same TA with security key change is in scope for served Ues during Miab DU migration. It is suggested that network only configure TA same as source cell for UE’s RACH-less HO when UE is served by mobile IAB.

	Huawei
	Disagree
	Similar comment as Apple

	Intel
	Disagree
	

	NEC
	Agree
	We can follow NTN’s agreement (identical indication is preferred). 

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	Same comments as Apple

	CATT
	Agree
	There is agreement saying RACH-less for mIAB scenario only covers the same TA case. If NTA=0 to target cell, it must be 0 to source cell either. So, explicit providing the NTA=0 by network is not needed.


It is noted that NTN are also in the process of discussing the Unchanged PCI case, but this does not seem applicable to Miab.

Q1c: Do you agree that the Unchanged PCI scenario (as discussed for NTN) is not applicable to Miab?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	
	We are open to discuss all potential scenarios. It is unclear for us what the extra specification change of the “the Unchanged PCI scenario” would be required for the Miab, if NTN is to support it.

	Apple
	Agree
	unchanged PCI is only valid in NTN. 

	Ericsson
	Agree
	This was already discussed for Miab and the agreement was that is not supported. We don’t see why we need to revert this agreement.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Note: NTN discusses a “NTN-specific Unchanged PCI scenario”. This scenario does not apply Miab.

This does not preclude that the Miab RACH-less handover is same-PCI if it is inter-frequency.

	Kyocera
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	Intel
	agree
	

	NEC
	Agree
	It was agreed in RAN2 #119bis-e that 2 logical DU cells with different PCI coexist during full migration. Therefore, it’s not applicable to mIAB.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


3   DL data transfer

RAN2 agreed that RACH-less HO is considered completed for mIAB upon receiving the network configuration. To fill out the details, and align with the NTN condition, the following is question is put forward for RAN2:

Q2. Do you agree that the condition of HO completion for a MAC entity configured with RACH-less HO is: the successful reception of a PDCCH transmission addressed to C-RNTI, and a PDSCH containing Contention Resolution Identity MAC CE?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Kyocera
	Agree
	We don’t think any optimization is needed on this.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Fine
	But, LTM RACH-less uses different approach.

	Intel
	see comment
	LTM further agrees below in this meeting:

=> For RACH-less LTM, the UE determines successful reception of its first UL data based on receiving a PDCCH addressing the UE’s C-RNTI in the target cell scheduling a new transmission as first UL transmission. Can be either DL assignment or UL grant addressed to same HARQ process for the “new transmission

is also applicable to mIAB.

	NEC
	Disagree
	For RACH-less, LTM had agreed in RAN#123 that “the UE determines successful reception of its first UL data based on receiving a PDCCH addressing the UE’s C-RNTI in the target cell scheduling a new transmission after the first UL data”. We think we should follow the agreement of LTM instead of NTN. It shall save PDSCH resources and may be faster.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


4   Pre-allocated UL grant

A preallocated grant (as pertaining to RACH-less HO), already agreed for NTN, was also introduced for the mIAB case at RAN2#123. One loose end is the action following the release of this preallocated grant:

Q3a. Do you agree that the preallocated uplink grant should be discarded when the corresponding preallocated uplink grant configuration is released by RRC?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Kyocera
	Agree
	We assume this happens upon handover failure. In this case, the pre-allocated UL grant is no longer valid. 

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	See comments.
	I don’t believe” preallocated uplink grant” is the correct term. In MAC, we only have “configured grant”. So, this is basically just type1 CG.

	Intel
	Agree
	

	NEC
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


For the preallocated grant in the NTN scenario, it was agreed to configure an RSRP threshold specifically for SSB selection for preallocated uplink grant. The following is therefore put forward for RAN2’s attention:

Q3b. Do you agree that an RSRP threshold specifically for SSB selection for preallocated uplink grant for the mIAB scenario should be configured?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	In mIAB we agreed that network indicate a beam to the UE during the RACH-less HO. In this case, there is no need to specify any RSRP threshold because if the network already figure out via UE measurements whether the beam indicated is good or bad.

	Nokia
	Agree
	We sympathize with Ericsson. This is one possibility. It is also possible that the beam indication could be based on blind indication (e.g. known beam mapping between source and target DU). In either case,  it is not clear whether RSRP thresholds are really needed. 

That being said, maybe there isn’t any harm in aligning with NTN on this. (If it’s not needed the threshold could simply be set to a low value by network implementation.)

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	The threshold does not hurt.

	Kyocera
	Ok with comment
	We prefer the solution for mIAB should be aligned with NTN’s agreement as much as possible, but the threshold configuration should be left up to NW implementation, i.e., it’s an optional IE, so we prefer to rephrase “should be configured” on Q3b with “may be configured.” 

	ZTE
	Agree
	Suggest to follow NTN design. 

	Huawei
	Disagree
	This is really unnecessary. Agree with Ericsson. 

Let’s exclude this and then there is no need of following discussion. 

	Intel
	Agree
	

	NEC
	Disagree.
	The purpose of SSB selection is to determine the beam of initial UL transmission. We think RSRP is similar between source cell and target cell in mIAB. If the beam info is explicitly indicated (we think it has been agreed in RAN2#122 as described in Q4a), we should follow the indication instead of selecting a new SSB for a new beam. 

Furthermore, if the indicated beam does not work (rarely happens in mIAB) and RACH-less HO fails, UE should fall back to legacy RACH. In this case, UE shall select an SSB as legacy.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CaTT
	Agree
	Suggest to follow NTN design.


Q3c. Which of the following should be adopted for mIAB RACH-less HO:
Option-1: ntn-RSRP-ThresholdSSB parameter name is changed to a more general name (feel free to propose a name) to make it applicable to mIAB, 
Option-2: a separate parameter is introduced for mIAB, due to potential difference between NTN and mIAB scenarios (please explain why you think this is needed)
Option-3: any other option?

	Company
	Option
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Option-1 or Option-2
	We do not see a big difference between Option 1 and Option 2. If we can make the configuration of  RACH-less solution from NTN more general for many other use cases including mIAB as proposed in Option-1, it is probably better. However, this may require more signaling alignments, not just for ntn-RSRP-ThresholdSSB.

	Apple
	Option-2
	We prefer Option-2 because :

1. Different RACH-less configurations (e.g. beam information, SSB threshold) may be used between mobile IAB and NTN.

2. Current running MAC CR has captured ntn-RSRP-ThresholdSSB. Option 1 means that mIAB has to coordiate with NTN to draft a joint CR while option2 allows mIAB draft a seperate MAC running CR. 

	Ericsson
	None
	See Q3b

	Nokia
	Option 1
	There is no reason to differentiate this from NTN.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	This is a stage-3 issue which is hard to resolve with many stage-2 issues still open. 

	Kyocera
	Option 1
	We prefer to keep the commonality with NTN as much as possible. 

	ZTE
	Option 1
	RAN2 has agreed to reuse most parts of the RACH-less design from NTN, for mobile IAB. In order to avoid the duplicated effort for specification maintenance, it is suggested to reuse the same set of RACH-less HO parameters for NTN and mobile IAB. Generally speaking, a UE may not be configured with NTN RACH-less HO and mobile IAB RACH-less HO at the same time.

	Huawei
	None
	See Q3b

	Intel
	Option 2
	separate parameters can be used to differentiate difference between NTN and mIAB

	NEC
	None
	As we mentioned in Q3b, we think there is no need for the new threshold.

	Lenovo
	Prefer Option 1
	Prefer to have common design with NTN.

	CATT
	Option 1
	It’s not possible the UE is configured with both NTN RACH-less and mobile IAB RACH-less.


And finally, if preallocated grant is not available, fallback to PDCCH monitoring in target cell for dynamic grant was agreed for NTN:

Q3d. Do you agree that, when rach-LessHO is configured, and if preallocated grant is not configured, the UE will monitor the PDCCH?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Kyocera
	Agree
	We think RAN2 already agreed that “1. Both type-1 configured grant and dynamic grant are supported.”

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Huawei
	Disagree

It should be “regardless”
	In general, UE is mandatory to monitor PDCCH once the BWP is activated. There is no harm to allow UE using both CG and DG.

What LTE designed does not have to be right.

	Intel
	Agree with comment
	LTM also agreed that UE will monitor even while CG is configured. This is also applicable to mIAB.

	NEC
	Agree
	We could use the same mechanism as LTE RACH-less.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	


5   Beam selection

At RAN2#121bis-e, the following was agreed:

· RAN2 discuss further the following options to support beam operation for the first UL transmission/DL reception towards the target logical DU in RACH-less HO during DU migration:

Option 1: (Explicit approach) Explicit beam information is included in HO command. FFS the details. 

Option 2: (Implicit approach) UE re-uses the same beam status as in the source cell (the beam information is not carried explicitly in HO command).

RAN2 is invited to confirm the explicit approach (as apparently adopted for NTN):

Q4a. Do you agree that for mIAB RACH-less HO, the target cell beam information is explicitly included in HO command? 

	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Kyocera
	Agree
	As a way forward in case Q4a is controversial, we’re also fine that Option 2 is applied when Option 1 is not included in HO Command, i.e., the explicit beam information is specified as an optional IE. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	See comments
	It is already agreed in RAN2#122

“For RACH-less, if supported, there would need to be a beam indication (in RRC HO command), which seems feasible in this release from R2 perspective.”

	Intel
	Agree
	

	NEC
	Agree.
	We think explicit beam indication has been agreed in RAN2#122 meeting. We may focus on the content of this indication. 

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree, but
	However, we would like to confirm this target cell beam indication will not introduce extra enhancement to spec. In other words, it can reuse the NTN scheme for RACH-less handover.


On the network side of this issue, as per the agreements at RAN2#122 we have the following two options: the network can know/select the beam, either from network implicit specific knowledge or from UE measurement report (legacy report). RAN2 is therefore invite to share their preference:

Q4b: Which of the following options should be adopted:
Option-1: For RACH-less HO in mIAB, the network selects a beam to indicate to the UE, based on the UE measurement report
Option-2: For RACH-less HO in mIAB, the network uses implicit knowledge (please explain) to select a beam to indicate to the UE
Option-3: any other alternative?

	Company
	Option
	Additional comments (if any)

	Xiaomi
	Option 1
	

	Apple
	Option 1
	Option 1 already works, we see no point to also support another solution for the same purpose.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	For us Option 1 is the only option as we already agreed that blind handover is not supported.

	Nokia
	Option 1 [and/or] Option 2
	The main incentive for supporting RACH-less in mIAB was to minimize the interruption experienced by connected UEs during the full migration procedure. In this case, requiring UEs to measure and report the beams of the target DU cell would introduce additional delays to the procedure, potentially offsetting the benefits of adopting a RACH-less approach.

Based on this we think there is some motivation to support an approach based on blind beam indications, e.g. based on a known beam mapping between source and target DU beams.

We discuss this more in our TDoc R2-2310122.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1 and Option 2
	RAN2 has already agreed:

R2 assumes that the network can know/select the beam, either from network impl specific knowledge or from UE measurement report (legacy report).

This agreement reflects Option 2 and Option 1, respectively.

Option 2 is further aligned with RAN3’s agreement that the source-to-target-cell mapping is reported from the target-DU’s CU to the source-DU’s CU so that the source DU’s CU can perform UE handover WITHOUT measurement report. 



	Kyocera
	Up to NW implementation
	We think the existing measurement reporting can be always used, if the NW needs it for beam selection. On the other hand, it does not need to mandate the measurement configuration for RACH-less handover. 

	ZTE
	Option 1 or Option 2
	If the source logical DU and target logical DU may share the UE beam information, it is not necessary to have the measurement result of target cell for target logical DU to configure the beam to be used by the UE at the target cell.

	Huawei
	Option 1 and/or option 2, which is up to NW implementation
	We can leave it up to NW, and RAN3 is discussing the details.

	Intel
	both
	For option 1, it’s same as NTN. 

For option 2, in our understanding, configurations can be shared between two logical DUs by implementation, where the mapping between source beam and target beam is known, considering they are collocated. Therefore, RAN2 can decide whether implicit beam indication is used or not. Then RAN3 can be informed on the decision.

	NEC
	Option 1.
	As explained in Question Q4a, we think explicit beam indication in RRC HO command had been agreed in RAN2 #122 meeting. Based on it, Option-1 may be better.

Furthermore, for most on-board UEs, the relative position between UE and mobile IAB-node is stationary and the beam is not changed, so we think the beam indication should also cover the case that beam information is maintained during RACH-less handover. 

	Lenovo
	Option 1 and Option 2
	Both options can be used, and this is up to the implementation of IAB donor.

	CATT
	Option 1 and Option 2
	Clarification for Option 2:

For RACH-less HO in mIAB, due to the target cell is co-located with the source cell, the UE may not be required to perform measurement to the target cell (e.g., to reduce the HO delay). In that case, for selecting the beam for the target cell, the source CU can indicate the UE identity which is used in the source cell via the HO preparation information to the target cell, so that the target cell can derive the beam configuration in the source cell and this information in the source cell can help to determine the beam in the target cell. The mentioned UE identity in the HO preparation information can reuse (PCI+CRNTI) which are already present in CellGroupConfig.


	AT&T
	Option 1 and Option 2
	Both options can be supported depending on the mobile IAB node implementation


6   Any other issues

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

Q5. Please share any issues (if applicable) not already identified above:

	Company
	Comments

	Ericssson
	It would be good to clarify that in this case the “beam” which is indicated in the HO command is in reality a TCI state ID.

	Qualcomm
	RAN2#123 agreed two schemes for beam selection in NTN RACH-less handover depending on the type of grant for the UE’s first UL transmission:

· Scheme 1 for dynamic grant: the beam for monitoring PDCCH from the target cell is provided in the HO command.

· Scheme 2 for pre-allocated grant: the UE receives a mapping between the pre-allocated UL grant occasions and SSBs, where the UE selects an SSB above a configured threshold and uses the corresponding UL grant occasion for its first UL transmission.

Scheme 1 is clearly compliant with the agreement on beam indication for the mobile IAB scenario. For scheme 2, while SSB selection is performed by the UE, it is still possible that the network provides at most one SSB index to map to the pre-allocated UL grant occasions. In this case, the UE will have to pick the indicated SSB index (assuming the SSB measurement is above the configured threshold), which would still comply with the RAN2 agreement.

We should therefore agre:

Proposal: Mobile IAB to reuse the NTN scheme for beam indication and grant allocation for RACH-less handover.      



	Qualcomm
	In NTN, RACH-less handover can apply to all UEs. For mIAB, it should only apply to UEs that are handed over from the source logical DU to the target logical DU, but NOT to UEs handed over from other cells (e.g., stationary cells) to the target logical DU. The target logical DU should further be able to identify which beam the UE used in the source logical DU.

To achieve this differentiation:

· The target logical DU needs to know during the handover preparation whether the CellGroupConfig it receives from the source CU (via the target CU) belongs to a UE on the source logical DU. 

· The target logical DU needs to be able to derive from the CellGroupConfig received during the handover preparation which UE in the source Cell in the source logical DU this CellGroupConfig refers to. 

These conditions are already met according to Section 11.2.3 of TS 38.331, which states:

For the AS-Config transferred within the HandoverPreparationInformation:

-
The source node shall include all fields necessary to reflect the current AS configuration of the UE, except for the fields sourceSCG-NR-Config, sourceSCG-EUTRA-Config and sourceRB-SN-Config, which can be omitted in case the source MN did not receive the latest configuration from the source SN. For RRCReconfiguration included in the field rrcReconfiguration, ReconfigurationWithSync is included with only the mandatory subfields (e.g. newUE-Identity and t304) and ServingCellConfigCommon;

The source UE’s C-RNTI is included in the new UE-Identity of the source cell and the source cell’s PCI is included in ServiceCellConfigCommon. 

RAN2 should confirm:

Proposal: RAN2 confirms that the HandoverPreparationInformation message carries the (PCI, C-RNTI) pair used in the source cell, which enables the target logical mIAB-DU to identify the incoming UEs from the collocated source logical mIAB-DU. 

	NEC
	1. Repetition has already been supported for Msg3 and CG, we may discuss whether to apply repetition for the preconfigured CG transmission of RACH-less to improve the reliability. 
2. We agree with Ericsson that we can focus on what the beam information really is.


7   Conclusions

Based on the above discussion, the rapporteur has compiled the following proposals, for RAN2’s consideration:
‘Easy’ (consensus, or just 1 company against or questioning the proposal)
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).

P1c. Unchanged PCI scenario (as discussed for NTN) is not applicable to mIAB.

P3a. Preallocated uplink grant should be discarded when the corresponding preallocated uplink grant configuration is released by RRC.

P3d. When rach-LessHO is configured, and if preallocated 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).
P4b. For RACH-less HO in mIAB, it is left to network implementation whether the network selects a beam (to indicate to the UE) based on the UE measurement report, or the network uses implicit knowledge to select a beam (to indicate to the UE).

Strong majority
P1b-2 (8/11). The case where NTA explicitly provided by the network is 0 is not applicable to mIAB.

P2. RAN2 to choose between the following options for the condition of HO completion for a MAC entity configured with RACH-less HO is:
Option A (9/11): successful reception of a PDCCH transmission addressed to C-RNTI, and a PDSCH containing Contention Resolution Identity MAC CE
Option B (2/11): 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)
To discuss
P3b. RAN2 to choose between the following two options:
Option A: an RSRP threshold is configured for SSB selection for preallocated uplink grant for the mIAB scenario
Option B: an RSRP threshold is not configured for SSB selection for preallocated uplink grant for the mIAB scenario

P5a. The beam information in HO command is a TCI state ID.

P6. (Organizational/rapporteur proposal) At this point, we assume a separate mIAB-specific running MAC CR is created following the Xiamen meeting. 

