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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we propose possible solutions for the remaining RRC open issues from RRC rapporteur perspective. 
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
According to the current RRC CR for the introduction of IAB in [1], the following open issues are still pending to be resolved:
Editor’s Note: It is FFS whether both iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication can be included within the same message.
Editor’s Note: FFS whether the list of PCIs is an exahustive list or just a range.
Editor’s Note: FFS how to indicate the beam to be used during RACH-less HO
Editor’s Note: FFS whether a CG grant is used for RACH less HO for mobile IAB.
Editor’s Note: If a configured grant for mIAB is used for RACH-less HO, FFS whether an RSRP threshold is needed.
2.1	Beam indication within the handover command
It is clear that there is a need for the network to indicate a beam to the UE when a RACH-less mobile IAB handover happens. According to this, the easiest solution would be for the network to indicate a TCI state ID which points to the existing list of TCI state IDs which is part of the RRC configuration. This is in a way aligned with what has been agreed for LTM, even if for LTM the beam indication is received within a MAC CE. Therefore, we propose:
[bookmark: _Toc149846881]For mIAB, the network always provides a TCI state ID within the ReconfigurationWithSync IE to indicate a beam to be used during RACH-less handover.
2.2	How to model the PCI list within SIB4
According to the agreement made in the last RAN2 meeting, the following open issue is still pending:
P1: mIAB PCI list is optional present (i.e., not mandatory) for indicated mIAB frequency (confirming that mIAB PCI list is introduced)
FFS: 
P2: To discuss further  if mIAB PCI list is not necessarily exclusive, i.e., the PCI list may or may not include PCIs of non-mIAB cell. 
P3: To discuss further if mIAB PCI list is not necessarily complete, i.e., the PCI list may or may not include all possible mIAB PCIs.

The understanding of the FFS is the following:
1. Whether to signal the exact list of PCIs on which mobile IAB cells are deployed
2. Whether to simply provide a PCI range on which mobile IAB cells may be possibly deployed. 
The main differences between the two options are that with Option 1 the network would need to constantly update SIB4 by adding and removing PCIs of mobile IAB cells. While this may not be a very dynamic process, still system information is used for (semi-)static signalling and this may be in contrast with this principle.
With Option 2, instead, the network would need to broadcast only the PCI range on which, potentially, mobile IAB cells may be deployed. This solution is perfectly in line with what has been agreed so far in the context of the PCI conflict topic. In fact, what RAN2 and RAN3 had agreed is that the network can avoid the PCI conflict for mobile IAB by applying the PCI partitioning.
Therefore, a simple solution would be for the network to provide a PCI range on which mobile IAB cells could be potentially deployed.
[bookmark: _Toc149846882]The PCI list in SIB4 is a PCI range on which mobile IAB can be potentially deployed.
2.3	Whether a configured grant is provided for mIAB in HO command
The NTN WI has agreed that the network has the possibility to provide a configured grant within the handover command which is linked to one or more SSBs. The benefit of this is that a UE may not need to receive a beam indication when doing RACH less HO but it can rather select one on the SSBs that are indicated in the configuration of the configured grant.
For the case of mobile IAB, RAN2 did the observation in the last meeting that a beam may always be provided by the network during a RACH less HO:
Observation: for mIAB, the network can always provide a beam indication

Nevertheless, it still makes sense to have the network configuring a grant for the UE, with the only difference that when performing RACH less HO the UE will need to use the beam indicated in the ReconfigurationWithSync IE.
[bookmark: _Toc149846883]In case of RACH-less HO for mIAB, network can provide a configured grant within the handover command (similar to what NTN WI has agreed).
The NTN WI has also agreed to provide an RSRP threshold to the UE so that UE can understand which beam to select for the case of RACH less HO or to actually fallback to a normal RACH-based HO is no SSBs in the configured grant configuration are above the RSRP threshold. However, since in mobile IAB the RAN2 assumption is that the network will always provide a beam, and that most likely this will be according to a measurement report received by the UE, it is unnecessary to have the RSRP threshold as agreed in the NTN WI. Thus:
[bookmark: _Toc149846884]The RSRP threshold in the configured grant configuration agreed in the NTN WI does not apply for the case of mobile IAB.
2.4 	iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication in msg5
One more remaining issue in RRC, is whether a mobile IAB node can include in msg5 both the iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication fields. When RAN2 discussed this issue in the last meeting, the following has been agreed:
From R2 perspective It is not supported that Rel-18 mobile IAB-node concurrently operate as a Rel-16/17 IAB-node, as e.g. mobile-IAB doesn’t support child IAB nodes. 
This means that there are restrictions for the network in configuring concurrent use of R-18 mIAB feature(s) and rel-16/17 IAB features (details FFS). 
FFS if an IAB-node may send both MSG5 indications to the network, and the network decides (or if the IAB-node should decide). 

According to these agreements, the understanding is that a mobile IAB node cannot operate as the same time as a mobile IAB node and as a static IAB node. Thus, only one IAB mobility status is supported at the time (either static or mobile). Because of this, it would come naturally that an IAB-node will not report both the indications iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication. This does not only reflect the fact that only one mobility state for an IAB-node is supported at the time, but it will also make simplify the standardization effort in the SA1 and CT1 working group as reporting both fields may have implication on how the IAB-node is authorized by the network. Thus, we propose:
[bookmark: _Toc149846885]The fields iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication shall not be both included within the same RRCSetupComplete message.
3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	For mIAB, the network always provides a TCI state ID within the ReconfigurationWithSync IE to indicate a beam to be used during RACH-less handover.
Proposal 2	The PCI list in SIB4 is a PCI range on which mobile IAB can be potentially deployed.
Proposal 3	In case of RACH-less HO for mIAB, network can provide a configured grant within the handover command (similar to what NTN WI has agreed).
Proposal 4	The RSRP threshold in the configured grant configuration agreed in the NTN WI does not apply for the case of mobile IAB.
Proposal 5	The fields iab-NodeIndication and mobileIAB-NodeIndication shall not be both included within the same RRCSetupComplete message.
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