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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk61519723]In this contribution, we first share our view on below RRC open issues identified by CR Rapporteur:
	Issue 1 
	FFS whether a cell can be barred for a mobile IAB-MT



Then, we discuss RIL A101:
[image: A screenshot of a document

Description automatically generated]
We believe there are some misunderstandings on our proposed RIL. Thus, we will also discuss it in this contribution. 

2 Discussion 
2.1 Issue 1 
The related RRC spec can be found below:[bookmark: _Toc146780668][bookmark: _Toc60776719]5.2.2.4.2	Actions upon reception of the SIB1
--omitted--
[bookmark: _Hlk55890539]2>	if frequencyShift7p5khz is present and the UE supports corresponding 7.5kHz frequency shift on this band; or frequencyShift7p5khz is not present:
3>	if neither trackingAreaCode nor trackingAreaList is provided for the selected PLMN nor the registered PLMN nor PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list:
4>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304 [20];
4>	perform cell re-selection to other cells on the same frequency as the barred cell as specified in TS 38.304 [20];
3>	else if UE is IAB-MT and if iab-Support is not provided for the selected PLMN nor the registered PLMN nor PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list nor the selected SNPN nor the registered SNPN:
4>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304 [20];
3> else if UE is a mobile IAB-MT and if mobileIAB-Support is not provided for the selected PLMN nor the registered PLMN nor PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list nor the selected SNPN nor the registered SNPN:
4>	consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304 [20];
Editor’s Note: FFS whether a cell can be barred for a mobile IAB-MT.
--omitted--



The raised issue: considering mobile IAB-MT is mobile, it may still be useful to allow it to access cells not broadcasting mobileIAB-Support to have some limited functionality (e.g. OAM access). 
We disagree with above suggestion to allow a mobile IAB-MT to access a cell not broadcasting mobileIAB-Support. It will make no point to introduce mobileIAB-Support. And the NW may really intend to forbid mobile IAB-MT to access due to system overloading. Then, it will not work if we allow it. Thus, we propose to keep the RRC spec as it is. 
Proposal 1: Keep the current RRC specification on mobile IAB-MT barring, i.e., if UE is a mobile IAB-MT and if mobileIAB-Support is not provided for the selected PLMN nor the registered PLMN nor PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list nor the selected SNPN nor the registered SNPN, consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304.
2.2 Issue 2 (RIL A101)
First, please note that RAN2#123b [1] has agreed that NW can always provide a beam indication for mIAB in dynamic grant case. 
Observation: for mIAB, the network can always provide a beam indication

Meanwhile, NTN session has also agreed the same conclusion in the RAN2#124 [2]:
Agreements:
1. For dynamic grant case, beam information is mandatorily included in the RACH-less HO command.
2. In NTN RACH-less HO, for dynamic grant case, the beam information included in RACH-less HO command is an SSB index (not tci-stateid).

That is why the beam indication for RACH-less in NTN is captured as mandatory present in current RRC running CR, which is highlighted below.
RACH-LessHO-r18 ::=                 SEQUENCE {
    targetNTA-r18                       ENUMERATED {zero, source}                                   OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    tci-StateID-r18                     TCI-StateId                                                 OPTIONAL,   -- Cond MobileIAB
    dg-beam-r18                         SSB-Index                                                   OPTIONAL,   -- Cond DG-RACH-LessHO
     ...
}

	Conditional Presence
	Explanation

	DG-RACH-LessHO
	The field is mandatory present when dynamic grant is used for initial uplink transmission in RACH-less handover in NTN. Otherwise, it is absent, Need R.

	MobileIAB
	The field is optionally present in case mobileIAB-Cell is broadcasted in SIB1. Otherwise, it is absent, Need N.



Please note above difference between NTN and mIAB. 
Since it is common understanding that NW should always provide beam indication in case of dynamic grant case in both NTN and mIAB, we propose to align with the formulation of RACH-less in NTN.
Proposal 2: Align the presence condition of tci-StateID-r18 for mIAB with dg-beam-r18 for NTN, i.e., modify it as follows:
	MobileIAB
	The field is optionally present in case mobileIAB-Cell is broadcasted in SIB1 mandatory present when dynamic grant is used for initial uplink transmission in RACH-less handover in Mobile IAB. Otherwise, it is absent, Need NR.


                                               
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss open RRC issues in mobile IAB. Our proposals can be found below. 
Proposal 1: Keep the current RRC specification on mobile IAB-MT barring, i.e., if UE is a mobile IAB-MT and if mobileIAB-Support is not provided for the selected PLMN nor the registered PLMN nor PLMN of the equivalent PLMN list nor the selected SNPN nor the registered SNPN, consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304.
Proposal 2: Align the presence condition of tci-StateID-r18 for mIAB with dg-beam-r18 for NTN, i.e., modify it as follows:
	MobileIAB
	The field is optionally present in case mobileIAB-Cell is broadcasted in SIB1 mandatory present when dynamic grant is used for initial uplink transmission in RACH-less handover in Mobile IAB. Otherwise, it is absent, Need NR.
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[Ericsson-Tony] | agree
with the intention, but
having this field
mandatory now it may
cause problem if in later
releases we want to add
more cases than the one
currently supported for
the N_TA. My proposal
would be to clarify in
the field description that
in this version of the
specification this field is
mandatory

This field should be
mandatory for
mobile IAB. Note
that in mobile IAB, it
was agreed that:

P for MIAB, the

network can always
provide a beam
indication

Modify it to: “The
field is mandatory
present in case

mehilelAB-Cell is
broadcasted in SIB1.
Otherwise, it is
absent, Need N."

[Ericsson-Tony] Similar comment as A100. |
think there are cases where this info is needed.
We can also leave this to network to be
consistent, but leaving the UE behavior
unspecified when some not reasonable
configuration is received is a bit dangerous.

[Qualcomm - Georg] Disagree with the change to
mandatory. RAN2 agreed that the network CAN
always configure a beam, but RAN2 did NOT
agree that it SHOULD always configure a beam.
On Samsung's comment: The discussion on
mandatory/optional for the beam indication is
independent of the scenarios where BACHless,HO
can be applied

[CATT - Yang]: Not sure whether the intention is
to make it mandatory for DG RACH-less HO in
OYARB, This field is not mandatory for g AB,
actually it is just mandatory in DG RACH-less HO
in gYAB, In addition, it's not mandatory for a
AB:node to broadcast the gydB-Cellin SIBL, it'
s not proper to mention that in description. We
suggest this rewording: “The field is mandatory
present when dynamic grant is used for initial
uplink transmission in RACH-less handover in
mobile IAB.”





