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1 
Introduction

	CB: # 67_IAB_Rel-16_Corrections

Chair: discuss and if agreeable, revise CRs

(QC - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206916


Let’s have a Phase 1 deadline f this discussion to be Thursday, November 5, 23:59:59 UTC. By that time, we should have gone through the first iteration.

The final deadline for Phase 2 is the same as for all email discussions, i.e., Tuesday, November 10, 1300 UTC. 

2
For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Proposal 1: Agree to R3-207078, CR to TS 38.473 on unsuccessful operations of IAB procedures (Huawei), which revises R3-206659 with the following changes:  for the BAP mapping configuration procedure, new cause values “unknown BAP address” and “Unknown BAP routing ID” are added. 

Proposal 2: Agree to R3-206660, CR to TS 38.473, on the Correction on the identification of IAB-donor-DU (Huawei, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CATT, Samsung).

Proposal 3: Agree to R3-207079, CR to TS 38.473 on the Context Setup procedure for IAB node (Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell,  Lenovo, Motorola Mobility), which revises R3-206661 with the following: “setup” is changed to “set up” in all places where this term represents a verb.  

Proposal 4: Agree R3-206662, CR to TS 38.473 on Correction on BAP address (HW, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) 

Proposal 5a: Agree to R3-207134, CR to TS 38.474 on DSCP marking for IAB F1-U (Perspecta Labs Inc., CISA ECD, AT&T), which adds the following clarification to this TS: “In the IAB system, the Diffserv code points used for the downlink F1-U shall be configurable by the CU-CP based on the O&M-configured mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points.
Proposal 5b: Agree to R3-207131, CR to TS 38.463 on DSCP markings IAB E1 (Perspecta Labs Inc., CISA ECD, AT&T), which adds the following clarification to the TS “The Diffserv code point (DSCP) marking is performed as specified in TS 38.474 [x].”

Proposal 6: IAB donor CU configures the F1-C transfer path to DU of the parent node via F1AP.  

Proposal 7: Agree to R3-207070, CR to TS 38.473 on F1-C transfer for Rel-16 IAB (Samsung, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Huawei, CATT), which revises R3-205995.
Proposal 8: Agree to R3-207068, CR to TS 38.423 on Clarification for F1-C Traffic Container IE (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, Qualcomm), which revises R3-206285 by adding ‘, as’ in front of ‘defined in TS 33.501’.
Proposal 9: Agree to R3-207069, CR to TS 38.473 on Uniqueness of BH RLC channel ID (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, ZTE), which revises this TS to: “This IE uniquely identifies a BH RLC channel in the link between IAB-MT of the IAB-node and IAB-DU of the parent for a backhaul link of an IAB-node and or IAB-donor-DU”.
Proposal 10: Agree to R3-206154, CR to TS 36.423 on Correction of IAB related RRC Container in RRC TRANSFER message (NEC). 
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Discussion

	R3-206659
	Correction on unsuccessful operations of IAB procedures (Huawei)
	CR0665r1, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Adds the unsuccessful operations for BAP Mapping Config, gNB-DU Res Config, IAB TNL Addr Alloc.

Q1: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine to define Failure messages for those procedures. However, we are wondering if the existing cause values can cover those failure cases. Thus, before agreeing this CRs, we need have a clear view on that there is “appropriate cause value”; otherwise, new cause value should be defined.   
In summary, our view is:

Agree those failure messages on the condition that the “appropriate cause value” is defined. 

	Huawei
	Fine. The missing unsuccessful operations should be added. 
About the problem raised by Samsung, we think this should not restrict we add the unsuccessful operations first based on this contribution. If companies think the existing cause values is not enough for the IAB specific failure cases, the new cause values can be addressed by separate CR.  

	Ericsson
	Why is the Time to Wait IE included in these failure messages? Looking at the F1AP spec, we only have it in certain interface management messages + in the IAB UP CONFIGURATION UPDATE FAILURE message (for which we also wonder about the necessity of TTW).

If companies think that new cause values are needed, they should submit dedicated CRs.

	Samsung2
	To have a complete solution for this issue, some new cause values are suggested for further discussion:

· Unknown BAP routing ID 

· Unknown Next-hop BAP address
These two cause value may be applicable for BAP mapping procedure, since in BAP MAPPING CONFIGURTION message, the BAP routing ID and next-hop BAP address are used. 

For gNB-DU resource configuration procedure, the cause values for gNB-DU configuration update may be applicable. So, new cause value may not need. 

For IAB TNL address procedure, the existing “Unknown TNL address for IAB” can be reused. So, new cause value may not need

	ZTE
	Fine

	Nokia
	We would like to clarify the scenario. 

· For BAP Mapping Configuration procedure, what is the scenario for “cannot accept the configuration”? It does not apply to “Add”. Then for “Remove”, does it mean all Remove cannot be performed?

· For IAB TNL Address Allocation procedure, if the Request is 4 IPv4 address and 6 IPv6 address, is the Failure only sent when none of the IPv4 or IPv6 is allocated?  

	CATT
	Fine. 

We are open to adding TTW in gNB-DU Resource Configuration message. Introducing TTW is reasonable. However, not introduce it would influence nothing. In current F1 specs, only the unsuccessful operation of  F1 Setup, gNB-CU Configuration Update, gNB-CU Configuration Update have such TTW descriptions. 

For cause value, we prefer “Unknown BAP address” in BAP MAPPING CONFIGURTION message

	Huawei 2
	For the BAP mapping configuration procedure, the new cause value “unknown BAP address” and “Unknown BAP routing ID” can be added, the first one is for the failure case that in the BH Routing Information Added List, the configured next hop BAP address cannot identify any child nodes nor any parent nodes, and the second one is for the failure case that in the BH Routing Information Removed List, the BAP Routing ID cannot be used to identify any matched entry of the previous configured mapping table. 

About the Time to wait IE, we think this will be helpful for reducing some unnecessary signaling if the receiving node is not ready for receiving another similar configuration from the sending node, similar as other Non-UE associated procedures (e.g. F1 Setup, gNB-CU Configuration Update, gNB-CU Configuration Update). By the way, this IE is optional, it will be flexible for the receiving node to determine whether carry the TTW or not.  So we think it is no harm to include this optional IE.

For the Nokia’s comments:

· For BAP Mapping Configuration procedure. Both the “Add” and the “Remove” operation may fails,  for example the configured “Add list” carries next-hop BAP address which is neither an parent node’s BAP address nor an child node’s BAP address, then the “add” operation will fail. For the “remove”, the included “BAP Routing ID” or the “Mapping Information Index” is not included in the previous configured mapping table, the removal operation will fails. To my understanding, the unsuccessful operation is to address the case that all the configurations cannot be successfully performed. If the concern is that maybe only part of the configuration is unsuccessful, we may need to add some change to the Acknowledge message in successful operation, to tell the transmitting node, which configuration is not performed successfully. We are open to discuss this, but tend to handle such issue by a separate CR.
· For IAB TNL Address Allocation procedure, the Failure procedure will occur when none of the requested IP addresses can be provided by the gNB-DU.  


Moderator’s view: It seems we keep the CR and only add the cause values for BAP mapping configuration procedure. Further refinements can be done by follow-up CR>

Proposal 1: Revise R3-206659: for the BAP mapping configuration procedure, add new cause values “unknown BAP address” and “Unknown BAP routing ID”. 

Updated to:

Proposal 1: Agree to R3-207078, CR to TS 38.473 on unsuccessful operations of IAB procedures (Huawei), which revises R3-206659 with the following changes:  for the BAP mapping configuration procedure, new cause values “unknown BAP address” and “Unknown BAP routing ID” are added. 

	R3-206660
	Correction on the identification of IAB-donor-DU (Huawei, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CATT, Samsung)
	CR0666r1, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Adds NOTE to clarify that how the IAB-donor-CU recognizes an IAB-donor-DU is up to implementation

Q2: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung 
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK, but what is the reason for the changes made wrt the August version of this same CR?

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Fine

	CATT
	Fine


Proposal 2: Agree to R3-206660
Updated to:

Proposal 2: Agree to R3-206660, CR to TS 38.473, on the Correction on the identification of IAB-donor-DU (Huawei, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, CATT, Samsung).

	R3-206661
	Correction on the Context Setup procedure for IAB node (Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell,  Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
	CR0667r1, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Various corrections to ctxt setup for IAB node

Q3: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK, but the proposed text should say “set up” (which is a verb), instead of “setup” (which is a noun). There are countless instances of this mistake all over this spec.

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Fine

	CATT
	Fine

	Huawei 2
	According to Ericsson’s suggestion, we can update the words to be “set up” in the revised sentences. Other places may need to be handled by the rapporteur CR.


Proposal 3: Revise R3-206661: change “setup” to “set up” in all places where this term represents a verb. 

Updated to:

Proposal 3: Agree to R3-207079, CR to TS 38.473 on the Context Setup procedure for IAB node (Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell,  Lenovo, Motorola Mobility), which revises R3-206661 with the following: “setup” is changed to “set up” in all places where this term represents a verb. 

	R3-206662
	Correction on BAP address (Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
	CR0668r1, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Modify Semantics descry for BAP address IE to: “Corresponds to the bap-Address-r16, defined in subclause 6.2.2 or subclause 6.3.2 of TS 38.331 [8], or the iab-donor-DU-BAP-address-r16 defined in subclause 6.2.2 of TS 38.331[8].”

Q4: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Fine

	CATT
	Fine


Proposal 4: Agree R3-206662 
Updated to:

Proposal 4: Agree R3-206662, CR to TS 38.473 on Correction on BAP address (HW, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Samsung, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility) 

	R3-205945
	Correction on DSCP Derivation in IAB-donor node (Perspecta Labs Inc., CISA ECD, AT&T)
	CR0556r, TS 38.463 v16.3.0, Rel-16, Cat. F




Specify the DSCP derivation at the gNB-CU-CP based on 5G QoS Identifier (5QI), the Priority Level (if explicitly signaled), and other NG-RAN traffic parameters (e.g. ARP) for priority services (e.g. MPS) user plane traffic, when the gNB supports IAB and operates as an IAB-donor.

Q5: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	We understand the intention and are fine to add some clarifications. Since TS38.474 already has clear description, shall we just simply refer it, e.g., 

“The Diffserv code point (DSCP) marking is performed as specified in TS38.474 [x]”

	Huawei
	Not sure such clarification need to be added, since how to perform the DSCP marking is an existing issue and have been addressed in 38.474. A reference to the 38.474 may be a better way. 

	Ericsson
	Let us refer to TS 38.474 instead.

	ZTE
	Agree with Samsung.

	Nokia
	In current E1AP, Donor-CU-CP informs UP about the DSCP to be used for a F1-U to IAB-DU, but not specify how CP derive the DSCP value.  5945 is to clarify that CU-CP shall be configured with the mapping between traffic categories and DSCP, so it can derive the DSCP to UP.  This is ok, but shall not be specified in 38.463 that only define the behavior for receiver (i.e. UP).  

If needed, the change shall be in 38.474, e.g. 
In the IAB system, the Diffserv code points used for the downlink F1-U shall be configurable by the CU-CP, based on the O&M configured mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points.



	CATT
	Agree with Nokia for 38.474, and 38.463 should add “refer to TS 38.474”.

	Perspecta Labs
	Agree with the Nokia and Samsung approach with proposed texts: 

· In TS 38.463 add “The Diffserv code point (DSCP) marking is performed as specified in TS 38.474 [x]”

· In TS 38.474 add “In the IAB system, the Diffserv code points used for the downlink F1-U shall be configurable by the CU-CP with the mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points configured by O&M based on 5G QoS Identifier (5QI), the Priority Level (if explicitly signalled), and other NG-RAN traffic parameters (e.g. ARP).”

	Huawei 2
	We think the change for TS38.474 is not necessary, because in the current spec the following text in clause 5.4 is clear enough: 
IP Differentiated Services code point marking (IETF RFC 2474 [4]) shall be supported. The mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points shall be configurable by O&M based on 5G QoS Class Identifier (5CI) Characteristics and other NG-RAN traffic parameters. Traffic categories are implementation-specific and may be determined from the application parameters.


Moderator’s view: Nokia’s proposal seems sensible and has received some support. 

Proposal 5a: Add to 38.474: “In the IAB system, the Diffserv code points used for the downlink F1-U shall be configurable by the CU-CP based on the O&M-configured mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points.”
Proposal 5b: Add to 38.463: “The Diffserv code point (DSCP) marking is performed as specified in TS 38.474 [x]”.”

Updated to:

Proposal 5a: Agree to R3-207134, CR to TS 38.474 on DSCP marking for IAB F1-U (Perspecta Labs Inc., CISA ECD, AT&T), which adds the following clarification to this TS: “In the IAB system, the Diffserv code points used for the downlink F1-U shall be configurable by the CU-CP based on the O&M-configured mapping between traffic categories and Diffserv code points.
Proposal 5b: Agree to R3-207131, CR to TS 38.463 on DSCP markings IAB E1 (Perspecta Labs Inc., CISA ECD, AT&T), which adds the following clarification to the TS “The Diffserv code point (DSCP) marking is performed as specified in TS 38.474 [x].”

	R3-205994
	Correction on F1-C transfer in Rel-16 IAB (Samsung, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Huawei, CATT)
	discussion




IAB donor CU configures the F1-C transfer path to DU of the parent node via F1AP

Q6: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	This paper is a discussion paper rather than CR, but the problem is valid, and the proposal is fine.

	Ericsson
	The CR  in 5995 is OK, but if we agree the proposal of 5994 and capture it in Chairman notes, we think that a clarification is needed: namely, in the relevant chapter of 38.401 we have a distinction between ‘configure’ and ‘select’. Can we clarify in chairman notes that ‘configure’ does not mean ‘use’, because which leg is used is up to implementation?

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	The discussion paper can be noted. 

	CATT
	Fine


Proposal 6: IAB donor CU configures the F1-C transfer path to DU of the parent node via F1AP.  
	R3-205995
	CR on F1-C transfer for Rel-16 IAB (Samsung, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Huawei, CATT)
	CR0672r, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Adds F1-C Transfer Path IE in UE CONTEXT SETUP/MODIFICATION REQUEST message

Q7: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Fine. It may be better to clarify the specific behavior, rather “take it into account”. Will think about the words. 

	CATT
	Fine


Moderator’s view: We should agree to the CR even if Nokia doesn’t come up with a better wording for "take it into account”.
Proposal 7: Agree to R3-205995. 

Updated to:

Proposal 7: Agree to R3-207070, CR to TS 38.473 on F1-C transfer for Rel-16 IAB (Samsung, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Huawei, CATT), which revises R3-205995.

	R3-206285
	Clarification for F1-C Traffic Container IE (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, Qualcomm)
	CR1552r, TS 36.423 v16.3.0, Rel-16, Cat. F




Clarify the F1-C Traffic Container IE also include the IP packets to protect the traffic on the F1-C interface as defined in TS 33.501; Correct the RRC IE name to align with RRC.

Q8: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK, but can we add ‘, as’ in front of ‘defined’ in TS 33.501’?

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Agree with Ericsson. The update is uploaded to align with other “as defined” in the spec. 

	CATT
	Fine


Proposal 8: Agree to revision of R3-206285 in [tdoc#]. 

Updated to:

Proposal 8: Agree to R3-207068, CR to TS 38.423 on Clarification for F1-C Traffic Container IE (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, Qualcomm), which revises R3-206285 by adding ‘, as’ in front of ‘defined in TS 33.501’.
	R3-206286
	Uniqueness of BH RLC channel ID (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, ZTE)
	CR0645r1, TS 38.473 v16.3.1, Rel-16, Cat. F




Corrects the description for the RLC Channel ID IE to align with RRC.

Q9: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Unnecessary but fine

	Samsung
	Fine

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	The 38.331 says ‘The IE BH-RLC-ChannelID is used to identify a BH RLC channel in the link between IAB-MT of the IAB-node and IAB-DU of the parent IAB-node or IAB-donor-DU’
Why not align the text of the CR with the above? No strong view.

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Agree with Ericsson to use text similar to 38.331. Update is uploaded. 

	CATT
	No strong view


Proposal 9: Agree to revision of R3-206286 in [tdoc#]. 
Updated to:

Proposal 9: Agree to R3-207069, CR to TS 38.473 on Uniqueness of BH RLC channel ID (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Samsung, ZTE), which revises this TS to: “This IE uniquely identifies a BH RLC channel in the link between IAB-MT of the IAB-node and IAB-DU of the parent for a backhaul link of an IAB-node and or IAB-donor-DU”.
	R3-206154
	Correction of IAB related RRC Container in RRC TRANSFER message (NEC)
	CR1550r, TS 36.423 v16.3.0, Rel-16, Cat. F

Move to 9.3.7.1


Removes the IAB Information IE from the RRC TRANSFER message, instead, add in the semantic description in the RRC Container IE of the NR UE Report IE; also remove procedure text to follow the existing way, i.e. no special description of the receiving node behavior when receiving any content in the RRC container IE of the NR UE Report IE.

Q10: Please indicate you company’s views on this CR:

	Company
	Comments

	QC
	Fine

	Samsung 
	Fine. 
Alternatively, if NBC change is a concern, we can add “this IE is not used in this release” in the semantic. 

	Huawei
	Fine

	Ericsson
	OK

	ZTE
	Fine 

	Nokia
	Fine

	CATT
	Fine


Proposal 10: Agree to R3-206154. 
Updated to:

Proposal 10: Agree to R3-206154, CR to TS 36.423 on Correction of IAB related RRC Container in RRC TRANSFER message (NEC). 
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