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 Introduction

This paper is for the following offline discussion:
	CB: # IAB4_MitInt
- Discuss and converge on the use case of PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs

- Is the use case in scope of RAN3 work?

- Should the case of no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor be considered?

- Should the cases of centralized and distributed PCI assignment be differentiated?

(moderator - ZTE)

Summary of offline disc R3-231903


This discussion has two phases:

Phase 1: Converge on potential proposals. Please give your feedback before Wednesday, 19th April, 2023, 12:00 UTC. 
Phase 2: TBD

The following contributions will be discussed in this CB:

	R3-231359
	Discussion on PCI collision avoidance for mobile IAB (ZTE)
	discussion

	R3-231443
	PCI collision mitigation of mobile IAB-node mobility (Lenovo)
	discussion

	R3-231473
	Mobile IAB interference mitigation (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	discussion

	R3-231485
	PCI collision for mobile IAB (Huawei)
	discussion

	R3-231526
	Discussion on mitigation of interference (Xiaomi)
	discussion

	R3-231537
	PCI Collision Avoidance for Mobile IAB-Nodes (Ericsson)
	discussion

	R3-231720
	Discussion on mitigation of interference (Samsung)
	discussion


 For the Chair’s Notes

Propose to capture the following Agreements:

…

Proposal 1: RAN3 to discuss how to avoid PCI collision in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor. 

Proposal 2: RAN3 to discuss whether PCI collision between mobile IAB cells can be predicted based on existing UE measurement report in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor. FFS on PCI collision detection/prediction by the MT’s donor or mobile IAB-node.  

Proposal 3: RAN3 to send an LS to SA5 with the following questions: 

Is current PCI Optimisation Function applicable for the scenario when gNB-CU and gNB-DU connect to the different OAMs. 

For mobile IAB node, is the current PCI Optimisation Function applicable for the scenario when IAB donor CU and mobile IAB-DU connect to different OAMs. 
 PHASE 1: Discussion

During RAN3#117bis-e meeting, the PCI collision issue was discussed and the following agreements were reached:

	PCI Space Partitioning is performed by OAM and up to implementation.

As baseline, to avoid PCI collision, F1-terminating IAB-donor can reconfigure PCI for the cell of mobile IAB-DU via existing F1AP message.

PCI-change on the IAB-node can be supported via handover of connected UEs between cells using old and new PCI, respectively.

FFS for the PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs.

PCI collision can be detected by the F1-terminating IAB-donor of the mobile IAB-node.


 PCI collision detection/prediction during partial migration without Xn connection
During RAN3#119, the following agreements were achieved regarding the case in absence of Xn connection, which means support of partial migration when there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor needs to be considered.
	RAN3 not to work on solutions addressing use cases where inter donor IP connectivity is not available.

For scenarios without Xn, RAN3 to investigate whether IAB-related Xn signaling for partial migration and DU migration can be carried via NG using a container to avoid the impact on the AMF.


In [R3-231359 ZTE], it is observed that in the scenario when partial migration is executed and there is no Xn connection between the F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor, there is some problem for the F1-terminating IAB-donor to detect/predict PCI collision. 

The reason is that the F1-terminating donor may be far away from the MT’s target donor and is not able to obtain the PCIs used by the serving cells and neighbouring cells of the MT’s target donor considering that there is no Xn connection between the two donors. 

Furthermore, it is observed that PCI collision cannot be predicted/avoided based on UE measurement report. In UE report method, UEs served by the mobile IAB node report the detected PCI and corresponding NCGI after the mobile IAB node moves into the coverage of the cell with the same PCI. In this situation, the UE report method doesn’t help since PCI collision is detected after the collision occurs, which is too late. 
In [R3-231443 Lenovo], it is suggested that in case of partial migration without Xn connection, F1-terminating IAB-donor-CU can detect the potential PCI collision based on measurement report from served UEs.

In [R3-231526 Xiaomi], it is suggested that this issue can be solved based on the existing signalling, i.e. measurement information reported from the UE or neighbour information transferred from the non-F1 terminating donor.  
In [R3-231485 HW], it is observed that measurement report from served UEs may not work well, i.e. the UE may not be able to report the cell information (if has same PCI with the mobile IAB-DU) correctly, because this cell will cause big interference to the UE and it is not distinguishable to UE. And it is suggested that PCI collision can be detected by the mobile IAB-node in the absence of Xn interface. And it is suggested that a list of PCIs can be pre-configured to the mobile IAB node, and the mobile IAB node select a new one if detects potential confliction. In the moderator’s view, it’s not clear how could the mobile IAB node detects PCI collision by itself in the absence of Xn interface. 
In [R3-231720 SS], it is suggested that the source IAB donor CU should inform the target IAB donor CU of PCI collision, and the target IAB donor CU decides the new PCI and forwards it to the source IAB donor CU for PCI reconfiguration of mobile IAB cell. However, in the moderator’s view, it’s not clear how could the source donor detect/predict the PCI collision for the mobile IAB node.  
In [R3-231537 Ericsson], It is observed that PCI collision detection by the mIAB-MT node is not always possible, and PCI collision can be predicted by sharing the information about configured PCIs between IAB-donors. In the moderator’s view, it’s not clear how could information about configured PCIs be shared between IAB-donors in absence of Xn connection. 
In [R3-231473 Nokia], it is observed that existing method (e.g., UE ANR reporting) can be used,  and the RAN serving the mobile IAB-nodes will be aware of the mobile IAB locations and the mobility history at least on the cell resolution which will be in normal cases enough to detect or estimate the probability of colliding PCIs of two mobile IAB-nodes. And it is suggested that no further enhancements are needed for PCI collision detection/avoidance.

Q1: Do you agree that partial migration when there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor needs to be considered based on RAN3 agreements?

	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes, but nothing new is needed
	See our answer to Q2.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	The only thing that matter here is the MT and DU are connected to separate CUs without Xn.

The UEs can be configured to include CGI-InfoNR in the measurement results, which allows the DU’s CU to derive that the UE sees two cells with same PCI but different NGCI. The DU’s CU can then reconfigure the mIAB-DU-cells PCI to a value that has not be reported by the mIAB-DU’s UEs.

This procedure can be autonomously applied by the DU’s CU without need for Xn.

	Lenovo
	Yes, but
	Agree to consider the scenario, but this can be handled by F1-terminating IAB-donor-CU based on measurement report from served UEs.

	Nokia
	No
	If no Xn, then no partial migration. What is the scenario for partial migration without Xn? Please clarify the scenario. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Nokia has a good point, and the agreement above doesn’t mean the scenario will be supported.

	Samsung
	See comment
	Even though there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor, the PCI collision can also be detected by UE measurement report. However, at this time PCI collision has already occurred and UEs have be impacted. In order to avoid/mitigate impact on UEs, it is better to consider Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor during multiple partial migration for PCI collision prediction.

	Huawei
	See the comments
	First, the scenario where there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor will appear if we do nothing on the MT or DU’s target CU selection. Therefore, we propose to consider how to avoid the scenario of no Xn between F1-terminating donor and MT’s target donor in the target donor selection stage, as analyzed in our discussion paper in AI 13.2. If the Xn interface is ensured, there is no issue for the PCI collision detection, because the two CUs can exchange information about the served cells, and can detect the potential PCI collision in advance, using existing mechanism.

Second, if we do not have consensus on selecting target CU with Xn for the consecutive partial migration, there is issue if no Xn interface between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor. The issue is: F1 terminating CU has no idea about the info of cells near the mIAB-node, and cannot detect the PCI collision.

	ZTE
	Yes 
	RAN3 agreements implies that partial migration when there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor needs to be supported.

	
	
	


Summary:

8 companies provided feedback on Q1. 

6/8 companies agree that the scenario of partial migration without Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor needs to be supported in R18. 3/6 companies think this scenario can be supported via current UE measurement report while 3/6 companies think current UE measurement report mechanism cannot solve the problem since it cannot help to avoid PCI collision.  
2/8 companies doubts RAN3 agreements doesn’t imply that partial migration without Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor is to be supported. 

1/8 company thinks this scenario will appear if we do nothing on the MT or DU’s target CU selection and proposes to consider how to avoid this scenario. If the scenario cannot be avoided, it needs to be discussed. The moderator believes this can be discussed in AI 13.2. 
Reply to nokia: partial migration is designed when there is Xn in R17. In R18, RAN3 is discussing how partial migration is supported without Xn. Please refer to the RAN3 agreements copied in the below. So it’s incorrect to say “If no Xn, then no partial migration.”  

	RAN3#117 agreement:

RAN3 to discuss how inter-donor topology adaptation can be supported for mobile IAB in absence of Xn and/or inter-donor IP routability.

RAN3#119 agreement:

RAN3 not to work on solutions addressing use cases where inter donor IP connectivity is not available.

For scenarios without Xn, RAN3 to investigate whether IAB-related Xn signaling for partial migration and DU migration can be carried via NG using a container to avoid the impact on the AMF.


Based on the discussion, the moderator emphasize that one of the objective of R18 IAB WID is to avoid potential reference and control signal collisions. That means the PCI collision needs to be predicted in advance rather than detected after the PCI collsion occurs. 
	Mitigation of interference due to IAB-node mobility, including the avoidance of potential reference and control signal collisions (e.g. PCI, RACH). [RAN3, RAN2]


So the moderator proposes:

Proposal 1: RAN3 to discuss how to avoid PCI collision in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor. 
Q2: During partial migration without Xn connection between F1-terminating donor and MT’s target donor, which of the following options is used for PCI collision detection/prediction for mobile IAB node? Please explain how it works in detail. 
- Option 1: based on UE measurement report

- Option 2: detected by the mobile IAB-node itself, please explain how could mobile IAB-node detects the PCI collision. 
- Option 3: by the F1-terminating donor, please explain how could the F1-terminating donor be aware of the PCIs used by the serving cells and neighbouring cells of the MT’s target donor in absence of Xn connection between the two donors.
- Option 4: by MT’s target donor 

	Company
	Option 1/2/3/4
	Comments

	Ericsson
	1 and 3
	Option 3 can be used when there is XnAP connectivity between the mIAB-MT’s CU and mIAB-DU’s CU. If there exists XnAP connectivity between mIAB-DU’s CU and mIAB-MT’s CU, the PCI collision can be predicted by sharing the PCI information between donors. For the case when there is no XnAP connectivity, Option 1 can be used.

Option 1 is legacy – the UEs can read PCIs of surrounding cells and report them to the mIAB-DU’s donor. If there is no XnAP connectivity between donors, the mIAB-DU’s donor can, detect PCI collision, based on UE reports. The F1-terminating donor CU can then change the PCI of the DU cell depending upon whether already standardized distributed or centralized PCI allocation schemes are in use by the operator. 

In Option 1, the CU can memorize that there has been a PCI collision, together with the location information of the UE and mIAB-node. This knowledge, from that point on, de facto enables PCI prediction - later on, if needed, the CU can use this knowledge to pre-emptively reconfigure the PCI every time one of its mIAB nodes traverses the area where the PCI collision occurred.

Of course, Option 1 can be also used when XnAP connectivity exists.

These two options are sufficient.

	Qualcomm
	1 and 3
	The main point here is that MT and DU connect to different CUs without Xn. 

Option 1: The UE measurement reports provide info on cells with same PCI but different NCGI.

Option 3: The F1-terminating donor is the donor receiving these measurement reports and it is in the position to reconfigure the mIAB-DU’s cell PCI in case there is a collision.

Option 2: Yes, the IAB-node performs the L3 measurements it reports so it is also in the position to derive information on potential PCI collisions. However, it does not have any means to mitigate such collisions. 

Option 4: The MT’s donor receives MT’s measurement reports. However, the MT’s measurement report may not be indicative about PCI collisions experienced by the mIAB-DU’s cells. Further, the MT’s donor wouldn’t be able to mitigate such collisions since it cannot reconfigure the DU’s cell PCI.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	

	Xiaomi
	Option 1 and 3 
	We share similar view with E///

	Samsung
	1 and 3
	For option 1, PCI collision can be detected by UE measurement report when there is no Xn between F1-terminating donor and the MT’s target donor. However, PCI collision has already occurred and UEs have been impacted. Even though F1-terminating donor can memorize the information on PCI collision reported by UEs, PCIs of surrounding cells reported by UE may also be changed in the future.
For option 3, share the same view with Ericsson, which is that the PCI collision can be predicted by sharing the PCI information between donors when Xn interface exists.

	Huawei
	Option 2
	Option 1 does not work, because the UE served by the mIAB cannot distinguish two cells based on measurement, because the two cells’ signal will cause strong interference to each other, UE may even not able to decode the serving cell signaling correctly if suffering strong interference.

For option 2, the mobile IAB-node detects the PCI collision based on the MT’s measurement, considering that the co-located DU’s transmission will not impact the IAB-MT’s measurement due to proper duplex design. The IAB-MT can measure a neighbor cell, and know the cell’s PCIs. When the MT find a neighbor cell’s PCI is same as its co-located DU’s cell, the MT can detect the PCI collision.

Option 3 and 4 has similar problem, because there is no Xn interface between the two CUs, neither of the two donors can detect the PCI collision. 

	ZTE
	Option 4
	Option 1 cannot work to predict the PCI collision. In UE report method, UEs served by the mobile IAB node report the detected PCI and corresponding NCGI after the mobile IAB node moves into the coverage of the cell with the same PCI. In this situation, the UE report method doesn’t help since PCI collision is detected after the collision occurs, which is too late. 
On QC’s comment, we would like to clarify that option 4 is not based on UE measurement report. MT’s source donor can send the PCI used by the mobile IAB node to MT’s target donor, e.g., in the handover request message for MT HO. MT’s donor can predict the PCI collision based on the received PCI in the HO request message. And MT’s donor can reconfigure PCI for the mobile IAB node if needed via the HO cmd message. 

	
	
	


Summary:

7 companies provided feedback on Q2.

5/7 companies think option1 (i.e. based on UE measurement report) can be used to detect/predict PCI collision for partial migration when there is no Xn connection. Specifically, one company suggests that the CU can memorize that there has been a PCI collision, together with the location information of the UE and mIAB-node. In moderator’s view, the PCI collision may occure between mobile IAB nodes rather than between mobile IAB node and stationary gNB. For PCI collision between mobile IAB nodes, it cannot be predicted by history information and location information. 
3/7 companies believe option 1 cannot work. 
1/7 company think option 2 (i.e. detected by the mobile IAB-node itself) can be used in this scenario. 

1/7 company think option 4(i.e. detected by MT’s target donor after receiving PCI used by mIAB cell in HO request for MT HO) can work in this scenario. 

Based on the discussion, the moderator proposes:

Proposal 2: RAN3 to discuss whether PCI collision between mobile IAB cells can be predicted based on existing UE measurement report in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor. FFS on PCI collision detection/prediction by the MT’s donor or mobile IAB-node.  
Q3: During partial migration without Xn connection between F1-terminating donor and MT’s target donor, which of the following options is used to reconfigure the PCI for mobile IAB cell upon PCI collision? 

- Option 1: the mobile IAB node select a new one from the pre-configured PCI list
- Option 2: reconfigured by the F1-terminating donor via F1
- Option 3: reconfigured by the MT’s target donor via RRC
	Company
	Option 1/2/3
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	The DU cells are under the control of the F1-terminating donor CU so it should be in charge of reconfiguring the PCIs through legacy procedures.

Allowing the mIAB-node of the mIAB-MT’s donor to reconfigure the mIAB-node’s PCI can lead to a domino effect of PCI collisions in the surrounding network, forcing other mIAB-nodes and gNBs nearby to change their PCIs. Hence, Options 1 and 3 should be avoided.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	Agree with Ericsson

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	Agree with Ericsson

	Xiaomi 
	Option 2 + OAM
	Agree with E///’s view on option2, we also think the PCI can reconfigured by OAM

	Samsung
	See comment
	Because F1-terminating donor may be far away from MT’s target donor and have no Xn with MT’s target donor and neighbor donors of MT’s target donor, it may have no idea about the PCI assignment of surrounding donors of MT’s target donor. Even though PCI collision can be detected by F1-terminating donor based on UE measurement report, MT’s target donor has a better acknowledge about the surrounding donors of itself. If F1-terminating donor reconfigures PCI for mIAB directly, PCI collision may happen again when mIAB moves into surrounding donors of MT’s target donor. Therefore, a better way is that MT’s target donor decides the new PCI and informs F1-terminating donor of it, then F1-terminating donor reconfigures this new PCI for mIAB.

	Huawei
	Option 1
	The available PCI list for the mobile IAB node can be pre-configured on it. If the mobile IAB-node detects the PCI collision, it can select a non-collided PCI from the PCI list to replace the collided one, and inform that to the F1 terminating donor. 

	ZTE
	Option 3
	In the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor, if the PCI collision is predicted by the MT’s donor as discussed in Q2, the new PCI should be configured by MT’s donor. 

On Ericsson’s comment, there is no domino effect if the PCI is configured by MT’s donor since the MT’s donor is quite aware of the PCIs used in surrounding cells of the mobile IAB cell. 

And it’s quite common to configure DU parameters via RRC. For instance, in R16, IAB node’s BAP address, IP address and default BAP configuration are configured via RRC. 

	
	
	


7 companies provided feedback on Q3. 

4/7 companies supports option 2 (reconfigured by the F1-terminating donor via F1). 
2/7 companies suggest that MT’s target donor is preferred to reconfigure PCI for mobile IAB cell in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor since MT’s target donor has a better acknowledge about the surrounding donors of the mobile IAB node.  
1/7 company supports option 1 (reconfigured by the mobile IAB node) and suggests that the available PCI list for the mobile IAB node can be pre-configured.

In the moderator’s view, the PCI reconfiguration is some kind of dependant on how PCI collision is detected/predicted. So the moderator sugguest to have no proposal on PCI reconfiguration at this stage and wait for the progress on the PCI collision prediction in the scenario when there is no Xn between DU’s donor and the MT’s donor. 
 PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs
In [R3-231443 Lenovo][R3-231526 Xiaomi], it is observed that legacy PCI Optimization Function cannot work when the mobile IAB-node and the IAB-donor-CU are served by different OAMs.

In [R3-231443 Lenovo], the following enhancements are proposed to solve this issue:

	For centralized PCI assignment in split gNB architecture, IAB-donor-CU and mobile IAB-node have following enhancements to legacy PCI Optimization Function if mobile IAB-node and IAB-donor-CU are served by different OAMs.

IAB-donor-CU informs the PCI collision to mobile IAB-node

Mobile IAB-node reports the new PCI to IAB-donor-CU
For distributed PCI assignment in split gNB architecture, mobile IAB-node may report the PCI list assigned by its OAM to IAB-donor-CU, and the IAB-donor-CU may select a new PCI value from the PCI list to upon PCI collision, if mobile IAB-node and IAB-donor-CU are served by different OAMs.


In [R3-231526 Xiaomi], the following enhancements are proposed to solve this issue:

	If it’s the mobile IAB node (or it’s OAM) to assign the new PCI, the PCI collision detection indication and the cell configuration of the neighbours should be transferred from IAB-donor of mobile IAB-DU to the mobile IAB-node.

If it’s IAB-donor of mobile IAB-DU (or it’s OAM) to assign the new PCI, we think the pre-configurations PCI list in the mobile IAB-node and the IAB-node movement info should be transferred from the mobile IAB-node to IAB-donor of mobile IAB-DU.


In [R3-231537 Ericsson], it is proposed that PCI reconfiguration for the scenario where the IAB-donor and the mIAB-node connect to different OAMs is out of RAN3 scope. And it is observed that it is always assumed that the DU and CU can be connected to different OAMs in our standardization work.  
In [R3-231473 Nokia], it is observed that from RAN3 perspective, the IAB node and IAB-donor may use different OAMs, just like normal gNB-DU and gNB-CU that may use different OAMs. And it is proposed that no enhancement is needed when the IAB node and IAB-donor use different OAMs.

Q4-1: Do you agree that normal DU and CU can be connected to different OAMs, and existing mechanism is sufficient for PCI reconfiguration in normal split gNB architecture where DU and CU are connected to different OAMs? If no, please provide the reason. 
Q4-2: Do you agree that the case where IAB-donor and IAB-node are connected to different OAMs is the same as normal split gNB architecture where DU and CU are connected to different OAMs? If no, please provide the reason.  
Q4-3: Do you agree that existing mechanism is sufficient for PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs? If no, please provide the reason and the solution. 

Q4-4: Do you agree that the PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs is out of RAN3 scope?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Q4-1: agree

Q4-2: Agree

Q4-3: Agree

Q4-4: Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Q4-1: Agree

Q4-2: Agree

Q4-3: see comment

Q4-4: see comment
	On Q4-3: PCI reconfiguration should avoid UE RLF. We agreed that this can be achieved by handing over UEs between cells with old and new PCIs, respectively. This is straightforward but we may not want to close the door yet on further discussion.

On Q4-4: We cannot simply state that it is out of scope. RAN3 cannot assume that two RAN nodes are supported by the same OAM.  

	Lenovo
	See comments
	For Q4-1 and Q4-2, agree that CU and DU can connect to different OAMs, but the existing mechanism may be only work well for the case if CU and DU connect to the same OAM. 

For example, in centralized PCI assignment in split gNB architecture, it’s the CU to detect the PCI collision and reconfigure the PCI, and CU reports the collision to its OAM. However, if CU and DU subject to different OAM, it’s better to report the collision to the OAM of DU to request a new PCI, rather than to report the collision to the OAM of CU.

Agree with QC for Q4-3 and Q4-4 to keep them open.

	Nokia
	Agree all
	Please note current system already support DU and CU from different vendors and using different OAM. 

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	Share view with Lenovo. 

We think the most difference between current system and mobile IAB involved network is that the PCI conflict can be very dynamic and frequent for the latter case, we need a better mechanism to avoid PCI collision.

In general, we prefer to keep Q4-3 and Q4-4 open.  

	Samsung
	Q4-1: agree

Q4-2: Agree

Q4-3: Agree

Q4-4: Agree
	

	Huawei
	Agree all
	No enhancement is needed.

	ZTE
	Agree to all 
	

	
	
	


Summary: 

8 companies provided feedback on Q4. 

5/8 companies agree to all the potential agreements, i.e. existing mechanism is sufficient for PCI reconfiguration in normal split gNB architecture where DU and CU are connected to different OAMs and existing mechanism is also sufficient for PCI reconfiguration in case of IAB-donor and IAB-node with different OAMs.
1 company agree to the first 2 of them and think we sould leave the issue for mobile IAB node open at current stage. 

2 companies think existing mechanism may only work well for the case if CU and DU connect to the same OAM, which implies that there is an isue for existing mechanism in split gNB architecture when gNB-CU and gNB-DU connect to the different OAMs.

Based on the disucussion, the moderator feels that we may not be able to achieve consensus on the OAM related aspects in RAN3 and suggests to send an LS to SA5 for confirmation. 

Proposal 3: RAN3 to send an LS to SA5 with the following questions: 

Is current PCI Optimisation Function applicable for the scenario when gNB-CU and gNB-DU connect to the different OAMs. 

For mobile IAB node, is the current PCI Optimisation Function applicable for the scenario when IAB donor CU and mobile IAB-DU connect to different OAMs. 
 Others 
Q5: Is there any other issue to be discussed for interference mitigation in mobile IAB scenario?  

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


 PHASE II: Convergence of PH1

 References
R3-231359
Discussion on PCI collision avoidance for mobile IAB (ZTE)

R3-231443
PCI collision mitigation of mobile IAB-node mobility (Lenovo)


R3-231473
Mobile IAB interference mitigation (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)


R3-231485
PCI collision for mobile IAB (Huawei)


R3-231526
Discussion on mitigation of interference (Xiaomi)


R3-231537
PCI Collision Avoidance for Mobile IAB-Nodes (Ericsson)

R3-231720
Discussion on mitigation of interference (Samsung)

