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1	Introduction
This tdoc contains email discussion:

[89E][31][R17_IAB_scope] Initial round (Qualcomm)
Goal: Find a way forward on the proposed scope revisions.
Input contributions covered:  1759, 1772.
Moderator: Georg Hampel
2	Discussion
The referred documents:
· RP-201759: “Discussion on resource multiplexing and RAN sharing for Rel-17 IAB”, Qualcomm. This document has the following proposals:
· Proposal 1: RAN1 should discuss enhancements to resource multiplexing in Rel-17 considering topology redundancy scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in Rel-16.
· Proposal 2: WID objective on enhancements to resource multiplexing to refer to “dual-parent scenarios” instead of “dual-connectivity scenarios”.
· Proposal 3: RAN1 to consider intra-carrier multiplexing for dual-parent backhaul links.
· Proposal 4: Include RAN3-led objective to Rel-17 WID on enhancements for the support of IAB in RAN sharing scenarios, time-permitting.
· RP-201772: “Discussion on the intra-frequency NR DC operation for IAB”, ZTE. This document has the following proposals:
· Proposal 1: The RAN plenary discussion on intra-frequency DC for IAB is suggested to take into account the following:
· The discussion should focus on intra-donor CU topology redundancy scenario only. 
· The potential enhancements to IAB-MT which is also applicable to the normal UE in future release should be out of scope of Rel-17 IAB. 
· The discussion should clarify the impacts of intra-frequency DC (if supported) to the existing Rel-17 IAB WID.  

Both papers refer to the following WID section:
	· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, including:
· Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.





Question 1a: Should enhancements to the resource multiplexing for IAB consider scenarios other than dual connectivity, if defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing? 
NOTE: RAN2/3 contributions have proposed DAPS and multi-MT in this context.

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	There is a lot of interest for DAPS/multi-MT in RAN2/3. In case RAN2/3 agree to support such scenarios, RAN1 should provide necessary enhancements to resource multiplexing.

	AT&T 
	Yes
	Other multi-parent solutions can be considered in Rel-17 if they have advantages over dual connectivity. WGs should strive for a common resource multiplexing framework if possible.

	Futurewei
	No
	DAPS is designed for a short and transitory period of handover, which doesn’t provide stable connections to both parent nodes. It has limited UL transmission capability. It is not clear that DAPS is suitable for topology redundancy.
It’d expand the WID scope quite significantly, and require more works and TU for this aspect in RAN1 and RAN2/3.   

	ZTE, Sanechips
	No
	The approved WID only includes the DC technique in supporting topology redundancy. 
DAPS and multi-MT were discussed in RAN2/3 mainly under a different objective group (i.e., topology adaptation) in WID. The objective task of resource multiplexing is led by RAN1, but the mentioned “multi-parent techniques other than DC”, such as DAPS and multi-MT, have never been studied in RAN1 in context of IAB. Given the limited TU allocation in coming meetings (1TU/meeting for IAB) and the work load already on the table, the multi-parent solution within resource multiplexing should focus on DC only.  
In short, we prefer to keep DAPS and multi-MT within objective of topology adaptation (per RAN2/3 decision) given the two are more related to topology architecture but not resource multiplexing. If necessary, RAN1 can be added to participating WGs for this particular objective, in case RAN2/3 decide to support any of these techniques and expect RAN1 spec impact. 

	LG
	No
	We think that it is more important to give clear guidance to RAN1 for enhancements to the resource multiplexing and topology redundancy and this should be based on dual-connectivity scenarios only. If more generic scenarios are considered, e.g., dual-parent scenarios, it may be inevitable to large impact on RAN2 and RAN3 to support more generic scenarios including architecture and the conclusion on scenarios would be delayed and RAN1 progress would be also impacted by this delayed conclusion in RAN2/RAN3.
Furthermore, we also have strong concern on DAPS. DAPS has developed to support zero millisecond user plane interruption only for DAPS bearer and PDCP has an important role as an anchor point for this. However, the IAB node has BAP layer only and doesn’t have PDCP layer and DAPS bearer for forwarded data. Thus, we don’t think DAPS is correct approach to provide topology redundancy in IAB network. 

	Samsung
	No
	In Rel-16, the IAB-MT is considered as a subset of the UE functionalities of the NR Uu interface. In Rel-17, we need to follow this principle. Till now, a normal UE can only support dual connectivity. Thus, there is no reason to discuss scenarios other than dual connectivity before introducing it for a normal UE.

DAPS is a transient solution for reducing handover latency not for improving robustness and load balancing. So, the current DAPS is not applicable for the purpose of topology redundancy. Moreover, only BH RLC CH is visible between MT and its parent IAB nodes while DAPS is working based on radio bearer. We don’t think there is enough time to develop the whole new concept mechanism for IAB in this second release.

Multi-MT has been proposed in RAN2/RAN3 since Rel-16. However, the benefit and the necessity has not been acknowledged yet. Thus, more analysis is needed before introducing this concept to Rel-17. 
 
Therefore, given limited TUs for this WI, introducing a new aspect at this point should be avoided.

	vivo
	No
	The current WID scope just includes DC for topology robustness. If we add new feature we have to consider additional TU allocation. And widening the WID scope may result in inefficient discussion on DC.

	Verizon
	Yes
	DC is the primary technique agreed for IAB topology redundancy. Multi-MT scenarios proposed in RAN2/3 are also of interest to us. RAN1 specification impact (including additional scenarios for resource multiplexing) as a result of Multi-MT progress in RAN2/3 should be addressed. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Dual connectivity terminology seems to give different understanding to different working groups. It seems that RAN2/3 do not consider any intra-carrier DC cases, but Ran1 sees that is the more applicable case for resource multiplexing. As this is RAN1 objective, it would be good to modify the WI objective as “dual-connectivity scenarios for improved robustness and load balancing”, where RAN1 can focus on DAPS, multi-MT or any other DC scenarios that need special handling for resource multiplexing. 

	Ericsson
	No
	Resource multiplexing should only be for DC regardless of what solutions RAN2/3 agree for topology redundancy.

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree to consider at least DAPS and multi-MT.

	CATT
	No
	We think DAPS and multi-MT is mainly for topology adaptation when IAB migration, which is not for topology redundancy.
Regarding for topology redundancy, due to the TU limitation, we prefer to keep the current restriction in dual connectivity scenario.

	CMCC
	No 
	RAN1 should focus on the current scope of DC for robustness. Introducing new features or extend the scope of WID will increase the burden of RAN1 and also may reduce the efficiency of DC discussion. It seems that companies do not have a convergent view on DAPS and multi-MT. Thus there is no need to rush into it.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	For DAPS, our understanding is that the main intention is to reduce service interruption when there is inter donor topology update and this not relevant to topology redundancy. 
For the multi-MT scenario, whether or not it will be supported is still under discussion in RAN2/3 and the benefit of support this scenario is not quite clear. In Rel-16, the underlying assumption is one IAB node has one MT and one DU even though both can have multiple CCs. 
Therefore, we prefer to keep the scope to dual connectivity and further clarify whether intra-frequency DC is supported for IAB or not.

	Sony
	No
	We should stick to the current WID.



Summary – Initial discussion:
Yes: 5
No: 10
The majority of companies do not support the proposed rewording since they feel that:
· RAN WGs have not yet converged on other solutions than DC for robustness and load-balancing.
· The rewording implies a generalization which may lead to higher workload, which cannot be absorbed with present TU count.
Several companies are in favour of considering other solutions than DC.
Based on this outcome, no proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.

Question 1b: In case Q1a was answered with YES, should the above WID objective be reworded to refer to: “Support for dual-parent scenarios …” rather than “Support for dual-connectivity scenarios …”? Should a different rewording be used?

	Company
	Yes/No, or alternative rewording proposal
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Rewording to “dual-parent scenarios” is fine. Without such rewording, multiplexing for e.g. DAPS or multi-MT could not be supported

	AT&T
	Yes, but…
	We think it should be clarified that Rel-16 dual connectivity scenarios are still in scope so RAN1 can progress on those while new scenarios are considered in RAN2/RAN3. Perhaps this wording could be used: “Support for dual-parent scenarios, including existing Rel-16 dual connectivity scenarios,…”

	Nokia
	Yes
	Suggest removing “defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy”. 

	Ericsson
	Can be considered for topology adaptation enhancements
	We are ok to let RAN2/RAN3 look at “dual-parent scenarios” but that should be in the context of topology adaptation, i.e. with RAN3/RAN2 lead.
Additionally, it should be clarified which technique RAN2/RAN3 should consider specifically in order to achieve that, e.g. multi-MTs, DAPS, and that their feasibility should be evaluated. That is important in order to limit the scope of the WI. Also before including the term "dual-parent scenarios" in the WID, it should be properly defined and understood.

	Intel
	Yes
	Nokia’s proposal above is fine to us.

	
	
	



Summary – Initial discussion:
This issue is mute based on outcome of Q1a.

Question 2: Should intra-frequency multiplexing for dual-connectivity (or dual-parent) scenarios be considered in Rel-17 IAB? 
· Option 1: Not at all
· Option 2: With restrictions
Restriction a): Only for IAB, not for UEs
Restriction b): Only for intra donor, not for inter-donor
Restriction c): Others…
· Option 3: Yes, without restrictions

	Company
	Preferred option
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	2a)
	For IAB, enhancements to intra-frequency multiplexing should be fairly easy, e.g., by using the TDM resource multiplexing framework to orthogonalize the parent links. 
On restriction a): Enhancements to UEs are not in scope for Rel-17 IAB.
On restriction b): No need to restrict to intra-donor. Extension of resource multiplexing to inter-donor should be verily easy.

	AT&T
	3
	For option 2a), we can understand that the emphasis is on IAB-MTs not UEs, however it is unclear at this stage what aspects of the feature cannot be also be applied to UEs (at least in a forward compatible/generic manner)

	Futurewei
	2a), 2b), or 3







	
	We are open to 3, but considering the workload and available TU, 2a) or 2b) might be more realistic.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	1)
	There is no doubt that any enhancements specifically designed for IAB should not be assumed applicable to normal UE by default. However, the reasons for intra-frequency DC to be not supported for normal UE as of Rel-16 still hold for IAB MT, which is typically treated as “UE” in the spec. The spec would look strange if the two IAB nodes support intra-frequency DC with a “MT” but not with normal “UE”. In addition, comparing to a potential outlook that the IAB-MT and normal UE follow different philosophy in support intra-frequency DC, it would be more efficient for the spec to support, in the same way as it is now, a feature that is common to both MT and normal UE, and this should be done only when RAN comes up with intra-frequency DC for normal UE, where the feature is automatically inherited by IAB-MT.
Even with “TDM” between parent links, there could still be quite some new issues that need extensive discussions in WGs, such as:
· Whether the “TDM switching” between parent links should be static/semi-static or dynamic. The former one looks simple, but is somehow against the nature needs for this multi-parent application because the time slot assigned to a failing parent would not be available to another working parent either. The dynamic TDM switching between two parents may result in a more complicated 3-party (IAB + 2 parents) coordination comparing to 2-party (IAB + 1 parent) coordination for resource multiplexing. 
· To support intra-frequency DC may cause RAN1 to revise some Rel-16 IAB features that at least relies on MAC-CE coordination. One example is the guard symbol. In Rel-16, one parent node obtains “number of desired guard symbol” from child nodes and issues back “number of provided guard symbol”. There is zero priori study in working groups on how to make the “provided guard symbols” provided parent X also work on a DU-MT transition involving with parent Y. The coordination (if any) between two parents should be fast enough in order not to extend the MAC-CE responding time between the “desired number indication” and the “provided number indication”. However, such “fast enough” coordination may not be easy for wireless backhaul, especially across different donor nodes. 
· To support intra-frequency DC may also cause more complicated study on Rel-17 IAB features that are already agreed to be supported. For example, it seems not easy to support the combination of intra-frequency DC and case-7 timing (timing alignment between DL-Rx and UL-Rx): one IAB node has two different DL-Rx timing associating with two parent nodes, which would require a switching of UL-Rx timing between two timing candidates. This seems to be a brand new “timing advance mechanism” in both RAN1 and RAN4.  
It should be noted that RAN1 has so far no study covering above issues.     

	LG
	1)
	While intra-frequency multiplexing will increase the required amount of work for IAB, we don’t see a strong need to include that at this stage.

	Samsung
	1)
	Although we see a potential benefit of intra-carrier DC in terms of performance, we are not sure how much workload would be expected because this is a new aspect which has not been introduced for access link. Meanwhile, we think it may be better to discuss it for a normal UE first, and then apply to IAB.  Considering not good progress of e-meeting and the e-meeting planning at least until June next year, we'd like to prioritize inter-freq. multiplexing and then if time is permitted, we are open to further discuss on how to proceed for the intra-freq. multiplexing.

	vivo
	2a or 2b
	 We are open to consider intra frequency multiplexing, but we should keep the scope not so wide. We can strive to cover, at least,  the case of Intra-Donor

	Verizon
	3 or 2a
	Prefer 3 if time permitting as that would mean same treatment for both IAB-MTs and UEs in the specs. However, considering workload and time, we can take a step wise approach starting with 2a.

	Nokia
	2a)
	We agree that UE connectivity options are not within the scope of IAB. May be the formulation of options are not accurate, as option 2a is similar to our understanding of option 3. 

	Ericsson
	1
	Intra-carrier DC operation is not specified by 3GPP and it is outside of the scope of the IAB WI to specify it. Furthermore, it will substantially increase the scope of IAB which we think would be irresponsible at this time.

	CATT
	1)
	The intra-frequency is not supported by UE in R15/R16. Thus, to support intra-frequency DC needs more spec efforts, due to the TU limitation, we prefer to keep current WID as it is.

	CMCC
	
	If the intention is to introduce intra-carrier DC for both IAB and normal UE, it is out of the scope of IAB. The IAB specification should not impact the UE behaviour. And it is more appropriate to discuss this feature in another WI clearly and then introduce to the IAB spec for saving the efforts.

If this topic is focusing on IAB, more clarifications are needed on the target using scenario, benefits and the assumptions of the network architecture. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	2a)
	We are fine to include intra-frequency DC in the scope but would like to restrict it to IAB nodes only. 

	Sony
	2a, 2b
	We are fine to include intra-freq with the restrictions. And we understand that these are for IAB-MTs.



Summary – Initial discussion:
Almost all companies phrased at least some concern about the limited time available for the discussion of this feature.
Against intra-frequency multiplexing (option 1): 5/15 companies. Main concern raised is the limit of TUs.
For intra-frequency multiplexing (options 2, 3): 8/15 companies. Most of these companies prefer restricting this feature to IAB (option 2b). 
More clarification needed: 1/15 company. 
There is certainly significant interest to consider intra-frequency multiplexing for IAB. To alleviate the concerns related to time, the following proposal might be a compromise:
Proposal 1: Time permitting, intra-frequency multiplexing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.

RP-201772 RP-201759 raises the issue on RAN sharing. While RAN sharing is generally supported in Rel-15/16, it has not been considered for RANs supporting IAB. The paper identifies scenarios, where RAN-sharing with IAB is not obvious, e.g., when PLMNs/NPNs use separate gNB-CU but share the same gNB-DU. The paper therefore recommends handling RAN sharing in Rel-17 IAB, time permitting.	Comment by Windows User: [ZTE] It should be RP-201759	Comment by QC-111e3: Thank you!
Question 3: Should RAN sharing with IAB be included as an objective into Rel-17 IAB WID? 

	Company
	No/Yes/Yes, time permitting
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes, time permitting 
	This is an important issue, so it should be addressed. However, progress should first be made on the other objectives.

	AT&T
	Yes
	Both shared gNB-CU and separate gNB-CU scenarios as discussed in 1759 should be considered in the Rel-17 IAB WI

	Futurewei
	Yes, time permitting
	Things can get complicated quickly as different sharing scenarios/strategies emerge.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Prefer not to explicitly include RAN sharing in WID
	It seems RAN3 intended to or even already opened the RAN sharing discussion for IAB, with existing WID having no explicit inclusion of “RAN sharing”. The current WID does not discourage such discussion and, on the other hand, adding a “time permitting” objective does not promote the topic either. We prefer to keep the WID as is. 

	LG
	Yes, if time allows
	Similar to the basic RAN sharing case in NG-RAN (CU/DU), it should be supported for IAB scenario. So if time allows it can be discussed at a later stage of this Release. If no time, this will be in Rel-18. 

	Samsung
	No
	Because the current WID already includes a lot of critical stuffs for IAB, we think we should focus on the current WID first. And then, if time is permitted, we are open to further discuss RAN sharing. However, this is a contribution-driven issue rather than explicitly including it into WID.

	vivo
	Yes, if time allows
	This may be useful for some operator deployment scenarios.

	Verizon
	Yes, time permitting
	RAN sharing should be extended for IAB considering both shared and separate gNB-CU scenarios. 

	Nokia
	Yes, time permitting 
	This issue is less important than other objectives. There may be no issue to support the RAN sharing scenarios in RP-201759.

	Ericsson
	No
	Again, it is not prudent to add more objectives to an already overloaded release.

	Intel
	Yes, time permitting
	RAN sharing is important, so depending on the time it should be considered.

	CATT
	No for now
	The current WID scope doesn’t include RAN sharing. It may need spec efforts to support RAN sharing for IAB. Due to the TU limitation, we prefer to keep the current WID as it is. If time allowed, we can further discuss this issue in the future.

	Huawei
	No
	We need further clarification, it seems there is a confusion here between resource management and the logical concept of Network Sharing we have in our specification … Does the “scenarios not obvious” you describe are related to configuration of the resource? 

	Sony
	Yes, if time allows
	But we don’t need to update WID.


Summary – Initial discussion:
Support of effort, time permitting: 10/15 companies
Further clarification needed on the topic: 1/15 company
Update of WID: 9/15 companies
No update of WID: 6/15 companies
There is strong support for RAN WGs to consider RAN sharing issues if time permits. Opponents were mostly concerned about adding this topic to the WID rather than having the discussion in case time permits. As a compromise, we may keep this topic out of the WID but agree on the following proposal:
Proposal 2: Time permitting, RAN sharing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.


Question 4: Other views not captured above?

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	




Summary of the initial round 
Question 1a: Should enhancements to the resource multiplexing for IAB consider scenarios other than dual connectivity, if defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing? 
NOTE: RAN2/3 contributions have proposed DAPS and multi-MT in this context.

Summary – Initial discussion:
Yes: 5/15
No: 10/15
The majority of companies do not support the proposed rewording since they feel that:
· RAN WGs have not yet converged on other solutions than DC for robustness and load-balancing.
· The rewording implies a generalization which may lead to higher workload, which cannot be absorbed with present TU count.
Several companies are in favour of considering other solutions than DC. 
Based on this outcome, no proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.
Please provide comments on not having any proposal here. Silence is interpreted as agreement.
	Company 
	Comments

	AT&T
	Can we at least have a RAN Plenary agreement to capture this understanding, so it is clear that other solutions can be proposed discussed in RAN2/RAN3? Something along the lines of, “At least dual connectivity scenarios are addressed in Rel-17. Other solutions for dual-parent operation are not precluded and can be further considered (e.g. based on RAN2/RAN3 discussions).”

	ZTE, Sanechips
	We are fine with Moderator’s conclusion, and would like to comment on AT&T’s latest comment: To our understanding, RAN2/RAN3 are allowed even today to discuss multi-parent operations (other than DC) under a different WID objectiveness (e.g., topology adaptation). The existing objectiveness led by RAN1 is clearly limited to DC only. Our concern is that RAN1 may not have full expertee to lead a work on something RAN1 did not touch before, such as DAPS and multi-MT.  

	Samsung
	We are OK with moderator’s proposal and also we don't feel a necessity of further RANP agreement.

	vivo
	Agree with moderator recommendation

	Huawei
	We prefer a clear scope per release. It is natural that proposal will be re-open at the end of work item for rel-18 as example not before.

	CMCC
	We are fine with moderator’s proposal. No proposal should be made under this topic.



Summary – Intermediate discussion:
4 of 5 companies are fine with moderator’s proposal. 
1 company proposes:  At least dual connectivity scenarios are addressed in Rel-17. Other solutions for dual-parent operation are not precluded and can be further considered (e.g. based on RAN2/RAN3 discussions).

Moderator’s view: The majority seems to be fine with moderator’s WF. Note that this proposal does not preclude any Rel-17 work on multi-parent scenarios. 

WF: No proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.


Question 1b: In case Q1a was answered with YES, should the above WID objective be reworded to refer to: “Support for dual-parent scenarios …” rather than “Support for dual-connectivity scenarios …”? Should a different rewording be used?

Summary – Initial discussion:
This issue is mute based on outcome of Q1a.

Question 2: Should intra-frequency multiplexing for dual-connectivity (or dual-parent) scenarios be considered in Rel-17 IAB? 
· Option 1: Not at all
· Option 2: With restrictions
Restriction a): Only for IAB, not for UEs
Restriction b): Only for intra donor, not for inter-donor
Restriction c): Others…
· Option 3: Yes, without restrictions

Summary – Initial discussion:
Almost all companies phrased at least some concern about the limited time available for the discussion of this feature.
Against intra-frequency multiplexing (option 1): 5/15 companies. Main concern raised is the limit of TUs.
For intra-frequency multiplexing (options 2, 3): 8/15 companies. Most of these companies prefer restricting this feature to IAB (option 2b). 
More clarification needed: 1/15 company. 
There is certainly significant interest to consider intra-frequency multiplexing for IAB. To alleviate the concerns related to time, the following proposal might be a compromise:
Proposal 1: Time permitting, intra-frequency multiplexing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.
Please provide comments on this proposal. Silence is interpreted as agreement.
	Company 
	Comments

	AT&T
	Since there is a majority preference to consider intra-frequency multiplexing and there is at least some commonality with the inter-frequency multiplexing solution, it should be discussed as early in the WI as possible. Of course, a highly-optimized solution in Rel-17 may not be possible due to time constraints. We suggest this wording instead: “Intra-frequency multiplexing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17, reusing existing solutions where possible and striving to minimize additional specification impact.”

	ZTE, Sanechips
	The proposal could make the whole WI scope not clear. 
· One WG may see “time permitting” but another WG sees “time not permitting”. Here we assume the DC scenario is still determined in RAN2/RAN3 but the most of spec work occurs in RAN1.  
· The proposal seems to move the debate of restrictions (e.g., TDM vs. non-TDM of two parent links, intra-donor vs. inter-donor, with vs. w/o working with Rel-17 simultaneous DU/MT operations, etc) to WGs. This could increase the work load in WGs with possibly nothing to be gained. The different WGs may also asynchronously apply the different restrictions in the discussion, which causes waste of time. 
Given the limited TU allocation for IAB, we prefer to postpone this “time permitting” item to a future plenary meeting decision when the Rel-17 IAB progress can more positively show “time permitting”. It makes more sense to discuss the restrictions (if any) at that time given “time permitting” and “restrictions” are dependent on each other. The key point in doing so is to keep the WID scoping clear at any time. With this thinking, a similar conclusion to that of Q1 seems to be a good settle-down for this meeting: 
No proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage based on Rel-17 IAB WI progress. 

	LG
	We sympathize ZTE’s concern. Since meaning and how to progress with ‘time permitted’ can be ambiguous, it would be better to have decision on potential inclusion of intra-frequency multiplexing in RAN#90e considering the progress there.

	Samsung
	We are OK with moderator's proposal. Also, we can live with ZTE's suggestion.

	CATT
	Currently, we don’t know how Rel-17 IAB can progress to allow adding more complicated issues in the WID. Thus, it would be better to revisit this issue in the future RANP meeting. The proposal made by ZTE is fine for us.

	Ericsson
	First of all, we think there is a slight editorial oversight in the proposal. We assume it should read: 
Proposal 1: Time permitting, intra-frequency multiplexing for intra-carrier dual connectivity can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.
Perhaps the moderator can clarify?
Secondly, we think more precise objectives are better and they help the WGs work more efficiently. Saying "time permitted" is ambiguous and different WGs will interpret it differently and some may have time available while others don't. From the current input from the chairmen it seems there is no time available to extend the scope at this point in time.

	vivo
	We are fine with moderator proposal

	Huawei
	It is not a good message for the WG to re-visit the scope of the WI by adding proposition every quarter … We are fine with the proposal from AT&T which define a clear objective with restriction in specification then in time.

	CMCC
	Share a similar view with Huawei. Revisit and extend the scope is not appropriate during the WI. 
The term “time permitted” is ambiguous. The workload and views of all WGs’ should be considered. 
If major companies have interest in the intra-carrier DC, the scope should be more clear and focused on it. Extend the scope during the WI will increase the burden of WGs and may reduce the efficiency of discussion. 

	Nokia
	A slight majority seems ok with the intra-frequency scenarios, and that is not reflected in the proposal above. Please note that RAN1 had only one meeting, and it is hard to predict the workload associated with the intra-frequency multiplexing scenario at this moment. Also, RAN1 might not see any required resource multiplexing discussions for inter-frequency DC scenarios, as that may not have resource multiplexing concerns.  Therefore, we think that some more discussion in RAN1 is needed to identify what are the intra-frequency multiplexing scenarios and inter-frequency multiplexing scenarios and related work associated with both. We would be OK with not having the proposal above and continuing the intra-frequency multiplexing discussion in RAN1.




Summary – Intermediate discussion:
The majority of companies does not support moderator’s proposal. 
Some companies believe intra-frequency DC should be discussed early. Others believe it RAN1 needs more time to discuss if it can be supported based on TUs. Yet others believe it should not be discussed at all due to limited TUs in RAN1.

Moderator’s view:
· Intra-carrier DC for IAB is certainly within the scope of the Rel-17 WID since it represents: 
“.. enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, …”.

· Intra-carrier DC for IAB is part of a RAN1-led objective. RAN2/3 have already provided the prerequisite in Rel-16, i.e., “dual-connectivity scenarios … in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing”.

· Based on initial and intermediate discussion, it seems companies have not converged on the technical aspects of this matter. This is a RAN1 issue and should be handled by RAN1.

This leads to an updated proposal:

Revision after intermediate discussion:
Proposal 1 (revised): RAN1 to decide on the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB in compliance with Rel-17 IAB WID.


Question 3: Should RAN sharing with IAB be included as an objective into Rel-17 IAB WID? 

Summary – Initial discussion:
Support of effort, time permitting: 10/15 companies
Further clarification needed on the topic: 1/15 company
Update of WID: 9/15 companies
No update of WID: 6/15 companies
There is strong support for RAN WGs to consider RAN sharing issues for IAB if time permits. Opponents were mostly concerned about adding this topic to the WID rather than having the discussion in case time permits. As a compromise, we may keep this topic out of the WID but agree on the following proposal:
Proposal 2: Time permitting, RAN sharing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.
Please provide comments on this proposal. Silence is interpreted as agreement.
	Company 
	Comments

	AT&T
	It seems that there the main issue is not whether RAN sharing is supported, but how optimized for IAB it will be. Based on that we suggest a slightly updated wording for the proposal: “RAN sharing is supported for IAB in Rel-17 with IAB-specific optimizations considered, time-permitting.”

	ZTE, Sanechips
	We are fine with moderator’s proposal in principle. A more accurate proposal to reflect the full picture could be:
Proposal 2: Time permitting, RAN sharing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17. No corresponding update to WID. 

	Samsung
	We are OK with ZTE's revision.

	CATT
	We are OK with moderator’s proposal and also fine to add “No corresponding update to WID”. But we don’t  think it’s necessary to indicate the potential mechanism in the proposal, such as “IAB-specific optimizations” proposed by AT&T.

	Ericsson
	Similar to the previous proposal, we think it seems there is no time left to extend the scope. In addition we are not willing to accept to add an objective to a work item without adding it to the WID. That is not helping the WGs and will only lead to confusion and long discussions. If the proposal is agreed, we insist it is added to the WID (although as stated previously, it seems there is no time available to extend the scope).

	vivo
	We are fine with moderator proposal

	Huawei
	Thanks to the clarification and reading the response from other companies we believe this topic will be time consuming. The formulation remains wide and confusing. Similar discussion occurred in past e.g. SON quota per operator for MLB, this was in high controversy… 
Technically speaking the problem of sharing and configuring the resource may not have RAN signalling impact…. 
We propose to make the proposal Noted. This does not preclude that a company if they believe something is broken in the current specification and on-going specification to discuss it in working group; there is always an agenda “Other”



Summary – Intermediate discussion:
5/7 companies do support discussion on RAN sharing for IAB in Rel-17, time permitting, while 2/7 companies are against discussion since they believe there is not enough time for this matter.
At the same time, 4/7 companies do not want to have anything added to the WID.

Moderator’s view:
· RAN sharing is certainly not contained in the WID, and there is not enough support to add it to the WID.

· It is always possible to discuss topics not contained in the WID if the respective RAN WG feels that it can be accommodated within the time budget, and this has also been done in Rel-16 IAB. Under this premise, proposal 2 carries rather little substance.

· Since there is objection against proposal 2, it is pointless to push for another even less meaningful compromise. Obviously, the matter may be revisited by RANP at any later stage.

Revision after intermediate discussion: 
WF: No proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage of the WI.


Summary of the intermediate round 

Question 1: Should enhancements to the resource multiplexing for IAB consider scenarios other than dual connectivity, if defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing? 

Based on the initial discussion, no proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.

Summary – Intermediate discussion:
4 of 5 companies are fine with moderator’s proposal. 
1 company proposes:  At least dual connectivity scenarios are addressed in Rel-17. Other solutions for dual-parent operation are not precluded and can be further considered (e.g. based on RAN2/RAN3 discussions).

Moderator’s view: The majority seems to be fine with moderator’s WF. Note that this proposal does not preclude any Rel-17 work on multi-parent scenarios. 

WF: No proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.

Please provide comments:
	Company
	Comments

	
	





Question 2: Should intra-frequency multiplexing for dual-connectivity (or dual-parent) scenarios be considered in Rel-17 IAB? 
· Option 1: Not at all
· Option 2: With restrictions
Restriction a): Only for IAB, not for UEs
Restriction b): Only for intra donor, not for inter-donor
Restriction c): Others…
· Option 3: Yes, without restrictions
Proposal 1 (after initial discussion): Time permitting, intra-frequency multiplexing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.


Summary – Intermediate discussion:
The majority of companies does not support moderator’s proposal. 
Some companies believe intra-frequency DC should be discussed early. Others believe it RAN1 needs more time to discuss if it can be supported based on TUs. Yet others believe it should not be discussed at all due to limited TUs in RAN1.

Moderator’s view:
· Intra-carrier DC for IAB is certainly within the scope of the Rel-17 WID since it represents: 
“.. enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, …”.

· Intra-carrier DC for IAB is part of a RAN1-led objective. RAN2/3 have already provided the prerequisite in Rel-16, i.e., “dual-connectivity scenarios … in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing”.

· Based on initial and intermediate discussion, it seems companies have not converged on the technical aspects of this matter. This is a RAN1 issue and should be handled by RAN1.

This leads to an updated proposal:

Revision after intermediate discussion:
Proposal 1 (revised): RAN1 to decide on the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB in compliance with Rel-17 IAB WID.

	Please provide comments:
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Although it is acceptable to us to send the decision task back to RAN1, we have different understanding from the “moderator’s view” provided above, especially the views of “Intra-carrier DC for IAB is certainly within the scope of the Rel-17 WID” and “part of a RAN1-led objective”. In our understanding, the existing WID does not make it clear whether or not intra-carrier DC is in WI scope, otherwise people won’t have such debate in RANP/RAN1/RAN3. To apply inter-carrier DC (with possibly less restrictions comparing to what are discussed for intra-carrier DC) to IAB can also fulfil the corresponding WID objectives. So to make it clear, the decision task in RANP or RAN WGs is NOT about whether to remove “something already in the WID” from the WID.  If people do not have the same understanding on this matter, it seems better to remove the wording “in compliance with Rel-17 IAB WID” from Proposal 1. 
In addition, we believe the intention here is to let RAN1 to firstly decide “whether” to support intra-carrier DC, rather than to decide just “how” to support intra-carrier DC which seems a natural interpretation of the proposal if people believe intra-carrier DC is already in WID scoping. 

	vivo
	We are fine with moderator proposal. The decision on supporting intra-carrier DC is up to RAN1 in compliance with Rel-17 IAB WID.s

	LG
	We have the same understanding with ZTE on the current WID, that is, RAN hasn’t agreed intra-carrier DC is within Rel-17 IAB scope since “intra-carrier DC” has not been a common concept for DC. 
We understand moderator modified the intermediate proposal due to the further comments on the ambiguity of “time permitted”. Considering current RAN1 load, and also considering current uncertainty of RAN2/RAN3 discussion on IAB backhaul structure, we think it is reasonable to revisit this discussion in RAN#90e rather than invoking RAN1 IAB discussion which is already congested enough.

	Ericsson
	Typically RAN plenary directs the work of the working groups through the WID. If this proposed objective constitutes something RAN1 need to work on and it is not part of the WID, then it is up to RAN plenary to decide to include it in a revised WID. Furthermore, we think that RAN1 does not have the mandate to specify intra-carrier DC since specifying a novel DC mode is clearly beyond the scope of IAB. IAB is about adapting existing UE functionality to fit the IAB context - not specifying competing functionality in an area where it is likely that UE functionality will be specified in future releases. We do not support the proposal.

	CATT
	We also have the same understanding that the intra-carrier DC is not in the current WID scope, since, even for UE, the intra-carrier DC is not supported in R15/R16.
We don't think it’s suitable to discuss this issue back to RAN1, since the intra-carrier DC also will impact RAN2/3. Thus, we prefer to revisit ‎this matter in RAN plenary at a later stage of the WI‎, if time allowed.

	Samsung
	On the proposal from moderator to let RAN1 decide on the support intra-carrier DC, we have a negative view. The reasoning is that this issue is a matter of IAB scope which is the responsibility of RAN and not RAN1. As a matter of fact, RAN1 already had lots of time for the discussion about whether or not the intra-carrier DC is within a scope of Rel-17 IAB and RAN1 conclusion was that “Further discussion in RAN3/RAN Plenary may be necessary for the intra-carrier DC scenario.” We do not think RAN1 would be able to reach a consensus in the next WG e-meeting and only waste valuable time.
The intra-carrier DC has not been specified for access links and at this point, we cannot expect how much specification efforts are required for this. In addition, it should be taken into account that e-meeting progress is not comparable with physical meeting. Considering all these aspects, we cannot accept moderator's proposal and then our proposal is that RAN1 do not discuss the intra-carrier DC in RAN1#103-e and RAN revisits the issue in RAN#90-e. 

	Huawei
	We are fine with proposal 1 (revised) from the moderator. 
The performance benefits of supporting intra-carrier DC is obvious similar to inter-band DC which is supported in Rel-16. Topology redundancy can be achieved via multiple links to boost the backhaul link capability or balance the load between different links. The more scenario it can be used, the more benefits can be expected.  
The main concern is the potential specification impact and most of the comments are related to resource multiplexing which does seem like a routine RAN1 discussion, e.g. whether TDM of resources is required considering different implementations; whether one feature can work jointly with another considering implementation and specification complexity, etc. Therefore, it is reasonable to leave the discussion to RAN1, considering it seems we cannot achieve consensus in RAN here due to lack of sufficient discussion on the resource multiplexing.
In addition, the proposal from the moderator is a good middle ground to let RAN1 conduct detailed technical discussions and decide whether and how to support this scenario based on the discussion status here. 

	Nokia
	We do support the Proposal 1 (revised): RAN1 to decide on the support of intra-carrier DC for IAB in compliance with Rel-17 IAB WID.

	CMCC
	It seems a little misleading per current revised proposal. From our understanding, the intention is to asking for decision or clarifications from the RAN plenary considering the opinions from RAN1, since this is more related to RAN1’s actions and workloads. It should be not to send the questions and discussions back to RAN1, since there was a round of discussion and no conclusion was made. RAN plenary should provide guidance and further clarifications of WID.




Summary of final discussion:
· Some companies support the moderator’s latest proposal.

· Some companies object to sending the decision back to RAN1. Instead, RANP should provide clarification to RAN1 on the interpretation of the WID, which they apparently asked for.

· Some companies have doubts that the “intra-carrier DC” is complaint with present WID”

· Some companies say that this effort would include only little work while others believe that it is a lot of work.


Moderator’s view:
RAN1’s conclusion from last meeting indeed indicates uncertainty if intra-frequency DC is compliant with the WID. RANP may want to provide clarification on this matter. At the same time, RANP should stay away from micromanaging technical details, i.e., what exactly would have to be done for “intra-frequency DC”. 

It seems the main issue relates to the term “intra-frequency DC” which appears like an oxymoron since it is currently neither supported nor discussed for UEs. We therefore may want to avoid this term and rather clarify what the WID actually supports and what it doesn’t. The WID objective states:

· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node. 

This objective does not provide any restriction on the use of frequencies for multiplexing among these links, i.e., they can be the same or different. The sub-bullet states: 

· including: Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing

Same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links (defined in the main bullet) certainly can support such dual-connectivity scenarios defined in the sub-bullet.

I happened to be the moderator of the email discussion that established this WID. When these objectives were defined, there was never the intention to preclude same-frequency multiplexing among parent links. In fact, the sub-bullet on “DC scenarios” was solely included to ensure that such scenarios are supported in Rel-17 since they were explicitly excluded from RAN1 work in Rel-16.

RANP could certainly discuss down-scoping of the WID to constrain WID objectives. However, such down-scoping has not been proposed by any of the companies. It is further a little too early for such down-scoping effort since Rel-17 has just started. However, we may not want to preclude the eventual need for such down-scoping.

We can therefore summarize: 

Proposal 1a: RANP clarifies that same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links is supported by the WID and it can support dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.

Proposal 1b: RANP may consider down-scoping of the WID in the next meetings based on progress made by RAN WGs.



Question 3: Should RAN sharing with IAB be included as an objective into Rel-17 IAB WID? 

Proposal 2 (after initial discussion): Time permitting, RAN sharing can be considered for IAB in Rel-17.

Summary – Intermediate discussion:
5/7 companies do support discussion on RAN sharing for IAB in Rel-17, time permitting, while 2/7 companies are against discussion since they believe there is not enough time for this matter.
At the same time, 4/7 companies do not want to have anything added to the WID.

Moderator’s view:
· RAN sharing is certainly not contained in the WID, and there is not enough support to add it to the WID.

· It is always possible to discuss topics not contained in the WID if the respective RAN WG feels that it can be accommodated within the time budget, and this has also been done in Rel-16 IAB. Under this premise, proposal 2 carries rather little substance.

· Since there is objection against proposal 2, it is pointless to push for another even less meaningful compromise. Obviously, the matter may be revisited by RANP at any later stage.

Revision after intermediate discussion: 
WF: No proposal is made. RANP may revisit the matter at a later stage of the WI.

Please provide comments:
	Company
	Comments

	vivo
	Agree with moderator WF. Based on operators’ deployment requirements, introduction of this feature can be reconsidered at later stage.



Summary of the final round 

Summary of final discussion:
· Some companies support the moderator’s latest proposal.

· Some companies object to sending the decision back to RAN1. Instead, RANP should provide clarification to RAN1 on the interpretation of the WID, which they apparently asked for.

· Some companies have doubts that the “intra-carrier DC” is complaint with present WID”

· Some companies say that this effort would include only little work while others believe that it is a lot of work.


Moderator’s view:
RAN1’s conclusion from last meeting indeed indicates uncertainty if intra-frequency DC is compliant with the WID. RANP may want to provide clarification on this matter. At the same time, RANP should stay away from micromanaging technical details, i.e., what exactly would have to be done for “intra-frequency DC”. 

It seems the main issue relates to the term “intra-frequency DC” which appears like an oxymoron since it is currently neither supported nor discussed for UEs. We therefore may want to avoid this term and rather clarify what the WID actually supports and what it doesn’t. The WID objective states:

· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node. 

This objective does not provide any restriction on the use of frequencies for multiplexing among these links, i.e., they can be the same or different. The sub-bullet states: 

· including: Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing

Same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links (defined in the main bullet) certainly can support such dual-connectivity scenarios defined in the sub-bullet.

I happened to be the moderator of the email discussion that established this WID. When these objectives were defined, there was never the intention to preclude same-frequency multiplexing among parent links. In fact, the sub-bullet on “DC scenarios” was solely included to ensure that such scenarios are supported in Rel-17 since they were explicitly excluded from RAN1 work in Rel-16.

RANP could certainly discuss down-scoping of the WID to constrain WID objectives. However, such down-scoping has not been proposed by any of the companies. It is further a little too early for such down-scoping effort since Rel-17 has just started. However, we may not want to preclude the eventual need for such down-scoping.

We can therefore summarize: 

Proposal 1a: RANP clarifies that same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links is supported by the WID and it can support dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.

Proposal 1b: RANP may consider down-scoping of the WID in the next meetings based on progress made by RAN WGs.

Comments of further discussion (final round 2)
ZTE
Unfortunately we cannot agree on the latest Proposal 1a and Proposal 1b. This is exactly what we concerned about in the last round -- a logic that intra-carrier DC is already in WID scope. We never had such an impression since last December, with the observations including:
    -- the WID bullet saying "Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of ...." does not define the DC scoping; instead, it just says the DC scoping will be defined by RAN2/RAN3 and then supported by WGs (led by RAN1). 
    -- there are comments saying RAN1 can take what RAN2/RAN3 agreed for IAB DC in Rel-16, which does not include intra-carrer DC. 
    -- even though both intra-carrier DC and inter-carrier DC can fulfill the objectives in WID, there was no such concept of intra-carrier DC on Uu interface at the time when WID was agreed, as pointed by LG in their email response. We suppose any big promotion on top of Uu Interface (i.e., some ultimate objectives not supported by access link) should be clearly marked in IAB WID, and intra-carrier DC is not there so far.  
    -- the conclusions from the latest meetings in both RAN1 and RAN3 do not show a single hint that intra-carrier DC is currently in WID scope. For example, what RAN1 concluded is "At least the inter-carrier DC scenario can be considered in Rel-17. Further discussion in RAN3/RAN Plenary may be necessary for the intra-carrier DC scenario."
    -- if intra-carrier DC were in WID scope, it is then indeed an intra-carrier DC without any restriction (it needs to work with simultaneous operations on two parent links as well as the simultaneous operations between parent link and child link). In our view this is a very risky scope item on which no WG put sufficient study before. It seems unlikely the majority companies were willing to take such risk at the time agreeing the WID. As a fact, we see just a half (8 out of 15) companies choosing Option 3 (without restriction) and option 2a (not applicable to normal UE) in the initial round of email discussion, where not all types of key restriction options (e.g. TDM of parent links) are explicitly offerred.  

With above, we have strong concern on the propoased clarification and the potential plenary position for a down-scoping. We would rather think the common understanding is the opposite (pls refer to RAN1/RAN3 conclusions) and the inclusion of intra-carrier DC is somehow an up-scoping. 
AT&T
Our understanding of the WID is a bit different from ZTE and perhaps even QC. We have always assumed that intra-freq multiplexing of parent/child links (including dual-parent scenarios) was always in scope – the question for Rel-17 was which solution(s) would be defined to support it. Also, given that intra-freq DC is not an existing scenario for UEs, it does seem fair that if decided to be applied to IAB, it should be captured explicitly by a WG (hence the debate in the previous meetings). Perhaps another solution could be defined instead (e.g. DAPS, multi-MT etc.), so if that aspect is controversial, can RAN Plenary at least confirm that intra-freq multiplexing of parent/child links (including dual-parent scenarios) is in scope so RAN1 and other WGs can assess the required spec impact in October? 

We would offer up this modification of the moderator’s proposal as a compromise to that end:

Proposal 1a’: RANP clarifies that same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links is supported by the WID and it can support dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3, including in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.
 
Proposal 1b: RANP may consider down-scoping of the WID in the next meetings based on progress made by RAN WGs.

Moderator
It seems we are getting side-tracked by talking about DC. The RAN1-led objective does not refer to DC, and it does not preclude intra-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links. Here it is again:

· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node. 

Intra-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB-node is therefore in scope. The following sub-bullet is introduced with “including...”, which therefore does not restrict this main objective. I believe that AT&T has proposed a nice WF, which removes the controversial aspect from the discussion. We therefore have:

Proposal 1a’: RANP TSG RAN clarifies that same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links is supported by the WID and it can support dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3, including in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.
 
Proposal 1b: RANP TSG RAN may consider down-scoping of the WID in the next meetings based on progress made by TSG RAN WGs.

Futurewei
Thanks for handling the discussion. We share the view of the moderator that the term “intra-frequency DC” may unnecessarily bundle things together and makes the views hard to converge. From the perspective of guiding RAN1 works, it would be sufficient to clarify that intra-frequency multiplexing is in the scope of the objective of “Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, …” Hence, we support the current Proposal 1a. Given that there is already a general acknowledgement in RP-202047 from chairmen that “Tightening of scope for some existing WIs may be addressed at December plenary to ensure timely progress”, is Proposal 1b still needed?


ZTE
To be honest, we are still not convinced to agree the latest proposals. Two further comments from our side. 
1). The main bullet of RAN1-led objective (Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node) covers both intra-carrier multiplexing and inter-carrier multiplexing. There is no hint from WID that the intra-carrier multiplexing would, by itself alone, cover everything included in this objective. For example, assume one IAB node have one child link X and two parent links Y and Z. The main RAN1-led bullet allows either X and Y on the same carrier or X and Z on the same carrier, but not necessarily all X, Y and Z on the same carrier. In other words, if people split the parent-child multiplexing methods to method A (e.g. intra-freq DC) and method B (e.g., inter-freq DC), and split the topology scenario to scenario C (e.g., single parent) and scenario D (e.g., two parents), there is no hint from WID to nail down a specific multiplexing method for a specific topology scenario.  
2). We have the doubt how the given proposal could help to solve the "intra-carrier DC" question raised from WGs. Take another example where the IAB node has one child link X and two parent links Y and Z, where the child link X has either CA or DC containing two frequencies f1 and f2, the parent link Y is on frequency f1 and parent link Z is on frequency f2. Then the whole picture satisifies the proposal 1a (intra-carrier multiplexing between parent link and child link applies) but the intra-carrier DC is not there.  
Vivo
Thanks for handling this email discussion. We share the view of the moderator that WID scope has no restriction on the use of frequencies for multiplexing among different IAB links. I believe if there was such restriction, it should be reflected in WID objective. So, we support we support the current Proposal 1a. if time does not allow to complete the work as planned, the WID scope can be revisited later.

LGE
I don’t think the current proposal 1a and 1b are relevant to the situation where we are.
In the current WID, the multiplexing cases for enhancements are clearly written, that is:
· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node, including: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk26193173]Support of simultaneous operation (transmission and/or reception) of IAB-node’s child and parent links (i.e., MT Tx/DU Tx, MT Tx/DU Rx, MT Rx/DU Tx, MT Rx/DU Rx).
· Support for dual-connectivity scenarios defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing.
RAN1 already working on those multiplexing cases including same frequency operation.
Therefore, latest proposal1b is only necessary if we agree to include intra-carrier DC, which is the main argument point in this email thread.
Since situation is clear that RAN is not making a consensus of including it, I think relevant way forward is RAN should make a guidance of not including it or RAN decision should be delayed to next RAN meeting.

Samsung
We don't think the proposal 1a is acceptable. The reasoning is that
· We don't think “same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links is supported” can be an answer to the request from WGs i.e., “Further discussion in RAN3/RAN Plenary may be necessary for the intra-carrier DC scenario” because the “same-frequency multiplexing between child and parent links” in the proposal 1a is nothing to do with the intra-carrier DC.
· On moderator's opinion regarding "This objective does not provide any restriction on the use of frequencies for multiplexing among these links”, our view is totally different from the moderator's opinion. Clearly, the main bullet in the WID objective indicates the resource multiplexing “between child and parent links” not "dual-parent links”. The fact is that there is no mentioning for the resource multiplexing "between dual-parent links” and it should not be argued as there is not any restriction on frequencies for the resource multiplexing "between dual-parent links”. Thus, we don't think the same-frequency resource multiplexing "between dual-parent links” is still within a scope of Rel-17 IAB. 
Having said that, we still keep our position that “RAN revisits the issue in the next RAN and RAN WGs do not discuss the intra-carrier DC until the next RAN”.
Ericsson
We think the WID clearly states that enhanced resource multiplexing is between a child and a parent node, not two parent nodes. For that reason, our interpretation is that intra-carrier DC is not within the scope of the WID. Thus, excluding the intra-carrier DC would not imply a downscoping. Therefore we don’t think the proposals are suitable. We recognize and understand that companies have different views on this matter and we recognize that this is currently slowing the progress in the working groups. To improve progress we propose that RAN should
1. Decide what “intra-carrier DC” means in this context; and
1. Decide whether “intra-carrier DC” is (or should be made) part of the IAB WID
As there is no time left in this meeting, we suggest to continue the discussion at next RAN plenary. Perhaps working groups can plan the work in the next quarter accordingly and work on other less contentious topics, awaiting clarification from RAN.

CATT
Regarding to the intra-carrier DC, our initial thinking is that intra-carrier DC is not within the scope of the WID. Since different companies have different views on that, perhaps we need more time to check. Thus, we suggest to not rush the conclusion on the issue in this meeting and allow more time for companies to check. We can comeback this issue in the next RAN Plenary. 


Moderator
Thank you for comments and feedback. I’d like to point out that there was a strong majority in support of same frequency multiplexing with multiple parents for IAB. I recognize that a few companies do not support such effort. However, even the opponents seem to admit that the main bullet of the WID:
· Specification of enhancements to the resource multiplexing between child and parent links of an IAB node. 
does not preclude using the same frequency for this multiplexing. This objective further does not preclude that there can be multiple parent links. It does not say that there must be only one parent link and one child link as Ericsson claims. I believe that clarifying just this fact may be very helpful for TSG RAN WGs. To accommodate views of the critical companies, I propose to reword the objective to not state more than can be derived from the WID. This leads to a new proposal 1b”:
Proposal 1a”: TSG RAN clarifies that Rel-17 WID does not preclude same-frequency multiplexing between multiple child links and multiple parent links of an IAB-node.
TSG RAN can always change their mind, so I agree with one of the comments that P1b is not really needed. However, it doesn’t hurt either.
Proposal 1b: RANP TSG RAN may consider down-scoping of the WID in the next meetings based on progress made by TSG RAN WGs.

Proposed way forward
The following questions were discussed, and the following WFs achieved:

Question 1a: Should enhancements to the resource multiplexing for IAB consider scenarios other than dual connectivity, if defined by RAN2/RAN3 in the context of topology redundancy for improved robustness and load balancing? 
WF: No proposal is made. TSG RAN may revisit the matter at a later stage, e.g., in case RAN2/3 have defined other solutions for dual parenting.

Question 2: Should intra-frequency multiplexing for dual-connectivity (or dual-parent) scenarios be considered in Rel-17 IAB? 
· Option 1: Not at all
· Option 2: With restrictions
Restriction a): Only for IAB, not for UEs
Restriction b): Only for intra donor, not for inter-donor
Restriction c): Others…
· Option 3: Yes, without restrictions
WF: No convergence was achieved in this meeting. The discussion can be continued in the next meeting.

Question 3: Should RAN sharing with IAB be included as an objective into Rel-17 IAB WID?
WF: No proposal is made. TSG RAN may revisit the matter at a later stage of the WI.
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