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1   Introduction
This tdoc summarised changes proposed under AI 6.1.4.2, corresponding to the following at-meeting discussion:
· [AT113bis-e][022][NR16] IAB LTE Changes (Samsung)


Scope: Treat R2-2102800, R2-2103558, R2-2103598, R2-2103601, R2-2104166, R2-2104177, R2-2104178


Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.


Intended outcome: Report and Agreed-in-principle CRs, if any


Deadline: Schedule A

Proposed changes in each individual submission to this AI are first briefly summarised and numbered by the rapporteur. This is followed by a proposal from the rapporteur on a way forward for each individual proposed change (or set of related changes, grouped under the same issue). Occasionally this involves asking interested companies to choose between two or more proposed alternatives. Inputs are then collected from individual companies on rapporteur’s proposals.
2   Detailed discussion on proposals (Phase 1)
Table below captures individual issues and accompanying information and background, before making a proposal for a way forward for each of the issues raised:
	Issue no.
	Issue description and relevant tdoc(s)
	Rapporteur proposal
	Companies’ views on Proposals

	1
	DLInformationTransfer and ULInformationTransfer message definitions do not contain F1-C related information

R2-2102800 (CATT), R2-2104166 (Huawei, HiSilicon)

	It is true that message definitions in 6.2.2 do not mention F1-C. However, the DL and UL information transfer procedures in 5.6.1 and 5.6.2 clearly mention F1-C handling.

This being said, it does make sense to align the procedure description and message definition.

Proposal 1: Mention F1-C in relevant message definitions in 6.2.2. Actual text to be agreed during CR drafting phase.
	[Company_name] Company_view
[CATT] Agree. The procedure description and message definition should be aligned.

	2
	DLInformationTransfer and ULInformationTransfer message definitions do not capture fully the agreed restriction that, for the EN-DC case, the SRB2 on LTE leg should exclusively be used for F1-C transfer
R2-2103598 (Samsung/Opt A), R2-2103601 (Samsung/Opt B)
	It is true that based on message definitions in 6.2.2, SRB1 transfer of F1-C message is allowed in some special instances (when SRB2 is not established yet).
It should be noted that the UL information transfer procedure (5.6.2) does mention that “When F1-C related information has to be transferred, the IAB-MT shall initiate the procedure only if SRB2 is established.” However, procedure description and message information should be aligned (see also Issue 1).

OptA makes it explicit that SRB1 is never used for F1-C. OptB on the other hand allows F1-C transfer via SRB1 in all cases where SRB2 transfer is not functioning. Since OptA is better aligned with existing text in 5.6.2, the following is proposed:

Proposal 2: Make it clear in relevant message definitions in 6.2.2 that SRB1 is never used for F1C (not even when SRB2 is not established yet). Actual text to be agreed during CR drafting phase.
	[Huawei]: It seems 38.300 has already clarified this “The F1-C message is carried over LTE RRC using SRB2 between IAB-node and MeNB and via X2AP between MeNB and IAB-donor”.
In addition, we may need to first clarify if we allow to use SRB1 if SRB2 is not established yet.
[CATT]

We think option A is the correct intention. In 36.331 & 5.6.2.2 Initiation, it is stated “When F1-C related information has to be transferred, the IAB-MT shall initiate the procedure only if SRB2 is established.” It seems clear for UL but not clear for DL. We are fine to make it clear.

	3
	Initiation of UL information transfer procedure via LTE leg (for the case of F1-C) is implied to be mandatory
R2-2104166 (Huawei, HiSilicon)
	As correctly pointed out in the relevant contribution, F1-C transfer can be performed via LTE leg or NR backhaul. This being said, the assumption should be that the existing text in 5.6.2.2 is applicable taking into account any relevant configuration, and as such should be ok as-is. However, the rapporteur believes there is benefit in agreeing the first change to 5.6.2.2.
The second change is unnecessary since it refers to use of SRB2 restriction and ‘shall’ is the correct term to use.

Proposal 3: Agree the first change to Section 5.6.2.2: change ‘an IAB-MT in RRC_CONNECTED initiates the UL information transfer procedure whenever…’ to ‘may initiate’.

Proposal 4: Do not agree the second change to Section 5.6.2.2.
	[CATT] 
P3: Rewrite the sentence “In addition, an IAB-MT in RRC_CONNECTED initiates the UL information transfer procedure whenever there is a need to transfer F1-C related information.” We think the yellow highlighted part imply that F1-C related information is transmitted in LTE only when needed.
P4: agree P4.

	4
	Incomplete/incorrect handling of failure to deliver UL information transfer message, for the case where message contains F1-C info
R2-2104166 (Huawei, HiSilicon), R2-2103598 (Samsung/OptA), R2-2103601 (Samsung/OptB)
	The key issue here is whether IAB-DU should be informed of message failure (as proposed in R2-2103598), or not (R2-2104166, R2-2103601). 
Proposal 5: Agree to make it clear that upper layers are not informed of failure to deliver UL information transfer message, for the case where message contains F1-C info. Actual text to be agreed during CR drafting phase.
Proposal 6: Companies to express their preference between notifying the IAB-DU of message failure (R2-2103598 – let’s call it Option A), and not notifying the IAB-DU (R2-2104166/ R2-2103601 – let’s call it Option B). Actual text to be agreed during CR drafting phase.
	[Huawei]: Fine with P5. i.e. not notify IAB-DU.
[CATT] 
P5: We can ask RAN3 if this information is needed. However, even if upper layer can do nothing with the failure information, we think the revision is an optimization and too late in Rel-16.

	5
	DedicatedInfoF1c message may not always contain SCTP wrapper, based on recent RAN3 agreement.

R2-2103558 (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
	The existing wording in 6.3.6 indeed could imply that F1-C related packet is always encapsulated in SCTP and a change is needed. However, if a reference to 36.423 is added (as proposed in R2-2103558), this may be sufficient to fix the issue.

The rapporteur is additionally not sure that the further change proposed in R2-2103558 – to change ‘F1-C related SCTP/IP packet’ to ‘F1-C (SCTP/)IP packet is the cleanest way of implementing this. To fully avoid ambiguity, perhaps we should say something like ‘F1-C IP packet with or without SCTP encapsulation’?
Proposal 7: Add reference to 36.423.

Proposal 8: Companies to express their preference between change as proposed in R2-2103558 (Option A), change as proposed above by the rapporteur (Option B), or not having any further changes (Option C) on top of adding the reference as in P7.
	[Huawei]: Fine with either option A or B, since this is more like text improvement.
[CATT]

P7: support

P8: Either option A or B is OK.

	6
	Typo – change ‘IAB donor-CU’ to ‘IAB-donor-CU’
R2-2104166 (Huawei, HiSilicon)
	‘IAB-donor-CU’ is the correct format (see e.g. 38.300).

Proposal 9: change ‘IAB donor-CU’ to ‘IAB-donor-CU’.
	[CATT] Support

	7
	The ‘need’ code of dedicatedInfoF1c-r16 IE and dedicatedInfoType-r16 IE in the ULInformationTransfer should be removed.

R2-2104166 (Huawei, HiSilicon)
	As the message in question is an UL message, this makes sense.

Proposal 10: Remove the ‘need’ code of dedicatedInfoF1c-r16 IE and dedicatedInfoType-r16 IE in the ULInformationTransfer.


	[CATT] support 
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�It will be good if rapporteur can add the contributions as reference. Thanks.





