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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This contribution discusses the following RAN2 agreements made in the RAN2#119e meeting. 
	P3: For “dual-DU-way” of doing full migration, RAN2 may discuss whether the legacy UE should see the two logical cells/DUs as separate or same physical cell(s), and what procedure(s) the legacy UE needs to perform in either case.
P4: RAN2 may discuss whether there are issues with PCI partitioning that needs to/can be addressed (to be used in applicable scenario), if any found within R2 scope. May discuss need for and feasibility from R2 point of view of a dynamic PCI change mechanism. May also discuss whether enhancements to/vs current UE/MT reporting are useful/necessary to improve PCI collision detection.
P5: RAN2 may discuss whether there is a problem of RACH configuration collision between mobile IAB and stationary network from RAN2 perspective and/or whether RAN2 should ask RAN1 to consider RAN1-related aspects.
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Issue #1. Full migration
This issue already discussed in Rel-17 IAB based on the RAN3 LS (R3-212981) and RAN2 replied to RAN3 with the following conclusions (excerpt from R2-2109143). 
	R2 assumes that the UE need to be able to treat the separate resources as different cells on L1. 

· On Q1 (“Whether the current specification enables a RRC CONNECTED UE remains connected, while observing the change of NCGI, and no change to the PCI?”), since NCGI is broadcast via SIB1, the change of NCGI can be achieved by updating SIB1. Therefore, RAN2 has not identified any issues for the case of NCGI change without accompanying PCI change.
· On Q2 (“Is it possible to use same PCI for cell1 and cell2, and support the HO from cell1 to cell2 without new impact to the UE (e.g. a legacy UE)?”), some companies indicate they see no issues with using the same PCI, while some companies raise some concerns including UE behaviour when PCI is not changed.
· On Q3 (“When cell1 and cell2 use different PCI/NCGI, is it possible to use one set of shared resource, without new impact to the UE?”), several companies have raised issues in RAN2, including service interruption for the UE, congestion on RACH and RRC, and the timing of the boundary IAB-DU configuration switch from source CU configuration to target CU configuration. 



Considering the previous RAN2 conclusions above, we think that even if RAN2 discuss this issue again for Rel-18 Mobile IAB, same conclusion would be reached in RAN2. That is, the simple and safe way is that the legacy UE should see the two logical cells/DUs as separate physical cell(s) and then the legacy UE can use legacy handover procedure with no impact or maybe tiny spec impact.
Observation 1. Same issue already discussed in Rel-17 IAB and the conclusion is that legacy UEs should see the two logical cells/DUs as separate physical cell(s) on Layer 1.

As per the below RAN3 agreement, RAN3 think that it is RAN1 task to determine whether source and target logical cells should appear to the UE as distinguishable cells on layer 1. We also think that “separate or same physical cell(s)” should be discussed in RAN1 instead of RAN2. From RAN2 perspective, we can only say that if separate physical cells are used for two logical DUs, there should be no or tiny RAN2 impact, but if same physical cell is used for two logical DUs, there should be big RAN2 impact. 
	RAN3 agreement and chair note: 
The UEs connected to the mobile IAB-node are handed over from the cell of the logical mobile IAB-DU (i.e., the source logical mobile IAB-DU) that has an F1AP association with the source CU to the cell of the logical mobile IAB-DU (i.e., the target logical mobile IAB-DU) that has an F1AP association with the target CU.
Whether source and target logical cells should appear to the UE as distinguishable cells on layer 1 is discussed in other WGs and pending progress communication from them.



Observation 2. It is RAN1 task to determine whether source and target logical cells should appear to the UE as distinguishable cells on layer 1.
Observation 3. From RAN2 perspective, if separate physical cells are used for two logical DUs, there should be no or tiny RAN2 impact, but if same physical cell is used for two logical DUs, there should be big RAN2 impact.

Considering the observation 1/2/3, to avoid unnecessary time consuming RAN2 discussion, it is better to discuss this issue in RAN2 after RAN1 concludes on whether source and target logical cells should appear to the UE as distinguishable cells on layer 1.
Proposal 1. For “dual-DU-way” of doing full migration, RAN2 should wait RAN1 and RAN3 further progress.

Issue #2. PCI collision
The basic operation for PCI configuration is done by OAM and there may be no PCI collision problem for stationary IAB nodes or low mobility IAB nodes. Even for the IAB node with fast mobility, if this IAB node moves only through the determined path such as a tram, a bus, or a train, there may be no PCI collision problem. However, if the IAB node with fast mobility can move to anywhere they want, PCI collision may not be avoided only by OAM and some mechanism maybe needed to handle this case.
Observation 4. If the IAB node with fast mobility can move to anywhere they want, PCI collision may not be avoided only by OAM.

As a possible solution, if the PCI set is separately partitioned, i.e., PCI set for mobile IAB node is different PCI set for stationary IAB node, PCI collision between mobile IAB node and the stationary IAB node can be avoided. However, if the size of PCI set for mobile IAB node is not large, PCI collision between mobile IAB nodes may not be avoided. In addition, considering the total size of PCI and small cell size of NR, it may be hard to allocate large set of PCI only for mobile IAB nodes.
Observation 5. PCI partioning may be helpful to avoid PCI collision between mobile IAB node and the stationary IAB node, but may not work for PCI collision between mobile IAB nodes.

For the PCI collision problem, two solutions would be considered, i.e., PCI collision avoidance and PCI collision detection/report. From interruption mitigation point of view, the best way should be PCI collision avoidance and this should be prioritized over PCI collision detection/report. 
Proposal 2. For PCI collision, RAN2 consider PCI collision avoidance mechanism and do not work on PCI collision detection/report mechanism. 

With the proposal 1, given that the UE may report the PCIs of neighbour cells earlier than actual PCI collision, we doubt whether a dynamic PCI change mechanism is needed. Basically PCI change should be handover from RAN2 perspective which cause long latency and we also do not see which scenario needs frequent and fast PCI change by the dynamic PCI change mechanism.
Proposal 3. RAN2 do not introduce a dynamic PCI change mechanism. 

Issue #3. RACH configuration collision
As per the RAN3 agreement below, RAN3 basically think that no enhancement for RACH collision is needed and further discussion can be possible only when other WG requests it.
	RAN3 agreement: 
From RAN3 perspective, no enhancements are needed for RACH collision avoidance unless requested by other WGs.



Unlink PCI collision, RACH configuration is configured by RRC and RAN3 also has a resource coordination mechanism between DU/CU and CU. In addition, all mobile IAB nodes are under control of the donor-CU and the donor-CU would know all configurations and situations. Thus, considering the current RAN3 resource coordination mechanism, we think that RACH configuration collision between mobile IAB and stationary network can be avoided and this is why the RAN3 made above agreement in the last meeting.  Having said that, we think there is no harm to final check with RAN1 to ask whether any configurations related to physical layer may be conflicted.
Proposal 4. RAN2 confirm that there is no problem of RACH configuration collision between mobile IAB and stationary network from RAN2 perspective.
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Based on the above discussions, we present the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1. Same issue already discussed in Rel-17 IAB and the conclusion is that legacy UEs should see the two logical cells/DUs as separate physical cell(s) on Layer 1.
Observation 2. It is RAN1 task to determine whether source and target logical cells should appear to the UE as distinguishable cells on layer 1.
Observation 3. From RAN2 perspective, if separate physical cells are used for two logical DUs, there should be no or tiny RAN2 impact, but if same physical cell is used for two logical DUs, there should be big RAN2 impact.
Observation 4. If the IAB node with fast mobility can move to anywhere they want, PCI collision may not be avoided only by OAM.
Observation 5. PCI partioning may be helpful to avoid PCI collision between mobile IAB node and the stationary IAB node, but may not work for PCI collision between mobile IAB nodes.

Proposal 1. For “dual-DU-way” of doing full migration, RAN2 should wait RAN1 and RAN3 further progress.
Proposal 2. For PCI collision, RAN2 consider PCI collision avoidance mechanism and do not work on PCI collision detection/report mechanism. 
Proposal 3. RAN2 do not introduce a dynamic PCI change mechanism. 
Proposal 4. RAN2 confirm that there is no problem of RACH configuration collision between mobile IAB and stationary network from RAN2 perspective.


