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1	Introduction
In the last meeting, RAN2 achieved the following agreements [1]:

	UE capability signalling is the baseline to let CU know that the MT is a “mobile-IAB” type. FFS early mobile-IAB indication, e.g. in Msg5.
Regarding moving status/mode indication, R2 observes that legacy reporting of mobility state (e.g. mobilityState-r16) could be reused, and maybe also current location reporting from the UE. FFS whether any of this need to be enhanced or complemented, e.g. for the potential purpose of predictive mobility.
FFS if to Introduce that stationary network broadcasts indication of “supporting mobile-IAB” (into intended for the Mobile IAB MT)
RAN2 confirms that Mobile IAB need to work with legacy UEs. 
RAN2 observes that a UE could potentially consider itself on-board of a mobile-IAB cell, if the UE camps on/connects to a mobile IAB cell during a long period (i.e. the UE then need to know that this is such a cell). FFS the time. FFS if this is needed. 
[bookmark: _Hlk116404109]
RAN2 assume below for the UEs working in the mobile IAB cell (may be obvious):
Assumption 1: From the NW perspective of mobile-IAB cell, the principle of setting the legacy parameters (including cell (re)selection, cell reservations and access restrictions) does not change, compared to the legacy IAB cell.
Assumption 2: No spec impact to legacy UEs behaviors.
Assumption 3: Any R18 newly broadcasted info of mobile-IAB cell (if agreed) does not forbid/control the access of legacy UEs.
Assumption 4: Non-enhanced UEs (including legacy UEs and R18 UEs not supporting the enhancement) just ignore the R18 newly broadcasted info of mobile-IAB cell (if agreed).
RAN2 assumption: For the mobile IAB cell broadcasting info:
1 bit mobile-IAB cell type indication is introduced, to assist mobility in Idle/Inactive mode for Rel-18 UEs (FFS if to assist UE to know it is onboard, if this need to be known)
FFS how this is used (might be implementation specific).
RAN2 has from the Mobile IAB WI perspective not identified any modifications to prevent the surrounding UE from accessing the mobile IAB-node, but believes that SA2 may be working on Rel-18 solutions that may be applicable (wait for SA2)

RAN2 assumes that O1 and O3 above could work, and FFS if O2 above (new trigger etc) is needed. 
 



This contribution further discusses topics related to the mobility of the IAB-node and its UEs.

2	Discussion
2.1	Enhancements for cell (re-)selection
Issue 1: How mobile-cell-type indication is used by the UE
The usage of the mobile-cell-type indication by Rel-18 UEs can be left up to implementation.
Proposal 1-1: Usage of mobile-cell-type indication by Rel-18 UEs to be left up to implementation.

Issue 2: Which SIB to be used for the mobile-cell-type broadcast
The mobile-cell-type indication only contains 1 bit. The indication is of static nature and can therefore be OAM-configured. It is not expected that this indicator needs to be updated by the CU. For these reasons, the indicator should be included into SIB1.
Observation 1-1: The mobile-cell-type indicator can be contained in SIB1 since 1) it only uses 1bit, and 2) it can be OAM-configured as it is static in nature and need not be reconfigured by the CU.
Proposal 1-2: Mobile-cell-type indicator to be included into SIB1.

2.2	Stationary network broadcast
Issue 3: Stationary network broadcast of “support for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes”
TSG RAN #97 added the following requirement to the mobile IAB WID [2]:
	· The mobile IAB-node can connect to a stationary (intermediate) IAB-node. Optimizations specific to the scenarios, where the mobile IAB-node connects to a stationary (intermediate) IAB-node, or where it directly connects to an IAB-donor-DU are de-prioritized.



This note implies that the mobile IAB-node can connect to any stationary IAB-node that broadcasts the “IAB-supported” indicator. Introducing an additional indicator for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes to stationary IAB-nodes would violate this WID requirement. Introducing this indicator only for IAB-donors would represent an optimization for the connection to intermediate nodes vs. IAB-donors, which has also been precluded by the WID. 
Observation 2-2: Adding an additional broadcast indicator for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes is in violation with the present WID for mobile IAB.
Proposal 2-1: Mobile IAB-nodes can attach based on the Rel-16 “IAB-supported” indicator in SIB. There is no additional broadcast indicator for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes.

2.3	Mobile-IAB indication to the donor
Issue 4: Whether early indication of mobile-IAB via Msg.5 is needed 
RAN2 agreed that the mIAB-MT’s mobile-IAB indication can be included in UE capabilities. At the present stage, there is no need to add an early indication via Msg. 5 since the mobile-IAB indication is not used for IAB authorization. 
Observation 3-1: At the present stage, there is no need to add an early indication of mobile-IAB via MSG 5.
Proposal 3-1: Working assumption: There is no need to send mobile-IAB indicator via Msg. 5.

Issue 5: Whether broadcast information on moving status/moving mode is needed
Any information related to the mobile IAB-node’s moving status needs to be rather course to keep SIB updates infrequent. This obviously reduces the benefit of this information. Further, even if only a few speed classes were introduced, the highly fluctuating nature of vehicular traffic may still lead to frequent SIB updates. Moreover, even if this information was transmitted, it might only have limited benefit for the UE since there is no certain mean for the UE to determine if it is onboard of the vehicle holding the IAB-node or simply moving in another vehicle in parallel.
Observation 3-2: Any additional information on moving status/moving mode broadcast by the mobile IAB-node has only little benefit for the Rel-18 UE.
Proposal 3-2: The mobile IAB-node to not broadcast any additional information on moving status/moving mode.

2.4	Conditional handover execution for group mobility
The following options are presently considered for group mobility:
Option 1: The RRC Reconfiguration messages are sent to the logical source IAB-DU, where they are withheld until a condition has been met, e.g., the IAB-MT has received its own handover command.  
Option 2: The RRC Reconfiguration messages are sent to the UEs, where they are withheld until a condition has been met, which may be based on a broadcast by the logical source IAB-DU. 
Option 3: Legacy CHO is configured on the UEs, and the handover execution is triggered by powering down/up the source/target logical IAB-DU cells. 
RAN2 agreed that Option 1 and Option 3 could work. It is FFS if Option 2 is needed.
On Option 1: 
· Support of legacy UEs: This option can support legacy UEs.
· Benefits: The solution preempts the latency caused by the transport of the RRC Reconfiguration messages from the source CU to the source DU.
· Specification effort: The specification needs to be defined by RAN3. The specification effort, however, is small since RAN3 already specified such a solution for descendent-node reconfiguration during intra-donor migration in Rel-17.
On Option 2: 
· Support of legacy UEs: This option only supports Rel-18 UEs.
· Benefits: The solution preempts the latency caused by the transport of the RRC Reconfiguration messages from the source CU to the UEs, which is better than Option 1 but the same as Option 3.
· Specification effort: A new broadcast message needs to be introduced, e.g., using DCI.
On Option 3: 
· Support of legacy UEs: This option supports Rel-16/17/18 UEs.
· Benefits: The solution preempts the latency caused by the transport of the RRC Reconfiguration messages from the source CU to the UEs, which is better than Option 1 and the same as Option 2.
· Specification effort: At most stage 2 description is needed.
Based on this analysis, the following observations can be made:
Observation 4-1: The following observations are made about the group-mobility options:
· Option 1 supports legacy UEs and needs only little specification effort. 
· Option 2 does not support legacy UEs and needs the most specification effort. 
· Option 3 supports Rel-16/17/18 UEs and needs at most St2 specification. 

Based on this analysis, the following proposals are made:
Proposal 4-1: Discuss if group mobility option 1 is needed.

Proposal 4-2: Deprioritize group mobility option 2.

Proposal 4-3: Support group mobility option 3 and discuss if stage-2 description is needed.

Conclusion
This contribution discussed topic related to the mobility of the IAB-node and its UEs. The following observations and proposals have been made:
Proposal 1-1: Usage of mobile-cell-type indication by Rel-18 UEs to be left up to implementation.

Observation 1-1: The mobile-cell-type indicator can be contained in SIB1 since 1) it only uses 1bit, and 2) it can be OAM-configured as it is static in nature and need not be reconfigured by the CU.
Proposal 1-2: Mobile-cell-type indicator to be included into SIB1.

Observation 2-2: Adding an additional broadcast indicator for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes is in violation with the present WID for mobile IAB.
Proposal 2-1: Mobile IAB-nodes can attach based on the Rel-16 “IAB-supported” indicator in SIB. There is no additional broadcast indicator for attachment of mobile IAB-nodes.

Observation 3-1: At the present stage, there is no need to add an early indication of mobile-IAB via MSG 5.
Proposal 3-1: Working assumption: There is no need to send mobile-IAB indicator via Msg. 5.

Observation 3-2: Any additional information on moving status/moving mode broadcast by the mobile IAB-node has only little benefit for the Rel-18 UE.
Proposal 3-2: The mobile IAB-node to not broadcast any additional information on moving status/moving mode.

Observation 4-1: The following observations are made about the group-mobility options:
· Option 1 supports legacy UEs and needs only little specification effort. 
· Option 2 does not support legacy UEs and needs the most specification effort. 
· Option 3 supports Rel-16/17/18 UEs and needs at most St2 specification. 
Proposal 4-1: Discuss if group mobility option 1 is needed.

Proposal 4-2: Deprioritize group mobility option 2.

Proposal 4-3: Support group mobility option 3 and discuss if stage-2 description is needed.
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