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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk61519723]In this contribution, we share our view on below UE capability open issues identified by CR Rapporteur:
· Issue 1: Whether we introduce a mobileIAB-r18 capability (i.e. to identify an IAB-MT as mobile IAB-capable)
· Note that RAN3 has now agreed to add a mobile-IAB authorization status to XnAP, so the earlier assumption RAN2 had made that a mobile-IAB capability could be needed to identify a UE as a mobile IAB-MT during HO might not be applicable any longer. Of course, companies may provide other arguments why they think the capability is still needed.
· Issue 2:  Whether to differentiate the mIAB RACH-less HO capability (/capabilities) from NTN RACH-less
· Last meeting, RAN2 introduced an NTN-specific RACH-less capability, rachLessHandoverNTN-r18.
· And for mIAB, RAN2 also made the following agreements for RACH-less capabilities:
If a threshold for DG, e.g. for validation, is agreed (for NTN) the usage of the threshold is configurable and whether to support it is a UE cap. (it is assumed that for mIAB this is not needed).
1: CG RACH less and DG RACH less are separate UE caps
2: CG RACH less is not assumed to be important for IAB and need not to be optimized for the IAB scenario (but also no strict need to prohibit). 

· However, based on v00 of the RAN2#125 agenda shared by Diana last month, I understand that there will be some discussion at the next meeting whether NTN and mIAB RACH-less will be specified independently in Rel-18, which would impact how we specify the RACH-less capabilities. Therefore, my suggestion is that companies should also be prepared to discuss this issue as part of AI 7.0.
2 Discussion 
2.1 Issue 1 
The issue is:· Issue 1: Whether we introduce a mobileIAB-r18 capability (i.e. to identify an IAB-MT as mobile IAB-capable)
· Note that RAN3 has now agreed to add a mobile-IAB authorization status to XnAP, so the earlier assumption RAN2 had made that a mobile-IAB capability could be needed to identify a UE as a mobile IAB-MT during HO might not be applicable any longer. Of course, companies may provide other arguments why they think the capability is still needed.



In RAN2#119b [1], it was agreed to introduce mobile-IAB capability to inform the CU that the IAB-MT is a “mobile IAB”:
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.
However, in RAN2#121b [2] and RAN2#124 [3], it was also agreed to introduce mobileIAB-NodeIndication-r18 in Msg5:
The mobile IAB-MT to include a mobile-IAB indication in Msg. 5.
A parent node indicates support of mobile IAB but not Rel-16/17 IAB by broadcasting the “mobile IABsupported” indicator but not the “IABsupported” indicator in SIB1.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK34][bookmark: OLE_LINK35]A parent node indicates support of both, mobile IAB and Rel-16/17 IAB, by broadcasting “mobile IABsupported” and “IABsupported” in SIB1.
From AS / R2 point of view, an IAB-node indicates capabilities to the network and the use of these are configured by the network.
R2 assumes that the device can know whether it is intended to operate as R18 mIAB or R16/17-IAB node, (how the device knows is outside R2 scope, e.g. subscription, device internal param etc), the MSG5 indication is an indication of this intended mode of operation. This agreement is not intended to mandate that a mIAB node must support R16/17 operation (FFS pending cap discussion)
R2 assumes that the IAB-node only indicates either mobile IAB or Rel-16/17 IAB for MSG5, not both. 

Meanwhile, RAN3 has now agreed to add a mobile-IAB authorization status to XnAP. Then, we think CU can know whether the IAB-MT supports mobile IAB functionality via either Msg 5 or mobile IAB authorization status via XnAP during handover procedure. Therefore, there is no need to introduce a new mobileIAB-r18 capability. 
Proposal 1: There is no need to introduce a new mobileIAB-r18 capability for IAB-MT.
2.2 Issue 2 
The issue is:· Issue 2:  Whether to differentiate the mIAB RACH-less HO capability (/capabilities) from NTN RACH-less
· Last meeting, RAN2 introduced an NTN-specific RACH-less capability, rachLessHandoverNTN-r18.
· And for mIAB, RAN2 also made the following agreements for RACH-less capabilities:
If a threshold for DG, e.g. for validation, is agreed (for NTN) the usage of the threshold is configurable and whether to support it is a UE cap. (it is assumed that for mIAB this is not needed).
1: CG RACH less and DG RACH less are separate UE caps
2: CG RACH less is not assumed to be important for IAB and need not to be optimized for the IAB scenario (but also no strict need to prohibit). 

· However, based on v00 of the RAN2#125 agenda shared by Diana last month, I understand that there will be some discussion at the next meeting whether NTN and mIAB RACH-less will be specified independently in Rel-18, which would impact how we specify the RACH-less capabilities. Therefore, my suggestion is that companies should also be prepared to discuss this issue as part of AI 7.0.



According to previous discussion we think there are at least below 3 differences between RACH-less HO in NTN and RACH-less HO in mobile IAB:
1) NTA=0 is not applicable to mobile IAB but applicable to NTN.
2) Unchanged PCI scenario is not supported in mobile IAB but applicable to NTN.
3) For beam indication in dynamic grant, TCI state is used in mobile while SSB index is used in NTN.  
Thus, there are difference to support RACH-less HO in mobile IAB and RACH-less HO in NTN. Then, we think the separate capability is needed.
Proposal 2: RAN2 introduce a separate capability of RACH-less HO in mobile IAB. 

3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss open issues on UE capability in mobile IAB. Our proposals can be found below. 
Proposal 1: There is no need to introduce a new mobileIAB-r18 capability for IAB-MT.
Proposal 2: RAN2 introduce a separate capability of RACH-less HO in mobile IAB. 
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