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1	Introduction
This report captures the summary of:
[AT125][508][mIAB] 306 clarification (QC)
See if anything is agreeable
	Deadline: CB acc to Meeting schedule
2	Discussion
TS 38.306 presently defines for mobile IAB-MT features in section 4.2.15.1a:
	[bookmark: _Toc156055059]4.2.15.1a	Mandatory mobile IAB-MT features
Mobile IAB-MT shall apply the same capabilities as IAB-MT unless indicated otherwise. In addition, it is mandatory for mobile IAB-MT to support the following features:
-	Acquisition of gNB-ID-Length from SIB1, as specified in TS 38.331 [9].
-	Cell barring based on mobileIAB-Support, as specified in TS 38.331 [9].
-	Inclusion of mobileIAB-NodeIndication, as specified in TS 38.331 [9].


There is no other reference to mobile IAB in TS 38.306. 
TS 38.306 does not indicate for any IAB-MT capability that it does not apply to mobile IAB. However, according to R2-2400435, there are multiple IAB-MT capabilities that do not apply to mobile IAB.
Observation 1: TS 38.306 presently claims that all IAB-MT capabilities apply to mobile IAB. However, according to R2-2400435, there are multiple IAB-MT capabilities that do not apply to mobile IAB.

According to R2-2400435, the following IAB capabilities do not apply to mobile IAB:
[bookmark: _Toc52574192][bookmark: _Toc52574106][bookmark: _Toc46488685][bookmark: _Toc156055060]4.2.15.2	General Parameters: directSN-AdditionFirstRRC-IAB-r16
[bookmark: _Toc52574195][bookmark: _Toc46488688][bookmark: _Toc52574109][bookmark: _Toc156055063]4.2.15.5	BAP Parameters: bapHeaderRewriting-Rerouting-r17, bapHeaderRewriting-Routing-r17
[bookmark: _Toc52574199][bookmark: _Toc156055067][bookmark: _Toc46488692][bookmark: _Toc52574113][bookmark: _Toc52574115][bookmark: _Toc156055069][bookmark: _Toc46488694][bookmark: _Toc52574201]4.2.15.7.2	Phy-Parameters: directionalCollisionDC-IAB-r17
4.2.15.9	MR-DC Parameters: All parameters in the table
[bookmark: _Toc156055070]4.2.15.10	NRDC Parameters: All parameters in the table

Q1: Do you agree that these IAB parameters do not apply to mobile IAB, and that this list is complete? 
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments

	Samsung
	See comment
	The spirit of agreements made so far is that an mIAB node could also function as an IAB node. To us it is not likely that a node will be manufactured solely for the purpose of functioning as mIAB without the possibility or even need to function as IAB. Therefore we do not think there is a separate set of mIAB-MT capabilities, but we do agree that some of the IAB capabilities do not apply when the node is functioning as mIAB.
However, we note that the above capabilities are optional for a IAB-MT, so we do not see a need to state that they shall not apply to mobile IAB. 
Most importantly, we certainly do not want an mIAB node to report different capabilities when connecting as mIAB compared to as connecting as IAB – this may have SA2 impact, as the mIAB/IAB capabilities stored in AMF may need to be reset when the mIAB/IAB node is authorized for one or the other. This issue for instance came up in the IoT NTN Release-17 work item in the context of TN vs NTN capabilities for a single devices, and it required very lengthy discussions.


	LGE
	
	The all above features are DC-related or DC-based capabilities.  
Not sure if there are other capabilities to be excluded. If found later, they can be also mentioned/added as non-supported features then. 

	Intel
	See comment
	We would like to point out that UE capability is a static information reporting from UE to the network. Therefore, in our understanding, no matter which type of node the mobile IAB-node would like to join the network as mIAB, IAB or UE, the mobile IAB-MT entity shall always report full set of UE capabilities that it can support.
Hence, there’s no need to limit the above UE capability not reported by mobile IAB-MT.

	NEC
	
	We see and agree with Samsung’s concerns. However, to avoid potential wrongly capabilities reporting, we think it’s better to state that mIAB-MT should not report them or these capabilities shall not apply to mobile IAB. From our understanding, IAB/mIAB switching does not happen frequently, so it’s not a big problem for AMF to reset the stored mIAB/IAB capabilities when necessary. 

	Xiaomi
	
	We agree that the DC-related features should be removed for mIAB. We are a little bit worried about the specification maintenance, when some future functions are introduced, we may need to analyse each feature one by one.  

	ZTE 
	Yes 
	We understand Samsung’s concern, the mIAB node may have the capability of an IAB node as well, e.g. DC, header rewriting. But the network shall not apply these features to mIAB node. So if we want to add some clarification, some text similar as in 38.300 (i.e. When a RAN node is operating as a mobile IAB node, dual connectivity for this node is not supported) may help.  

	
	
	



Summary by Moderator:
Important points raised:
· The node may operate as IAB-MT, mIAB-MT and/or UE at different times, and it should always sent the full capabilities to avoid reset of capabilities at the AMF.

· The network should not apply non-mobile-IAB features to mobile-IAB-MT. It should therefore be clarified which of the IAB-MT features do not apply to mIAB-MT. 
The Moderator further emphasizes that the capabilities above do not only apply to DC but also to the support of descendent nodes (i.e.: bapHeaderRewriting-Routing-r17).
Based on this feedback, the Moderator believes that clarification is needed, but this clarification should not preclude the mobile IAB-MT from sending more capabilities than supported for mobile IAB.
Proposal 1: A clarification should be added to 38.306 on which IAB-MT capabilities do not apply to mobile IAB. This clarification does not preclude that a mobile IAB-MT sends these capabilities to the network.

The following options can be considered to indicate that individual IAB parameters do not apply to mobile IAB:
Option 1: Add the following to section 4.2.15.1a: “The following optional IAB-MT features do not apply to mobile IAB: <parameter 1>, <parameter 2>,..., all parameters in table <table 1>, <table 2>,….”
Option 2: Add to each of these parameters and/or tables in section 4.2.15.x: “This parameter (table) does not apply to mobile IAB”.

Q2: Do you prefer option 1 or option 2 to indicate that IAB parameters do not apply to mobile IAB? Do you propose another option?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Comments

	Samsung
	Option 2 but…
	OK to state this, so long as the node signals all the capabilities it has. The understanding (which may need to be captured) would then be that it does not need to apply some of them when functioning as mIAB.

	LGE
	Option1 or its variant
	Option1 seems sufficient.  
O the following option1 variant is even simpler than option1. 
“MR-DC related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by mobile IAB-MTs”

	Intel
	Option 1 with changes
	A general description would be enough in our understanding, i.e. instead of listing all capabilities in the beginning of section 4.2.15.1a, similar as below example in NCR:
	CA, MR-DC, handover (e.g. CHO, DAPS, CPAC, etc) related UE features and corresponding capabilities are not supported by an NCR-MT. All other feature groups or components of the feature groups as captured in TR 38.822 [24] as well as capabilities specified in this specification are optional for an NCR-MT, unless indicated otherwise.




	NEC
	Option 2
	It’s a good way to put the description/usage of a parameter together, so Option 2 is preferred. 

	Xiaomi
	Either Option 1 or Option 2
	It seems that both options can work, and we do not see a big difference once the features not applicable for mIAB are excluded.

	ZTE
	Option 1 with comments
	Some rewording based on LGE’s version:
“MR-DC related UE features  and corresponding capabilities are not supported by a mobile IAB-MT operating as a mobile IAB nodes”

	
	
	



Summary by Moderator:
Two companies are in favour of Option 1, two companies are in favour of Option 2, one company has no preference.
It may be the easiest way to follow the suggestion by Intel to follow the NCR precedence (compliant with Option 1) which adds to 4.2.15.1a a description of the IAB-MT parameters that do not apply to mobile IAB-MT.
Proposal 2: Follow equivalent approach as applied for NCR-MT and add the following sentence to 4.2.15.1a: “All IAB-MT features and corresponding capabilities related to MR-DC and BAP header rewriting are not supported by the mobile IAB-MT.”  

Proposal 3: Agree to CR to TS 38.306 in R2-24xxxxx.
Conclusion
The following is proposed:
Proposal 1: A clarification should be added to 38.306 on which IAB-MT capabilities do not apply to mobile IAB. This clarification does not preclude that a mobile IAB-MT sends these capabilities to the network.
Proposal 2: Follow equivalent approach as applied for NCR-MT and add the following sentence to 4.2.15.1a: “All IAB-MT features and corresponding capabilities related to MR-DC and BAP header rewriting are not supported by the mobile IAB-MT.”  

Proposal 3: Agree to CR to TS 38.306 in R2-2401952.



