Page 4
Draft prETS 300 ???: Month YYYY


3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #116bis-e
R2-2200008
E-meeting, January 27 – 25, 2021


Agenda Item:
8.4.1
Source: 
Qualcomm Incorporated (WI Rapporteur)
Title:
Remaining open issues for eIAB
Document for:
Information
1 Introduction

This contribution contains an informative summary of the remaining open issues for eIAB.
2 Discussion
MAC - LCG extension and BSR: no major St2 issues pending from last meeting

RLF indications: 

· Type-2 indication:

· Whether a type-2 indication by dual-connected node can be triggered when (1) the node detects BH RLF on any BH link and (2) it cannot perform re-routing for affected traffic

· Whether a type-2 indication may carry info such as available BAP routing ID

· Whether a type-2 indication should be (conditionally) propagated (e.g., if no alternative path is available).

· Type-3 indication:

· For transmission of type-3 indication, whether to specify a condition for the success of re-establishment, e.g., successful transmission of RRC Reestablishment Complete.
CP-UP separation:

· Whether, for scenario-2 where the IAB-MT uses split SRB2, the IAB-MT’s RRC message that carries F1-C/F1-C-related traffic uses the leg based on f1c-TransferPath-r17 configuration even if the other leg is indicated in the primaryPath configuration.
· For the same scenario, what if the IAB-MT’s RRC message carries both, (1) F1-C traffic and (2) other information unrelated to F1-C.
BAP routing: 

· For configurations at the boundary node, how to decide whether:

· BAP address of boundary node in RRC refers to: topology 1 vs. topology 2

· Consider implicit indication, e.g., based on the CU sending the RRC configuration (or RRC container).
· Mapping of next-hop BAP address to egress link config in RRC (UL): Topology 1 vs. Topology 2.

· Consider implicit indication, e.g., based on the CU sending the RRC configuration (or RRC container).
· BAP routing entry in F1AP refers to: Topology 1 DL vs. topology 1 UL vs. topology 2 UL

· Consider adding explicit indicator to BAP rewriting entry, e.g.:  

· Option 1: Explicit indicator of top1 DL, top1 UL, top 2 UL.

· Option 2: Explicit indicator of egress topology (UL and DL differentiation within egress topology same as in Rel-16, i.e., based on implementation).
· BAP rewriting entry in F1AP (RAN3 WA) refers to: Inter-topology DL vs. inter-topology UL vs. intra-topology UL.

· Consider adding explicit indicator to BAP rewriting entry, e.g.: 

· Option 1: Explicit indicator of inter-DL, inter-UL, intra-UL (St3: inter-DL may be implicit by just not having the inter/intra-UL indicator).

· Option 2: Explicit indicator of top1 vs. top2 for each of the two BAP routing IDs in the entry.

· BH RLC CH mapping in F1AP refers to: Inter-topology DL vs. inter-topology UL vs. intra-topology DL vs. intra-topology UL.

· Consider adding explicit indicator to BH RLC CH mapping entry, e.g.: 

· Option 1: Explicit indicator of inter-DL, inter-UL, intra-DL, intra-UL.

· Option 2: Explicit indicator of top1 vs. top2 for each of the (BH RLC CH ID, next/prior hop BAP address) pair in the entry.

· UL mapping in F1AP refers to: Topology 1 vs. topology 2.

· Consider adding explicit indicator to UL mapping.

· How to explicitly indicate a “topology” in a configuration (i.e., “top1” vs “top2”):

· For RRC: E.g., not necessary since implicit.

· For F1AP: E.g., implicit for topology of configuring CU and explicit indicator for topology of non-configuring CU.

· We introduced two new BAP processing steps at the boundary node: (1) determining whether descendant traffic is intra- or inter-topology traffic, and (2) execution of BAP header-rewriting. 

· Should these steps be performed by the BAP TX entity or the BAP RX entity? Should they be different for UL and DL (note: This would break with Rel-16 principles). 

· Is this different for inter-topology routing vs. (intra/inter-topology) inter-donor-DU re-routing?

3 Conclusion
This contribution provided an informative summary of the remaining open issues for eIAB.

4/4


