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1
Introduction
This paper provides a summary of the contributions to R2#116-bis-e, AI 8.4.2.3 on BAP routing (contributions: see section 4). The paper follows the outline of R2-2200023 [1] that summarizes the remaining open issues on BAP routing for Rel-17 IAB.
2
Discussion
The enhancements proposed in the various contributions have been captured in the following subsections. Some alignment was necessary to consolidate the observations and proposals of the various contributions, and some details were stripped in this process.
2.1
BAP address configuration of the boundary node
The (dual-connected) boundary node receives two BAP address configurations, which it uses to determine if ingress packets should be delivered to upper layers.

Issue: How does the boundary node know which of the two BAP addresses configured applies to what topology?

R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200352 – Intel, R2-2200808 – vivo, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201606 – E/// propose that the boundary node uses the BAP address configured to itself in the topology of the CU that provided the associated RRC configuration.
In R2#116e already agreed:
· The data is delivered to upper layer, if the BAP address in the header is same as the boundary node BAP address configured in the topology of the ingress link (of this packet); otherwise, the data is determined as to be header rewritten (assumes support only of topology where decedent nodes belong to same topology).

Further, R3#113e agreed:
For partial inter-donor migration, the IP addresses, BAP address, BH RLC CHs and default mapping used by the boundary node for traffic in a particular topology are assigned by the CU of that topology, and they are configured via RRC.
A dual-connected boundary node can receive a separate configuration of IP addresses, BAP address, BH RLC CHs for each topology by MN and SN, respectively.
These agreements together already capture the two BAP addresses are differentiated by the boundary node and how they are configured. RAN2 may want to confirm RAN3’s agreement on the RRC-based configuration.
Summary:

Proposal 1: For each topology, the BAP address is configured to the boundary node by the CU of that topology via RRC.
2.2
Next-hop BAP address configuration of the boundary node
The dual-connected boundary node receives upstream BH link and next-hop BAP address configurations for both topologies.

Issue: How does the boundary node know to what topology the configuration of a next-hop BAP address in upstream direction refers?

R2-2200808 – vivo, R2-2200195 – QC propose that the boundary node identifies the topology as that of the CU that provided the associated RRC configuration of the next-hop BAP address.
R2-2201299 – HW proposes that the boundary node receives an explicit indication on whether a BH link configuration belongs to “inter-topology.”
The rapporteur believes that implicit determination of the topology based on the CU that provides the next-hop BAP address configuration is sufficient. Also, a BH link (and next-hop BAP address) can belong to either of the two topologies, but it is not clear, how it can belong to “inter-topology”
Summary:
Proposal 2: A BH link and the corresponding next-hop BAP address belong to the topology of the CU that provided the configuration of that BH link and next-hop BAP address.
2.3
Routing configuration of the boundary node
Several contributions referred to “routing tables” and, some proposed introduction of multiple of such routing tables. The rapporteur emphasizes that the “routing table” is an implementation-based concept. Instead, we should refer to “routing configurations” or “routing entries”.
The routing entry includes a BAP routing ID and a next-hop BAP address.

Issue: How does the boundary node know to which topology the BAP routing ID and next-hop BAP address of a routing entry apply?

R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200352 – Intel, R2-2201243 – Kyocera, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201322 – SS, R2-2201351 – ZTE, R2-2201429 – LG propose to include an egress topology indicator with the routing entry. Different terminologies were proposed for this indicator. One contribution proposes that this indicator refer to the “non-F1-termination CU’s topology” vs. the “F1-termination topology”. Another contribution proposes that it refers to “UL concatenated traffic” vs. “Non-UL concatenated traffic”. Both solutions are functionally the same. Further optimizations are possible, e.g., the indicator may only have to be included for the “F1-termination topology” or “UL concatenated traffic” topology.
R2-2200808 – vivo proposes to include indication of both an egress topology ID and a direction UL vs. DL with the routing entry. The rapporteur believes if the egress topology is known, the direction is not needed.
R2-2200918 – Sony proposes to include an indication of “intra-CU topology” vs. “inter-CU topology” with the routing entry. Since “inter-CU topology” may refer to either UL routing in the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology or DL routing in the F1-terminating CU’s topology, there may be routing ambiguities due to collision of BAP routing IDs/next-hop-BAP addresses used in the two topologies. 
R2-2200566 – Fujitsu proposes to not provide a routing configuration for upstream routing, where parent link selection is based on the matching with the header-rewriting configuration. The rapporteur believes that this proposal does not comply with the RAN2 agreement “Perform the header rewriting based on the configured rewriting table, and then perform routing and mapping to BH RLC CH.”
R2-2201606 – E/// proposes that collisions of routing entries are very rare and can be avoided by network planning. The rapporteur would like to clarify that this proposal represents inter-topology BAP transport option 1. Such OAM-based coordination is not precluded. However, both RAN2 and RAN3 agreed to support Option 4 for inter-topology BAP routing, which assumes that BAP IDs may be reused in different topologies.
Summary:
Proposal 3: The routing entry to include an indicator that identifies the topology the entry applies to.
2.4
Rewriting configuration of the boundary node – Re-routing not considered
Header rewriting for re-routing is not considered in this sub-section It will be considered in the next sub-section.
Several contributions referred to (one or multiple) “header rewriting tables”. The rapporteur emphasizes that “table” is an implementation-based concept. Instead, we should refer to “header-rewriting configurations” or “header-rewriting entries”.

Issue: How is rewriting configuration provided, via F1AP or RRC?

R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200352 – Intel, R2-2200808 – vivo, R2-2200918 – Sony propose to have rewriting configuration provided via F1AP, as already agreed by RAN3 as a working assumption.
R2-2201052 – Nokia proposes to have header rewriting configured together with routing to avoid mismatches between both configurations. Since routing is configured via F1AP, the rapporteur believes that using F1AP to also configure header rewriting allows configurating both together. 
Summary:
Proposal 4: The header rewriting configuration is provided via F1AP.
Issue: How does the boundary node know if an inter-topology header rewriting entry refers to Top1(Top2 or Top2(Top1?
R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200352 – Intel, R2-2200808 – vivo, R2-2200842 – Canon propose to include an egress topology indicator with the header rewriting entry.
R2-2201243 – Kyocera, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201351 – ZTE, R2-2201429 – LG propose to include a direction DL vs. UL indicator with the header rewriting entry.
R2-2201322 – Samsung proposes to include an ingress topology indicator with the header rewriting entry.
The rapporteur believes any of the egress topology indicator, direction DL/UL indicator, or ingress topology indicator with the rewriting entry is sufficient.

R2-2200918 – Sony proposes to include an indication of “inter-CU topology” with the rewriting entry. Since “inter-CU topology” may refer to either UL inter-topology traffic (Top1(Top2) or DL inter-topology traffic (Top2(Top1), such indicator by itself still leaves ambiguities in the header rewriting configuration due to collision of BAP routing IDs in the two topologies.

R2-2201606 – E/// proposes that collisions of rewriting entries are very rare, and that the F1-terminating CU may ask the non-F1 terminating CU for new pseudo-BAP addresses in case collisions occur. This approach would avoid the need for header rewriting. RAN2 and RAN3, however, agreed that inter-topology BAP transport Option 4 should be supported, which does not require coordination of BAP IDs between CUs but relies on header rewriting, instead.  
Summary:
Proposal 5: The header rewriting configuration to include an indicator, which identifies either the egress topology, or the ingress topology, or the traffic direction (RAN2 to select one of these three options).
2.5
Rewriting configuration of the boundary node – Re-routing included
We are differentiating between inter-topology routing vs. inter-donor-DU re-routing for a dual-connected boundary node. 

· Inter-topology routing (main path): The packet is crossing from one topology to the other and the egress link is available.

· Inter-donor-DU re-routing (backup path): This includes two scenarios:
· Intra-to-inter-topology re-routing: The packet is supposed to be routed within the same topology, but since the egress link is not available, it is re-routed to the other topology.
· Inter-to-intra-topology re-routing: The packet is supposed to be routed inter-topology, but since the egress link is not available, it is re-routed to the initial topology. 

For inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing, there is exactly one header rewriting, and the corresponding header rewriting entry includes the packet’s BAP routing ID in the ingress topology and the packet’s BAP routing ID in the egress topology:

Inter-topology routing and Intra-to-inter-topology re-routing:

	Previous routing ID
	New routing ID

	BAP routing ID of packet’s ingress topology
	BAP routing ID of packet’s egress topology


For inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, three options have been proposed:

Option 1: R2-2201606 – E/// propose that no header rewriting is applied for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing. This implies that for upstream traffic, the packet’s pseudo BAP routing ID in the ingress topology must contain the BAP address of the donor-DU in the same topology.  

Option 2: R2-2200195 – QC proposes that only one header rewriting is applied for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, where the BAP routing IDs in the rewriting configuration belong to the same topology, which is the packet’s ingress topology: 

Inter-to-intra-topology re-routing: Option 2
	Previous routing ID
	New routing ID

	BAP routing ID of packet’s ingress topology

(belongs to F1-terminating CU’s topology)
	BAP routing ID of packet’s re-routed egress topology

(belongs to F1-terminating CU’s topology)


Option 3: R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201322 – Samsung, and , R2-2200325 – CATT propose that two header rewritings are applied for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing. The first header rewriting is applied for inter-topology routing. Then the rewritten header is rewritten again for the re-routing back to the initial topology. These header rewriting entries contain:

Inter-to-intra-topology re-routing: Option 3 – First rewriting 

	Previous routing ID
	New routing ID

	BAP routing ID of packet’s ingress topology

(belongs to F1-terminating CU’s topology)
	BAP routing ID of intended egress topology

(belongs to non-F1-terminating CU’s topology)


Inter-to-intra-topology re-routing: Option 3 – Second rewriting 

	Previous routing ID
	New routing ID

	BAP routing ID of intended egress topology

(belongs to non-F1-terminating CU’s topology)
	BAP routing ID of packet’s re-routed egress topology

(belongs to F1-terminating CU’s topology)


Summary:
Proposal 6a: For inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing, there is only one header rewriting, where the header rewriting entry includes the BAP routing ID of the packet’s ingress topology and the BAP routing ID of the packet’s egress topology.

Proposal 6b: Select one of the following header-rewriting options for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing:

· Option 1: No header rewriting is applied, and the upstream packet’s BAP routing ID in the ingress topology contains the BAP address of the IAB-donor-DU in the same topology.
· Option 2: One header rewriting configuration is applied, where the previous BAP routing ID and the new BAP routing ID entries both refer to the same topology, which is the packet’s ingress topology. 
· Option 3: Two header rewriting configurations are applied, where the first rewriting configuration applies inter-topology routing from the packet’s ingress topology to the intended egress topology, and the second rewriting configuration applies inter-topology routing from the intended egress topology back to the packet’s ingress topology. 
Issue: How does the boundary node know if a header rewriting entry applies for inter-topology-routing or for intra-to-inter-topology re-routing or for inter-to-intra topology re-routing (options 2 and 3)?
R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200566 – Fujitsu, R2-2201243 – Kyocera, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201322 – SS, R2-2201351 – ZTE propose to explicitly indicate whether a header-rewriting entry applies for re-routing.
Note that for inter-to-intra rerouting option 3, this indicator would only be applied to the second rewriting entry.

R2-2201052 – Nokia proposes not to have mappings of routing IDs for re-routing but rather perform re-routing based on BAP address only. In this case, header-rewriting entries only refer to inter-topology transport. The rapporteur emphasizes that RAN2 has made the agreement to “have rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID” for re-routing. 
Summary:
Proposal 7: The header rewriting entry to include a “re-routing” indicator.

Further, as pointed out in Proposal 5 (sub-section 2.4), the header rewriting entry needs to include in indicator, which identifies either the egress topology, or the ingress topology, or the traffic direction. RAN2 needs to decide which of these three candidates should be used. If only inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter topology re-routing was supported, any of these candidates could be selected. However, inter-to-intra-topology re-routing may add additional constraints.
If Option 1 is used:
· There is no header rewriting entry for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing. Therefore, any of the three candidate indicators can be used. 

If Option 2 is used:

· The indicator identifies the egress topology :
· Rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing  to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology can be differentiated from rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and re-routing to the F1-terminating CU’s topology.
· An additional re-routing indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and ULintra-to-inter-topology re-routing to non-F1-terminating CU’s topology so that the latter entries are only used when the parent link in the F1-terminating CU’s topology is not available. This is captured in Proposal 7.
· The re-routing indicator is also needed to differentiate between the rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and  UL inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, which both have F1-terminating CU’s topology as egress topology.
· The indicator identifies the ingress topology:
· Rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing from the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology can be differentiated from rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing, intra-to-inter-topology re-routing and inter-to-intra-topology re-routing from the F1-terminating CU’s topology. 
· An additional rerouting indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology so that the latter entries are only used when the parent link in the F1-terminating CU’s topology is not available.
· The rerouting indicator is also required to differentiate between the rewriting for UL inter-topology routing to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology and inter-to-intra-topology rerouting to the F1-terminating CU’s topology since both entries have the same ingress topology.

· No further indicator is required to differentiate between inter-to-intra-topology re-routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing since they use different ingress topologies.
· The indicator identifiers the traffic direction:
· Since the DL and UL rewriting have different ingress topologies, the analysis is the same as for the prior bullet.

If Option 3 is used:

· The indicator identifies the egress topology:

· Rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and UL intra-to-inter topology rerouting to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology can be differentiated from rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and inter-to-intra topology rerouting to the F1-terminating CU’s topology.
· An additional re-routing indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology so that the latter entries are only used when the parent link in the F1-terminating CU’s topology is not available.
· No further indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and the second rewriting for inter-to-intra topology re-routing to the F1-terminating CU’s topology since they can be differentiated by the re-routing indicator.
· The indicator identifies the ingress topology:

· Rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter topology re- from the F1-terminating CU’s topology can be differentiated from rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and the second rewriting for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing from the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology.

· An additional re-routing indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology so that the latter entries are only used when the parent link in the F1-terminating CU’s topology is not available.

· No further indicator is required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for DL inter-topology routing and the second rewriting for inter-to-intra topology re-routing to the F1-terminating CU’s topology since they can be differentiated by the re-routing indicator.

· The indicator identifiers the traffic direction:
· Rewriting entries for DL inter topology routing are differentiated from UL inter-topology routing and UL intra-to-inter topology re-routing.
· An additional rerouting indicator is required to differentiate between UL inter-topology routing and UL intra-to-inter topology re-routing so that the latter entries are only used when the parent link in the F1-terminating CU’s topology is not available.
· The re-routing indicator is also required to differentiate between the rewriting entries for UL inter-topology routing and the second rewriting for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing since they both refer to UL traffic but the previous routing IDs belong to different topologies.
· A third indicator is required to differentiate between rewriting entries for intra-to-inter topology re-routing to the non-F1-terminating CU’s topology and for the second rewriting for inter-to-intra topology re-routing to the F1-terminating CU’s topology since they both refer to UL, both include the re-routing indicator, but they the previous routing IDs belong to different topologies.
Based on the above:
· For intra-to-inter-topology re-routing Options 1 and 2, the rewriting entry can indicate either the egress topology, or the ingress topology or the traffic direction.
· For intra-to-inter-topology re-routing Option 3, the rewriting entry must indicate either the egress topology or the ingress topology. If it indicates the traffic direction, an additional indicator is required to differentiate between intra-to-inter-topology re-routing and inter-to-intra-topology re-routing entries. For this reason, we may only want to consider the indication of ingress or egress traffic.
Summary:
Proposal 8a: (If inter-to-intra-topology re-routing Options 1 or 2 is selected): RAN2 to select one of egress topology indicator, ingress topology indicator or traffic direction  indicator to be included in the header rewriting entry.

Proposal 8b: (If inter-to-intra-topology re-routing Option 3 is selected): RAN2 to select one of egress topology indicator or ingress topology indicator to be included in the header rewriting entry.

2.6
BH RLC CH mapping configuration of the boundary node
Several contributions referred to (one or multiple) “BH RLC CH mapping tables”. The rapporteur would like to clarify that the “table” is an implementation-based concept. Instead, we should refer to “BH RLC CH mapping configurations” or “BH RLC CH mapping entries”.

How does the boundary node know if a BH RLC CH mapping entry applies to inter-topology DL vs. inter-topology UL vs. intra-topology DL vs. intra-topology UL transport?
R2-2200195 – QC proposes to add one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator for egress topology to each BH RLC CH mapping entry.
R2-2200808 – vivo proposes to add one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator for the traffic direction to each BH RLC CH mapping entry.

R2-2200842 – Canon, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201322 – Samsung propose to add one indicator for the ingress topology (that of the prior-hop node) and a second indicator for the egress topology (that of the next-hop node) to each BH RLC CH mapping entry.
R2-2200352 – Intel proposes to include no topology info for each BH RLC CH in BH RLC CH mapping entry. The rapporteur emphasizes that there will be ambiguity in the BH RLC CH mapping configuration since BAP addresses of the prior-hop node or next-hop node may be reused in the two topologies.
R2-2201351 – ZTE, R2-2201606 – E/// propose to add/consider a single indicator of inter-topology vs. intra-topology (also referred to as “concatenated traffic” vs. “non-concatenated traffic”) to the BH RLC CH mapping entry. The rapporteur emphasizes that there would be ambiguity between BH RLC CH mapping entries labelled as “inter-topology” e.g., an inter-topology UL entry and an inter-topology DL entry may share the prior-hop BAP address and/or the next-hop BAP address since they are configured by different CUs.
Based on these contributions, there are three options for BH RLC CH mapping at the boundary node:
· Option A: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator for the egress topology

· Option B: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator for the traffic DL/UL

· Option C: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator to identify the ingress topology (that of the prior-hop node) and a second indicator to identify the egress topology (that of the next-hop node)
Summary:
Proposal 9: Select one of the following options for BH RLC CH mapping configuration of the boundary node:
· Option A: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator to identify the egress topology 

· Option B: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator to identify the traffic direction
· Option C: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator to identify the ingress topology (that of the prior-hop node) and a second indicator to identify the egress topology (that of the next-hop node)
2.7
UL mapping configuration of the boundary node
Issue: How does the boundary node know what topology an UL mapping configuration refers to?
R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2200808 – vivo propose that an UL mapping entry includes an indicator of the egress (UL) topology.
Summary:
Proposal 10: An UL mapping entry includes an indicator to identify the egress topology.
2.8
Identification of a topology
Issue: How is a “topology” in a configuration of the boundary node indicated?
R2-2200195 – QC proposes that a topology in a configuration is referred to as “F1-terminating CU’s topology” vs. “non-F1-terminating CU’s topology.”
R2-2201322 – Samsung proposes two methods to identify a topology in a configuration: either include an indicator of “source topology vs. target topology” in migration/recovery scenarios and an indicator of “MCG topology/SCG topology” in redundancy scenario, or include a topology ID. 
The rapporteur believes a common indicator of the topology should be used for partial migration, partial RLF recovery and inter-donor redundancy scenarios. The rapporteur further believes that an abstract topology ID, e.g., “top1 vs. top2” still needs to be mapped to a physical link.

Summary:
Proposal 11: The topology is identified by “F1-terminating CU’s topology” vs. “non-F1-terminating CU’s topology”.
2.9 
BAP modelling
Issue: Which entity of the boundary node determines/executes header rewriting?
R2-2200195 – QC, R2-2201243 – Kyocera, R2-2201322 – SS, R2-2201429 – LG, R2-2201606 – E/// propose that the TX BAP entity performs header rewriting.
R2-2201299 – HW proposes that the TX BAP entity performs header rewriting in upstream and the RX BAP entity performs header rewriting in downstream.
The rapporteur believes based on the scenario, i.e., inter-topology routing, intra-to-inter-topology rerouting or inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, header rewriting entry matching and routing entry matching have to be applied in different order and each of them potentially more than one time. For that reason, it is not convenient to assign header rewriting and routing to different BAP entities.
Summary:
Proposal 12: Determination/execution of header rewriting is handled by the BAP TX entity. 
Issue: Is egress link selection performed before or after header rewriting?
R2-2201052 – Nokia, R2-2200760 – Lenovo propose to have egress link selection before header rewriting.

R2-2201243 – Kyocera, R2-2201299 – HW, R2-2201351 – ZTE propose to have egress link selection after header rewriting.
Considering the scenario of UL inter-topology traffic that needs to be rerouted intra-topology, there are two routing steps and at least one header rewriting step. At least one egress link selection comes before header rewriting and one egress link selection comes after header rewriting. The rapporteur believes details can be handled in the running CR for TS 38.340.

2.10
Others
Several companies proposed to constrain the selection criteria for pseudo-BAP routing IDs. The rapporteur believes this can be left to implementation.
R2-2201322 – Samsung proposes to determine header rewriting based on both the ingress routing ID and the ingress BH RLC CH. The rapporteur recognizes that this proposal allows to split traffic of same BAP routing ID across MCG and SCG paths in upstream for a dual-connected node. The rapporteur believes that such optimizations can be discussed if time remains.
R2-2201606 – E/// proposes that “configuration for re-routing of certain BH traffics due to load balancing” is a trigger to apply BAP header rewriting for inter-donor routing. The rapporteur does not understand the proposal. RAN2 only discussed re-routing due to congestion but not for load-balancing. Further, re-routing due to congestion is handled in the same manner as re-routing due to RLF.
R2-2201606 – E/// proposes that type-2 RLF indication may trigger header rewriting for re-routing. The rapporteur believes that RAN2 has not agreed that re-routing due to type-2 RLF indication obtains special treatment. This matter should be handled as part of the RLF indication discussion..
3
Conclusion
This paper provided a summary on the contributions to R2#116-bis-e, AI 8.4.2.3 on BAP routing (see section 4), and extracted the following proposals.

Proposal 1: For each topology, the BAP address is configured to the boundary node by the CU of that topology via RRC.

Proposal 2: A BH link and the corresponding next-hop BAP address belong to the topology of the CU that provided the configuration of that BH link and next-hop BAP address.

Proposal 3: The routing entry to include an indicator that identifies the topology the entry applies to.

Proposal 4: The header rewriting configuration is provided via F1AP.
Proposal 5: The header rewriting configuration to include an indicator, which identifies either the egress topology, or the ingress topology, or the traffic direction (RAN2 to select one of these three options).

Proposal 6a: For inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing, there is only one header rewriting, where the header rewriting entry includes the BAP routing ID of the packet’s ingress topology and the BAP routing ID of the packet’s egress topology.

Proposal 6b: Select one of the following header-rewriting options for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing:

· Option 1: No header rewriting is applied, and the upstream packet’s BAP routing ID in the ingress topology contains the BAP address of the IAB-donor-DU in the same topology.

· Option 2: One header rewriting configuration is applied, where the previous BAP routing ID and the new BAP routing ID entries both refer to the same topology, which is the packet’s ingress topology. 

· Option 3: Two header rewriting configurations are applied, where the first rewriting configuration applies inter-topology routing from the packet’s ingress topology to the intended egress topology, and the second rewriting configuration applies inter-topology routing from the intended egress topology back to the packet’s ingress topology. 

Proposal 7: The header rewriting entry to include a “re-routing” indicator.

Proposal 8a: (If inter-to-intra-topology re-routing Options 1 or 2 is selected): RAN2 to select one of egress topology indicator, ingress topology indicator or traffic direction  indicator to be included in the header rewriting entry.

Proposal 8b: (If inter-to-intra-topology re-routing Option 3 is selected): RAN2 to select one of egress topology indicator or ingress topology indicator to be included in the header rewriting entry.

Proposal 9: Select one of the following options for BH RLC CH mapping configuration of the boundary node:

· Option A: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator to identify the egress topology 

· Option B: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator for inter-topology vs. intra-topology and a second indicator to identify the traffic direction
· Option C: BH RLC CH mapping entry includes one indicator to identify the ingress topology (that of the prior-hop node) and a second indicator to identify the egress topology (that of the next-hop node)

Proposal 10: An UL mapping entry includes an indicator to identify the egress topology.
Proposal 11: The topology is identified by “F1-terminating CU’s topology” vs. “non-F1-terminating CU’s topology”.

Proposal 12: Determination/execution of header rewriting is handled by the BAP TX entity. 
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