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1. Introduction
The paper is to address following Open Issues:
	Issue number
	Issue description

	BAP#05
	FFS on granularity of per BH RLC channel level for local re-routing triggered by flow control feedback.

	BAP#06
	FFS for type4 indication on whether to use “BH RLF recovery failure indication” or existing name “BH RLF indication”.

	BAP#07
	FFS Type-2 indication triggered by a dual-connected node does not include any routing information

	BAP#09
	FFS for type-3 indication, if genetic condition “upon recovery” from BH RLF is sufficient.  



2. Discussion
2.1 Local re-routing based on flow control


Figure 1. Routing and bearer mapping in BAP layer.
Current discussions on the granularity of flow control feedback triggered local re-routing include two options: 1) per routing ID 2) per BH RLC Channel. Consider the IAB node’s routing and bearer mapping behaviour in BAP layer, as shown in Fig. 1, it is seen that if the re-routing is triggered by per routing ID flow control feedback, this should be operated in the routing phase (i.e., egress link selection phase); In contrast, if the re-routing is triggered by per BH RLC Channel feedback, this should be operated in bearer mapping phase (i.e., BH RLC Channel selection phase) after the routing phase, which is a more complicated operation. Thus, we suggest the granularity of flow control feedback triggered local re-routing to be per routing ID.
Proposal 1: [BAP#5] The granularity of flow control feedback triggered local re-routing is only per routing ID level, but no per BH RLC level.
2.2 RLF indications
10.1 
10.2 
10.2.1 Terminologies
Although there was some concern on using the terminology of R16 “BH RLF indication” to describe Type-4 indication, we think changing the R16 terminology is not necessary and also requires changes to many spec.. Thus, we suggest:
Proposal 2a: [BAP#6] The terminology of Type-4 indication “BH RLF indication” should NOT be changed in R17.
Proposal 2b: [BAP#6] If RAN2 deems to use “BH RLF recovery failure indication” for type 4 indication, R16 CRs should also be agreed.
10.2.2 Granularity and trigger of Type-2 RLF indication
The last meeting has agreed the following conclusions on the relationship between Type-2 and Type-3 indication’s granularity and trigger conditions [1]: 
· [048] If type-2 indication does not contain any routing information Type-3 indication does not include any routing information. 
· [048] If type-2 indication contains routing information, Type-3 indication includes corresponding routing information, indicating recovered destinations or routing ID(s). 


It is seen that the granularity and trigger conditions of Type-3 indication directly depends on the Type-2 indication. If the Type-2 indication contains routing information, the signalling overhead for containing routing information in both Type-2 and Type-3 indication would be too complicated. Thus, we suggest: 
Proposal 3: [BAP#7] Type-2 indication triggered by a dual–connected node does not include any routing information. 

In the R16-IAB BAP specification described in 3GPP TS 38.340 [2], the function of RLF indication is supported in the BAP spec., which includes the transmitting and receiving operations for BAP control PDU for BH RLF indication. Therefore, we suggest: 
Proposal 4: [BAP#9] As in R16, the trigger conditions for type 2/3 will be captured in BAP spec. rather than in RRC spec., with just some general descriptions.

11. Conclusion
In this contribution, we mainly discuss the Rapporteur Handled Open Issues BAP OIs (BAP#5, BAP#6, BAP#7, BAP#9) on the local re-routing based on flow control and type-2 RLF indication. It is proposed:
Proposal 1: [BAP#5] The granularity of flow control feedback triggered local re-routing is only per routing ID level, but no per BH RLC level.
Proposal 2a: [BAP#6] The terminology of Type-4 indication “BH RLF indication” should NOT be changed in R17.
Proposal 2b: [BAP#6] If RAN2 deems to use “BH RLF recovery failure indication” for type 4 indication, R16 CRs should also be agreed.
Proposal 3: [BAP#7] Type-2 indication triggered by a dual–connected node does not include any routing information. 
Proposal 4: [BAP#9] As in R16, the trigger conditions for type 2/3 will be captured in BAP spec. rather than in RRC spec., with just some general descriptions.
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