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1   Introduction
This tdoc treats issues identified in [Post116bis-e][078] email discussion as those requiring further discussion via individual company contributions. More specifically, we refer to issues labelled BAP#1, BAP#4, BAP#2, BAP#3 in said discussion and elaborate them further in the text that follows. 
2   Inter-to-intra topology re-routing (BAP#1)
As a reminder, the below four options were identified in [Post116bis-e][078] (quoted verbatim here):

· 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: Header rewriting is applied based on a header-rewriting entry, which contains the packet’s ingress BAP routing ID and the BAP routing ID of the packet’s egress topology after inter-to-intra re-routing. 

· Option 3: Header rewriting is applied based on a header-rewriting entry, which contains the BAP routing ID of the packet’s intended egress topology after inter-topology routing and the BAP routing ID of the packet’s egress topology after inter-to-intra re-routing.

· Option 4: The boundary node is configured with a default BAP routing ID for each topology via RRC, and such default BAP routing ID can be used as the egress routing ID when applying inter-topology rerouting.
At RAN2#116bis-e, we additionally made the following agreement:
· Referring to previous agreement “Will have rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID that limits the possible rewriting (for all cases of re-writing)”: It is FFS whether for upstream there would be a configuration optimization such that the “New Routing ID” is the same for all entries (a.k.a. default routing ID)

In light of this agreement, Option 4 above could be considered as aligned with the previous agreement on introduction of rewriting from Old routing ID to New routing ID, with the New routing ID being identical for all entries ( = default BAP routing ID in Option 4). We have a strong preference for Option 4, for the following reasons:
1. We have concerns about the consequences of adopting Option 1, since re-routing is triggered when the original routing path in ingress (CU1’s) topology is experiencing an issue. It is therefore potentially detrimental to re-route the packet via the originally intended path. 

2. Additionally, we think re-routing aims to solve issues that will not happen frequently. It is therefore unnecessary to spend much configuration effort (and add signaling load) on configuring the header rewriting table for re-routing. Please note that, in general, the entries for header rewriting need to be signaled by CU2 via XnAP. 

3. With this in mind, we think a simple solution should be adopted: in each topology, one default BAP routing ID is configured as the egress BAP routing ID ( = Option 4). In particular, if the egress link in CU1’s topology is unavailable, the boundary node shall use the default BAP routing ID in CU2’s topology for rewriting; if the egress link in CU2’s topology is unavailable, the boundary node shall use default BAP routing ID in CU1’s topology. 

4. With this solution, we can additionally harmonize inter-to-inter re-routing and inter-to-intra re-routing.

5. By choosing Option 4, we can additionally have the same functionality as that offered by Options 2 & 3 above (for inter-to-intra rerouting), while offering a symmetrical solution.

We therefore propose the following:

Proposal 1: The boundary node is configured with a default BAP routing ID for each topology via RRC, and this default BAP routing ID is used as the egress routing ID when applying inter-to-inter and inter-to-intra topology re-routing.
3   Configuring the boundary node (BAP#2)

RAN2 already agreed high-level details on content of configuration of the boundary node as summarized in [Post116bis-e][078]:
· BH channels mapping configuration of the boundary node will need to include the information enabling differentiation based on ingress and egress topologies;
· UL mapping configuration of the boundary node will need to include the information enabling determination of egress topology;
· Routing configuration will need to include information enabling the boundary node to determine the topology each routing entry applies to.
In our understanding, it does appear that the signaling/configuration aspects are now down to RAN3, unless certain aspects impact RRC – however this is not expected as BH RLC CH mapping and routing configurations are an F1AP matter. It is possible in theory that some outstanding decisions (e.g. ‘information that allows the boundary node to determine the topology each routing entry applies to’) could also be made by RAN2 instead, i.e. that there could be a RAN2/RAN3 split of outstanding decisions. However this is not our preference, and we propose the following:

Proposal 2: The details of boundary node configuration which implement the relevant existing RAN2 agreements are left to RAN3.
4   Inter-topology routing (BAP#3)
For inter-topology routing and as already agreed by RAN2, the header rewriting configuration is to include information that allows the boundary node to determine either the egress topology, or the ingress topology, or the traffic direction of a header-rewriting entry. RAN2 needs to further down-select among these there options.

We would first like to note that – in our view – the option that uses the traffic direction should be de-prioritized since this design may not be future-proof. 

For ingress topology vs. egress topology, our preferred option is the inclusion of information indicating the ingress topology as it is better aligned with the behavior of the receiving part of a node: at the receiving part of the BAP entity, only ingress topology is known. We note that for ingress topology (and not just for egress topology option), an explicit indication is needed, which is then used to differentiate the ingress BAP routing ID from topology1 and topology2. The egress topology option is still technically feasible since the ingress topology can be deduced from the egress topology; however, our preference is as follows:
Proposal 3: For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration shall include information that allows the boundary node to determine the ingress topology.
5   Determining the entry for re-routing (BAP#4)

As per [Post116bis-e][078], further discussion is needed on whether the header rewriting configuration should include specific information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing.
In our understanding, this issue is related to BAP#1 and is present in Option 2 & 3, where separate entries for re-routing would indeed need to be defined. With Option 4 (and as per our Proposal 1 above), this issue is non-existent. We therefore propose the following:

Proposal 4: Specific information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing is not needed in the header rewriting configuration, assuming Proposal 1 is agreed.
6   Conclusions
In this contribution, we looked at open issues from [Post116bis-e][078] on which input via companies’ contributions was invited, and made the following proposals:
Proposal 5: The boundary node is configured with a default BAP routing ID for each topology via RRC, and this default BAP routing ID is used as the egress routing ID when applying inter-to-inter and inter-to-intra topology re-routing.
Proposal 6: The details of boundary node configuration which implement the relevant existing RAN2 agreements are left to RAN3.
Proposal 7: For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration shall include information that allows the boundary node to determine the ingress topology.
Proposal 8: Specific information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing is not needed in the header rewriting configuration, assuming Proposal 1 is agreed.
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