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1	Introduction
In this contribution, we analyse open issues related to BAP with particular focus on the open issues captured after RAN2#116bis-e in [1].
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Analysis of BAP open issues 
In RAN2#116bis-e, the following was agreed:
	From RAN2#116bis-e:
· 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 our view, the default UL BAP routing ID can be conveyed as part of the BAP configuration according to the Rel.16 specification. We have already agreed that in case of inter-donor migration, the IAB node will be configured by the target CU with a second BAP address which can be conveyed as part of the BAP-config of the SCG. The BAP configuration, along with the BAP address, already includes the default UL BAP routing ID and the default BH RLC channel. In case the BAP header rewriting configuration is not provided via F1, the IAB-MT can map the previous routing ID to the default routing ID of the SCG.
The bap-Config IE configured for the SCG may already include the default UL BAP routing ID, the default UL BH RLC channel, and the BAP address to be used when communicating with the target donor CU.
[bookmark: _Toc95770848]If the BAP header rewriting configuration is not configured via F1, the IAB-MT performing inter-donor routing maps the ingress routing ID in the upstream to the default UL routing IDs, and the ingress BH RLC channel in the upstream to the default UL BH RLC channels.
[bookmark: _Toc95770849]The bap-Config IE configured for the SCG conveys the default UL BAP routing ID, and the default UL BH RLC channel (besides the BAP address, as already agreed).
We now consider in the following other BAP issues identified in [1].
2.1 BAP#01
The issue BAP#01 issue is about addressing the 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: 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.
In our view, the so-called inter-to-intra topology re-routing scenario can only occur when for some reasons the inter-donor link, i.e. the SCG link, becomes unavailable during the inter-donor migration. However, we note that in case there is a failure in the SCG during the inter-donor partial migration, e.g. due to BH RLF, or due to the reception of type-2 RLF from the target topology, there is no need to perform any BAP header rewriting back to the original topology. That is because the boundary IAB node should always check whether the link towards the target topology is working correctly, before performing the BAP header rewriting of the upstream traffic. If the SCG is not available because of e.g. BH RLF, or reception of type-2 RLF, the boundary IAB node should not perform any BAP header rewriting. This implies that a pre-condition for the BAP header rewriting in the upstream is that the TX part of the BAP entity checks whether link towards the target topology is available.
[bookmark: _Toc95770850]No BAP header rewriting should be performed during an inter-donor migration if the link towards the target topology is not available, due to BH RLF on the SCG or type-2 RLF reception from the SCG, i.e. Option 1.
2.2 BAP#03
The BAP#03 issue is on whether for inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration should 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 (selection of one of these expected). 
In our view, here the issue is a potential ambiguity on the upstream and downstream entries, i.e. that any previous routing ID for the downstream collides with any previous routing ID for the upstream, namely that a pseudo-BAP address assigned by the target CU for a downstream destination (IAB access node) collides with the BAP address of the source donor DU, as well as the PATH ID. Hence in our view including the traffic direction can solve the issue. 
[bookmark: _Toc95770851]The header rewriting configuration includes the traffic direction of the entry. 
2.3 BAP#04
The BAP#04 issue is about whether the header rewriting configuration should include information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing. In our view the re-routing case is just a subcase of the inter-topology routing, and it is not clear why the header rewriting configuration should include special information on the re-routing entry.
[bookmark: _Toc95770852]No need to include in the header rewriting configuration information for the re-routing.
2.4 BAP#08 
The BAP#08 issue is about whether type-2 RLF indication should be propagated by the receiving child IAB node, both for the case of single connected and dual connected IAB node. In our view that is not needed, because the time interval between the reception of a type-2 RLF and a type 3/4 RLF might be very little. Hence, by the time the child IAB node propagates a type-2 RLF to its child, the parent node may have already gone through the reestablishment procedure and be ready to issue a type 3/4 RLF indication. Therefore, the benefits of propagating the type-2 RLF might be very little. Additionally, if the type-2 is propagated also the type-3 should be propagated which would complicate the overall procedure. On the other hand, in case a type-4 is instead generated by the parent IAB node, it should be discussed whether the type-4 should be also propagated or not, because the child IAB node would perform a reestablishment upon receiving a type-4 indication, hence it is not clear what would happen to descendant IAB node that is already performing e.g. local routing due to a previously propagated type-2 RLF. Given the complexity, we propose not spending the remaining time of the WID to discuss such as an optimization.
[bookmark: _Toc92788393][bookmark: _Toc95770853]A received type-2 RLF is not propagated.
3 Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	If the BAP header rewriting configuration is not configured via F1, the IAB-MT performing inter-donor routing maps the ingress routing ID in the upstream to the default UL routing IDs, and the ingress BH RLC channel in the upstream to the default UL BH RLC channels.
Proposal 2	The bap-Config IE configured for the SCG conveys the default UL BAP routing ID, and the default UL BH RLC channel (besides the BAP address, as already agreed).
Proposal 3	No BAP header rewriting should be performed during an inter-donor migration if the link towards the target topology is not available, due to BH RLF on the SCG or type-2 RLF reception from the SCG, i.e. Option 1.
Proposal 4	The header rewriting configuration includes the traffic direction of the entry.
Proposal 5	No need to include in the header rewriting configuration information for the re-routing.
Proposal 6	A received type-2 RLF is not propagated.
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