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1 Introduction

This paper aims at capturing the summary of email discussion. 

[Pre117-e][021][eIAB] AI summary of 8.4.3.2 Invited Input (Huawei)
2 Discussion

2.1
Option a to d: Re-writing mapping configurations for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing
The following options for the optimization of rewriting mappings for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing have been proposed in prior meetings/discussions:

Option a: No optimization, i.e., inter-donor-DU re-routing uses configurations of (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs. For this option, we need to resolve the ambiguity between re-routing and inter-topology routing for a boundary node as discussed during [AT116bis-e][049][eIAB].

Option b: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on a default egress BAP routing ID(s) configured for each parent link.

Option c: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on the BAP routing IDs included in the routing entries configured for each parent.

Option d: Others.
	Options
	

	Option a: No optimization
	QC (R2-2202330): Observation 1: Using Option A, i.e., explicit mappings (ingress BAP routing ID , egress BAP routing ID) for inter-donor-DU re-routing adds unnecessarily high complexity to the boundary node.

	
	Fujitsu (R2-2202346): Proposal 1: Option a is selected: No optimization, i.e., inter-donor-DU re-routing uses configurations of (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs.

	
	Huawei (R2-2202374): Proposal 7: Option a (no optimization) for header rewriting mappings for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing.

	
	ZTE (R2-2202382): Proposal 3: It is suggested for donor-CU to determine the egress routing ID of the re-routed packets, where the same or different egress routing IDs can be configured for re-routed packets.   

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): Proposal 1: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on the (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs in the Header Rewriting Configuration.

	
	Intel (R2-2202643): Proposal 3: Option a “inter-donor-DU re-routing uses configurations of (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs” is used for BAP header rewriting configuration for inter-donor DU re-routing.

	
	vivo (R2-2202968): Proposal 1
RAN2 support Option a, i.e. header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing should be based on (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs.

	Option b: based on a default egress BAP routing ID(s)
	QC (R2-2202330):

Proposal 1: Header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing to be based on a default routing ID configured for each egress link. 

Proposal 2: The default BAP routing ID for inter-donor-DU re-routing to be configured via RRC.

Proposal 3: For the boundary node, the default BAP routing ID for inter-donor-DU re-routing applies to the topology of the CU that sent the RRC configuration.

Proposal 4: TS 38.340 to include BAP header rewriting for re-routing into the routing procedure in a traffic-direction-agnostic manner.

	
	Fujitsu (R2-2202346): Besides, option b can be used based on option a by network implementation.

	
	ZTE (R2-2202382): In our view, if all re-routed packets are delivered via a default route, congestion may happen and it is hard to guarantee the QoS requirement of the re-routed packets. In addition, the existing RRC message or F1AP message needs to be enhanced to indicate the default routing ID which is used for re-routing.

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): Observation 1: Option b is a particular case of Option a, and it can be implemented by setting the egress BAP routing IDs of all the rewriting mapping entry to the same default BAP routing ID.

	
	vivo (R2-2202968): Option b is a certain type of implementation of Option a, i.e. it is equivalent to that the same egress BAP routing ID is configured for all rerouted traffics based on Option a.

	
	LG (R2-2203053): Observation 2. Option B cannot consider QoS of each packet and may have trouble for QoS management of packets requiring higher QoS. 

	Option c: based on routing entries
	QC (R2-2202330): Observation 3: Using Option C, i.e., deriving the egress BAP routing ID for inter-donor-DU re-routing from the routing table is a low complexity solution but it puts stringent constraints on the deployment of the wireline backhaul network.

	
	Fujitsu (R2-2202346): It is not helpful to revert this agreement at the last meeting for this R17 feature. For this reason, option c is ruled out.

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): Proposal 2: IAB node can perform local inter-DU rerouting based on the BH Routing Configuration if no available egress link is found based on the Header Rewriting Configuration.

	
	LG (R2-2203053): 

Observation 1. All three options comply with the previous RAN2 agreement, i.e., rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID. 

Proposal 1. Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on the BAP routing IDs included in the routing entries configured for each parent.

	
	Nokia (R2-2203402): Proposal 5: Perform inter-donor-DU re-routing according to Option c.

	Option d: Others.
	NEC (R2-2202255): Proposal 1: Considering the configuration effort, it is supported that inter-to-intra topology rerouting can be based on the implementation.


Summary:

Option a: Fujitsu, Huawei, ZTE, Lenovo, Intel, vivo

Option b: QC, Samsung?

Option c: Lenovo?, LG, Nokia

Option d: NEC

Rapporteur observation based on the comments:

· Option b can be somehow covered by option a by implementation.
· Option c is considered by some companies as reverting the agreement.
Proposal 1: For the configuration of header rewriting mappings for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing, RAN2 to discuss:

Option a: No optimization, i.e., inter-donor-DU re-routing uses configurations of (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs. [6]
Option b: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on a default egress BAP routing ID(s) configured for each parent link. [2]
Option c: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on the BAP routing IDs included in the routing entries configured for each parent. [3]
2.2 BAP#1: inter-to-intra-topology re-routing
Considering below options for the scenario of 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.

· Lookup inter-topology rewriting entries for top1 top2: Match found
· Since top2 egress link is not available:

· Apply routing in top1
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. 

· Lookup inter-topology rewriting entries for top1 top2: Match found
· Since top2 egress link is not available, 

· Lookup inter-to-intra rewriting entries based on ingress BAP routing ID: Match found

· Rewrite header based on match

· Route packet in top1
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.

· Lookup inter-topology rewriting entries for top1 top2: Match found
· Determine intended egress BAP routing ID based on match

· Since top2 egress link is not available, 

· Lookup inter-to-intra rewriting entries based on intended egress BAP routing ID: Match found

· Rewrite header based on match

· Route packet in top1
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.
Option 5: Perform all BAP routing and re-routing using Routing IDs of F1-terminating donor’s topology; Perform BAP Header rewriting before routing for downstream and after (re)routing for upstream. The scenario of inter-to-intra-topology re-routing is solved by performing the re-routing before the header rewriting.

	Options
	Comments/Proposals

	Option 1
	Huawei (R2-2202374): It requires F1-terminating CU implementation to always configure the BAP address in header to be same as the source donor-DU, for upstream data.

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): 
For Option 1, it adds additional restriction to the CU when configuration the BAP routing ID in the ingress topology.
In addition, it goes against with the 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)”.

	
	Intel (R2-2202643): 

Observation 7: There’s no need to perform BAP header rewriting if the new routing ID is unavailable due to BH RLF, congestion, type-2 RLF indication, etc.

Proposal 4: No BAP header rewriting is needed during Inter-to-Intra traffic routing.
[Rapp]: The O7 seems only refers that the first header rewriting (i.e. CU1 routing ID->CU2 routing ID) is not needed.

It is not clear if the P4 also propose no rewriting for the 2nd rewriting (CU1 routing ID->CU1 routing ID, or CU2 routing ID ->CU1 routing ID). 

So, no sure if the P4 really refer to option 1.
[Intel]: We also think the second header rewriting is not needed, as the original routing ID in CU1 can still be used for routing in CU1’s topology. 

The first inter-topology is inter-donor CU routing, it’s not caused by original link becomes unavailable. Therefore, the original routing ID can still be used. 2nd rewriting is not needed.

	
	LG (R2-2203054): We slightly prefer option 1, but option 2 is also acceptable. 

Proposal 1. For inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, Option 1 or Option 2 is supported.

-
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.

	
	Samsung (R2-2203105): 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.

	
	Ericsson (R2-2203469): 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.

	
	FUTUREWEI (R2-2203507): 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to adopt Option 1 as the baseline solution for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing.

Thus option 1 avoids the BAP header rewriting completely, and therefore is the simplest solution of the four options. However, for option 1 to work the boundary node must have a routing table entry for each BAP routing ID used in the ingress topology, even if this routing ID would normally be rewritten at the boundary node. Thus, there is an additional configuration complexity required to achieve option 1. 

Proposal 2: RAN2 to discuss if further optimization is warranted to simplify boundary node configuration in the case of option 1 being agreed.

	Option 2
	Fujitsu (R2-2202346): 

Proposal 3: Down select from option 1 and option 2 for header rewriting for inter-to-intra topology re-routing:
Proposal 4: If option 2 is selected, egress link availability is checked first to reduce the number of header rewritings.

	
	Huawei (R2-2202374): IAB node has to perform routing function/table check to determine which BH link is the original egress link. This modelling is conflict with the previous agreement.

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): For Option 2, the header-rewriting entry is out of the way than the entries for inter-topology routing and inter-DU rerouting, and this header-rewriting entry can be only used for inter-to-intra re-routing. Which means in the Header Rewriting Configuration, there are two entries with the same ingress BAP routing ID where one for inter-topology routing and the other for inter-to-intra re-routing in case of unavailable of inter-topology routing. Therefore, we need to further introduce explicit information to differentiate between them.

	
	FUTUREWEI (R2-2203507): both options 2 and 3 also suppose additional routing configurations are needed at the boundary node in order to address this inter-to-intra-topology re-routing scenario.

	Option 3
	Huawei (R2-2202374): Proposal 5：Use the option 3 for the scenario of inter-to-intra-topology re-routing.

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): Proposal 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.

	
	Kyocera (R2-2202908): Proposal 1
RAN2 should agree to adopt Option 3 for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing without any optimization, i.e., the header rewriting is performed twice for inter-topology routing and for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing.

	
	LG (R2-2203054): In other word, option 3 may perform header rewriting searching twice, one for inter-topology routing and another for re-routing. We think twice searching for header rewriting seems redundant.

	
	ZTE (R2-2202383): 

For Figure (b), suppose the received packet is concatenated traffic and needs header rewriting, the boundary node rewrites its BAP header with a new BAP header based on Header Rewriting Configuration. When performing routing, the boundary node finds the egress link corresponding to the next hop is not available. Then it further replaces the current BAP header with another new one based on the rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing. After that, the boundary node once more checks the routing table to determine the next hop. Apparently, the rewriting mapping configuration 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. And there are two header re-writings for a packet. 
Proposal 2: The IAB-node first judges the availability of egress link corresponding to the routing ID within the UL packet. If the egress link corresponding to the next hop is not available, the IAB-node considers the packet as a re-routed packet and rewrites BAP header for it. 

	Option 4

Related to option b in above
	QC (R2-2202330): Proposal 5: For BAP#1, inter-to-intra topology re-routing Option 4 to be supported (i.e., using a default routing ID for re-routing on each parent link).

	
	LG (R2-2203054): However, option 4 may have a problem to support QoS management for each packet because header of all packets may be rewritten using a same BAP routing ID regardless of the required QoS of each packet.

	
	Samsung (R2-2203105): 

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.
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.

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.

	
	FUTUREWEI (R2-2203507): Option 4 is somewhat of a compromise between the full configuration of options 2 & 3, and no configuration of option 1. In option 4 the single default BAP routing ID per topology is rewritten to all egress packets for inter-topology rerouting. However, a major disadvantage of option 4 compared to the other options is that there is no possibility for differentiation of routing for different egress BAP routing IDs. 

	Option 5
	Nokia (R2-2203402): [Also with TP R2-2203403]
Proposal 1: In order to simplify BAP specification and configuration, perform all BAP routing and re-routing using Routing IDs of F1-terminating donor’s topology, i.e., same as Rel16.
Proposal 2: Perform BAP Header rewriting before routing for downstream and after (re)routing for upstream.

Proposal 3: (BAP#01) The scenario of inter-to-intra-topology re-routing is solved by performing the re-routing before the header rewriting.


Summary:
Option 1: Intel, LG, Ericsson, FUTUREWEI, Fujitsu?

Option 2: LG, Fujitsu, 

Option 3: Huawei, Lenovo, Kyocera, ZTE
Option 4: QC, Samsung
Option 5: Nokia
Rapporteur observation based on the comments:

· All the option2 proponents seems fine with option 1. 
· Option 4 should be clarified it is aligned with the previous agreement on inter-topology routing operation, i.e. boundary node first check the header rewriting for inter-topology routing and determine the intended egress topology is non-F1-terminating topology (based on previous agreements). Then, if the intended egress link is not available, inter-to-intra-topology re-routing is triggered and the new routing ID will be the default routing ID configured by F1-terminating CU.

· Option 5 is different with option 4, which somehow reverts the previous agreements. For all the routing (inter-topology and intra-topology), it is based on the ingress routing ID of F1-terminating donor’s topology. So, the intended egress topology is also determined by this routing table, even for inter-topology case. In case the egress inter-topology link is not available, the intra-topology link is selected and then the header rewriting is performed. See the TP in R2-2203403.

Proposal 2: For boundary node operation in inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, RAN2 to discuss:

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 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 (i.e. if the link of intended egress topology after inter-topology routing is not available). [in condition option b is agreed in P1][Aligned with previous agreements]
Option 5: Re-routing before the header rewriting: Perform all BAP routing and re-routing using Routing IDs of F1-terminating donor’s topology, and perform BAP Header rewriting after (re)routing for upstream. [Reverting previous agreements]
2.5 BAP#4: specific entry for re-routing
FFS on whether the header rewriting configuration to include information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing.
	Options
	Comments/Proposals

	Yes
	QC (R2-2202330): Proposal 8: For BAP#4, if inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on Option A/Options 1,2,3, explicit information to be included in the header rewriting configuration to differentiate header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing vs inter-topology routing.

	
	Huawei (R2-2202374): Proposal 2: In upstream, the header rewriting for inter-topology routing and intra-to-inter-topology re-routing should have separate entries (i.e. specific indicator on the entry for re-routing).

	
	ZTE (R2-2202382): Proposal 4: A unified header rewriting configuration is defined for both inter-topology routing and inter-donor-DU re-routing, including information allowing the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing, e.g. introducing a Rerouting indicator into the header rewriting configuration. 

	
	Lenovo (R2- 2202583): Proposal 4: Include explicit indication in the Header Rewriting Configuration to differentiate the entry for re-routing and the entry for inter-topology routing.

	
	Kyocera (R2-2202908): Proposal 3
RAN2 should agree that each header rewriting entry should have the information whether this entry is applied for routing or for re-routing.

	
	vivo (R2-2202968): RAN2 consider the following two alternatives for header rewriting configurations: 

Alt.1: include topology indication for header rewriting configuration of inter-topology routing but no topology indication for intra-CU inter-donor DU rerouting;

Alt.2: include respective topology indications for inter-topology routing and intra-CU inter-donor DU rerouting.

	
	Intel (R2-2202643):

Observation 5: The boundary IAB-node can only receive BAP header rewriting configuration for intra-topology or BAP header rewriting configuration for inter-topology, as BAP header rewriting for intra-topology and inter-topology will not exist simultaneously.

Proposal 1: BAP header rewriting table for inter-donor DU re-routing does not need to include topology information.
[Intel]: We support to differentiate entries for inter-donor DU and inter-donor CU in BAP header rewriting configuration, either via two different tables (one for inter-donor DU without topology informationn, another for inter-donor CU with topology information) or use the same table to include ingress and egress topology information in the configuration.

	No
	LG (R2-2203054): [Prefer option c/1/2 in previous issues]

Observation 1. For intra-to-inter-topology re-routing, header rewriting for intra-to-inter-topology re-routing can be determined during checking routing configuration and also header rewriting configuration for re-routing can be included in the routing configuration. 

Observation 3. If rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on outing entries configured for each parent, separate header rewriting mapping for inter-to-intra-topology re-routing may not be needed.

Proposal 4. Header rewriting configuration DOSE NOT include information that allows the boundary node to determine the entry for re-routing.

	
	Samsung (R2-2203105): [Prefer option 4 in previous issues]

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.

	
	Nokia (R2-2203402): [Prefer option c in previous issues]

Proposal 4: (BAP#04) Allow BAP address based header rewriting for re-routed packets in addition to full Routing ID based header rewriting in order to simplify the header rewriting configuration. No specific entries for re-routing are needed.

	
	Ericsson (R2-2203469): [Prefer option 1 in previous issues]

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.
Proposal 5
No need to include in the header rewriting configuration information for the re-routing.

	?
	




Summary:
1) There is clear majority view that: if the Option a/1/2/3 is agreed in previous issues, explicit information should be included in the header rewriting configuration to differentiate header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing vs inter-topology routing.
Yes: QC, Huawei, ZTE, Lenovo, Kyocera, vivo, LG?
No: Ericsson
2) There is clear majority view that: if the Option b/c/4/5 is agreed in previous issues, there is no need of the explicit information to be included in the header rewriting configuration to differentiate header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing vs inter-topology routing.

Yes: QC, Nokia, Samsung

Proposal 3: If the Option a/1/3 is agreed in proposal 1/2, explicit information should be included in the header rewriting configuration to differentiate header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing vs inter-topology routing.
2.4 BAP#3: inter-topology routing indicator
For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration 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 (selection of one of these expected):
	Options
	Comments/Proposals

	egress topology
	QC (R2-2202330): Proposal 7: For BAP#3, the header-rewriting configuration for inter-topology-routing to include information on the egress topology.

	ingress topology
	LG (R2-2203054):

Considering that all options above works well and downlink BAP header rewriting for inter-topology routing is already based on ingress link/topology in the current BAP running CR, we think that the ingress topology can be included in the header rewriting configuration to resolve this issue.

Proposal 3. For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration to include information that allows the boundary node to determine the ingress topology of a header rewriting entry.

	
	Samsung (R2-2203105): Proposal 3:
For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration shall include information that allows the boundary node to determine the ingress topology.

	traffic direction
	Huawei (R2-2202374): Proposal 3: For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration to include information that allows the boundary node to determine the traffic direction of a header-rewriting entry (i.e. CU2toCU1 vs. CU1toCU2).

	
	Ericsson (R2-2203469): Proposal 4
The header rewriting configuration includes the traffic direction of the entry.

	Both ingress and egress
	ZTE (R2-2202382): Proposal 5: The header rewriting configuration needs to include information indicating the topology that the new routing ID applies to and the topology that the previous routing ID applies to. 
Intel (R2-2202643): Proposal 2: BAP header rewriting table includes ingress topology information of the previous routing ID and egress topology information of the new routing ID for inter-donor CU partial migration and topology redundancy. For example, “F1-terminating topology – previous routing ID” – “non-F1-terminating topology – new routing ID”. 

Kyocera (R2-2202908): RAN2 should agree the combination of options with “ingress topology” and “egress topology” that in each header rewriting entry, the old Routing ID is associated with either F1-terminating CU’s topology or non-F1-terminating CU’s topology, i.e., as applicable ingress topology, and also the new Routing ID is associated with either F1-terminating CU’s topology or non-F1-terminating CU’s topology, i.e., as applicable egress topology. 


Lenovo (R2- 2202583): All the three options have the same motivation to resolve the BAP Routing ID collision across topologies, and all of them can work well. However, this issue can be also directly resolved by RAN3 as BAP #02.

Summary:
For “inter-topology routing”, it only includes the 2 cases “CU1 to CU2” and “CU2 to CU1”. So, all those 3 options are same. This covers the “Both ingress and egress” option, as ZTE, Intel, Kyocera proposed, because the egress topology can be automatically determined, once ingress topology is determined.
However, it seems the proposed “Both ingress and egress” option want to address the all the header rewriting cases (inter-topology routing and inter-donor-DU re-routing as “CU1 to CU1”). But, the re-routing case relies on the previous discussion.
So, we can first make decision on “inter-topology routing”. And it seems the traffic direction option is more aligned with the later “Both ingress and egress” option for re-routing.

We can use following working assumption, to give more freedom for RAN3 to confirm the final decision, since all those options are similar.
Proposal 4: Working Assumption: For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration includes information that allows the boundary node to determine traffic direction of a header-rewriting entry (e.g. entry types as F1-terminating to non-F1-terminating, Non-F1-terminating to F1-terminating). 
2.3 BAP#2: RAN3 signaling on the “information”
The RAN3 signalling on how to include/configure the “information” in below:

· The BH RLC CH mapping configuration of the boundary node includes information for the boundary node to differentiate mappings based on ingress topology and egress topology.

· The UL mapping configuration to include information for the boundary node to determine the egress topology of each UL mapping entry.

· The routing configuration to include information that allows the boundary node to determine the topology each routing entry applies to. RAN3 to decide on St3-related aspects.
QC (R2-2202330): Proposal 6: BAP#2 to be handled by RAN3’s ST3 signaling design.
Lenovo (R2- 2202583): The issues for BAP#02 can be directly resolved by RAN3 via F1AP signaling design.
LG (R2-2203054): Proposal 2. For RAN3 related signalling/configuration, wait for further RAN3 agreements.
Samsung (R2-2203105): Proposal 2:
The details of boundary node configuration which implement the relevant existing RAN2 agreements are left to RAN3.
Nokia (R2-2203402): [Assuming option 5 in BAP#1 somehow change the previous agreement]

· Proposal 6: (BAP#02) The BH RLC CH mapping configuration of the boundary node need not include information on ingress or egress topology, i.e., reuse Rel16.

· Proposal 7: (BAP#02) UL mapping configuration need not include information on egress topology, i.e., reuse Rel16.

· Proposal 8: (BAP#02) Routing configuration to indicate whether an egress link (Next Hop node) belongs to non-F1-terminating donor’s topology.

Summary:
It seems majority are fine to leave the details to RAN3.

Proposal 5: RAN2 leave the signalling details to RAN3 on BAP#2. 
2.6 Others
Following proposals not covered by as the OIs list can be discussed by another offline during the meeting, if needed.

ZTE (R2-2202382)

Proposal 1: For DL local re-routing based on congestion, which traffic should be re-routed needs further discussion.

Proposal 2: A probability value is configured for DL local re-routing upon congestion so that IAB node could determine the traffic to be rerouted.

Proposal 3: RAN2 discusses the following two options for bearer mapping for re-routed packets:

Option 1: Follow R16 principle, i.e. if mapping to BH RLC Channel in the backup egress link is NOT configured, IAB node shall use any BH RLC channel on the backup egress link for re-routed packets.

Option 2: Default BH RLC channel in the backup egress link is used for re-routed packets.

Ericsson (R2-2203469)
Observation 1
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.

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).
Huawei (R2-2202374): 

Proposal 1a: RAN2 to confirm: “Once the “BAP header rewriting based re-routing” is triggered, BAP routes the data to the available egress link, if there is a matched entry in the Header rewriting table for re-routing.”

Observation 1: If above proposal 1 is agree, i.e. header rewriting table configuration is the pre-condition of re-routing, there is no significant difference between “egress link selection first” and “header rewriting first”, in the header rewriting for re-routing case.

Proposal 1b: In the header rewriting for re-routing, the egress link selection can be executed before the header rewriting by implementation, i.e. “header rewriting first” modelling is used from specification perspective.
RLF indication related is covered by other summary.
R2-2202761
Remaining issues regarding BH RLF indications
InterDigital, Inc.

Ericsson (R2-2203469): Proposal 6
A received type-2 RLF is not propagated.

3 Conclusion and proposals

Based on the above summary, following proposals are given
Proposal 1: For the configuration of header rewriting mappings for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing, RAN2 to discuss:

Option a: No optimization, i.e., inter-donor-DU re-routing uses configurations of (Ingress BAP routing ID, Egress BAP routing ID)-pairs. [6]
Option b: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on a default egress BAP routing ID(s) configured for each parent link. [2]
Option c: Rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on the BAP routing IDs included in the routing entries configured for each parent. [3]
Proposal 2: For boundary node operation in inter-to-intra-topology re-routing, RAN2 to discuss:

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 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 (i.e. if the link of intended egress topology after inter-topology routing is not available). [in condition option b is agreed in P1][Aligned with previous agreements]
Option 5: Re-routing before the header rewriting: Perform all BAP routing and re-routing using Routing IDs of F1-terminating donor’s topology, and perform BAP Header rewriting after (re)routing for upstream. [Reverting previous agreements]
Proposal 3: If the Option a/1/3 is agreed in proposal 1/2, explicit information should be included in the header rewriting configuration to differentiate header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing vs inter-topology routing.
Proposal 4: Working Assumption: For inter-topology routing, the header rewriting configuration includes information that allows the boundary node to determine traffic direction of a header-rewriting entry (e.g. entry types as F1-terminating to non-F1-terminating, Non-F1-terminating to F1-terminating). 
Proposal 5: RAN2 leave the signalling details to RAN3 on BAP#2. 
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