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Introduction
In last meeting, the following agreements have been achieved [1]
WA: The following information is exchanged between F1-terminating CU (CU1) and non-F1-terminating CU (CU2) for boundary node traffic:
CU1->CU2
QoS info per traffic type for non-UP traffic and per one or bundle of F1-U tunnels for UP traffic; content is FFS.
DL IP address info 
CU2->CU1
DL: IPv6 FL/DSCP value 
UL: UL boundary node configuration, e.g., UL BH mapping, for each QoS info; pending RAN2.

For DL descendent node traffic:
CU1->CU2:
QoS info. 
A list of DL IP addresses 
FFS: L2 info (e.g. egress BAP routing ID, egress BH RLC CH)
CU2->CU1
for each traffic: a list of {DSCP/IPv6 flow label, ingress BAP routing ID, ingress BH RLC CH ID} 
FFS: prior-hop BAP address
For UL descendent node traffic:
CU1->CU2:
QoS info. 
FFS: ingress BAP routing ID, ingress BH RLC CH
CU2->CU1
for each traffic,: egress BAP routing ID, egress BH RLC CH ID
FFS: next-hop BAP address for UL
FFS: additional info, stage-3 details for signaling design.
This contribution will further discuss the detail information transfer between two donors for the descendant node to support topology redundancy and partial migration.  
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QoS transfer for descendant node
· F1-U tunnels
As we agreed before, CU1 sends QoS information with granularity of one or multiple F1-U GTP-U tunnels to CU2 for the configuration of target path. For example, CU1 would like to offload three F1-U GTP-Us with same QoS to target path. They are mapped to one egress BH RLC channel 11 at boundary node for DL on source path. From CU2 perspective, it can provide one or two or three BH RLC channels for these three F1-U GTP-Us on target path. It is up to CU2’s decision. CU1 knows that the ingress BH RLC channel 21 or 21/22 or 21/22/23 is sent from CU2 is associated with egress BH RLC channel 11.
However, for UL, if CU2 decides these three F1-U GTP-Us on the same ingress BH RLC channel maps to more than one egress BH RLC channel at boundary node then 1:N mapping occurs. We cannot make sure that CU2 configures F1-U GTP-Us with same QoS on the same egress BH RLC channel as CU1 for UL. Hence CU1 should send UL ingress BAP routing ID and UL ingress BH RLC channel to CU2.
Observation 1: F1-U GTP-Us on the same BH RLC channel on source path can be configured to different ingress BH RLC channels on target path for DL.
Observation 2: F1-U GTP-Us on the same BH RLC channel on source path should be configured to the same egress BH RLC channel on target path for UL to avoid 1:N mapping. 
Proposal 1: CU1 sends UL ingress BAP routing ID and UL ingress BH RLC channel to CU2 to avoid 1:N mapping.
BAP routing ID and BH RLC CH ID for target path are provided by CU2. They are used to generate mapping table to boundary node. Based on the current specification, (ingress BH RLC channel, prior-hop BAP address, next-hop BAP address) is able to derive the egress BH RLC channel. The next-hop for UL/prior-hop for DL is the target parent node of boundary node. Therefore, the mapping table configured to boundary node needs next-hop address/prior-hop BAP address. But we consider whether the BAP address of target parent node of boundary node should be sent in each QoS transfer procedure because the BAP address is not changed and the mapping table is always configured to boundary node. 
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· Non F1-U traffic
Compared with F1-U traffic, there is no QoS information for non F1-U traffic. However, non F1-U traffic type should provide to CU2 to help CU2 to configure target path. Non F1-U traffic type includes F1-C traffic type and non-F1 traffic type. Other information is similar as F1-U traffic. If there is no traffic type provided to CU2 while QoS information is included, CU2 can identify that this procedure is for F1-U traffic.
Proposal 3: For non F1-U traffic, CU1 provide non F1 traffic type to CU2 (e.g., F1-C traffic type and non-F1 traffic type).
CP-UP separation
Whether to introduce an explicit request for MN to indicate to SN its intention to send F1-C traffic over SRB.
RAN3 discussed an explicit request from MN to SN to indicate the intention of the establishment of split SRB in SN in last meeting. Companies confirm that the current specification supports sending split SRB establishment request from MN to SN, for example, via S-Node addition/modification request, but these messages do not indicate the intention. In our view, whether to establish a split SRB depends on SN’s decision. Even providing some cause value to SN, it may not change SN's decision. Note that there is no cause value can affect the split SRB establishment in the current specification. It is propose to follow the current principle.
Proposal 4: Current XnAP signalling can be reused to indicate SN to establish split SRB. SN does not need to know the intention of split SRB establishment i.e., follow the current specification.  
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2. 
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Conclusion
Observation 1: F1-U GTP-Us on the same BH RLC channel on source path can be configured to different ingress BH RLC channels on target path for DL.
Observation 2: F1-U GTP-Us on the same BH RLC channel on source path should be configured to the same egress BH RLC channel on target path for UL to avoid 1:N mapping. 
Proposal 1: CU1 sends UL ingress BAP routing ID and UL ingress BH RLC channel to CU2 to avoid 1:N mapping.
Proposal 2: CU2 sends BAP address of target parent node of boundary node to CU1. FFS on which signalling is used.
Proposal 3: For non F1-U traffic, CU1 provide non F1 traffic type to CU2 (e.g., F1-C traffic type and non-F1 traffic type).
Proposal 4: Current XnAP signalling can be reused to indicate SN to establish split SRB. SN does not need to know the intention of split SRB establishment i.e., follow the current specification.
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