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Introduction
During RAN2#108 meeting, IAB bearer mapping and routing was discussed. It was agreed that both the bearer mapping and routing are configured by F1AP. Only a default BH RLC channel and BAP routing ID is configured via RRC, which is used for UL traffic during bootstrapping. In addition, an email discussion is triggered after the meeting to capture the bearer mapping procedure in 38.340 running CR.

In this contribution, we discuss the remaining FFS issues in the 38.340 running CR and presents our ideas in these issues.   
Discussion
Based on the latest 38.340 and 38.331 running CR, there are following FFS issues related with BAP routing. We will discuss them one by one.
1)FFS how to handle the case if the selected entry is encountering BH RLF or no entry is available.
According to the latest 38.340 runnging CR, an egress link is not considered to be available if the link is in RLF. For the routing entry in the BH Routing configuration, if the egress link corresponding to the Next Hop BAP Address is not available, this routing entry shall not be selected. So it is impossible that the selected routing entry is encountering BH RLF. However, it is possible that no entry is available. For example, there is no another egress link or all the potential egress links are in RLF. In this case, for the UL routing, the IAB node MT could perform RRC re-establishment procedure to recover the links. For the DL routing, the IAB node DU/donor DU could report it to donor CU via DDDS and then donor CU try to re-route the F1-U via another path if available. 

Proposal 1: When no routing entry is available, the IAB node MT could perform RRC re-establishment procedure to recover the links for UL whereas the IAB node DU/donor DU could report it to donor CU via DDDS and then donor CU try to re-route the F1-U via another path for DL.
FFS on if and how to use priority
It was agreed in RAN2#106 meeting that the routing table can hold other information, e.g. priority level for entries with same BAP address, to support local selection. Configuration of this information is optional. However, the benefit of priority level is trivial. As we know, donor CU may configure the routing selection information for donor DU and access IAB node for DL and UL packet respectively. The local routing selection is only supported in egress-link-not-available (RLF) scenario. For the RLF scenario, when multiple routing entries are available whose  BAP addresses are the same as the DESTINATION field and the corresponding egress link is not RLF, the priority level might be helpful to select the one with high priority. However, the packet re-routing during RLF only exists for very short period of time. The IAB node MT/DU may immediately report the RLF to donor CU, which would reconfigure the routing relevant configuration. Then the subsequent data traffic may be associated with new BAP routing ID which bypass the RLF link. As we can see, the impact of priority level configuration on load balance is rather limited. Thus it is not worthwhile to configure a priority level only for local routing selection in RLF. 

Observation 1: The priority level is only helpful for path selection in RLF scenario. Considering that packet re-routing during RLF only exists for very short period of time, the impact of priority level configuration on load balance is rather limited.

Proposal 2: It is suggested not to configure the priority level for local routing selection. 
It is FFS if an explicit UL routing configuration is needed for non-DC case.

For the non-DC case, the IAB node MT only has one egress link in the UL direction. It seems reasonable to not configure explicit UL routing for non-DC case. As agreed in RAN3#106 meeting, non-UE-associated signaling is adopted to configure both UL and DL routing. An 38.473 TP(R3-197785) for routing configuration was also agreed in RAN3#106 meeting. In this TP, the configured BAP routing entry consists of BAP routing ID and next hop BAP address. It does not differentiate UL and DL routing entry. It is up to donor CU to configure the routing entry. In addition, based on the latest 38.340 running CR, the BAP entity always needs to check the BAP routing configuration to determine the egress link. It implicitly denotes that the UL routing configuration is also necessary for non-DC case. So it is suggested to assume that explicit UL routing configuration is supported for non-DC case.
Proposal 3: It is suggested to assume that explicit UL routing configuration is supported for non-DC case.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we mainly discussed the remaining issues for IAB routing configuration. And we have the following observations and proposals:
Proposal 1: When no routing entry is available, the IAB node MT could perform RRC re-establishment procedure to recover the links for UL whereas the IAB node DU/donor DU could report it to donor CU via DDDS and then donor CU try to re-route the F1-U via another path for DL.
Observation 1: The priority level is only helpful for path selection in RLF scenario. Considering that packet re-routing during RLF only exists for very short period of time, the impact of priority level configuration on load balance is rather limited.

Proposal 2: It is suggested not to configure the priority level for local routing selection. 
Proposal 3: It is suggested to assume that explicit UL routing configuration is supported for non-DC case.
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