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1   Introduction
This is a summary document, containing the overview of key issues pertaining to the IAB IP address configuration, as captured in the companies’ submissions on this topic and to this Agenda Item. Key areas of perceived impact are:
· Message(s) used for IP address requests by the IAB-node, and message(s) used for IP address configuration by the CU;
· Whether – in order to request IP address – the same message is used before and after node integration, or not;

· Handling requesting and allocation of multiple IP addresses;
· Difference in handling of IPv4 and IPv6 addresses;
· Various miscellaneous issues.

There is a main section for each of the above key areas. Each section contains proposals drawn up by the rapporteur based on relevant submissions, and taking into account guidance from the Chair on aiming for consensus. The proposals are then repeated again in the Conclusions section.
The vast majority of the proposals should be relatively easy to agree as they are supported by majority views (in many cases, there was consensus across the submissions); most of the more contentious issues impact both RAN2 and RAN3, and the rapporteur’s proposal in those cases is to wait for RAN3. The proposals where a longer debate is expected and the rapporteur feels an email discussion would help are prefixed by [FFS].
2   IP address requesting and configuration
Table 1 below summarizes the views on the main issues:

Table 1
	
	Which message to use during node integration to request IP address?
	Which message to use after integration to request IP address?
	Which message to use for IP address configuration by the CU?

	[1]
	RRCSetupComplete
	RRCReconfigurationComplete RRCReestablishmentComplete
	RRCReconfiguration

	[2]
	RRCSetupComplete
	Define new RRC message
	RRCReconfiguration

	[3]
	Not specified, but use of RRC is proposed
	-
	Not specified, but use of RRC is proposed

	[4]
	RRCSetupComplete
	-
	RRCReconfiguration

	[5]
	RRCSetupComplete
	Define new RRC message
	RRCReconfiguration

	[6]
	RRCSetupComplete
	No need for this – all IP address changes will be initiated by the CU
	RRCReconfiguration


Based on above, the following set of proposals is put forward for RAN2 consideration:
Proposal 1: During IAB node integration, RRCSetupComplete message is used by the IAB node to request IP address.
Proposal 2: For the IP address configuration by the CU, RRCReconfiguration message is used.
Proposal 3: [FFS] RAN2 to discuss which message should be used (an existing one or a new one) to request IP address after IAB node integration.
Proposal 4:  [FFS] If RAN3 agrees that there is a need to allow the IAB node to initiate the IP address change for cases of topology change (e.g. migration), RAN2 should discuss whether this can be done using an existing RRC message, or whether a new RRC message should be defined.
3   Requesting and allocation of multiple IP addresses
There is consensus across the submissions that an IAB node can request multiple IP addresses so the rapporteur proposes that RAN2 confirms this first:
Proposal 5: IP address request and configuration should support multiple IP addresses.

Several of the submissions [2], [3], [5] observe however that a split could be configured between addresses used for F1-C and F1-U (due to the CP/UP separation and the possibility of CU-CP and CU-UP being in different IP domains); however, while [5] proposes that the decision should be made by RAN3, [3] suggest this is an implementation issue, and [2] proposes that RAN2 should decide this. This issue does straddle RAN2 and RAN3, but since it does concern F1 the rapporteur proposes the following:

Proposal 6: RAN2 to wait for RAN3’s decision on whether to introduce normative solutions to differentiate the IP addresses for F1-C and F1-U, and implement any RAN2 aspects of the decision when available.
4   IPv4 and IPv6 addresses

The next set of proposals deals with difference in handling of IPv4 and IPv6 addresses. Let us start with a commonality first:

Proposal 7: Indication of IP version is supported in the IP address request and configuration messages.

There is consensus in how IPv4 address is signaled:

Proposal 8: For IPv4, the actual address is provided by the CU, reusing the Transport Layer Address IE as specified by RAN3.

However, for IPv6 situation is different – there is some consensus that signaling the IPv6 prefix (instead of the actual address) should at least be a possibility; however (and as observed in [5]) this to the rapporteur seems like a RAN3 call:

Proposal 9: For IPv6, RAN2 to wait for RAN3’s decision on whether the IPv6 prefix information is included or not when configuring addresses, and then decide on how the IPv6 address is signaled (i.e. whether the complete address is provided by the CU, or the IPv6 prefix only, or both, with the choice being configurable).

5   Miscellaneous issues

As observed in [6], we should agree the maximum number of IP addresses/prefixes that can be configurable for an IAB node. This however to the rapporteur appears to be within RAN3 remit, and the impact on RAN2 will heavily depend on what is agreed for Proposals 6 and 9. Nevertheless, as the actual signaling will use RRC, this will ultimately impact RAN2. Therefore the following is proposed:
Proposal 10: Decision on the maximum number of IP addresses/prefixes that can be configurable for an IAB node is left to RAN3. RAN2 to design the signaling to support RAN3’s decision.
[1] raises the issue of IAB-node IP address allocation for an EN-DC connected node, and proposes that the allocation should be done uniquely by NR RRC. While other submissions on this issue do not treat this aspect, they all do exclusively discuss NR RRC signaling, so it does make sense to confirm this:

Proposal 11: For IAB-nodes using EN-DC, IP address request/configuration is done using NR RRC exclusively.

And finally, as observed in [4], based on RAN3 agreements path ID is derived from the IP header and mapping provided by the CU. The CU can configure multiple paths per node, and each of these paths could have one or more IP addresses associated with it. The following is therefore proposed:

Proposal 12: [FFS] RAN2 to discuss whether IP address request should indicate the number of requested addresses per path.

6   Conclusions
In this summary tdoc being submitted to the RAN2#109-e, we presented the overview of key issues pertaining to the IAB IP address configuration, as captured in the companies’ submissions on this topic and to this Agenda Item. Based on this overview, majority views, and the fact that some of the issues straddle both RAN2 and RAN3, the rapporteur has made the following proposals for RAN2’s consideration:
Proposal 13: During IAB node integration, RRCSetupComplete message is used by the IAB node to request IP address.

Proposal 14: For the IP address configuration by the CU, RRCReconfiguration message is used.
Proposal 15: [FFS] RAN2 to discuss which message should be used (an existing one or a new one) to request IP address after IAB node integration.
Proposal 16:  [FFS] If RAN3 agrees that there is a need to allow the IAB node to initiate the IP address change for cases of topology change (e.g. migration), RAN2 should discuss whether this can be done using an existing RRC message, or whether a new RRC message should be defined.
Proposal 17: IP address request and configuration should support multiple IP addresses.

Proposal 18: RAN2 to wait for RAN3’s decision on whether to introduce normative solutions to differentiate the IP addresses for F1-C and F1-U, and implement any RAN2 aspects of the decision when available.

Proposal 19: Indication of IP version is supported in the IP address request and configuration messages.

Proposal 20: For IPv4, the actual address is provided by the CU, reusing the Transport Layer Address IE as specified by RAN3.

Proposal 21: For IPv6, RAN2 to wait for RAN3’s decision on whether the IPv6 prefix information is included or not when configuring addresses, and then decide on how the IPv6 address is signaled (i.e. whether the complete address is provided by the CU, or the IPv6 prefix only, or both, with the choice being configurable).

Proposal 22: Decision on the maximum number of IP addresses/prefixes that can be configurable for an IAB node is left to RAN3. RAN2 to design the signaling to support RAN3’s decision.

Proposal 23: For IAB-nodes using EN-DC, IP address request/configuration is done using NR RRC exclusively.

Proposal 24:  [FFS] RAN2 to discuss whether IP address request should indicate the number of requested addresses per path.
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