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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This contribution discusses the issue on BAP re-writing mapping configurations for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing, which is identified in the POST email discussion.

[bookmark: _Toc462951621][bookmark: _Toc462951630][bookmark: _Toc465023135][bookmark: _Toc465023136][bookmark: _Toc465346829]Discussion
	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)
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.



As shown in the above box, there are three options on the table for optimization of rewriting mappings for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing. First of all, it should be emphasized that all three options comply with the previous RAN2 agreement, i.e., rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID, and all options can find a New routing ID based on the Old routing ID. 
Observation 1. All three options comply with the previous RAN2 agreement, i.e., rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID. 

Option A is to select a New routing ID from the BAP rewriting configuration which is also used for inter-topology routing. Each entry in the header rewriting configuration may need an additional indicator to show whether each entry can be used for inter-topology routing or for re-routing. In addition, header rewriting for inter-topology routing should be performed before routing, but header rewriting for inter-donor-DU re-routing can be determined after performing routing. For this reason, we doubt whether it is efficient way to have one header rewriting configuration for both inter-topology routing and inter-donor-DU re-routing. 
For Option B, the idea comes from that UL destination of all packets would be same because there would be only a few donor-DU used for UL destination of all packets. If a default egress BAP routing ID(s) configured for each parent link is used for UL inter-donor-DU re-routing, proponent believes that it can reduce configuration overhead and complexity. However, option B may have a problem to support QoS of each packet. If a default egress BAP routing ID is used for all re-routed packets, the packets for higher QoS should be mixed with the packets for lower QoS, i.e., best effort packets. This means that QoS of each packets cannot be guaranteed after header rewritten by inter-donor-DU re-routing and finally overall QoS management over the IAB network can be in trouble.
Observation 2. Option B cannot consider QoS of each packet and may have trouble for QoS management of packets requiring higher QoS. 

Compared with option A, Option C does not need an additional indicator to show whether each entry can be used for inter-topology routing or for re-routing because header rewriting mapping for inter-donor-DU re-routing is based on routing entries configured for each parent and header rewriting mapping for inter-topology routing is based on separate rewriting mapping configuration for inter-topology routing. In addition, unlike option B, option C can give appropriate new routing ID based on Qos of each packet because rewriting mapping is associated with each entry in the routing configuration. Thus, option C would not have QoS management problem after header rewriting for re-routing. Only need to support option C may be to make routing configuration include header rewriting configuration for re-routing. 
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.

[bookmark: _Toc450908196][bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Conclusion
Based on the above discussions, we present the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1. All three options comply with the previous RAN2 agreement, i.e., rewriting mapping configuration(s) Old routing ID to New routing ID. 
Observation 2. Option B cannot consider QoS of each packet and may have trouble for QoS management of packets requiring higher QoS. 

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.


