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1   Introduction

In this document – based on comments received and captured in the draft folder [AT109e][023][IAB] – the discussion rapporteur would like to propose a set of candidate proposals for approval via email. For proposals given in Set I, there is consensus (or clear majority view) and therefore they are obvious candidates for ‘easy’ approval and will be subjected to the email approval once the relevant email is sent. Those given in Set II will also be submitted for review and approval, once discussions and approval of Set I has concluded.
2   Proposals for discussion and approval
The rapporteur has kept the same proposal numbering as in the discussion document (‘[AT109e][023][IAB] IP address allocation…’), and in a small number of cases reworded certain proposals based on feedback received. There are also two ‘new’ proposals and these are numbered 1a and 1b. 
Proposals – Set I

Those below should be quite straightforward to agree due to underlying consensus. 
Proposal 1: During IAB node integration, RRCSetupComplete message is used by the IAB node to request IP address.

Proposal 1a: 
Following recovery from RLF, RRCReestablishmentComplete message is used by the IAB node to request an IP address.

Proposal 2: For the IP address configuration by the CU, RRCReconfiguration message is used.

Proposal 4: RAN2 to wait for RAN3’s decision on whether to allow the IAB node to initiate the IP address change for cases of topology change (e.g. migration), and implement any RAN2 aspects of the decision when available.

Proposal 5: IP address request and configuration should support multiple IP addresses.

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 RAN2 aspects of the decision (if any) once known.

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

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

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. 

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.

Proposal 11: For IAB-nodes using EN-DC, only IAB-Donor can assign the IP address (via NR RRC signaling).
Proposals – Set II
Proposal 1b: 
RAN2 to discuss whether there are any additional scenarios (apart from node integration and recovery from RLF) where an IAB node may need to request one or more IP addresses, and – if the answer is yes - which message should be used for this (an existing one or a new one). 

Proposal 12: IP address request shall not indicate the number of requested addresses per path.

Below is a Table where companies can if they wish enter any comments on the above, but since the views have already been collected the focus should be on approving the proposals above in the relevant email thread, starting with Set I.
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