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1 Introduction
In last RAN2#105 meeting, we agreed the following:
Alternate Routes and/or Dual Connectivity (if agreed) could be utilised at recovery at a failure of a BH link. 

For route redundancy, if two connections at the intermediate IAB node to its parent IAB nodes is possible, then RLF at the backhaul of that intermediate node can be handled by the DC mechanism. In this paper, we discuss on this issue further.
2. RLF handling in any DC of in IAB
2.1 current status on failure handling of any DC
The situation between EN-DC and NR-DC might be different since there is no agreement so far that how much the original ENDC control plane signalling can be allowed for IAB network (i.e., there is no agreement on LTE Uu can be used for IAB control plane traffic or even IAB data traffic for termporal usage), while NR-DC can have two links which are solely for the IAB traffic. 
Observation 1. There should be high level agreements on the usage of LTE Uu for IAB traffic before discussing of RLF handling procedure. 

Relatively IAB NR-DC has simple to be considered i.e., there is no need to consider the different traffic type. Once BAP layer is configured at each IAB node, then the packet can be transferred whichever IAB node regardless of CP or UP.


2.2 RLF handling in NR-DC case 
As discussed in the email discussion [106#43], there are two parties on RLF handling: reuse the former UE procedure in DC case, use the fast MCG failure recovery which are being specificed in other group. Anyhow, one link between two possible links (which might be SCG part link) should be reported on the other link. The purpose of this report is for RRC to do whatever it wants for failure handling. Using other link, RRC can command the failure handling through the CP signalling.
Observation 2. In any option, there is a report of RLF on one link (e.g., SCG link) to the CU.
 However in the same email discussion, there was also the need to introduce the RLF detection at the parent node (DU) side. If there is no problem to detect the RLF at DU side, this can be informed to the CU and RRC within it. Then this also impact to the need of RLF reporting in DC case. If RLF can be detected at the parent node and this can be transferred to the CU, then there is no need to report the RLF on one link over the other link, which consume unnecessary link path for detouring the failed link. Still we didn’t have any agreement on RLF detection at DU side, we need to jointly discuss on RLF reporting of one link over the other link and RLF detection at parent node.


Proposal 1. RAN2 jointly discuss on whether there is no need of RLF reporting mechanism in DC when the RLF detection at the parent node is possible. 


3. Conclusion
In this paper, we have the following proposal as a conclusion:
Proposal 1. RAN2 jointly discuss on whether there is no need of RLF reporting mechanism in DC when the RLF detection at the parent node is possible. 

