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Introduction
In RAN2#107b we made RLF related agreements as below. 
For the convenience we put the agreements related:
	
R2 confirm that when the IAB-node is not configured with DC, it applies for BH RLF handling the same mechanisms and procedures as UE’s RLF handling currently specified in TS 38.331 (including e.g. detection and recovery). FFS on need of additional enhancements.
When NR DC is configured for the IAB-node, 2.1 RLF is detected separately for the MCG-link and for the SCG-link, and 2.2 existing UE procedures are used for MCG-link and SCG-link failure handling.
The following is agreed as working assumption: BH RLF recovery for DC case reuses UE’s MCG and SCG failure recovery procedures specified in Rel-16. 
For an IAB-node not configured with DC, it initiates  RRC reestablishment when it receives downstream notification “Recovery Failure”
For DC case, the IAB-node considers the radio link is failed and uses RRC existing or Rel-16 Mechanism (e.g. MCG or SCG failure report, RRC reestablishment) if “Recovery Failure” notification is received from parent nodes on MCG-link or/and SCG-link.
R2 assumes that RLF notification “recovery failure” would be triggered when RRC reestablishment has failed. FFS whether this need to be specified
BAP layer is used to transmit BH RLF notification(s).
R2 assumes that Upstream BH RLF notification to Donor CU via current F1-AP signalling is supported.




We discuss on BAP layer indication of RLF to RRC when child node receives “recovery failure” notification.

Discussion 
During the email discussion on running CR on BAP specification 38.340 [1], and RRC running CR [2], when a child node BAP entity receives recovery failure notification, then this is indicated to the RRC. This notification is BAP layer control signaling, and finally RRC needs to know which CG has the link problem to handle the appropriate failure handling. So the thing is that which entity determines on which CG has link failure. It seems that there is no issue at first glance in specifying this agreement. However, there could be some variation on how to implement this in the spec. 
Background : 
- BAP entity is located over sublayers across CG, so there is no explicit linkage between BAP and CG
- RRC only has a single BAP entity under without CG separation. 
- RRC only knows RB id which is unique across CG. 
- BH RLC channel / logical channel has unique id within CG
- BAP control PDU for RLF recovery failure will have assigned BH RLC channel i.e., there is no CG information in BAP PDU

1. First, BAP determine which CG received recovery failure notification, then indicates this information to RRC 
This is the way of written in current running BAP CR.
By using implementation information on linkage between CG/ingress link and ingress BH RLC channel carrying BAP control PDU, BAP will know which CG is RLF failure. Then it will send the indication to RRC on which CG or ingress link has RLF recovery failure or RLF itself.
This needs the BAP layer indication on which ingress link has failure which should be specified in BAP. 
Observation 1. For case 1, BAP needs to be specified to indicate to RRC on which ingress link received RLF recovery failure notification from its parent IAB node. 

2. First, BAP just indicates the reception of recovery failure notification to RRC, then RRC will find which CG has sent this
This is the way of written (or corrected) in current running RRC CR.
Whichever CG or ingress link sends RLF recovery failure, BAP just indicates this to the RRC. Then RRC has to find which CG has send this failure notification to BAP. This also needs for RRC to know which ingress link. There is legacy cases similar. For example, in current NR RRC has some cases where MCG or SCG MAC indicates random access problem to RRC, or in other case, RLC indicates max retransmission reaching to RRC. In both cases, there is no information on which CG sublayer is involved. So, RRC in this case will know which CG sublayers are involved in each cases. This is based on the implementation information. 
However, IAB case is a bit different with the legacy cross layer indication case. BAP is not separate per CG. So RRC needs to know which CG was involved without BAP’s assistance. Question is that this also can be helped with the implementation information. 
Observation 2. For case2, BAP’s indication on recovery failure reception doesn’t include involved CG information. 
In our opinion, case 2 has less specification effort than case 1, since there is no need to introduce CG information in BAP’s cross layer indication to RRC. Therefore, we propose the case 2 is considered for BAP layer indication to the RRC on receiving RLF recovery failure notification from parent IAB node.

Proposal 1. RAN2 agrees that BAP just indicates its reception of RLF recovery failure notification to RRC without information of ingress link used for reception. 

Conclusion 
In this contribution, we discuss about BAP layer indication to RRC on recovery failure notification, and has the following proposal:
Proposal 1. RAN2 agrees that BAP just indicates its reception of RLF recovery failure notification to RRC without information of ingress link used for reception. 
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