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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In the email discussion for BAP open issue, the proposal 3 below which is related to local routing was controversial and the rapporteur wants to discuss further this point. In this paper, we discuss this controversial point for local routing. 
	Proposal 3: It is up to CU to configure a proper path configuration in the routing configuration, and if a path ID is absent in the routing configuration for a packet, routing is based on destination BAP address.



[bookmark: _Toc462951621][bookmark: _Toc462951630][bookmark: _Toc465023135][bookmark: _Toc465023136][bookmark: _Toc465346829]Discussion
	Agreements from the RAN2#108
If there is a packet with a path ID with no matching entry in the routing table, routing is done based on destination address. 
Packet re-routing when there is a matching path ID in the routing table is only supported in egress-link-not-available (RLF) scenario. 
We do not introduce support for path ID modification not even for re-routing (modification is not strictly forbidden but no support)



In the last meeting, when RAN2 discussed local re-routing, company’s common understanding is that local re-routing is needed at least for handling a BH RLF case. Based on this common understanding, the second agreement above was made to re-route a packet to the alternative path when the matched path ID for the received packet is not available due to BH RLF. After that, some companies want to update path ID of the packet when re-routing is performed because if the path ID is not updated, there is no matched entry with the path ID of the packet in the routing table at the next node. They also think that no matched packet with an entry in the routing table is a wrong packet and this packet would be discarded. However, majority companies want no path ID modification after re-routing and then the third bullet in the above agreements was made. Lastly, the first agreement above was made to avoid path ID mismatching problem at the next IAB node after re-routing due to BH RLF because the path ID is not updated by the third agreement and anyway there should be a way to route this re-routed packet at the next node.
Unfortunately, even though RAN2 made agreements after long discussion in the last meeting, in the email discussion, companies tried to interpret the first bullet in the above agreement as local re-routing is allowed for all other cases including BH RLF and then they suggested wild card routing and empty routing tables for the way of local re-routing. However, we want to emphasize that the first bullet is not intended to allow dynamic local re-routing and also don’t think this dynamic local re-routing is important and really needed in Rel-16. As we know, the only agreeable proposal should be that the local re-routing is allowed only when BH RLF occurs and if companies try to make an agreement for dynamic local re-routing, this should not be reached any conclusion even after long discussion in the e-meeting.
Proposal. RAN2 confirms that local re-routing is allowed only when BH RLC occurs, i.e., dynamic local re-routing including wild card routing and empty routing tables is not allowed.

[bookmark: _Toc450908196][bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed local re-routing after BH RLF and present a proposal:
Proposal. RAN2 confirms that local re-routing is allowed only when BH RLC occurs, i.e., dynamic local re-routing including wild card routing and empty routing tables is not allowed.


