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1 Introduction

CB: # SLRelay1_ServiceContinuity

- Support Remote UE L2 ID and the list of candidate Relay UE IDs as explicit IEs in HANDOVER REQUEST message over XnAP, and the maximum number of candidate relay UEs? the list of candidate Relay UE IDs is included in Source NG-RAN Node to Target NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE, Target NG-RAN Node to Source NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE?

- Working on the stage-2 baseline flowchart of inter-gNB i2d path switching, inter-gNB d2i path switching, inter-gNB i2d path switching, intra-gNB indirect-to-indirect path switching.

- Whether and how to restrict gNB behavior of relay UE selection?

- Capture the agreements and open issues.

(moderator - Nok)

Summary of offline disc R3-231889
It is proposed to have 2-Phase discussions:
· Phase 1: Stage-3 impact and Call Flows to be captured in Stage-2. (by 8:00AM UTC April 19th)

· Phase 2: TP for Stage-2 and Stage-3

2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion
3.1 Issue 1 - XnAP
Almost all contributions proposed the enhancement to XnAP to support the inter-gNB direct/indirect to indirect path switch, with some differences. The key proposals are summarized as below:
· 1a: Add a new IE for list of candidate Relay UE IDs in the XnAP HANDOVER REQUEST message. 

· 1b: The maximum number of candidate Relay UEs signalled to target gNB is 32, based on “TS 38.331 the maximum number of relay UEs to measure for each measurement object is 32”. ([1][10])
· 1c: The list of candidate Relay UEs is an ordered list, i.e. with a decreasing order of preference to the target gNB.  ([3]

 REF _Ref132631609 \r \h 
[6])
· 1d: Whether need a new Remote UE ID, or reuse the Remote UE ID included in sidelinkUEInformation of the RRC HandoverPreparationInformation message. ([2]

 REF _Ref132631666 \r \h 
[8])
· 1e: Add description in the HANDOVER REQUEST message for the UE Context Information and Source NG-RAN node UE XnAP ID IEs, which should be ignored during SL relay path switch. ([9])
· 1f: target gNB need to inform source gNB for the selected target relay UE in the XnAP HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message. ([2]

 REF _Ref132631034 \r \h 
[9])
· 1g: Measurement results for a list of candidate relay UEs included in handover request can be provided to target gNB to assist to select the target relay UE. RAN3 sends LS to RAN2 ask RAN2 to define the inter-node RRC message for providing the Measurement results for a list of candidate relay UEs. ([5])
· 1h: it is possible that no candidate cell in the list can be selected by target gNB. Whether target gNB can select another candidate relay UE not included in the list.  ([5])
· 1i: any restriction on candidate Relay-UE selection? ([1][4][8])
· 1j: “To separately define responding messages for target gNB when it is receiving a single candidate relay UE or a list of candidate relay UEs from source gNB, to reduce latency.” ([4])

· 1k: for inter-gNB d2i/i2i, whether target gNB page IDLE/INACTIVE target Relay UE to transition the IDLE/INACTIVE Relay UE to RRC CONNECTED.  ([5]

 REF _Ref132631034 \r \h 
[9])
· 1l: whether need RAN3 enhancement for Lossless path switch: Yes ([8]), No ([9]), Wait for RAN2 ([11])
Q1: Please share your view on above points.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	1a: ok for new IE
1b: ok

1c: ok

1d: reuse Remote UE ID is ok. 

1e: not ok, target gNB need to have UE context (e.g. PDU session info) for Remote UE.
1f: not ok. Why does source gNB need to know the selected Relay UE? target gNB generate the RRC HandoverCommand including the target relay UE ID. 

1g: not ok. This was discussed and excluded in previous RAN3 meetings. This may be a further enhancement.
1h: not ok. The maximum number of candidate relay UEs is 32. It is unclear why a candidate relay UE selected by target gNB is not in the list provide by the source gNB. Even this happens, what is the impact to RAN3? This may be a further enhancement. 
1i: No need to set any restriction. When source gNB send XnAP HANDOVER REQUEST message to target gNB (gNB2), it can only include the list of Relay UEs of same target cell of gNB2. This is same as normal Xn HO.  Of course, source gNB may initiate a parallel HO preparation to another target gNB (e.g. gNB3), and that XnAP HANDOVER REQUEST message only include list of Relay UEs of same target cell of gNB3.
1j: do not understand the proposal. Please clarify the meaning of “To separately define responding messages for target gNB ....” 
1k: not needed. This is in RAN2 scope. Even in case target gNB need to page Relay UE to transition to RRC CONNECTED, there is no impact to RAN3.
1l: for UL, no impact to RAN3. For DL, it is unclear about the impact to RAN3. Prefer to wait for RAN2 progress.


	NEC
	1a: OK to have
1b: it is better to wait for RAN2 decision

1c: no need, since source gNB may not have the full info of each candidate relay UE, it is not reasonable for it to provide a preference.

1d: Reuse the remote UE ID is ok

1e. no ok, the UE context info of remote UE should be acquired by target gNB as well

1f: ok, since UE may update the measurement report during the HANDOVER REQUEST and HANDOVER REQUEST ACK duration, therefore, there is a need for source gNB to confirm whether the selected relay UE is still valid

1g: ok
1h: ok to have, but the selection result need to be confirmed by source gNB.

1i: need to have the restriction that only all candidate relay UEs should belong to the same gNB, otherwise there is severe latency issue.

1j: ok to have separate mechanism so that to reduce latency if there is only one candidate relay UE reported by source gNB.

1k: no need, prefer to stick to legacy UE triggered solution in Rel-17.

1l: Wait for RAN2 decision.



	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary
Potential proposals:

3.2 Issue 2 - NGAP Impact
The NGAP impact is similar to XnAP, with the only difference on whether transfer the list of candidate Relay-UEs via the Source NG-RAN Node to Target NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE ([6]

 REF _Ref132638899 \r \h 
[7]

 REF _Ref132634793 \r \h 
[10]), or via a new explicit new NGAP IE, to target gNB.

Q2: Please share your view on whether transfer the list of candidate Relay-UEs via the Source NG-RAN Node to Target NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE, or via a new explicit new NGAP IE.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Prefer Source NG-RAN Node to Target NG-RAN Node Transparent Container IE to avoid the impact to AMF.

	NEC
	Agree with Nokia

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary
Potential proposals:

3.3 Stage-2 TP
Companies proposed to capture call flows for different scenarios. Contribution ([8]

 REF _Ref132634793 \r \h 
[10]

 REF _Ref132628529 \r \h 
[11]) proposed call flows for all following cases.
· Case 1: inter-CU direct to indirect path switch (inter-CU D2I)

· Case 2: inter-CU indirect to direct path switch (inter-CU I2D)

· Case 3: inter-CU indirect to indirect path switch (inter-CU I2I)

· Case 4: intra-CU inter-DU indirect to indirect path switch (intra-CU inter-DU I2I)

Moderator: there maybe nothing new for how the signaling is transferred between remote-UE (or UE) and the source CU. Suggest only capture the major difference to existing call flow.
Q3: Please share your view on whether need call flow for one or more of above cases in Stage-2?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Prefer to capture the call flow for Case 1 or Case 3. 
· Case 1 or Case 3: the new aspect is the XnAP HO signaling including the list of candidate Relay UEs.

· Case 2: nothing new.

· Case 4 can be considered as a variation to Case 3 when source CU and target CU are the same. 

	NEC:
	OK to capture case 1 and case 3.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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