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Introduction
In RAN2#113-e [1], it was concluded that sidelink relay Study Item [6] was complete from RAN2 perspective. And RAN2 TR 38.836 has been endorsed after a short post-email discussion [2]. Meanwhile, SA2 has also endorsed SA2 TR 23.752 [3].
In this contribution, we provide our views on Rel-17 WID of sidelink relay based on endorsed TR 38.836 and TR 23.752.  
Discussion  
Sidelink relay has studied L2 and L3 UE-to-Network (U2N) relay and UE-to-UE (U2U) relay. We think U2N and U2U relay have different status, and thereby would like to discuss them respectively.
Consideration on L2/L3 U2N relay
In TR 38.836 [2], it concluded that both L2 and L3 U2N relay are feasible and meet all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID. Furthermore, it recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed to normative work.
[bookmark: _Toc65563915]6.1.1	Layer-2 Relay
RAN2 has studied L2 UE-to-Network Relay and has concluded that L2 UE-to-Network Relay meets all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID [8]. Specifically, RAN2 has reached the following conclusions:
[bookmark: _Toc65563923]
6.1.2	Layer-3 Relay
RAN2 has studied L3 UE-to-Network Relay and has concluded that L3 UE-to-Network Relay meets all the objective of the NR Sidelink Relay SID [8]. Specifically, RAN2 has reached the following conclusions:
[bookmark: _Toc65563946]
6.3 Feasibility and Recommendation
RAN2 has studied direct discovery procedure, UE-to-Network Relay, and UE-to-UE Relay solutions. 
Mechanisms for L2 relay and L3 relay have been studied and identified by RAN2, striving for minimum specification impact. The standards impact of L2 relay is principally in RAN and the standards impact of L3 relay is principally in SA. In this study, both L2 based Relay architecture and L3 based Relay architecture have been found feasible.
RAN2 recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed to normative work (The final decision depends on both SA and RAN TSGs#91e outcome).
Observation 1: TR 38.836 concluded that both L2 and L3 U2N relay are feasible and meet all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID. Furthermore, it recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network Relay can proceed to normative work.
Thus, purely from technical perspective, both L2 and L3 U2N relay are ready to proceed to normative work. However, whether to approve both of them to normative phase also depends on whether enough TUs can be allocated for the WI. Note that in RAN2#113-e [1], RAN2 didn’t evaluate specific RAN spec impacts due to lack of time, and only agreed that “The standards impact of L2 relay is principally in RAN and the standards impact of L3 relay is principally in SA”.
Observation 2: Although both L2 and L3 U2N relay are technically feasible, RAN2 didn’t evaluate specific RAN specification impacts due to lack of time, and only agreed that “The standards impact of L2 relay is principally in RAN and the standards impact of L3 relay is principally in SA”
For L3 U2N relay, we provide our analysis on its RAN specification impacts in Appendix 1. As can be seen from Table.1, it only includes the following aspects:
1) Relay discovery and (re)selection 
2) [bookmark: _Hlk65765705]Relay and Remote UE authorization
Clearly, the specification impact is small. In addition, LTE Prose relay was specified in Rel-14 with similar L3 U2N relay solution [4]. Thus, we don’t see any risk to proceed L3 U2N relay to normative work. 
Observation 3: For L3 U2N relay, its RAN specification impact is small, and LTE Prose relay was specified in Rel-13 with similar L3 U2N relay solution 
Based on above analysis, we propose to approve L3 U2N relay to normative work with its objectives focusing on discovery, relay (re)selection and Relay/Remote UE authentication
Proposal 1: Proceed L3 UE-to-Network relay to normative work with below objectives:
· Support Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimal AS impacts
· Relay and Remote UE authorization
No RAN impacts to support other L3 relay procedures like mobility, service continuity and QoS
For L2 U2N relay, we provide our analysis on its RAN specification impacts in Appendix 2. As can be seen from Table.2, it has significant RAN spec impacts including below aspects:
1) Relay discovery and (re)selection 
2) Relay and Remote UE authentication
3) Adaptation layer design
4) QoS enforcement
5) Service continuity
6) Control plane procedures, including RRC establishment/reconfiguration/resume/release procedure, paging forwarding, SIB forwarding and UAC. 
Meanwhile, we tend to think the spec impact of L2 U2N relay was not thoroughly studied in RAN2 due to lack of time. For example, details of several issues couldn’t be concluded and agreed to postpone to WI phase. In Appendix 3, we summarize all the issues postponed to WI phase in TR 38.836. As can be seen, even basic protocol stack can’t be concluded in SI, and it may be hard to complete normative work with limited TU allocation.
Thus, we do see risks in proceeding with L2 U2N relay normative work, and RAN Plenary should be careful on TU allocation if agree to proceed with normative work. 
Observation 4: For L2 U2N relay, we do see risks in proceeding with normative work because it may be hard to complete normative work with reasonable TU allocation:
· It has significant RAN spec impacts as analyzed in Table 2 of appendix 2
· Due to lack of time, details of several L2 U2N relay issues (e.g. whether to support PC5 adaptation layer) were not concluded in SI phase and postponed to WI phase as summarized in Appendix 3. 
Our position on L2 U2N relay is neutral. We however think its WI scoping should be carefully considered. Specifically, we have the following suggestions to limit the scope in WID:
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for discovery and relay (re)selection 
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for Relay and Remote UE authorization
· Introduce Adaptation layer functionality necessary to support single-hop operation only
· For service continuity, QoS and control plane procedure, focus on procedures / solutions captured in TR 38.836, and excluding support for Group mobility. 
Meanwhile, because RAN upgrade cycle may be slower than UE, we have concern that it may cause some delays for deployment of L2 U2N relay. We prefer to introduce a simplified mode of operation for L2 U2N relay with reduced RAN implementation impact. For detailed functionalities, we think the L2 U2N relay can be simplified via UE optionally  supporting of NW controlled HO and adaptation layer, i.e. a simplified mode of L2 U2N relay supports:
· Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration: Remote UE PC5 RLC CHs for relaying are configured and managed by Relay UE based on legacy Rel-16 V2X SLRB procedure 
· Simplify remote UE mobility handling: support Remote UE controlled mobility only (i.e. UE optionally supports NW controlled HO) 
· Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: Uu adaptation layer header is optional, and not used if Relay UE only supports one Remote UE connection and 1:1 bearer mapping           
Note that the simplified mode of L2 U2N relay doesn’t mean 3GPP is not required to specify the service continuity and adaptation layer.
Proposal 2: Consider L2 UE-to-Network relay to normative work with the following manageable scope of objectives:
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for discovery and relay (re)selection 
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for Relay and Remote UE authorization
· Introduce Adaptation layer functionality necessary to support single-hop operation only
· For service continuity, QoS and control plane procedure, focus on procedures / solutions captured in TR 38.836, and excluding support for Group mobility.
· Introduce a simplified mode of L2 relay operation, to reduce RAN impacts
· Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 
· Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
· Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
Consideration on L2/L3 U2U relay
In TR 38.836 [2], it concluded that both L2 and L3 U2U relay are feasible and meet all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID. Furthermore, it recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed to normative work.
[bookmark: _Toc65563932]6.2.1	Layer-2 Relay
RAN2 has studied L2 UE-to-UE Relay and has concluded that L2 UE-to-UE Relay meets all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID [8]. Specifically, RAN2 has reached the following conclusions:

[bookmark: _Toc65563939]6.2.2	Layer-3 Relay
RAN2 has studied L3 UE-to-UE Relay and has concluded that L3 UE-to-UE Relay meets all the objective of the NR Sidelink Relay SID [8]. Specifically, RAN2 has reached the following conclusions:

6.3 Feasibility and Recommendation
RAN2 has studied direct discovery procedure, UE-to-Network Relay, and UE-to-UE Relay solutions. 
Mechanisms for L2 relay and L3 relay have been studied and identified by RAN2, striving for minimum specification impact. The standards impact of L2 relay is principally in RAN and the standards impact of L3 relay is principally in SA. In this study, both L2 based Relay architecture and L3 based Relay architecture have been found feasible.
RAN2 recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed to normative work (The final decision depends on both SA and RAN TSGs#91e outcome).
Observation 5: TR 38.836 concluded that both L2 and L3 U2U relay are feasible and meet all of the objectives of the NR Sidelink Relay SID. Furthermore, it recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-UE Relay can proceed to normative work.
Although technically ready, we should also evaluate its specification impact. 
For L3 U2U relay, we think its specification impact is: 
1) Relay discovery and (re)selection 
Note that TR 38.836 has captured no RAN2 impact identified for its protocol stack, QoS, security, and Control Plane Procedure (SA2 solution#10 and solution#32).
Observation 6: For L3 U2U relay, its RAN specification impact is only on relay discovery and (re)reselection. Note that TR 38.836 has captured no RAN2 impact identified for its protocol stack, QoS, security, and Control Plane Procedure (SA2 solution#10 and solution#32).
For relay discovery and reselection, we think the U2N design can be leveraged. Thus, we don’t see any risk to proceed with L3 U2U relay normative work. 
Proposal 3: Proceed with L3 UE-to-UE relay normative work with below objectives:
· Relay discovery and (re)selection 
No RAN impacts to support other L3 relay procedures like protocol stack, QoS and control plane procedure.
For L2 U2U relay on the other hand, we think it needs further consideration because we observe the following misalignments between RAN2 and SA2:
· RAN2 didn’t provide views on 4 additional notes (esp. its link establishment function and QoS enforcement) requested in SA2 TR 23.752 due to lack of time
As illustrated in Appendix 4, SA2 TR 23.752 captured 4 additional notes on L2 U2U relay for RAN2 to further study, especially its link establishment function (i.e. Note1) and QoS enforcement (i.e. Note 2). However, RAN2 didn’t provide views due to lack of time, although the issues were raised in offline discussion#605 of RAN2#113-e meeting [7]. 
· Baseline solution of control plane procedure (SA2 didn’t conclude on solution#8 or solution#9)
In TR 38.836 [2], it captures that SA2 solution in TR 23.752 as baseline of its control plane procedure.
[bookmark: _Toc49150817][bookmark: _Toc65563907][bookmark: _Hlk59519365]5.5.4	Control Plane Procedure
RAN2 consider the SA2 solution in TR 23.752[6] as baseline. Further RAN2 impacts can be discussed in WI phase, if any.
However, the conclusion for L2 U2U relay in SA2 TR are not clear on which solution (sol#8 or sol#9) is considered as baseline for connection establishment. The RAN2 impacts of solution#8 and solution#9 are different, where RAN2 understanding on adaptation layer is different if solution#9 is adopted. 
Observation 7: For L2 U2U relay, the following misalignments between RAN2 and SA2 are observed:
· RAN2 didn’t provide views on 4 additional notes (esp. its link establishment function and QoS enforcement) requested in SA2 TR 23.752 due to lack of time
· Baseline solution of control plane procedure (SA2 didn’t conclude on solution#8 or solution#9)
Considering the above 2 misalignments between RAN2 and SA2 on L2 U2U without clear conclusion in the study, we prefer to preclude L2 U2U in Rel-17 WID of sidelink relay.
Proposal 4: Considering the misalignments between RAN2 and SA2 on L2 U2U, not proceed with L2 UE-to-UE relay normative work

Conclusion
In this contribution, we provide our views on Rel-17 WID of sidelink relay based on endorsed TR 38.836 and TR 23.752. 
Proposal 1: Proceed L3 UE-to-Network relay to normative work with below objectives:
· Support Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimal AS impacts
· Relay and Remote UE authorization
No RAN impacts to support other L3 relay procedures like mobility, service continuity and QoS
Proposal 2: Consider L2 UE-to-Network relay to normative work with the following manageable scope of objectives:
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for discovery and relay (re)selection 
· Leverage the common design from L3 U2N relay for Relay and Remote UE authorization
· Introduce Adaptation layer functionality necessary to support single-hop operation only
· For service continuity, QoS and control plane procedure, focus on procedures / solutions captured in TR 38.836, and excluding support for Group mobility.
· Introduce a simplified mode of L2 relay operation, to reduce RAN impacts
· Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 
· Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
· Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
Proposal 3: Proceed with L3 UE-to-UE relay normative work with below objectives:
· Relay discovery and (re)selection 
No RAN impacts to support other L3 relay procedures like protocol stack, QoS and control plane procedure.
Proposal 4: Considering the misalignments between RAN2 and SA2 on L2 U2U, not proceed with L2 UE-to-UE relay normative work
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Appendix 1 (RAN spec impacts of L3 U2N relay)
	Relay features
	Operation assumption
	UE impacts 
(from RAN2 perspective)
	RAN impacts 
(from RAN2 perspective)

	Relay/ Remote UE Authorization
	Both Relay and Remote UE separately follow Rel-16 V2X design (TR 23.287)
	No
	No

	Relay (re)selection
	· Basically, reuse Rel-13 LTE design (i.e. remote UE controlled solution) 
· Relay and remote UE may be served by same or different gNB, either before or after remote UE connection via relay UE 
	Yes 
(Support relay selection/reselection behavior)
	No
(Remote UE controlled relay selection/reselection. gNB can be legacy gNB not supporting relay operation)

	Discovery
	· Basically, reuse Rel-13 LTE design (model A/B)
· gNB may not support relay operation (i.e. non-SL-relay-capable gNB)
	Yes
(Support Discovery model A/B)
	No 
(gNB can be legacy gNB not supporting relay operation)

	Protocol stack
	Data exchange above IP layer
	No
	No

	QoS
	Support Hop-by-Hop (solution#25) and End-to-End QoS (solution#24)
	No
	No 

	Security
	Support Hop-by-Hop and End-to-End solution (solution #23)
	No
	No

	Service continuity
	No AS layer solution to guarantee the service continuity. Leave it to the upper layer (e.g. application layer) solution
	No
	No

	RRC Connection establishment
	· Relay follows legacy RRC procedures; 
· Remote UE is transparent to RAN
	No
	No

	Paging 
	No paging enhancement is required
	No
	No

	SIB reception
	No SIB reception enhancement is required
	No
	No

	RRC state 
	Reuse Rel-16 RRC state mechanism 
	No
	No

	RLF/RLM
	Follow legacy RLF/RLM for both remote UE and relay
	No
	No

	PC5 signaling 
	Reuse Rel-16 V2X PC5 signaling
	No
	No

	Uu RRC signaling
	No new Uu signaling required because remote UE is invisible to gNB
	No
	No


Table 1. RAN spec impacts of L3 U2N relay
Appendix 2 (RAN spec impacts of L2 U2N relay)

	Relay features
	Operation assumption
	UE impacts 
(from RAN2 perspective)
	RAN impacts 
(from RAN2 perspective)

	Relay/ Remote UE Authorization
	Remote UE and Relay authorization may involve NG-RAN nodes
	No
	Maybe 
(RAN3 impacts to be discussed in WI)

	Relay (re)selection
	· Basically, reuse Rel-13 LTE design (i.e. remote UE controlled solution)
· Relay and remote UE served by same gNB as baseline, after remote UE connection via relay UE
	Yes 
(Support relay selection/reselection behavior)
	Maybe
(Whether to support gNB controlled relay selection/reselection was agreed to be discussed in WI phase)

	Discovery
	· Basically, reuse Rel-13 LTE design (model A/B)
· gNB connecting to relay has to support relay operation
	Yes
(Support Discovery model A/B)
	Yes 
(gNB needs to support relay operation)

	Protocol stack
	Need to introduce Adaptation layer to support N:1 bearer mapping 
	Yes
(Support Uu adaptation layer for relay UE;
FFS adaptation layer in PC5)
	Yes
(Support Uu adaptation layer for relay UE)

	QoS
	It is up to gNB implementation to handle the QoS breakdown over Uu and PC5 for the end-to-end QoS enforcement
	No
	Yes 
(break E2E QoS requirement into Uu and PC5 links)

	Security
	Support End-to-End security via PDCP
	No
	No

	Service continuity
	Use RAN2 aspects of Rel-15 NR handover procedure as the baseline AS layer solution to guarantee service continuity
	Yes
(signaling/procedure to support HO between direct and indirect paths, and between two indirect paths) 
	Yes
(signaling/procedure to support HO between direct and indirect paths, and between two indirect paths)

	Connection establishment
	Basically, reuse legacy RRC establishment procedure except handling on default configuration on adaptation layer
	Yes
(handling of default configuration on adaptation layer for remote/relay) 
	Yes
(handling of default configuration on adaptation layer for remote/relay)

	Paging 
	The Option 2 as studied in TR36.746 for FeD2D paging is selected as the baseline paging relaying solution
	Yes
(Relay UE monitors the Remote UE’s POs in addition to its own POs) 
	Yes
(RAN needs to be aware of the state combination between relay UE and remote)

	SIB reception
	Relay UE can forward the system information to Remote UE via broadcast, groupcast, or dedicated PC5-RRC signaling.
	Yes
(Relay UE monitors and forwards SIBs to the Remote UE, according to upper layer policy out of scope of RAN2) 
	Yes
(RAN needs to be aware of the state combination between relay UE and remote)

	RRC state 
	Invalid state combination: Relay in IDLE/INACTVE and Remote UE in CONNECTED
	Yes
(Signaling/procedure to support RRC state transition)
	Yes
(Signaling/procedure to support RRC state transition)

	RLF/RLM
	Handling for Relay Uu/PC5 RLF is required 
	Yes
(UE behavior when relay detects Uu/PC5 RLF)
	Yes
(gNB handling when relay detects Uu/PC5 RLF)

	PC5 signaling 
	Reuse Rel-16 V2X PC5 signaling with some changes to support the L2 relaying operation 
FFS adaptation layer in PC5
	Yes
(L2 relaying operation support parameters)

	No

	Uu RRC signaling
	gNB provides configuration of the relaying channels
	Yes 
(support configuration of Uu RLC channels and PC5 RLC channels from gNB via Uu RRC)  
	Yes 
(support configuration of Uu RLC channels and PC5 RLC channels via Uu RRC)


Table 2. RAN spec impacts of L2 U2N relay
Appendix 3 (Summary of all L2 U2N issues captured to postpone to WI in TR 38.836)
· Scenario related
· “For the inter-gNB cases, compared to the intra-gNB cases, potential different parts on Uu interface in details can be discussed in the WI phase.”
· “RAN2 deprioritize work specific to the mobility scenario of “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)” for path switching in the SI phase, which can be studied in the WI phase, if needed.”
· “RAN2 deprioritize the group mobility scenario in the SI phase, which may be discussed in WI phase, if needed.”
· Discovery related
· “For Remote UE supporting L2 UE-to-Network Relay which is out of coverage and connected to a gNB indirectly, whether it is allowed to transmit discovery message based on configuration provided by the gNB can be discussed in WI phase."
· Relay (re)selection related
· “The above-described baseline for relay (re)selection apply to both L2 and L3 solutions. But for RRC_CONNECTED Remote UE connected through L2 UE-to-Network Relay scenario, gNB decision on relay selection/reselection is considered in WI phase under the above baseline.”
· Protocol Stack related
· “Whether the adaptation layer is also supported at the PC5 interface between Remote UE and Relay UE is left to WI phase (assuming down-selection first before studying too much on the detailed PC5 adaptation layer functionalities).”
· QoS related
· “Details of handling in case PC5 RLC channels with different end-to-end QoS are mapped to the same Uu RLC channel can be discussed in WI phase.”
· Service continuity related
· “Exact content of the messages (e.g. handover command) can be discussed in WI phase.”
· “For the inter-gNB cases, compared to the intra-gNB cases, potential different parts on RAN2 Uu interface in details can be discussed in WI phase.”
· [bookmark: _Hlk59519088]“NOTE: The order of step 6/7/8 is not restricted. Following are further discussed in WI phase, including: 
-	Whether Remote UE suspends data transmission via relay link after step 3; 
-	Whether Step 6 can be before or after step 3 and its necessity; 
-	Whether Step 7 can be after step 3 or step 5, and its necessity/replaced by PC5 reconfiguration; 
-	Whether Step 8 can be after step 5.”
· [bookmark: _Hlk59519116]“NOTE: Following are further discussed in WI phase, including: 
-	Whether Step 2 should be after Relay UE connects to the gNB (e.g. after step 4), if not yet before;
-	Whether Step 4 can be before step 2/3.”
· RRC procedure related
· [bookmark: _Hlk59519172]“The RRC reconfiguration and RRC connection release procedures can reuse the legacy RRC procedure, with the message content/configuration design left to WI phase.” 
· [bookmark: _Hlk59528917]“The RRC connection re-establishment and RRC connection resume procedures can reuse the legacy RRC procedure as baseline, by considering the above connection establishment procedure of L2 UE-to-Network Relay to handle the relay specific part, with the message content/configuration design left to WI phase.”
· System information related
· [bookmark: _Hlk59519186]“Relay UE can forward the system information to Remote UE via broadcast, groupcast, or dedicated PC5-RRC signalling. The detailed mechanisms of broadcast, groupcast and PC5-RRC signalling design and what system information can be relayed to Remote UEs can be discussed in WI phase.” 
· “For the Remote UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE, how on-demand SI procedure differs from legacy can be discussed in the WI phase.”
· “A Remote UE (IC or OOC) can request/receive SI via the Relay UE when PC5-RRC connected to a Relay UE.  Reception via Uu for IC Remote UE can be discussed in the WI phase.”

Appendix 4 (Misalignments between RAN2 and SA2 on L2 U2U)
SA2 TR 23.752 captured 4 additional notes on L2 U2U relay for RAN2 to further study:
The following are taken as interim conclusions for the L2 UE-to-UE Relay:
-	No showstopper has been identified by SA WG2 for L2 UE-to-UE solution. SA WG2 recommends L2 UE-to-UE Relay proceed into normative work.
NOTE  1:	The operation procedures for supporting the L2 UE-to-UE Relay need coordination with RAN2 to decide how the UE-to-UE Relay performs the data/signalling routing.
-	For UE-to-UE Relay discovery, both Model A and Model B are supported. It is recommended that Relay discovery is integrated into the PC5 unicast link establishment procedure.
-	For QoS handling, Sol#31 can be taken as baseline.
NOTE 2:	It is left to RAN WG2 to support the QoS enforcement in AS layer.
-	For Relay reselection, the negotiated UE-to-UE Relay reselection in Sol#50 and the Relay selection in Sol#8 can be used under different conditions. Both Sol#50 and Sol#8 can be taken as baseline.
NOTE 3:	It is left to RAN WG2 to decide the radio criteria on Relay reselection.
NOTE 4:	It is left to RAN WG2 and SA WG3 to decide the details of how to support end-to-end security between the Source UE and Target UE.
However, these issues NOTES were not fully discussed in RAN2, although they were raised in offline discussion#605 [7]. Related part of the discussion is highlighted below:
Q3.2 Do companies have any major concern with the above suggested text.  If so, please provide the suggested changes in the comments section.
	Company
	Response (Y/N)
	Comments

	MediaTek
	No
	We agree with the current wording. 
If we wish to polish the wording, the order of the bullets can be adjust to follow the order of the objectives as listed in SID of SL relay.  
[Rapporteur]: Will change the order in the final TP submitted to the reflector on Tuesday (to avoid excessive track changes in the above)

	OPPO
	See comment
	For the QoS part, there is one NOTE in SA2 TR conclusion (and similarly in Solution#31) that „NOTE 2:  It is left to RAN WG2 to support the QoS enforcement in AS layer.“, so it is suggested to add „Further RAN2 impacts can be discussed in WI phase, if any.“ into that for alignment.
For the CP procedure part, although we see the point of „RAN2 consider the SA2 solution in TR 23.752 as baseline“ since that comes directly from the TR, but so far SA2 is still working on the solution (e.g., #9), and no conclusion yet. Considering SA2 meeting is after RAN2 meeting #113 as the last one for SI @ RAN, maybe one way to clarify is to say that „RAN2 consider the SA2 solution in TR 23.752 as baseline, pending final SA2 conclusion. Further RAN2 impacts..“
[Rapporteur]: It seems these comments are related to solutions/text that may evolve in the last meeting of SA2.  At this point, it may be preferrable to not make any assumptions in the RAN2 TR.  Anyways, all of our work in RAN2 for the WI will have to be "pending final SA2 conclusion.“

	Apple
	No with commment
	Regarding OPPO comments, for U2U relay solution 31, it is not clear to us what AS layer mechanisms need to be done for end-to-end QoS for Layer 2 U2U relay, because the L3 and L2 apporaches are quite similar in Solution 31. RAN2 can consider QoS enforcements in WI for L2 U2U if the QoS solution for U2U relay is not limited to Solution 31. But for Soluiton 31 itself, it is OK to say QoS support is in SA2 scope.  
[Rapporteur]: See response to OPPO comment.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No concern
	We agree with the current wording. 
Regarding OPPO’s comment on QoS, we share the same view as Apple the SA2 solution #31 is taken as baseline for both L2 U2U and L3 U2U, and it seems no further enhancement is needed to enfore the QoS from RAN2‘s perspective so far. But considering the SA2/RAN2 discussion on U2U is not as thorough as U2N, we are open to discuss in WI if further requirement is identified.
Regarding OPPO’s comment on CP procedure, we understand the solution of link establishment in high layer is in SA2’s scope but not RAN2, so it is of course up to SA2. From RAN2’s perspective, there is no issue identified to support either SA2 solution (e.g. solution #9). We do not see the need to mention this in TR, but maybe we can capture something in chairman notes if needed. 
[Rapporteur]: See response to OPPO comment.

	Orange
	No major concern
	Any further requirements in regards to SA2 specs can be discussed in WI phase. 

	LG
	No
	We have no concern.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	1. Regarding discovery, for U2U relay, SA2 has concluded that Integrated PC5 unicast link establishment procedure (sol#8 in TR23.752) is also supported, which should be included.
[Rapporteur]: This seems covered already in the discovery email discussion, and can be updated later if needed.  
2. Regarding Qos, in sol#31 of TR 23.752, one EN is captured
How to ensure the PC5 QoS over the two PC5 links by the Adaptation Layer, and the functionalities of the Adaptation Layer will be confirmed by RAN WG2.
Suggest to add a sentence as the below
Further RAN2 impacts for QoS management are also captured in the clause 6.31 of SA2 TR.

[Rapporteur]: See response to OPPO comment.  Also, there are no RAN2 impacts captured in the SA2 specifications, only notes about what RAN2 needs to consider.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We agree with OPPO’s suggestion. We think they are indeed misalignments with current SA2 TR. Thus, we think some clarifications are needed from RAN2 side. 
Please note that the intention is just to avoid misunderstanding in upcoming RAN Plenary discussion: SA2 somehow had some notes require RAN2 to resolve, although we think they should be resolved by SA2. RAN2 anyway should make further clarification on these SA2 notes. 
[Rapporteur]: See response to OPPO comment.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Some sub-sections present a conclusion, while others (‚Protocol stack design‘) just state what’s been studied which makes it sound like an FYI.
[Rapporteur]: Conclusion should be able to summarize what was studied.
We additionally share OPPO and Qualcomm‘s concerns.
[Rapporteur]: See response to OPPO comment.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We agree with Oppo, Ericsson, Qualcomm.

	Intel
	No
	We are fine in general. Please refer to our comments for consideration regarding the references to L3 based relay as in the question above

	ZTE
	No
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]We agree with the above conclusion

	Convida
	No
	We agree with the above conclusion

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with OPPO, Ericsson and Qualcomm. Misalignment should be avoided between SA2 and RAN2.

	Philips
	No
	Agree with the conclusions







