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Introduction
During the NR-V2X SI, various agreements related to AS level link level management were made [1]. 
· SL RLM / RLF declaration based AS level link management is supported.
· The definition and motivation of SL RRM based AS level link management need further discussion.
· The AS level link status (e.g., failure) should be informed to upper layer. The detailed information exchanged between layers should be decided together with SA2.
· If SL RLC AM is supported for unicast, RLF declaration could be triggered by indication from RLC that the maximum number of retransmissions has been reached.
· RAN2 asked to RAN1 for RLM RS design and if ok to follow Uu RLM model for SL RLM. RAN2 indicated RAN2 point of view, Uu RLM model is preferred as baseline for SL RLM with the description how Uu RLM works.
In addition, the development of solutions for AS level link management for unicast has been identified as one of the objectives of the WI [2] that should be addressed. In this contribution, we discuss our views on AS level link management and make a number of observations and proposals. 
Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk525905422]Radio Link maintenance over Uu interface typically involves two main solutions: a proactive solution and a reactive solution. With the proactive solution, the scheduling node, typically the Node B, takes proactive actions to ensure the radio link remains suitable for communication. Examples of proactive actions may be reconfiguration of transmission control parameters including radio resources reconfiguration, or relocation of the radio link to another cell under the same Node B or different Node B. The reactive solution is usually a last resort solution, where the UE may declare radio link failure and reselect a new cell. In order to take proactive actions, the Node B relies on measurements from the UE as well as measurement at Node B including QoS related measurement based on traffic going through the Node B. 
Both proactive solution and reactive solution are also feasible for sidelink maintenance with some key differences:
· Sidelink traffic may not go through the scheduling node. This limits the scheduling node to take proactive actions toward sidelink maintenance based on QoS related statistics.
· The actions at both ends of the sidelink may be specified. 
· The action of the scheduling node may be specified for e.g. in the case of mode 2 resource allocation scheme.
· RLF may be declared by either of the peer nodes (in this case peer UEs) of the sidelink.
· The sidelink cannot be relocated through cell reselection by the UE or handover by the Node B.
· V2X upper layer above the AS may take proactive or reactive actions for e.g. relocation of sidelink toward another peer UE, or termination of the sidelink.

Observation 1: Radio Link maintenance over Uu includes both proactive solutions and reactive solutions.
Observation 2: Both proactive solution and reactive solution are also feasible for sidelink maintenance with some differences (e.g. SL communication doesn’t always go through scheduling node, actions at both ends of the sidelink may be specified, actions at the scheduling node may be specified, sidelink cannot be relocated through cell reselection or handover, RLF may be declared by either of the peer UEs of the sidelink, V2X upper layer may be involved in the radio link maintenance).
Proposal 1:  In designing the SL Link Management solution, RAN2 should take into account the differences highlighted in Observation 2.
Proposal 2: It should be possible for either of the sidelink UEs to declare RLF.
In the case of Uu interface, handover of a radio link by the Node B is a form of proactive solution to radio link maintenance but it can also be argued that handover is a reactive solution since the link in the source cell can no longer be maintained and may be lost otherwise. On the sidelink, the equivalent of a handover as a reactive link maintenance action may be for the scheduling node, e.g. Node B, to declare RLF and inform the sidelink peer UEs.
Proposal 3: SL RLF declaration could be triggered by indication from the scheduling node. 

Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss our views on AS level link management and make the following observations and proposals: 
Observation 1: Radio Link maintenance over Uu includes both proactive solutions and reactive solutions.
Observation 2: Both proactive solution and reactive solution are also feasible for sidelink maintenance with some differences (e.g. SL communication doesn’t always go through scheduling node, actions at both ends of the sidelink may be specified, actions at the scheduling node may be specified, sidelink cannot be relocated through cell reselection or handover, RLF may be declared by either of the peer UEs of the sidelink, V2X upper layer may be involved in the radio link maintenance).
Proposal 1:  In designing the SL Link Management solution, RAN2 should take into account the differences highlighted in Observation 2.
Proposal 2: It should be possible for either of the sidelink UEs to declare RLF.
Proposal 3: SL RLF declaration could be triggered by indication from the scheduling node.
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