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1. Introduction

In last RAN2 meetings, L3 SL relay architecture had been fully discussed and reached lots of agreements captured in TR 38.836 [1]. In this contribution, we want to confirm the current status and feasibility of L3 relay architecture from RAN2 perspective and also provide our normative recommendation for L3 relay architecture with proposed RAN2 conclusions to be captured in the TR.
2. Discussion

1.1. Status of L3 Relay architecture

According to the latest SA2 TR 23.752 [2], the basic conclusion about the L3 Relay architecture is that no showstopper has been identified by SA2 for both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions. SA2 recommends L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay proceed into normative work. This means that both solutions are feasible and SA2 prefer them to be standardized during the normative work.
Observation 1: From the SA2 perspective, both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions are recommended to proceed into normative work.

In the latest RAN2 TR 38.836 [1], there is no remaining issue to be discussed for L3 SL relay architecture. And there is no feasibility issue identified by any companies during the period of the Study Item. This means that from RAN2 perspective, no showstopper has been identified for L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions 
Observation 2: From the RAN2 perspective, both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions are feasible and no showstopper has been identified.

Hence, we propose:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to capture in TR 38.836 that no showstopper has been identified for L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions and both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed into normative work.

1.2. Better performance for Relay UE mobility
Relay UE mobility is a typical case for wearable devices or personal devices, where mobile phone is the relay UE and other portable device(s) are remote UE(s) and they move together shown as the following Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Relay UE HO with remote UE together

For this scenario, in L3 architecture, there is only one connected-mode handover procedure since only the relay UE has RRC connection with gNB, which can be shown in Figure 2 as an example. Meanwhile, remote UE(s) will have independent mobility procedure(s), e.g. idle mode mobility. The relay UE and remote UE(s) perform current mobility procedures individually and there is no extra specification effort and signalling overhead. From the performance perspective, service interruption time and procedure consistency between relay UE and remote UE(s) mobility have the same effects with legacy procedure of a single UE.
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Figure 2 Relay UE HO with remote UE together in L3

However, in L2 relay architecture, this scenario will trigger simultaneous multiple handover procedures, e.g. one procedure for one UE including not only relay UE but also remote UE(s). Signalling overhead and service interruption time will be higher than L3 architecture. Moreover, it needs further study on how to guarantee multiple UEs synchronous handover to the target, e.g. group handover enhancement.

Observation 3: In the scenario of relay UE HO with remote UE(s) altogether, relay UE and remote UE(s) will perform mobility procedure independently in L3 relay architecture.
Observation 4: In the scenario of relay UE HO with remote UE(s) altogether, L3 relay architecture has better performance than L2 relay, e.g. lower complexity of signaling procedure, lower service interruption, lower signaling overhead, lower specification efforts and so on.
Hence, we propose:
Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm that L3 relay architecture has better performance in Relay UE mobility scenario than L2 and to capture it in the TR.

1.3. Proposed RAN2 recommendation
According to the above, it is clear that there are no remaining issues to be discussed in both RAN2 and SA2 for L3 relay architecture and the study of this architecture can be considered complete. From the RAN2 perspective, L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay architectures have the following characteristics:

· No showstopper has been identified by both RAN2 and SA2;
· Have better performance in the scenario of Relay UE mobility than L2 group mobility;

· SA2 has recommended both L3 U2N and U2U solutions to proceed into normative work;

· L3 is simpler and with lower specification efforts;
Hence, we propose:
Proposal 3: RAN2 to capture in the TR 38.836 that it is recommended to standardize L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay in Rel-17.
3. Conclusion

In this contribution, we give analysis and solutions on MBS service continuity for RRC Connected mode UE.  Based on the discussion, we have the following observations and proposals:

Observation 1: From the SA2 perspective, both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions are recommended to proceed into normative work.

Observation 2: From the RAN2 perspective, both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions are feasible and no showstopper has been identified.

Observation 3: In the scenario of relay UE HO with remote UE(s) altogether, relay UE and remote UE(s) will perform mobility procedure independently in L3 relay architecture.
Observation 4: In the scenario of relay UE HO with remote UE(s) altogether, L3 relay architecture has better performance than L2 relay, e.g. lower complexity of signaling procedure, lower service interruption, lower signaling overhead, lower specification efforts and so on.
We propose:
Proposal 1: RAN2 to capture in TR 38.836 that no showstopper has been identified for L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE solutions and both L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay can proceed into normative work.

Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm that L3 relay architecture has better performance in Relay UE mobility scenario than L2 and to capture it in the TR.

Proposal 3: RAN2 to capture in the TR 38.836 that it is recommended to standardize L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay in Rel-17.
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