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1	Introduction
This document is to provide a summary for all the documents submitted to the AI 8.7.2.2
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Summary of remaining issues
2.1	QoS for L3 UE-to-Network Relay
According to the contributions in [1,2,5], it is pointed out that according to the latest SA2 conclusion, the PDB split is performed by the SMF and thus there is no point to keep the editor note of whether the PDB split can be performed by the gNB.
According to the latest SA2 conclusion in S2-2009541
For QoS handling, following aspects in Solution #24 and Option #2 of Solution #25 are selected as basis for normative work: 
-	L3 Relay can be configured with the 5QIs and PQIs mapping. Based on the mapping or, in case of a non-configured mapping of a requested QoS parameter, based on its implementation, the L3 relay translates the Uu QoS parameters to PC5 QoS parameters and vice versa.
-	To support the dynamic QoS handling, relay UE determines the Uu QoS parameters and PC5 QoS parameters by taking into account the end-to-end QoS requirements provided by remote UE based on its configured QoS mapping information or, in case of a non-configured mapping of a requested QoS parameter, based on its implementation, and initiates PDU session modification procedure and L2 link modification procedure to setup corresponding QoS Flows over Uu and PC5.
-	The SMF of the L3 Relay provides the corresponding QoS rules and flow level QoS parameters to the L3 Relay as part of the PDU session establishment or modification procedures as defined in TS 23.502 [8], clause 4.3.2 and 4.3.3. Alternatively, reflective QoS control over Uu as defined in TS 23.501 [6], clause 5.7.5.3 can be leveraged for dynamic QoS handling of Remote UE to save on signalling between SMF and L3 Relay. 
-	Based on signalled QoS rules (via SMF) or derived QoS rules (Uplink Uu via reflective QoS), the UE-to-Network Relay may use the L2 Link Modification procedures as defined in TS 23.287 [5], clause 6.3.3.4 to either move the corresponding ProSe service(s) to the mapped existing PC5 QoS flow or to set up a new PC5 QoS flow. 
Therefore, the proponent companies suggest the following:
Remove from 3GPP TR 38.836 the following note:
“Editor note: whether other QoS solution (e.g. whether gNB can perform PDB split) is introduced depends on SA2.”
Align the description in 3GPP TR 38.836 with the SA2 conclusion regarding the QoS of L3 UE-to-Network Relay.
However, it is worth noticing that the proponent company in [7] believe that large delays might be envisaged in communicating with the network functions like SMF/PCF for dynamic QoS handling thereby degrading the user quality of experience. For this reason, they believe that RAN2 should consider pursuing the gNB-based dynamic split handling of QoS characteristics during the work item phase.
A further proposal is made by a proponent company in [4] where it is highlighted as also Sol#45 provide a scheme to guarantee QoS support for L3 relay with N3IWF. Since this solution is missing from 3GPP TS 38.836, the proponent company would like to add it for the case of L3 UE-to-Network relay. Thus is proposed:
RAN2 to capture in 3GPP TR 38.836 the Sol#45 within 3GPP TR 23.752 for the QoS support for L3 UE-to-Network relay with N3IWF.

2.2	Control plane procedure for L3 UE-to-Network relay
According to the contributions in [1,2], regarding the CP procedures for L3 UE-to-Network relay, SA2 has concluded its study and the corresponding conclusion was made:
Since SA2 has finished the study and corresponding conclusion of the procedure
-	No showstopper has been identified by SA WG2 for L3 UE-to-Network solution. SA WG2 recommends L3 UE-to-Network Relay proceed into normative work, subject to RAN WG2 and SA WG3 conclusion: Sol#6 is taken as baseline.
Were in Sol#6 is written:
3.	The Remote UE selects a ProSe 5G UE-to-Network Relay and establishes a connection for One-to-one ProSe Direct Communication as described in TS 23.287 [5].
This basically means that there is no reason for keeping any editor’s note in the RAN2 TR. Thus, the proponent companies suggest:
Remove from 3GPP TR 38.836 the following editor’s note:
“Editor note: whether new PC5-S signaling is also introduced depends on SA2.”

2.3	Security of L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay
The proponent companies in [2] highlights that according to current 3GPP TR 38.836 the SA2 solution#23 as E2E security solution but has the following Editor’s Note on the requirement of Security depending on SA3:
SA2 captured two solutions for security support of L3 UE-to-Network Relay:
1)	Via legacy Uu security and PC5 security;
2)	Via N3IWF in solution #23 of TR 23.752 [6];
Solution#23 of TR 23.752 [6] with N3IWF is feasible to meet end-to-end security requirements.
Editor note: whether the SA2 captured solutions can satisfy the security requirement depends on SA3.   
According to current SA2 TR 23.752 [3], the SA2 conclusion on security of L3 U2N relay is copied below:  
-	Security aspects require confirmation from SA WG3.
NOTE 1:	The procedures to support authentication of Remote UE and Relay UE by the network will be determined by SA WG3.
-	For the Remote UE to use the network resources (e.g. PDU Session and Network Slice) of the Relay UE's serving network, the network-controlled authorization procedures will be determined in the normative phase with coordination with SA WG3. The alignment with the associated security procedures to authenticate the Remote UE and Relay UE will be carried out in normative phase via coordination with SA WG3.
-	The secondary authentication for a Remote UE will be determined by SA WG3. The alignment with the associated security procedures for secondary authentication of the Remote UE will be carried out in normative phase via coordination with SA WG3.
Considering SA2 has captured similar text on security aspects, we think the Editor note in TR 38.836 can be changed into a normal text because it is clear that this aspect will be studied in normative phase based on SA3 input. Therefore, proponent companies suggest:
Move the following editor’s note for L3 UE-to-UE relay in 3GPP TR 38.836 into normative text:
“Editor Note: Whether the SA2 captured solutions can satisfy the security requirement depends on SA3.”
And a similar conclusion is also proposed for L3 UE-to-Network relay. Thus:
Move the following editor’s note for L3 UE-to-Network relay in 3GPP TR 38.836 into normative text:
“Editor Note: Whether the SA2 captured solutions can satisfy the security requirement depends on SA3.”

2.4	De-prioritize DAPS-like HO for L3 UE-to-Network Relay
Proponent company in [2], wants to clarify that DAPS-like HO for L3 UE-to-Network relay should be deprioritize in this release. This is because majority of companies in post-meeting email discussion in [10] email discussion agreed there is no HO concept for L3 U2N relay because remote UE is invisible to gNB. Therefore, the first proposal is to agree on this understanding:
RAN2 to confirm that there is no HO mechanism for L3 UE-To-Network relay since the UE is invisible to the gNB.

2.5	Path switching enhancement for L3 UE-to-Network relay
The proponent company in [6] proposes a potential enhancement of L3 UE-to-Network relay path switching. Everything starts with the observation that hop specific PDCP status transfer during indirect to direct path switching does not enable lossless service continuity in L3 U2N relay. 
In L3 U2N relay, the relay UE is aware of the packet delivery status of both hops. Therefore, relay UE is able to maintain and provide PDCP SN status based on the packet delivery situation on both hops. To support lossless service continuity during indirect to direct path switching, the relay UE may be triggered to transfer PDCP SN status to the source entity using the existing SN status transfer signalling procedure. But the PDCP SN status should not only take into account the PDCP SDU delivery status on the first hop but also the PDCP SDU delivery status on the second hop. To achieve this, relay UE needs to map and associate the PDCP PDUs/SDUs delivered in the first hop and second hop as there is end-to-end PDCP entity in each hop for L3 U2N relay. To make the mapping and association of the PDCP PDUs/SDUs in two hops easier, it can be configured to have one-to-one mapping of radio bearers in SL and Uu for the traffic flow that requires lossless service continuity. Thus, the suggestion is:
RAN2 to consider allowing the Relay UE to transfer PDCP SN status considering the second hop PDCP PDU/SDU delivery status during path switching in order to support lossless service continuity.
A similar proposal has been also made in [7] where the proponent company believe that some AS layer procedure is needed to enhance the path switch procedure. In such a case, the proposal is:
RAN2 to consider the study of optional AS layer-based solutions to enable PDCP SN status during path switch though service continuity is guaranteed by higher layers.
2.6	Feasibility of L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay 
Proponent companies in [2,3,8] highlight that there are no showstoppers regarding the L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay architecture and thus they formulated the following proposal:
RAN2 to conclude that no showstoppers have been identified and that L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay are feasible from RAN2 perspective.
Further, the proponent company in [8] want to highlight also that L3 relay architecture is has better performance in mobility scenarios than the L2 one. This is because of multiple reasons but the main ones are that 
· 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.
· 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.
Therefore, the proposal is:
RAN2 to capture in the 3GPP TR 38.836 that it is recommended to standardize L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay in Rel-17.
In addition to this, proponent companies in [9] provide a series of evaluation results that they would like to be captured in the 3GPP TR 38.836 regarding L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay. The conclusions are summarized in Annex 4 of [9] and they cover all the relevant aspects of both L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay. According to this, the proponent companies would like to propose:
RAN2 to add in 3GPP TR 38.836 the evaluation results for L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay provided in [9], Annex 4.
3	Conclusions
Based on the discussions in section 2, the following proposals have been made by companies in AI 8.7.2.2:
Easy to agree
Proposal 1	Remove from 3GPP TR 38.836 the following note:
“Editor note: whether other QoS solution (e.g. whether gNB can perform PDB split) is introduced depends on SA2.”
Proposal 2	Align the description in 3GPP TR 38.836 with the SA2 conclusion regarding the QoS of L3 UE-to-Network Relay.
Proposal 4	Remove from 3GPP TR 38.836 the following editor’s note:
“Editor note: whether new PC5-S signaling is also introduced depends on SA2.”
Proposal 5	Move the following editor’s note for L3 UE-to-UE relay in 3GPP TR 38.836 into normative text:
“Editor Note: Whether the SA2 captured solutions can satisfy the security requirement depends on SA3.”
Proposal 6	Move the following editor’s note for L3 UE-to-Network relay in 3GPP TR 38.836 into normative text:
“Editor Note: Whether the SA2 captured solutions can satisfy the security requirement depends on SA3.”
Proposal 7	RAN2 to confirm that there is no HO mechanism for L3 UE-To-Network relay since the UE is invisible to the gNB.
Proposal 10	RAN2 to conclude that no showstoppers have been identified and that L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay are feasible from RAN2 perspective.

To be discussed
Proposal 3	RAN2 to capture in 3GPP TR 38.836 the Sol#45 within 3GPP TR 23.752 for the QoS support for L3 UE-to-Network relay with N3IWF.
Proposal 8	RAN2 to consider allowing the Relay UE to transfer PDCP SN status considering the second hop PDCP PDU/SDU delivery status during path switching in order to support lossless service continuity.
Proposal 9	RAN2 to consider the study of optional AS layer-based solutions to enable PDCP SN status during path switch though service continuity is guaranteed by higher layers.
Proposal 11	RAN2 to capture in the 3GPP TR 38.836 that it is recommended to standardize L3 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relay in Rel-17.
Proposal 12	RAN2 to add in 3GPP TR 38.836 the evaluation results for L3 UE-to-Network and L3 UE-to-UE relay provided in [9], Annex 4.
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