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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues, which should be concluded in SI phase, for L2 relay.
2 Discussion
2.1 UE-to-Network Relay

In RAN2 #111-e and #112-e meetings, the RRC states combination for L2 relay was discussed and we have the following conclusion:

	Relay UE state
	Remote UE state
	Validity

	CONNECTED
	CONNECTED
	Valid

	CONNECTED
	INACTIVE
	Valid

	CONNECTED
	IDLE
	Valid

	RRC Inactive
	CONNECTED
	Invalid

	RRC Inactive
	RRC Inactive
	Valid

	RRC Inactive
	IDLE
	Valid

	IDLE
	CONNECTED
	Invalid

	IDLE
	INACTIVE
	To be discussed

	IDLE
	IDLE
	Valid 


Apparently, whether the RRC states combination of remote UE in RRC_INACTIVE and relay UE in RRC_IDLE is supported is still open and needs further discussion. We think there is no need to restrict this case. Benefits of RRC_INACTIVE for the Remote UE can be achieved even the Relay UE is in RRC_IDLE. We still see the signaling overhead and latency reduction when the Remote UE moves to connected with this RRC state combination. Therefore, we prefer not to exclude this case.

Proposal 1: For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, the RRC states combination of remote UE in RRC_INACTIVE and relay UE in RRC_IDLE is supported.

Next, we discuss the support of N-to-1 mapping between the Uu radio bearer and PC5 RLC channel. We see the motivation to support the N-to-1 mapping is not very strong. First, the LCID space of PC5 RLC channel is not an issue. For different Remote UEs, the same LCID of the PC5 RLC channel can be reused by the Relay UE. Secondly, we think the introduction of N-to-1 mapping between the Uu radio bearer and PC5 RLC channel increases the the complexity of the Remote UE. Thus, we suggest to not support N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu Radio Bearer and PC5 RLC channel.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu Radio Bearer and PC5 RLC channel is not supported.
There was a discussion on the traffic differentiation over PC5 between the non-relaying traffic and the relaying traffic. One option is to use PC5 adaptation layer for differentiation and the non-relay traffic and relaying traffic can be mapped into the same PC5 RLC channel. However, change of normal sidelink operation is non-backward compatibility and thus is not a desirable solution. Furthermore, there will be additional overhead on PC5 hop. In Rel-16 IAB topic, specific bearers are configured for IAB-MT’s own data and signalling traffic. Thus separate logical channel needs to be assigned for IAB-MT access traffic. For sidelink L2 relaying, we can reuse the design principle from IAB topic that the relaying and non-relaying traffic are conveyed by different PC5 RLC channels, e.g. using separate LCID space or L2 ID for differentiation.  In such case, no additional overhead for either relaying traffic or non-relaying traffic. 
Proposal 3: Differentiation between relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic via new protocol layer (e.g. PC5 adaptation layer if supported) is not supported for L2 UE-to-Network Relay.
In addition, there was an argument on additional functionalities supported by adaptation layer in the last RAN2 meeting, e.g. RLF notification. From our perspective, those functions are enhancements instead of critical function to support sidelink relay. Thus, we suggest to not consider additional functionalities in addition to bearer mapping and routing in this release.
Proposal 4: No additional functions are required to be supported on adaptation layer for L2 UE-to-Network Relay.
2.2 UE-to-UE Relay
For UE-to-UE Relay, we have similar concerns on the differentiation of non-relaying traffic and the relaying traffic via adaptation layer as in UE-to-Network Relay case. We also suggest to have a unified design of protocol stack for UE-to-Network Relay and UE-to-UE Relay. Thus, we have the following proposal for L2 UE-to-UE Relay:
Proposal 5: Differentiation between relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic via first PC5 adaptation layer is not supported for L2 UE-to-UE Relay.
Similarly, those additional functions like flow control and RLF notification, as supported by Rel-16 IAB, are optimizations. In this release, we should focus on the design of essential function for sidelink relay and we suggest:
Proposal 6: No additional functions are required to be supported on adaptation layer for L2 UE-to-UE Relay.
3 Conclusion

In this contribution, we discuss the remaining issues for L2 layer, and made the following proposals:
Proposal 1: For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, the RRC states combination of remote UE in RRC_INACTIVE and relay UE in RRC_IDLE is supported.
Proposal 2: RAN2 to confirm N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu Radio Bearer and PC5 RLC channel is not supported.
Proposal 3: Differentiation between relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic via new protocol layer (e.g. PC5 adaptation layer if supported) is not supported for L2 UE-to-Network Relay.
Proposal 4: No additional functions are required to be supported on adaptation layer for L2 UE-to-Network Relay.
Proposal 5: Differentiation between relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic via first PC5 adaptation layer is not supported for L2 UE-to-UE Relay.
Proposal 6: No additional functions are required to be supported on adaptation layer for L2 UE-to-UE Relay.
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