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1 Introduction
This contribution is to summarize all TDOCS from agenda item 8.7.2.3 on Relay Adaptation Layer.

2 Discussion
2.1 High Priority Issues
2.1.1 Configurability of the Uu Adaptation Layer

In RAN2#113bis meeting, the following was agreed regarding the adaptation layer on Uu:
Proposal 3: For both DL and UL transmission of Uu radio bearers other than SRB0, identity information of a remote UE and its Uu radio bearer are included in the header of adaptation layer over Uu. FFS for SRB0. FFS if the presence of adaptation layer header can be configurable. (24/24)

The main advantage of making the presence of the adaptation layer header configurable is to save the transmission overhead of the adaptation layer in the case where the relay UE has only a single attached remote UE, and the NW configures 1:1 PC5 RLC bearer to Uu bearer mapping.  However, this adds both complexity and specification impact associated with determining whether the relay UE supports this case to begin with.  The size of the adaptation layer header is expected to be small (few octets) and a single remote UE is not the general case for relaying.  Therefore, this can be considered an optimization that can be down-prioritized for this release in order to prioritize essential features.
Proposal 1: 
RAN2 postpones discussions on configurability of the presence of the Uu adaptation layer header and revisits it if time allows. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2106992
	Proposal 2: The adaptation layer header on Uu interface should always present, not configurable.
	CATT

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 7: The support of Uu adaptation layer and the adaptation layer header are optional for L2 U2N relays, as it is possible that relay UE only supports one remote UE connection and 1:1 bearer mapping is configured
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 2:
RAN2 to agree that presence of Adapt header can be configurable in the general case.
	Samsung

	R2-2107307
	Proposal 2: 

The presence of Uu adaptation layer header is not configurable.
	Intel

	R2-2107451
	Proposal 8：
The presence of adaptation layer header can be configurable, e.g. no header in the case of 1-to-1 mapping between remote UE E2E bearer and relay UE Uu RLC bearer. It is up to gNB implementation whether to configure it or not.
	Vivo

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 3
The adaptation layer header is always present.
	Ericsson

	R2-2108148
	Proposal 2: It is not necessary to  consider the optimization for the presence of Uu adaptation layer header.  
	ZTE

	R2-2108250
	Proposal 5:
the application of the Adaptation layer may be considered as optional, e.g. for the case where the Relay UE supports only one Remote UE for relaying
Proposal 6:
When reconfiguring the Relay adaptation layer from supporting N (where N>1) Remote UEs to 1 Remote UE, the adaptation layer may be configured for a 1:1 mapping. i.e. 1:1 mapping configuration may be supported for the Adaptation Layer
	Xiaomi

	R2-2108466
	Proposal 4: RAN2 to agree adaptation layer header is always configured, i.e. the presence of adaptation layer is not configurable.
	Nokia


2.1.2 Need for Adaptation Layer Header for SRB0

In RAN2#113bis meeting, the following was agreed regarding the adaptation layer on Uu:
Proposal 3: For both DL and UL transmission of Uu radio bearers other than SRB0, identity information of a remote UE and its Uu radio bearer are included in the header of adaptation layer over Uu. FFS for SRB0. FFS if the presence of adaptation layer header can be configurable. (24/24)

A number of companies have discuss their opinion of whether SRB0 should include the adaptation layer header.  On the one side, including the adaptation layer header seems unnecessary as the network can identify the remote UE based on UE ID included in the SRB0 message (for the uplink).  It also requires the assumption that the adaptation layer associated to a particular remote UE can be configured (at least partially) before the connection establishment of that remote UE.  On the other hand, the main advantage of including the adaptation layer header with SRB0 is to unify SRB0 treatment with other bearers.
Proposal 2: 
RAN2 discuss whether adaptation layer header can be used for SRB0 transmission. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2106992
	Proposal 1: The identities of remote UE and its SRB0 should be included in the header of adaptation layer over Uu for DL.
	CATT

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 5: Relay UE generates the local remote UE ID and notifies gNB by including it in UL adaptation layer header for remote UE’s SRB0 message forwarding
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 1:
SRB0 message between Relay UE and gNB can be transmitted even if Adapt is not configured.
	Samsung

	R2-2107194
	Proposal 2
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, for CCCH, not support adaptation layer at PC5 hop, but support for Uu hop.
	OPPO

	R2-2107307
	Proposal 1: 

Uu adaptation layer header is supported for transmission of SRB0 and SRB1.
	Intel

	R2-2107451
	Proposal 5：
The E2E SRB0 message in Uu RLC channel may use the adaptation layer header, enabling the aggregation among multiple remote UEs as other E2E SRBs/DRBs.
	Vivo

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 2
Don’t support the adaptation layer for SRB0.
	Ericsson

	R2-2108148
	Proposal 4: It is suggested to support adaptation layer over PC5.
	ZTE

	R2-2108250
	Proposal 4:
the Relay UE applies the temporary Remote UE ID to the adaptation layer header and uses it to forward the Remote UE SRB0 message to the gNB
	Xiaomi

	R2-2108466
	Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree adaptation layer is not applied for SRB0.
	Nokia


2.1.3 Assignment of local UE ID

In RAN2#113bis meeting, the following was agreed regarding the UE ID in the adaptation layer header:

Proposal 3b: The UE ID in the adaptation layer header is a local, temporary remote UE ID. FFS whether the local, temporary remote UE ID is assigned by the relay UE, or the serving gNB of the relay UE. (23/24)

A number of company contributions have discussed the above FFS point and there seems no clear view of whether the network or relay UE should allocate the UE ID.  The main advantages pointed out by companies of a NW assigned UE ID is uniqueness of the ID, especially when considering forward compatibility to multihop.  The main advantage pointed out of relay UE assigned UE ID is reduction in signaling overhead associated with assignment of the UE ID. 
Proposal 3: 
RAN2 discuss whether the local UE ID is assigned by the relay UE or serving gNB of the relay UE. 

In addition, several companies have discussed the need for defining a finite time validity for the UE ID.  The need for this depends on whether there are security concerns associated with including the temporary UE ID in the adaptation layer header.  Rapporteur suggests to send LS to SA3 (as suggested by several companies) to confirm whether there is a security issue, before we consider the aspect of time validity.

Proposal 4: 
RAN2 send LS to SA3 with relevant agreements on UE ID, and asks if there are security concerns from SA3 perspective. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2106992
	Proposal 3: The relay UE is in charge of assigning the local temporary remote UE ID and the detailed assigning method can be left to UE implementation.

Proposal 4: After the relay UE assigning the local temporary remote UE ID, the relay UE should notify the temporary remote UE ID to gNB.

Proposal 5: RAN2 should discuss the detailed signalling for local temporary remote UE ID notification.

Proposal 6: Send LS to SA3 to check whether there is security issue for disclosing UE IDs on the adaptation layer at RAN2#115-e meeting.
	CATT

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 5: Relay UE generates the local remote UE ID and notifies gNB by including it in UL adaptation layer header for remote UE’s SRB0 message forwarding 

Proposal 6: Relay UE updates the local remote UE ID periodically or based on trigger events, and notifies gNB via SidelinkUEinformationNR message
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 5:
Temporary remote UE ID is assigned by the serving gNB of the relay UE.

Proposal 6:
Inform SA3 of the agreement that temporary remote UE ID is assigned by the serving gNB.
	Samsung

	R2-2107194
	Proposal 1
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, temporary remote UE ID for each remote UE is assigned by serving gNB to relay UE.

Proposal 2
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, if adapation layer can be configured for PC5 hop, temporary remote UE ID is assigned by serving gNB to remote UE.
	OPPO

	R2-2107307
	Proposal 3a: 
The local ID for Remote UE to be used within the adaptation header for L2 UE-NW relaying at least after SRB0 transmission is assigned by the serving gNB of the Relay UE.

Proposal 3b:  
If network configuration is used for relaying Remote UE’s SRB0, the Uu adaptation layer header uses local temporary ID for Remote UE assigned by the network; whereas if default configuration is used for relaying Remote UE’s SRB0, the Uu adaptation layer header information uses local Remote UE ID assigned by the Relay UE.
	Intel

	R2-2107356
	Proposal 3: The Relay UE allocates a unique local identifier for the Remote UE, to be used in the adaptation layer for the first RRC message and all the subsequent messages.
	Spreadtrum

	R2-2107451
	Proposal 2：
Explicit RRC signalling procedure is used to assign the local remote UE ID to the relay UE by the serving gNB of the relay UE.

Proposal 3：
The assignment of local remote UE ID is triggered by explicit relay UE reporting, e.g. SL UE Information.

Proposal 4：
The relay UE may require the assignment of local remote UE ID before the first E2E SRB0 message from this remote UE arrives (e.g. upon the establishment of the PC5 RRC connection with the remote UE).
	Vivo

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 4
The Local UE ID is assigned to remote UE by the serving gNB of the relay UE.
Proposal 5
Define a maximum time period that a local UE ID is allowed to be used by remote UE.

Proposal 6
RAN2 sends LS to SA3 informing them of the relevant RAN2 agreements on UE ID, and further checks if there is still any security concern due to disclosure of UE ID in the adaptation layer.
	Ericsson

	R2-2107734
	Proposal 3: It is suggested that the local ID of remote UE is allocated by relay UE.
	Futurewei

	R2-2108148
	Proposal 2: It is not necessary to  consider the optimization for the presence of Uu adaptation layer header.  
	ZTE

	R2-2108250
	Proposal 3: 
The Relay UE assigns the temporary Remote UE ID to be used in the adaptation layer.

Proposal 4:
the Relay UE applies the temporary Remote UE ID to the adaptation layer header and uses it to forward the Remote UE SRB0 message to the gNB
	Xiaomi

	R2-2108466
	Proposal 2: RAN2 to agree the temporary remote UE’s local ID is assigned by the serving gNB of the relay UE.
	Nokia

	R2-2108511
	Proposal 4: The temporary remote UE ID is assigned by serving gNB of relay UE.
	CMCC

	R2-2108623
	Proposal 4: The local ID is allocated during Msg3 transmission, and included in the adaption layer header of Msg3 data.

Proposal 5：The lifetime of Remote UE’s local ID is during Remote UE’s RRC state, from R2 perspective.

Proposal 6: RAN2 confirm no security risk on local UE ID, otherwise send LS to check SA3’s view.
	Huawei


2.1.4 Presence of the PC5 Adaptation Layer

A number of companies have discussed the need for the adaptation layer on PC5.  Companies which support the PC5 adaptation layer claim it is beneficial because:
· The remote UE can be configured with upto 32 Uu DRBs, but can only support 16 SL RLC channels

· Multiplexing multiple Uu DRBs and/or multiple unicast links (having the same QoS) onto the same PC5-RLC channel can further reduce the number of LCHs used on PC5
· Support of traffic differentiation between relayed and non-relayed traffic on PC5

· PC5 adaptation layer can ensure forward compatibility for multihop relays

Companies which prefer to not have the PC5 adaptation layer are mostly concerned with complexity and argue that QoS differentiation can be achieved by flow to bearer mapping, or by configuring multiple unicast links.  Several companies have also suggested that presence of the adaptation layer can be made configurable as a compromise solution.
Based on contribution, it would seem further discussion of this by RAN2 is still required.

Proposal 5: 
RAN2 to discuss whether adaptation layer on PC5 can be supported. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2106992
	Proposal 7: For L2 U2N relay, adaptation layer should be always supported over PC5 in Rel-17.
	CATT

	R2-2107047
	Proposal 2: An adaptation layer is supported over PC5 for L2 UE-to-Network Relay operation.

Proposal 2a: The adaptation layer is configurable over PC5 for dedicated logical channel based Radio Bearers (i.e. DCCH/DTCH) established between Remote UE and gNB during L2 UE-to-Network Relay operation.
	Mediatek, InterDigital

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 4: Because there is no valid function of PC5 adaptation layer in Rel-17, adopt the L2 U2N relay protocol stack without PC5 adaptation layer.
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 7:
PC5 link shall not support the Adapt layer.
	Samsung

	R2-2107194
	Proposal 1
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, support adaptation layer at PC5 hop in a configurable manner, for SRB2 and DRB. FFS on SRB1.
	OPPO

	R2-2107277
	Proposal 1: 
Adaptation layer is supported over the PC5 interface at the remote UE 

Proposal 2: 
Remote UE can perform N:1 mapping between different E2E radio bearers and one PC5 RLC channel at the adaptation layer
	InterDigital

	R2-2107307
	Proposal 4: 
RAN2 agree to not introduce N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu radio bearer and PC5 RLC channel.

Proposal 5: 
RAN2 agree to support 1:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu radio bearer and PC5 RLC channel and discuss two options to support the same:

Option-1: PC5 Adaptation layer with 1:1 mapping function and no adaptation layer header

Option-2: No PC5 Adaptation layer and 1:1 mapping function supported at PDCP layer.
	Intel

	R2-2107356
	Proposal 1-1: RAN2 to agree that N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu Radio Bearer and PC5 RLC channel is not supported.

Proposal 1-2: PC5 adaptation layer between Remote UE and Relay UE is not supported.
	Spreadtrum

	R2-2107451
	Proposal 1：
RAN2 to agree that adaptation layer is not supported in PC5.
	Vivo

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 1
Support the adaptation layer at the PC5 interface between remote UE and relay UE.
	Ericsson

	R2-2107620
	Proposal 1  
RAN2 discuss whether forward compatibility of multi-hop U2N relay is to be supported in R17 design. If yes, then PC5-adaptation header is to be introduced.
	Apple

	R2-2107734
	Proposal 1: Adaptation layer is supported over PC5 interface.
	Futurewei

	R2-2108148
	Proposal 4: It is suggested to support adaptation layer over PC5.
	ZTE

	R2-2108250
	Proposal 7: 
Adaptation layer is not needed for PC5 interface in this release.
	Xiaomi

	R2-2108511
	Proposal 1: Support PC5 adaption layer for L2 UE-to-Network Relay, and support N:1 mapping between Remote UE Uu Radio Bearer and PC5 RLC channel for relaying.
	CMCC

	R2-2108623
	Proposal 2: No adaptation layer is needed in the SL hop for UE-to-Network relay.
	Huawei


2.1.5 Adaptation Layer Control PDUs

In RAN2#104-e, the Uu RLF indication from the relay UE to the remote UE was agreed. 
Proposal 5：
[18/18][Easy]The Uu RLF indication from Relay UE may trigger the Remote UE connection re-establishment
Two companies have suggested the RLF indication to be sent via an adaptation layer PDU.  Since this is aligned with BH-RLF indication, rapporteur suggests we can agree that at least such control PDU can be used.

Proposal 6: 
If RAN2 agrees to support PC5 adaptation layer, discuss whether RLF indication can be sent using adaptation layer control PDU.  FFS on the format. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 9
Define control PDU for indicating RLF in the adaptation layer.

Proposal 10
The control PDU of RLF indication contains 1 bit of D/C field, 4 bits of PDU type. FFS a field of indicator indicating the link or hop where the RLF is detected.
	Ericsson

	R2-2107195
	Proposal 6
For SL adaptation layer, support D/C-field and PDU type for BH failure indication.
	OPPO


2.1.6 Traffic Differentiation between Relayed and Non-Relayed Traffic

A number of company contributions discuss whether/how to differentiate relayed and non-relayed traffic.  There are two main options for differentiation.  Differentiation by the adaptation layer can be achieved by having the adaptation layer header identify relayed vs non-relayed traffic (e.g. from the UE ID).  This allows relayed and non-relayed traffic with the same QoS to be multiplexed on the same RLC bearer.  Alternatively, differentiation can be achieved by using separate LCID space for relayed vs non relayed traffic.   
On the PC5 interface, non-relayed traffic consists of the direct sidelink communication (over PC5) between the relay UE and the remote UE (other than traffic being relayed to/from the NW).  Which solution to be used may depend on whether PC5 adaptation layer is supported and so this question can be delayed until that issue is resolved.

On the Uu interface, non-relayed traffic consists of the Uu bearers/traffic of the relay UE itself.  Since the adaptation layer is supported on this link, RAN2 should further discuss which option is used for traffic differentiation on Uu. 

Proposal 7: 
RAN2 to discuss the necessity of traffic differentiation between relayed and non-relayed traffic using the adaptation layer on the Uu interface, and if not, how to manage the Uu LCID space. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 3: RAN2 conclude that L2 U2N relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic can be differentiated via separate bearers, and thereby no need to introduce PC5 adaptation layer for it
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 3:
Traffic differentiation between relaying and non-relaying traffic is supported. 

Proposal 4:
RAN2 will examine ways of achieving this which do not involve Adapt layer as well as those that do, to determine if Adapt would need to support this function.
	Samsung

	R2-2107277
	Proposal 5:  
Relay UE can multiplex its own traffic onto the same Uu RLC channels which carries the traffic of remote UEs
	InterDigital

	R2-2107356
	Proposal 2: Differentiation between relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic via adaptation layer is not supported for L2 UE-to-Network Relay.
	Spreadtrum

	R2-2107620
	Proposal 3 
If PC5 adaptation header is not supported , RAN2 discuss how to reserve LCID space to identify local vs. relay traffic.
	Apple

	R2-2108623
	Observation 5: Differentiate the relaying traffic and non-relaying traffic over Uu link via separate RLC bearers.
	Huawei


2.1.7 Adaptation Layer Modeling

Modeling of the adaptation layer was discussed in the papers below.  R2-2107451 assumes a single adaptation layer entity in the relay, while R2-2108466 discussed the advantage of multiple adaptation layers to reduce a larger number of remote UEs with a smaller UE ID space.  As a baseline, a single adaptation layer entity should be sufficient and would avoid specification impacts associated with how to configure different UEs under each entity.  Whether the RRC configuration of the adaptation layer can be specific to an RLC entity is suggested in R2-2107451.  Rapporteur feels that configuration of the presence of the adaptation layer is already discussed on P1, and which Uu RLC channels can be mapped to each RLC bearer is a discussion which falls under P12. Proposal 8: 
A single adaptation layer entity for the Uu adaptation layer is configured in the relay UE .  

Proposal 9: If RAN2 agree to support PC5 adaptation layer, discuss whether the PC5 adaptation and the Uu adaptation layer can share one single adaptation layer entity in the relay UE.

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2107451
	Proposal 10：
There may be at most one adaptation layer entity configured within a relay UE, shared by all the remote UEs it is connected with.
Proposal 11：
The adaptation layer configuration (i.e. RRC configuration parameters) can be signalled at a per RLC bearer level.
	Vivo

	R2-2108466
	Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree to have Uu RLC channel specific adaptation layer entity to limit the adaption layer header overhead.

	Nokia


2.2 Low Priority Issues

2.2.1 Support for QoS related features
The need for flow control was discussed but not agreed during the SI.  Company contributions to this meeting discuss whether flow control should be included as an adaptation layer function.  In addition, one company further discussed the need for pre-emptive BSR (similar to IAB) to be supported for SL relays.  Seeing that flow control and pre-emptive BSR are related to QoS and that QoS is handled with low priority at this meeting (and in another agenda item), rapporteur suggests to down-prioritize this topic (or at least treat it along with the QoS agenda item), and no proposal is suggested at this time.
	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2106992
	Proposal 8: For U2N relay, besides the bearer mapping and remote UE identification, the PC5/Uu adaption layer should also support the functionalities of flow control.
	CATT

	R2-2107105
	Proposal 1: To follow WID objective, RAN2 confirm that only functions of bearer mapping and Remote UE identification are supported for Uu and PC5 adaptation layer in this release.
	QC

	R2-2107175
	Proposal 8:
RAN2 will discuss if any congestion mitigation signaling is needed, and whether this should be a function of the Adapt layer.
	Samsung

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 13
Relay UE triggers a pre-emptive BSR in Uu interface when relay UE has derived buffer status of relaying traffic of a remote UE (e.g., reception of a SCI from remote UE indicating periodic resource reservation).

Proposal 14
For the Pre-emptive BSR format, the Buffer Size field identifies the total amount of the data expected to arrive at the relay UE from remote UEs. The Pre-emptive BSR is triggered and does not include the volume of data currently available in the relay UE.

Proposal 15
A MAC PDU shall contain at most one Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE, even when multiple events have triggered a Pre-emptive BSR.

Proposal 16
All triggered Pre-emptive BSR(s) shall be cancelled when a MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes the corresponding Pre-emptive BSR MAC CE.
	Ericsson


2.2.2 Format of the Adaptation Layer Header

A number of contributions discuss the format of the adaptation layer header.  These contributions suggest the use of a one-bit D/C (to differentiate data PDU from a control PDU) RB ID, UE ID, and reserved bits to ensure the PDU is octet aligned.  While the number of bits for the RB ID and the UE ID can be further discussed as part of stage 3, it would seem the overall format can be agreed as a starting point.
Proposal 10: 
Uu adaptation layer header format consists of one-bit DC field, RB ID, UE ID, and R bits (for byte alignment).  FFS on the size of RB ID and UE ID. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2107470
	Proposal 7
The adaptation layer header of a data PDU contains 1 bit of D/C field, 1 bit of R field, 6 bits of RB ID and 8 bits of local UE ID.

Proposal 8
RAN2 studies how to address the issue, i.e., there is overlap in the SRB ID space and DRB ID space.
	Ericsson

	R2-2108511
	Proposal 3: Support 5bits radio bearer ID in uu adaption layer header.

Proposal 5: The size of temporary remote UE ID is up to the maximum number of remote UEs can be relayed by the relay UE.
	CMCC

	R2-2107195
	Proposal 4
For SL adaptation layer, support a field of 10-bit to carry remote UE ID, and the remote UE ID is configured by network.

Proposal 5
For SL adaptation layer, support a field of 5-bit to carry bearer ID of remote UE.

Proposal 7
For SL adaptation layer, support R-bit by taking byte-alignment into account.
	OPPO


2.2.3 Delivery of MAC CEs

In R2-2108148, delivery of MAC CE via the adaptation layer is proposed in order to support sending the recommended bit rate MAC CE to the remote UE.  Since the recommended bit rate MAC CE impacts the PHY layer on Uu, it can be sent directly to the relay UE, if necessary.  Furthermore, any impact to the PHY layer on PC5 should be de-prioritized due to the lack of TUs in RAN1.  
Proposal 11: 
Relaying of MAC CEs by the SL Relay is not considered in this release. 

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2108148
	Proposal 5: It is suggested to deliver the MAC CE via adaptation layer over Uu and PC5.
	ZTE


2.2.4 Configuration of the mapping between PC5 RLC channel and Uu RLC channel

In RAN2#113bis, the mapping between the PC5 RLC channel and Uu RLC channel was agreed as follows:

Proposal 3c: Mapping is done at Relay UE between PC5 RLC bearer IDs, identity information of remote UE and Uu radio bearer, and Uu RLC bearer IDs.

A number of papers discuss the detailed interpretation of the mapping for both DL and UL traffic.  As noted by some of these contributions, the detailed mapping may depend on whether the PC5 adaptation layer is supported or not.  Both papers suggest that a mapping between a PC5 RLC channel ID and Uu radio bearer ID is needed.  However, what mapping is needed to link to the Uu RLC channel is not clear and should be discussed further.

Proposal 12: 
RAN2 discuss channel mapping configuration at the relay UE between Uu bearer ID, Uu RLC channel ID and PC5 RLC channel ID.

	Tdoc Num
	Relevant proposals
	Source

	R2-2107194
	Proposal 3
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, if PC5 hop is not configured with adaptation layer, for SRB2 and DRB, relay UE is configured with mapping between PC5 RLC channel ID and remote UE Uu bearer ID in adaption layer. FFS on SRB1.
Proposal 4
For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, for SRB2 and DRB, remote UE is configured with mapping between PC5 RLC channel ID and remote UE Uu bearer ID. FFS on SRB1.
Proposal 5
For SRB2 and DRB, relay UE is configured with mapping between PC5 RLC channel ID and Uu PC5 RLC channel ID. FFS on SRB1.
	OPPO

	R2-2107734
	Proposal 2: A relay UE is configured with a mapping between PC5 RLC bearer ID and Uu radio bearer ID and a mapping between Uu radio bearer ID and Uu RLC bearer ID.
	Futurewei

	R2-2108623
	Proposal 8: Relay UE is configured with the mapping table between PC5 RLC IDs and Remote UE Uu bearer IDs, to determine the adaptation header to be added for UL transmission. 

Proposal 9: Relay UE is configured with the mapping table between Remote UE Uu bearer IDs and Uu RLC bearer IDs for UL and DL transmission.
	Huawei


3 Conclusion
In this contribution, the following conclusions were made on adaptation layer:

[Prioritized to be agreed]
Proposal 1: 
RAN2 postpones discussions on configurability of Uu adaptation layer header and revisits it if time allows. 

Proposal 4: 
RAN2 send LS to SA3 with relevant agreements on UE ID, and asks if there are security concerns from SA3 perspective. 

Proposal 8: 
A single adaptation layer entity for the Uu adaptation layer is configured in the relay UE .  

[Prioritized to be discussed]
Proposal 2: 
RAN2 discuss whether adaptation layer header can be used for SRB0 transmission. 

Proposal 3: 
RAN2 discuss whether the local UE ID is assigned by the relay UE or serving gNB of the relay UE. 

Proposal 5: 
RAN2 to discuss whether adaptation layer on PC5 can be supported. 

Proposal 7: 
RAN2 to discuss the necessity of supporting traffic differentiation between relayed and non-relayed traffic using the adaptation layer on the Uu interface, and if not, how to manage the Uu LCID space. 

Proposal 6: 
If RAN2 agree to support PC5 adaptation layer, discuss whether RLF indication can be sent using adaptation layer control PDU.  FFS on the format. 

Proposal 9: If RAN2 agree to support PC5 adaptation layer, discuss whether the PC5 adaptation and the Uu adaptation layer can share one single adaptation layer entity in the relay UE.

Proposal 12: 
RAN2 discuss channel mapping configuration at the relay UE between Uu bearer ID, Uu RLC channel ID and PC5 RLC channel ID.

[Low Priority Agreements]
Proposal 10: 
Uu adaptation layer header format consists of one-bit DC field, RB ID, UE ID, and R bits (for byte alignment).  FFS on the size of RB ID and UE ID. 

Proposal 11: 
Relaying of MAC CEs by the SL Relay is not considered in this release. 
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