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1 Introduction
As per the chairlady’s guidance on providing a list of open issues, the rapporteur has provided a list as shown in the annex of this contribution. We address a subset of the listed issues which have not been addressed in the rapporteur’s CR and provide our views.  
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2 Discussion
Issue 1.1
Editor's Note: FFS whether there is other condition to include the new indication, e.g. explicit NW indication, or RRC state of the L2 U2N Relay UE.
For the EN relating to the inclusion of a new indication about the RRC state of the L2 U2N relay UE, we do not think this is necessary. RAN2 has already specified the connection establishment procedure for the L2 U2N Relay UE in any RRC state i.e., CONNECTED/IDLE/INACTIVE. For the IDLE/INACTIVE state, the L2 U2N Relay UE initiates the connection establishment procedure on the Uu-link when it receives the RRCReconfigurationComplete message from the L2 U2N Remote UE. For the MP case, the same is applicable with the addition of the PC5-RRC trigger to enable the L2 U2N Relay UE to initiate the connection establishment procedure in Uu. 
[bookmark: _Toc159191963]Mechanisms to initiate the L2 U2N Relay UE in IDLE/INACTIVE state are already specified in Rel-17/18. 
Thus, the purpose of the new indication is unclear as the mechanisms to support indirect path addition for the L2 U2N Relay UE in IDLE/INACTIVE state are already in-place. Hence, our preference is not to add any new indication to support the multipath, indirect path addition. 
[bookmark: _Toc159191973]Do not add a new indication e.g., explicit NW indication or RRC state of the L2 U2N Relay UE for the indirect path addition in a multipath scenario. 
[bookmark: _Toc146833856][bookmark: _Toc146833897][bookmark: _Toc146833857][bookmark: _Toc146833898][bookmark: _Toc146833858][bookmark: _Toc146833899][bookmark: _Toc146833859][bookmark: _Toc146833900][bookmark: _Toc146833860][bookmark: _Toc146833901][bookmark: _Toc146833861][bookmark: _Toc146833902][bookmark: _Toc146833862][bookmark: _Toc146833903][bookmark: _Toc131619295][bookmark: _Toc131619296][bookmark: _Toc131619297][bookmark: _Toc131619298][bookmark: _Toc146833863][bookmark: _Toc146833904][bookmark: _Toc146833864][bookmark: _Toc146833905][bookmark: _Toc146833865][bookmark: _Toc146833906][bookmark: _Toc146833866][bookmark: _Toc146833907][bookmark: _Toc146833867][bookmark: _Toc146833908][bookmark: _Toc146833868][bookmark: _Toc146833909][bookmark: _Toc146833869][bookmark: _Toc146833910][bookmark: _Toc146833870][bookmark: _Toc146833911][bookmark: _Toc146833871][bookmark: _Toc146833912][bookmark: _Toc146833872][bookmark: _Toc146833913][bookmark: _Toc146833873][bookmark: _Toc146833914][bookmark: _Toc146833874][bookmark: _Toc146833915][bookmark: _Toc146833875][bookmark: _Toc146833916][bookmark: _Toc146833876][bookmark: _Toc146833917][bookmark: _Toc146833877][bookmark: _Toc146833918][bookmark: _Toc146833878][bookmark: _Toc146833919][bookmark: _Toc146833879][bookmark: _Toc146833920][bookmark: _Toc146833880][bookmark: _Toc146833921][bookmark: _Toc146833881][bookmark: _Toc146833922][bookmark: _Toc146833882][bookmark: _Toc146833923][bookmark: _Toc146833883][bookmark: _Toc146833924][bookmark: _Toc146833884][bookmark: _Toc146833925][bookmark: _Toc146833926]Issue 1.2
Editor's Note: FFS the stop condition for other cases, i.e. PC5-RRC trigger, CONNECTED relay UE.
For the EN on the stop condition for the other cases i.e., PC5-RRC trigger and the CONNECTED L2 U2N Relay UE, the following was the agreement from the last meeting:
If RRCReconfigurationComplete is transmitted in indirect path, reuse R17 Legacy T420 stop condition (i.e., PC5 RLC ACK of RRCReconfigurationComplete in indirect path) for new T420-like timer. Else, down-select next meeting from the following options for the stop condition:
Option 1: PC5 connection is established (i.e., PC5-S unicast link establishment procedure is complete).
Option 2: upon reception of RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink.
For the CONNECTED L2 U2N Relay UE case, although both options are feasible, Option 1 is sufficient because it is unlikely that the connection establishment procedure will fail between the reception of the direct communication acceptance (DCA) and RRCReconfigurationSidelink messages.
For the other case however, there are two aspects to consider. One is that the PC5-RRC trigger is sent only after a successful unicast link establishment procedure i.e., after the DCA is received. Hence, with Option 1, we stop the timer just based on the reception of the DCA as the L2 U2N Relay UE is still in the IDLE/INACTIVE state. It is possible that the Uu-link establishment fails but as the timer was stopped, we assume that the indirect link was successfully added. But there are existing procedures to deal with this scenario i.e., sending the NotificationMessageSidelink from the L2 U2N Relay UE. 
[bookmark: _Toc159191964]Existing procedures already deal with the scenario of failure to establish the corresponding Uu-link in the indirect path addition procedure. 
In addition, the time difference between receiving the DCA and the RRCReconfigurationCompleteSidelink message is not significant. Hence, we would prefer the establishment of the PC5 connection to stop T421. 
[bookmark: _Toc159191974]The stop condition for T421 should be upon PC5 connection establishment with the L2 U2N Relay UE. 
Issue 3.3
[bookmark: _Hlk152347781]Editor's Note: Whether to differentiate U2U discovery and U2N discovery can be checked in maintenance.
From the network’s perspective there is no difference, as the configuration provided in both cases is only to enable peer UE communication at least over the first hop for U2N relays and over both hops for U2U relays depending on the coverage scenario. In addition, based on the agreement below, the gNB will not be involved in any additional procedures beyond Rel-16 operation. 
There are no additional procedures at the gNB beyond Rel-16 operation in the ID reporting/resource allocation procedures for an RRC_CONNECTED U2U relay/remote UE.  Some Rel-16 functionality may not be applicable to U2U (to be determined on a case by case basis).  FFS stage 3 impact to message formats (e.g., additional fields).
As a result, there will be no such differentiated handling at the network for the U2U relays as opposed to U2N relays or for that matter for Rel-16/17 SL operation. Hence, need not differentiate between the U2U and U2N discovery.   
[bookmark: _Toc159191975]Need not differentiate in the SUI between U2U discovery and U2N discovery.
[bookmark: _Toc70424553][bookmark: _Ref189046994]3 Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	Mechanisms to initiate the L2 U2N Relay UE in IDLE/INACTIVE state are already specified in Rel-17/18.
Observation 2	Existing procedures already deal with the scenario of failure to establish the corresponding Uu-link in the indirect path addition procedure.
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Do not add a new indication e.g., explicit NW indication or RRC state of the L2 U2N Relay UE for the indirect path addition in a multipath scenario.
Proposal 2	The stop condition for T421 should be upon PC5 connection establishment with the L2 U2N Relay UE.
Proposal 3	Need not differentiate in the SUI between U2U discovery and U2N discovery.

4 References

5 Annex

	Open issue
	Rapporteur view

	1. MP scenario 1 

	Issue 1.1: Editor’s Note: FFS whether there is other condition to include the new indication, e.g. explicit NW indication, or RRC state of the L2 U2N Relay UE.
	This issue has been discussed for several times, there are several solutions to be down selected by RAN2.

	Issue 1.2: Editor’s Note: FFS the stop condition for other cases, i.e. PC5-RRC trigger, CONNECTED relay UE
	For T421, the stop condition only covers the case that idle/inactive relay UE is triggered to connected based on remote UE’s duplicated SRB1, but may not cover the cases of connected relay UE or PC5-RRC trigger. 
This issue has been discussed, and there are several solutions to be down selected by RAN2.

	Issue 1.3: Editor’s Note: FFS whether/how to indicate PC5 release/maintain for indirect path add/modify/release. And for indirect path release, FFS whether to include an explicit “directPathRelease” flag in the reconfiguration procedure so that the UE can apply a simpler behaviour.  
	The baseline procedure is that the MP remote UE releases source path(s) before accessing the target path(s) which is the same as the current MR-DC mobility procedures. But companies think the procedure should be further optimized to avoid some unnecessary UE behavior. 
Proponent companies can provide TP to show spec impact, based on which RAN2 can make final decision.

	Issue 1.4: Editor’s Note: FFS whether the detailed report types other than indirectPathAddChangeFailure, path failure, Uu-RLF, Uu failure, PC5-RLF can be included.
	The EN can be removed. Companies can bring TP to justify new failure type if any. Then RAN2 can discuss new failure types based on companies’ contribution.
[Huawei_Rui] This will be addressed in Rapp misc CR.

	Issue 1.5: To confirm that upon detecting radio link failure of the direct path while indirect path change or addition is ongoing, RRC reestablishment is triggered.
	This issue was raised by company to align the MR-DC handling “upon detecting radio link failure of the MCG while PSCell change or PSCell addition is ongoing, RRC reestablishment is triggered in 5.3.7.2”. Companies can submit RIL or bring TP on this.

	2. MP scenario 2 

	Issue 2.1: Editor’s Note: whether T421 is applicable to scenario 2. 
	The EN can be removed, since there is no clear benefit to introduce similar timer to scenario 2.
[Huawei_Rui] This will be addressed in Rapp misc CR.

	3. U2U common part

	Issue 3.1: Editor’s Note: FFS whether the old indication for R17 U2N Relay can be used for R18 U2U Relay or a new U2U Relay-specific indication is needed for gNB capability of supporting U2U Relay.
	This situation is very similar to Rel-17 U2N, considering it was agreed in RAN2#124 that dedication configuration is applicable to connected state in L2 U2U operation. So, it would be straightforward that new and separate indications are to be introduced for L2 U2U and L3 U2U. 
The EN can be removed, with addition of the two/separate indications.
[QC] this issue is never discussed, we are not convinced to add separate gNB capability, especially for L3 based U2U relay. Generally, L3 U2U reuses PC5 direct communication which has no gNB capability. So we propose to discuss this issue in Feb meeting instead of removing the EN directly.
[Huawei_Rui] Ok, let’s have further discussion in next meeting.

	Issue 3.2: Editor’s Note: FFS whether/how to capture if the SL-RSRP/SD-RSRP measurement of the peer NR sidelink U2U Remote UE is not available.
	The EN is for the case that the peer UE is far away resulting in bad quality of direct link. Some companies think this case can trigger U2U relay discovery and relay selection, and should be explicitly captured in spec.
The scenario is fair, but it seems no need to capture it in normative text, a NOTE seems to be sufficient, and then the EN can be removed.

	Issue 3.3: Editor’s Note: Whether to differentiate U2U discovery and U2N discovery can be checked in maintenance.
	This issue that network is not able to distinguish U2U SUI and U2N SUI was raised by company during CR updating, since U2U discovery reuse Rel-17 signaling introduced for U2N discovery. 
This can be addressed by adding an indication in SUI for U2U. 
[QC] It is unclear what is the motivation to let the gNB distinguish U2U discovery and U2N discovery since there is no difference between U2U and U2N discovery from gNB perspective. So companies can bring contribution to the meeting to justify the motivation. 
[Huawei_Rui] Ok, let’s have further discussion in next meeting.

	4. L2 U2U specific 

	Issue 4.1: The detailed signaling for QoS split/update.

Editor’s Note: Whether this message arrangement is optimal can be discussed in maintenance. Whether to cover the case the Relay UE updates the QoS split can be discussed in maintenance. 
Editor’s Note: Whether the per-SLRB QoS is reported in a list of E2E connections or all in one big list can be further checked in maintenance.
	In the current spec, request+response procedure with two new messages is used for QoS split. But whether relay UE can update split QoS without remote UE’s request message has not been discussed but raised by companies during CR drafting. RAN2 can further check if this QoS update is needed or have any spec impact.

	Issue 4.2:  SRAP configuration derivation based on SIB12 and reconfiguration. 

Editor’s Note: The mapping configuration (from e2e SLRB to RLC channel) is needed in pre-configuration.  The existing table format is used as a baseline, subject to discussion during maintenance.
	The EN can be removed, because in current spec how to derive the mapping is already captured. Companies can submit RIL or bring TP if anything wrong is identified.  
[Huawei_Rui] This will be addressed in Rapp misc CR.

	Issue 4.2:  E2E bearer management and corresponding per-hop RLC handling.

Editor’s Note: FFS on how to release SL DRB on E2E and hop configuration for U2U relay.
Editor’s Note: FFS on how to release SL SRB on E2E and hop configuration for U2U relay.
	It should be clear that if the SLRB/RLC channel is established by network configuration, it can only be released by network as legacy. But if the SLRB/RLC channel is established by UE itself, the UE needs to release it when necessary. 
The missing UE behavior can be checked during asn.1 review or discussed in RAN2 #125 meeting.

	Issue 4.3:  Editor’s Note: FFS whether additional procedure for L2 U2U PC5 RLF initiation.
	The EN can be removed. If any new behavior is identified, companies are welcome to submit RIL or bring TP to RAN2 #125 meeting. 
[Huawei_Rui] This will be addressed in Rapp misc CR.

	5. Service continuity

	Issue 5.1:  Editor’s Note: FFS how to include two thresholds for SL-RSRP and SD-RSRP in event X1, X2, Y2.
	The issue was raised during CR drafting. The thing is that event X1, X2, Y2 were introduced in Rel-17. If some changes are made to the existing events, RAN2 needs to discuss the UE capabilities to avoid NBC change to legacy UE.
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