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Introduction
This document is used for discussion and decision for the CB as follows,
CB: # 26_SLRelay_MP	
- try to working on flow chat with FFS if not decided.
- Check with the above proposals to WAs.
- Discuss whether need to send out LS.
(Samsung - moderator)
Summary of offline in R3-220902
For the Chairman’s Notes
Agreements:

Proposal 1: Add Inter-DU Direct Path Addition and Inter-DU Indirect Path Addition procedures in TS 38.401. FFS on other procedures.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2: Agree TP to TS 38.401 in R3-230947.
Proposal 3: Turn the following WAs into agreement,
WA: The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release, depending on RAN2 decision.
WA: For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.
WA: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.

Discussion
Flow chart
This meeting several contributions provide flow chart in the paper ([3] [5] [6] [8] [9]) or in the TP ([7] [10]).
Regarding the cases to support multi-path operation, RAN2 has achieved the following agreements on supported case for Scenario 1&2,
	Agreement:
For scenario 1, the following cases can be supported:
A.	The remote UE operating only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
B.	The remote UE operating only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB; 
C.	The remote UE operating in multi-path releases the indirect path;
D.	The remote UE operating in multi-path releases the direct path;
G.	The remote UE operating in multi-path changes to a new relay UE for the indirect path while keeping the direct path under the same gNB.  FFS if this case would be supported via separate release-and-add (A+C in separate reconfigurations) or a single switch procedure (e.g. similar to i2i service continuity).
E.	The remote UE operating in multi-path changes the direct path to a different cell of the same gNB while using the serving relay UE for the indirect path under the same gNB. FFS if a single procedure for this case would be supported.

For scenario 2, the following cases can be supported:
A.	The remote UE operating only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
C.	The remote UE operating in multi-path releases the indirect path;
Whether to support Case G is discussed in normative phase, but RAN2 will not do additional work to enable it for Scenario 2 over Scenario 1



It can be seen from RAN2 progress that only the simple cases on the addition/release of the second path are agreed without any FFS on procedures. And RAN3 also has achieved the WA as follows which is quite straightforward,
WA: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.
So for this meeting it is suggested to follow the WA to focus on call flows of the direct path addition and indirect path addition. And it can also be observed that most of the contributions focus on providing call flows for direct path addition and indirect path addition especially for inter-DU case. Therefore, the moderator would suggest that the cases including at least inter-DU direct path addition and inter-DU indirect path addition are captured in TS 38.401.
Moderator’s suggestion: It is suggested to add Inter-DU Direct Path Addition and Inter-DU Indirect Path Addition procedures in TS 38.401. FFS on other procedures.

Regarding the detailed procedures related to direct/indirect path addition, we notice that there are two dimensions that are taken into consideration,
· Inter-DU case and Intra-DU case
· Case for Scenario 1 and Case for Scenario 2
So the questions are,
Question 1: Which option in the following do companies prefer for path addition?
· Option 1: add both Inter-DU case AND Intra-DU case in TS 38.401 (4 call flows)
· Option 2: add Inter-DU case only, and add NOTEs if necessary for Intra-DU case (2 call flows)
Please provide your comment in the following table.
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	Start with option 2
	Maybe we start with Option 2 and see if separate call flows for intra-DU case (i.e., option 1) is needed

	Nokia
	1
	Slightly prefer Option 1. 
It is true that intra-DU can be considered as a “special” case of inter-DU. but from Stage-3 implementation perspective, it may be difficult to find the appropriate description for NOTE when different messages are used for intra/inter-DU. If others find better wording for NOTEs, it is also ok for Option 2. 


	NEC
	Option 2
	

	CMCC
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	We understand the intention, but there are different signaling used in inter-DU and intra-DU, separate flow chart would be more clear.

	E///
	Option 1
	

	ZTE
	Start with option 2
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	LGE
	Option 2
	We slightly prefer Option 2, but we are also fine with Option 1

	Huawei
	Option 2
	

	China Telecom
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	Start with Option 2
	



Moderator’s Summary:
5 companies prefer Option 1 while 6 companies prefer Option 2.
All companies agrees to at least add Inter-DU cases, so the moderator suggests that,
Proposal 1: Add Inter-DU Direct Path Addition and Inter-DU Indirect Path Addition procedures in TS 38.401. FFS on other procedures.

Question 2: Is it necessary to additionally add cases for Scenario 2?
Please provide your comment in the following table.
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	We think there is no need of separate call flows for Scenario 2 if its possible to integrate with call flows developed in Q1. But this can be discussed next meeting, focus on Scenario 1 this meeting.

	Nokia
	No. let’s wait for RAN2. 

	NEC
	We agree to add cases for scenario 2

	CMCC
	We support to add cases for scenario 2. 

	CATT
	Not now.

	E///
	Wait for RAN2

	ZTE
	No, wait for RAN2.

	LGE
	Prefer to wait for RAN2 progress

	Huawei
	Wait for RAN2

	China Telecom
	Depends on RAN2 progress.

	Samsung
	Wait for RAN2.



Moderator’s summary:
9/11 companies prefer to wait for RAN2, 2/11 prefer to capture Scenario 2 also.
So the moderator suggests we wait for RAN2 by following the majority view. And it has been reflected by Proposal 1.

Moderator’s suggestion: By considering the above aspects, the moderator suggests to consider the content in R3-230241, which is more aligned in style with the current spec and focuses on inter-DU cases of direct path addition and indirect path addition procedures, as the starting point.

In addition, there are other aspects that would potentially impact the call flow, which may be dependent on RAN2 progress, is listed as follows,
Open issue 1: Whether the RRCReconfigurationComplete message, which completes the path addition procedure, is sent over the new path or the old path?
Open issue 2: For indirect path addition, as agreed by RAN2, the solution down-selection for triggering IDLE/INACTIVE relay UE to enter CONNECTED state from:
· Option 1 (SL-RLC or UP-based approach (excluding SL-RLC1)), 
· Option 3 (PC5-RRC approach) 
· Option 4( RRCReconfigurationComplete-based approach)
While bearing in mind the open issues for which RAN3 should wait for RAN2 progress as below,
Open issues:
RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on how to define control plane and user plane scenarios for multi-path support.
RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on whether and how to define the Primary path in multi-path support.
The RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on whether the gNB-DU knows the path information of each configured path.

Please identify, if any, other open issues that are worth to be considered besides the ones listed above. Please provide your comment if any in the following table.
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	We can work on call flows keeping the above open issues in mind and leave FFS as needed.

	Nokia
	The major part of the call flow highly pends on RAN2 progress, e.g. issue 1 and 2 as mentioned above. If not consider issue 1 and 2 above, the call flows from companies are similar. So once RAN2 make decision, it should be very easy for RAN3 to agree the call flow. 
For above reason, we prefer to wait for RAN2 progress.

	CMCC
	This issue is under discussion in RAN2, and we can just wait for its progress.

	CATT
	Wait for RAN2.We can add a note in TP that the procedure can be update based on the RAN2 progress.

	E///
	There are still open points in RAN2, thus we prefer to wait.

	ZTE
	Agree to work on call flows first while keeping the above open issues.

	LGE
	Prefer to wait for RAN2 decision

	Huawei
	Wait for RAN2

	China Telecom
	Wait for RAN2.

	Samsung
	We can try to work on call flows so that we will have a baseline to work on. Of course we can add FFS and Editor’s Notes to indicate which steps/information should be waiting for RAN2.



Moderator’s summary:
It seems that no further open issues are identified by companies in RAN3, and RAN3 just needs to wait for RAN2 on more open issues. And if there’s any new open issues identified by RAN2, RAN3 could further consider whether to add FFS/Editor Notes in BLCR to TS 38.401 if necessary.

Brief summary: xxxxAccording to the current situation, the TP to TS 38.401 in R3-230947 which captues Inter-DU Indirect Path Addition and Intra-DU Direct Path Addition can be agreed.
Proposal 2: Agree R3-230947.

Check WAs
There are several WAs achieved under A.I. 16.4 during last several meetings as follows,
(1) WA: The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release, depending on RAN2 decision.
(2) WA: For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.
(3) WA: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.
This meeting several papers propose to turn these WAs into agreement while no concern is raised.
Moderator’s suggestion is that we can turn these WAs into agreement if there’s no more concern.
Proposal: Turn all WAs under 16.4 into agreement.

Please provide your comment in the following table ONLY WHEN you still have concern on any of the WAs above.
	Company
	Concern if any

	
	

	
	

	
	




Brief summary: xxxxNo concern is identified. We can turn all WAs into agreement.
Proposal 3: Turn the following WAs into agreement,
WA: The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release, depending on RAN2 decision.
WA: For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.
WA: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.

Potential LS?
According to submitted contributions,
· NEC [4] proposes to check with RAN2 on their progress on resource allocation mechanism for U2N remote UE in multi-path scenario. And the following questions is suggested to ask to RAN2,
Q1: Does RAN2 agree that mode 1 resource allocation scheme is applicable for U2N remote UE in multi-path scenario under both inter-DU and intra-DU cases?
Q2: If the answer to Q1 is yes, whether SL-BSR delivery mechanism between U2N remote UE and U2N relay UE will be introduced by RAN2 to achieve mode 1 resource allocation scheme for U2N remote UE for both inter-DU and intra-DU cases?
· Huawei [6] proposes to reply the LS from SA2 in R3-230029 on the multi-path authorization information to NG-RAN, with the following suggested reply,
RAN3 thanks SA2 for the LS S2-2211269 on multi-path Authorization information to NG-RAN. RAN3 agree with SA2 that the authorization information for multi-path transmission is necessary from the AMF to the NG-RAN. 
Based on the discussion in study phase, the Rel-17 remote UE does not naturally support Rel-18 multi-path operations, that is, specification impact will be introduced to support the Rel-18 operations. Therefore, a separated IE is introduced for the multi-path authorization indication from AMF to NG-RAN. 

Question: Is there need to send any LS out as proposed by [4] or [6]? Please provide your comment in the following table.
	Company
	Comment

	Qualcomm
	No need to send LS to RAN2 as proposed by NEC (RAN2 should discuss Resource allocation and SL-BSR and this doesn’t directly impact RAN3 specifications to my knowledge)
OK to reply back to SA2 confirming RAN3 implemented the CRs for multi-path authorization

	Nokia
	Not needed. 

	NEC
	As mentioned in R3-230274, whether to support mode 1 resource allocation scheme for U2N remote UE, which would be decided by RAN2, will direct impact RAN3 discussion on the responsibility for gNB-DU, where it is a very fundamental issue. So we strongly propose to send the LS to trigger RAN2 discussion as soon as possible.

	CMCC
	Not needed.

	CATT
	We are not sure the RAN3 impact on resource allocation mechanism. If it can be identified by RAN2, they can send the LS to us.

	E///
	Not see the need for now.

	ZTE
	Not needed for both.
Firstly, resource allocation should be discussed in RAN2 not triggered by RAN3. RAN3 just follow RAN2 conclusions. If mode 1 is supported, RAN3 can further consider the impact to RAN3. Secondly, even if mode 1 is allowed for remote UE, the DU of remote UE regard the PC5 resource allocation of indirect path as normal sidelink communication with another peer UE, which has been specified in Rel-16 and nothing new. 

	LGE
	For now, both are not needed. 

	Huawei
	Not needed for [4]

	China Telecom
	No need to send LS to RAN2 now.

	Samsung
	For [4], our understanding is that the resource allocation mode issue should be firstly discussed by RAN2, and there’s no need for RAN3 to trigger such discussion. Unless RAN2 identifies mode 1 shall be supported as an enhancement, RAN3 will still assume mode 2 as always.
For [6], since we’ve had RAN3 BLCRs within which authorization information is added, companies can have internal alignment without sending LS.



Brief summary: xxxx.
10/11 companies prefer not to send LS in [4].
7/11 companies prefer not to send LS in [6].
By following the majority view, no LS is pursued this meeting.
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