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1. Introduction
This is for the discussion of the following:
· [Post116bis-e][626][Relay] 38.351 running CR (OPPO)
      Scope: Check and endorse the running CR considering decisions of RAN2#116bis-e.

      Intended outcome: Endorsed CR

      Deadline:  Friday 2022-01-28 0800 UTC

	Company
	Name
	E-mail

	Samsung
	Milos Tesanovic
	m.tesanovic@samsung.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2. Phase-1 Discussion
Please be free to share your comment w.r.t to Draft_3GPP_TS_38.351_V0.3.0-V00_Rapp version using the following table, where each company can input multiple rows for multiple sections.
Draft_3GPP_TS_38.351_V0.3.0-V00_Rapp would be updated after Tuesday CB session.
	Company
	(sub)clause
	Comment

	CATT
	6.2.2
	For the revised EN,” Editor’s Note: Pending CB decision on whether Figure 6.2.2-1 is applicable to PC5 interface as well.”
For the yellow marked part, it is confused to me that for today’s CB, there will be extra discussion for the PC5 format part? You mean P2 “Proposal 2
(12/17) Remote UE obtains the local ID from the gNB via Uu RRC messages including RRCSetup/RRCReconfiguration/RRCResume/RRCReestablishment.” in 1831?
[OPPO] will correct it after CB session.

	CATT
	6.3.2
	WA: Remote local UE ID is 8 bits.
No strong view, just suggest keeping the EN and mark the above status.
[OPPO] Done

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	5.3.1 and also related section
	“-
Determine the egress RLC channel in accordance with clause 5.3.1.2;

-
Submit this SRAP Data PDU to the selected egress RLC channel.”

We should use “select” for the egress RLC selection, to be aligned with the following “submit this xxx to the selected egress RLC..” 
[OPPO] “determined” seem being used in more places, so changed to align to “determine”

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	5.3.1.2
	It should be clarified the selected “egress PC5 RLC channel” is on the PC5 connection for relay, rather than any other PC5 connection at remote UE.
[OPPO] change to 

· Determine the egress PC5 RLC channel of the link with U2N Relay UE corresponding to sl-Egress-RLC-Channel-PC5 configured for the concerned sl-RemoteUE-RB-Identity as specified in TS 38.331 [3];



	Huawei, HiSilicon
	5.3.3
	For the BEARER ID filed of SRB0, it is not captured. Our understanding is that relay UE constructs the Uu SRAP header and add the “0” for SRB0 case.

See below agreement:

Adaptation layer is not present over PC5 hop for SRB0

For SRB0, adaptation layer is present over Uu hop for DL.
[OPPO] would include the change after CB.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	6.3.5
	The length of R bit should 1. It refers to each one individual R. Also the EN below R bit should be removed.
[OPPO] Correct.

	
	
	

	
	
	


3. Phase-2 Discussion

Please be free to share your comment w.r.t to Draft_3GPP_TS_38.351_V0.3.0-Phase_2_Vxx_Rapp version using the following table, where each company can input multiple rows for multiple sections.

	Company
	(sub)clause
	Comment

	Samsung
	4.2.2
	As previously agreed, we currently say that “On the U2N Relay UE, the SRAP sublayer contains one SRAP entity at Uu interface and a separate collocated SRAP entity at the PC5 interface.”
Therefore, in Fig. 4.2.2-2, instead of saying ‘to transmitting part of SRAP sublayer on Relay UE’, shouldn’t we say:

‘to transmitting part of the Relay UE SRAP entity at Uu interface’?
Similarly, in Fig. 4.2.2-3, instead of saying ‘from receiving part of SRAP sublayer on relay UE’, it seems to us we should say:
‘from the receiving part of the Relay UE SRAP entity at PC5 interface’.

Basically, we have two separate collocated SRAP entities at Relay UE, each of which having a transmitting and receiving part. The text that follows the figures (the description) actually appears ok, so the figures just need to be aligned with the description.
[OPPO] Corrected

	Samsung
	4.2.2
	Typo – we have two figures labelled 4.2.2-2.
[OPPO] Corrected

	Samsung
	4.2.2
	The special case of SL-RLC0 appears to be the only valid case in Fig. 4.2.2-3, which I am sure was not intention. We should have two separate paths from ‘from receiving part of SRAP sublayer on relay UE’ to ‘mapping to egress channels’: one for the special case of SL-RLC0, and another for the treatment of other data.
[OPPO] While I am OK with this option, let’s wait for more comment before deciding whether to go to that approach.

	Samsung
	4.5
	I guess the Editor’s Note can now be removed, and the configuration of the SRAP entity for U2N Remote UE updated accordingly?
[OPPO] Corrected

	Samsung
	6.3.6
	I guess the Editor’s Note can now be removed?
[OPPO] Corrected

	Apple
	5.3.1.1
	As this is the only place to explain how to fill UE ID and bearer ID fields in SRAP header, we think it has to be more clear than just “determine”. For example, we need say “set the BEARER ID filed to “drb-Iderntity -1” value for DRB and set the BEARER ID field to “srb-identity” value .
[OPPO] Add two “i.e.,” brackets accordingly.

	Apple
	5.3.3.
	Typo in “Determine the UE ID and BEARER ID field in accordance with clause 5.3.1.1”. Should be 5.3.3.1
[OPPO] Corrected

	Apple
	5.3.3.1
	Same comment as above. Need change “determine” to a more definitive phrase  “set the X field as value Y”
[OPPO] Add two “i.e.,” brackets accordingly.

	Apple
	6.3.5.
	Why the EN is still needed here?
[OPPO] Corrected

	vivo
	4.5 
	1. Current wording sounds a bit strange like “mapping an ID to a channel”. Perhaps we can say “Mapping from a radio bearer identified by BEARER ID to egress PC5 RLC channel via RRC” or alternatively “Mapping from BEARER ID to LCID of egress PC5 RLC channel via RRC”. 

[OPPO] OK, changed.
2. For this “The temporary/local identity for each U2N Remote UE via RRC”, though we know that it comes directly from the agreement, perhaps it is better to leave only one between “temporary” and “local”, as otherwise in other places/Specs we may have to always write both words to avoid misunderstanding.

[OPPO] OK, remove “temporary”
3. Would it be clearer to identify the direction of the transmission to ease the reading?

-
Mapping from BEARER ID to egress Uu RLC channel for each U2N Remote UE via RRC for Uplink traffic.

-
Mapping from BEARER ID to egress PC5 RLC channel for each U2N Remote UE via RRC for Downlink traffic.
[OPPO] that sounds too much..

	vivo
	5.2.2.1
	1. Now we are saying that the SRAP entity determines egress PC5 link based on the mapping between sl-L2Identity-Remote and sl-LocalIdentity. Then, would it be helpful to also reflect this “mapping relation” in the configuration list in 4.5? Perhaps something as follows:

-
The temporary/local identity for each U2N Remote UE via RRC, and its mapping to the L2 ID of the corresponding Remote UE.

[OPPO] I somehow lean towards a brief description as long as there is no ambiguity. let’s see if additional comment in this direction?
2. For the sl-RemoteUE-RB-Identity in the below sentence, we guess there can be a list of RB-Identities included in an entry of sl-SRAP-Config-Relay. So, a more appropriate way could be “… which includes an sl-RemoteUE-RB-Identity matching the BEARER ID…”? (However, this depends on the signalling structure of RRC running CR, pending running CR Rapp’s coordination)
-
if there is an entry in sl-SRAP-Config-Relay, whose sl-LocalIdentity matches the UE ID field in SRAP Data PDU, and whose sl-RemoteUE-RB-Identity matches the BEARER ID field in SRAP Data PDU,

[OPPO] Corrected to “which includes an sl-RemoteUE-RB-Identity matches the srb-Identity or drb-Identity of the SRAP Data PDU” to align with RRC running-CR.
[Above comments may apply to counterpart operations for UL in 5.3, whenever applicable] 

	vivo
	5.4
	It seems that the erroneous case handling is no more than just discarding the PDU with unexpected values. Maybe Rapp can directly try this in this running CR discussion, instead of bringing this small issue to the next meeting? 
[OPPO] OK, I mimic the text as in SRAP to have a try.

	Samsung
	Various
	‘BAP’ is used instead of ‘SRAP’, in 5.4, and within Figures 4.2.2-2 and 4.2.2-3 (‘Remove BAP header’).

[OPPO] Corrected

	Samsung
	6.3.2
	‘temporary’ not needed. (vivo had a similar, more general comment above)

[OPPO] Corrected


4. Conclusion
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