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1	Introduction
According to the latest status on Rel-17 SL relay, there are several open issues listed. In this contribution we provide our view on those and whether a down scoping is needed in order to close the WI.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
According to the status report provided for the Rel-17 SL relay WI and from the open issue list submitted in R2-2109401 in the last RAN2#116e meeting, it is still not clear on whether the time left would be enough to close the work item with the current scope. There are a lot of details and open issues to be addressed but basically only two meetings are left before the functional freeze. According to this, it would be good if RAN discusses a possible down scoping to adjust the sidelink relaying WI scope to ensure that the WI can be completed in time.
[bookmark: _Toc89095405]Given the list of open issues and details to be addressed, RAN to discuss down scoping for the Rel-17 SL Relay WI.
Below we provide our view on which topics to down scope in this release.
2.1	Which SIBs a remote UE can request on-demand to the relay UE
In the last RAN2#116e meeting, the following working assumption was reached regarding what SIB(s) a remote UE can ask to be forwarded by a relay UE. Basic principle for this is that the remote UE ask for some SIB(s) on-demand from the relay UE and the relay simply forward those.
Agreements:
WA: Any SIB which the remote UE has a requirement to use (e.g. for relay purpose) can be requested by the remote UE (from the relay UE or the network). [20/23]  FFS how to capture this in spec, but this agreement does not automatically imply signalling to request all SIBs.

Simple solution for this is that a remote UE may ask the relay UE to forward only SIBs that are relevant for the normal operation of SL relay. However, the discussion is now to expand this possibility to any SIB, regardless of whether this are for the purpose of SL relay or not. This discussion has now been going on for many meetings and not a clear agreement has been reached so far.
Gong a bit more into details, here is an analysis on why certain SIBs are not useful to forward.
	SIB
	Comment

	SIB2, SIB3, SIB4, and SIB5
	These SIBs are used to perform cell selection reselection, but the remote UE may be out of coverage or even in another cell while connected to a relay UE. Thus, is unclear why these SIBs are needed and what is the use that the remote UE can do of them.
Note: for the case when the remote UE is in-coverage the remote UE may acquire these SIBs by itself, based on currently agreed procedures.

	SIB6, SIB7, SIB8
	These are SIBs related to ETWS and CMAS and we are not sure based on what the remote UE can request these SIBs on-demand, given that the remote UE does not know if there is a warning or not. 
On top of these, some regulations require that a UE should not get false warning messages in order to not lose the trust on those. Since some of these SIBs can carry an information that is cell-specific is not clear how a UE can perceive this info if it is camping in another cell.
Note, it has been agreed already in RAN2 that a relay UE forwards these SIBs to a UE out-of-coverage when the relay receives them. And with this, we don’t see a need for the remote UE to request these SIBs.

	SIB9
	Whether this SIB was allowed to be requested on-demand was expensively discussed in Rel-16 and the outcome was that the UE will not request this with the on-demand SIB framework but will rather use the UEAssistanceInformation message to inform the gNB that time reference information is needed. 
While is it indeed not desirable to have yet a different solution on what it was agreed in Rel-16 and jeopardize possible implementation regarding this, it is also unclear how a remote UE can use time information used for very tight sync while the remote UE is connected with the network via a relay UE, and the delay over the PC5 link is not taken into account in the calculation of the 5G clock. Also, the timing info in SIB9 may not be applicable to a remote UE which is out of coverage.

	SIB10, SIB11, SIB13, SIB14, posSIBs
	According to the Rel-17 SL relay WID, our understanding is that it was never in the scope to make the SL relay feature to work together with other WIs (or feature specified in other Wis). 
On top of this, for posSIB there is also a bit of a concern on whether all the posSIB are really useful at the remote UE or not. Same apply for SIB11, whether we are not sure how the remote UE can support SIB11 if it does not support the EMR feature.



While the possibility for a remote UE to ask any SIB from a relay UE may look simple and easy to implement, this is not as simple from a functional perspective. Going into this direction, the remote UE may ask for SIBs that may not be possible to use, thus causing power saving issues on the relay UE and resource waste for the network.
[bookmark: _Toc89095406]RAN to clarify in the Rel-17 SL Relay WID that only SIBs related to SL relay operation should be considered in the control plane objective.
2.2	Whether to support RAN sharing
In the last RAN2#116e meeting, RAN2 received an LS from SA2 in R2-2111236 where one of the question was related on whether RAN sharing was supported for SL relay (i.e., from a RAN perspective):
1) SA2 has assumed 5G MOCN architecture is supported for 5G ProSe Layer-2 UE-to-Network Relay as described in clause 4.2.7.2 of TS 23.304, and would like to ask RAN2 to confirm this assumption. SA2 has also realized PLMN IDs are required (before Layer-2 link has been established) for the Layer-2 Remote UE to perform PLMN selection as well as Relay selection under 5G MOCN architecture, and would like to know whether PLMN IDs are forwarded by Layer-2 UE-to-Network Relay to Layer-2 Remote UE via the AS layer message.
Our understanding of this topic is that it was never in the scope of either the Rel-17 SL Relay SI or the Rel-17 SL Relay WI. 
[bookmark: _Toc89095409]The support of RAN sharing was not in the scope of either the Rel-17 SL Relay SI or the Rel-17 SL Relay WI.
One may argue that RAN sharing shall always work however and RAN sharing may be useful in certain deployments, however the main obstacle for supporting this from a RAN perspective is the little time left to close the WI and the impact is non-trivial.  Since RAN2 never investigated how to support this scenario, it is not clear indeed what is the real impact of this in the control plane and user plane procedure. At a first glance, possible issues that needs to be discussed and solved are the following:
· Impacts on interfaces (as described in clause 6.41 of TR 23.752)
· Information provided form CN allowing the Remote UE to authorize the PLMNs information for the relay.
· The Relay UE indicates the serving PLMN information in discovery message.
· The Relay UE forwards the System Information of the camped cell including the supported PLMNs.
· The Remote UE checks whether the Relay's PLMN is authorized for relay, and only the authorized PLMNs can be the available PLMNs for NAS PLMN selection.
· The Remote UE selects the Relay based on the selected PLMN by NAS layer.
· Potential issues in RAN (e.g., as indicated by in R2-2111371)
· UAC, TAC and cell ID are parameters that can be PLMN specific, so it needs to be sorted out which ones are going to be used when relay UE establish a connection
· Security procedures (also affecting SA2/SA3) towards different CNs are not clear. 
· How is the Relay UE expected to set up PDU session towards a PLMN that is different from its RPLMN? The Remote UE’s choice of PLMN can’t dictate the Relay UEs PLMN selection. 
· There are no guarantees that the Remote UE’s selected PLMN would even be allowed for the Relay UE
Given that there is not much time to close the WI and that the list of remaining open issues and details to be sorted out is quite substantial, it would be wise to postpone this topic to later releases.
[bookmark: _Toc89095407]RAN to agree to postpone the support of RAN sharing for SL relay in later releases.

2.3	Support of SL DRX for ProSe
In RAN#93e there was a discussion on whether SL DRX should also be supported for ProSe communication and ProSe discovery (i.e., basically Rel-17 SL Relay). There was no explicit conclusion or RAN guideline for this and RAN2 further discusses this in RAN2#116e by reaching the following agreements.
Agreements on SL-DRX for ProSe: 
1: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for relay-related ProSe communication in layer-3 relay without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort.
2: Keep RAN2 previous agreement (prioritize the non-relay case without consideration of relay specific optimization in Rel-17) but we’re not going to make any conclusion if L2 relay-related ProSe communication is supported or not in Rel-17 now.
3: RAN2 confirms Rel-17 SL-DRX design can be reused for L3 relay-related ProSe discovery without additional specific solution discussion/specification effort (by applying SL default-DRX configuration). No conclusion if L2 relay-related ProSe discovery is supported or not in Rel-17 now. RAN2 does not specify any restriction now.

According to the discussion that took place in RAN2, majority of companies believe that SL DRX can be applied without any specification impact in case of L3 SL relay but for L2 SL relay, the understanding is that some specification effort needs to be done in order to fully support it.
It is worth noticing that SL DRX and SL relay are two features that currently standardized in the same release and while it may not be excluded that they make work together, it not a usual way of working in a RAN WG that all possible cross-WI integration is considered when working on a WI. Usually, the work on each WI is done independently and only after the end of the release (or in later releases) the compatibility with a release with another one if checked. Given that the support of SL DRX is not mentioned in the Rel-17 SL Relay WID and that no work is expected on SL DRX or SL Relay to make them compatible to each other, RAN should downscoping this in Rel-17. Whether and how these two features can work together should be addressed in later release, given also the two meetings remaining before the Rel-17 functional freeze.
[bookmark: _Toc89095408]RAN to confirm that no specification effort is done to enable SL-DRX for L2 Sidelink Relay in Rel-17.

3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The support of RAN sharing was not in the scope of either the Rel-17 SL Relay SI or the Rel-17 SL Relay WI.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Given the list of open issues and details to be addressed, RAN to discuss down scoping for the Rel-17 SL Relay WI.
Proposal 2	RAN to clarify in the Rel-17 SL Relay WID that only SIBs related to SL relay operation should be considered in the control plane objective.
Proposal 3	RAN to agree to postpone the support of RAN sharing for SL relay in later releases.
Proposal 4	RAN to confirm that no specification effort is done to enable SL-DRX for L2 Sidelink Relay in Rel-17.
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