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1. Introduction

This is the report of the following offline discussion.

· [AT119-e][414][Relay] Rel-17 relay RRC (Huawei)


Scope: Check and update the rapporteur CR in R2-2208484 to take account of decisions of this meeting.  Evaluate the proposals discussed in R2-2208795 for merging into the CR.


Intended outcome: Agreeable CR


Deadline: Tuesday 2022-08-23 1200 UTC

2. Discussion

During Wednesday W1 online discussion, there are no consensus on the following proposals. This discussion is to collect company further comments.

[Potential asn.1 impact] Proposal 5: Introduce a new field in SUI for Rx UE to report SL-DRX-based discovery message reception, wherein the monitored DST L2 ID should be included.

Proposal 11: The spec allows gNB not to configure the threshHighRemote to concerned CONNECTED Remote UE, so that the Remote UE performs discovery procedure without restriction of threshold condition when configured with measurement of L2 U2N Relay UEs, i.e. leave to NW implementation. 

Proposal 13 (modified): Clarify in spec, upon reception of NotificationMessageSidelink, for CONNECTED Remote UE, if T301 is running, apply 5.3.7.7 to stop T301, and initiate RRC reestablishment.

[Potential asn.1 impact] Proposal 9: RAN2 to discuss whether to pursue the NBC change in R2-2208256.

[Potential asn.1 impact] Proposal 1: For the SIBs cannot be request via DedicatedSIBRequest, discuss which option to choose:

‐
Option1: network ensures connected Relay UE have the SIBs, e.g. by always providing them to the Relay UE via RRCReconfiguration.
‐
Option2: to add new Uu signalling to allow connected Relay UE to indicate those SIB types requested by Remote UE.
[Potential asn.1 impact] Proposal 4: RAN2 to discuss whether a prohibit timer is needed when idle/inactive Remote UE requests SIB from a Relay UE, and whether the Relay UE (in connected state) can request SIB for a Remote UE when its T350 is running.

[Potential asn.1 impact] Proposal 6: ProSe-based direct communication is not in the scope of Rel-17 SL relay, whether/how to differentiate ProSe-based direct communication and V2X communication from AS perspective can be discussed in RAN2 if SA2 requests.

Proposal 12: No further distinguish if Relay UE’s PCell is changed or not after Remote UE receives NotificationMessageSidelink indicating Relay UE’s HO.  

Proposal 14: For T390, revise the stop condition “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” to “upon relay (re)selection”.

Proposal 17a: When RRC connection is suspended, L2 U2N remote UE determines whether to release or maintain PC5-RRC connection.

For the original proposal 5, the technical reason is SA2 defines default L2 IDs for discovery, and PCF can configure one or more L2 ID to the UE for discovery, but RAN is not aware of this information. However, in sidelink DRX and Uu DRX coordination, the gNB needs to calculate the sidelink DRX for Rx UE by taking account of the DST L2 ID. In this case the Rx UE needs to report its interested L2 ID for discovery monitor to RAN. The moderator agrees with the proponent that a new field can be added for this purpose.

Q1: Do companies agree to introduce a new field in SUI for Rx UE to report SL-DRX-based discovery message reception, wherein the monitored DST L2 ID should be included?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	We understand this is NBC change, which may require more compelling motivation, as guided by Johan.

	OPPO
	Yes (Proponent)
	Some points:

1. Based on the current SUI message, gNB cannot know the DRX pattern of discovery reception, due to the L2 ID, as input of offset calculation, cannot be reported.

2. There was some online comment saying the L2 ID reporting can be covered by groupcast L2 ID reporting? Well, firstly this is not for Tx UE reporting, so it cannot be covered by Tx UE related IEs. For Rx UE, currently we only have SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 for communication.

3. Even if one suggest to extend the usage of SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 from communication to discovery as well, the difficult point is sl-RxInterestedQoS-InfoList-r17 is a mandatory field, but discovery message has no associated QoS, so cannot report for this IE.

4. ASN.1 wise, this CR is BC.

	Ericsson
	Prefer No
	As we pointed out during the online discussion, we believe that the issue can be solved by network implementation. However, we are fine to have this change is majority think that is needed.

	MediaTek
	No
	We may need to avoid NBC change if no strong motivation

	vivo
	Prefer No
	We prefer to avoid NBC change. And we see no big issue to use the existing IE SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 to also cover the discovery case. The only useful info for the NW is the reported L2 ID for offset calculation. Even though the sl-RxInterestedQoS-InfoList within the IE is mandatory, it can be up to UE implementation on setting the QoS info since there is no associated QoS provided from upper layers. 
[OPPO] this way-out is also fine for us, yet at least to avoid setting a QoS that is mapped to non-default QoS, which thus will cause confusion to the network.

On the other hand, this can be easily solved by change the IE of sl-RxInterestedQoS-InfoList to be optional. We already seen other proposals on change on optionality.

	Samsung
	See comment
	For SL discovery, default configuration for GC/BC is used. Then SUI for GC/BC should be applied for SL discovery instead of defining SL discovery specific.

	Sharp
	No
	We prefer to avoid NBC change.

	CATT
	No
	We prefer to avoid NBC change. And we also propose to use SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 for SL discovery. 

	Lenovo
	No
	If it is a problem, prefer that network can handle it.

	Qualcomm
	see comment
	We agree that there is an issue as there is no QoS for discovery. We slightly prefer OPPO’s suggestion of introduce new field in SUI as it is a cleaner way to address the issue.

	Nokia
	No     
	Vivo’s proposal that it is up to UE implementation to set the QoS info is a good way forward as long as the setting does not overlap with non-default QoS as OPPO clarified on Vivo’s comment. 

Another option is that a specific QoS flow ID for discovery message is defined.

	Apple
	See comment
	We are fine with vivo proposal. We are also fine to make RxInterestedQoS-InfoList optional.

	ZTE
	No
	The alignment between SL and Uu DRX can be based on the coordination between RX UE and TX UE, RX UE can send the recommended SL DRX configuration to TX UE and RX UE can also reject inappropriate SL DRX configuration. This is just an optimization, considering the ASN.1 has frozen, we do not think this is necessary.

	LG
	No
	We think the discovery message can use the default SL DRX configuration for GC/BC. So, we think no need to specify SL DRX for the discovery message.

	Qualcomm
	See further comments
	After some internal discussion, we have additional feedback on this issue as below:

5. As it was agreed to support “SL default-DRX configuration” for all discovery messages and there is no QoS/traffic pattern for discovery messages, we think that using same drx offset configuration independent of the DST L2 ID for discovery messages is sufficient. That is Rx UE need not report the IE SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 for SL discovery explicitly. 
6. Multiple companies propose to leave it NW implementation on how the drx offset is calculated. We think leaving it to NW implementation is going to result in SL DRX configuration mismatch, as some UEs may not be in coverage and those UEs may compute SL DRX offset based on DST L2 IDs. 
Hence, to avoid the NBC change at this stage and also not cause the SL DRX mismatch issue, we think it can be clarified in specs that the SL DRX offset for discovery messages is calculated based on some default/configured/std dst L2 ID. gNB and UEs can identify the discovery messages based on the SRB4 LCID, and use this default/configured/std L2 ID for the SL DRX offset calculation. The value of default/configured/std dst L2 ID can be FFS, e.g. always set to all zero or all 1.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes with comments
	We understand introducing new IE is a clear way, but if the existing QoS list can be changed to optional, then the new signaling can be avoided. This part may need to coordinate with eSL.


Summary: 
15 companies participate the discussion. 
2/15 companies agree to add new signalling for discovery DST L2 ID reporting by Rx UE. 
6/15 companies prefer to reuse SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 for discovery case. In this case, how to address the issue that the QoS info is mandatory while no QoS defined for discovery, 4 companies agree to leave to UE implementation, i.e. UE can report a QoS info other than any default QoS for discovery case. 2/15 companies also mention we can change the need code of the QoS info from mandatory to optional. It was observed most opponents are negative because they think adding new signalling is NBC. Therefore the moderator would like to clarify the new signalling as in the proposed change is BC from asn.1 perspective, while changing need code is NBC. On the other hand, the moderator understands leaving to UE implementation can work and seems is acceptable to majority.
1 company suggest to define default/configured/std dst L2 ID for DRX offset calculation. However, how this method works is not fully clear to the moderator. For instance, how the network is aware of the UE is performing discovery monitoring. 
Considering this suggestion of default/configured/std dst L2 ID comes late, and there is no other support, the moderator suggest we adopt the suggestion of reusing SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17 for discovery case, and leave to UE implementation on how to set QoS info as long as it does not overlap with non-default QoS.
[6/15]Proposal 1: Rx UE reports SL-DRX-based discovery message reception in SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17, and the UE can set QoS info in sl-RxInterestedQoS-InfoList-r17 by implementation as long as it does not overlap with non-default QoS. 
In original proposal 11, the case is when a CONNECTED UE is configured with relay measurement, it needs to perform discovery procedure to measure SD-RSRP of the near-by candidate Relay UEs. However, in the current spec, there are conditions highlighted in green and blue to allow discovery transmission or monitor, like below:

	1>
if the frequency used for NR sidelink discovery is included in sl-FreqInfoToAddModList in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration message and sl-DiscConfig is included in RRCReconfiguration; or if the frequency used for NR sidelink discovery is included in sl-FreqInfoList within SIB12 and sl-DiscConfigCommon is included in SIB12:
2>
if the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and uses the frequency included in sl-ConfigDedicatedNR within RRCReconfiguration message:

3>
if the UE is acting as NR sidelink U2N Relay UE, and if the NR sidelink U2N Relay UE threshold conditions as specified in 5.8.14.2 are met based on sl-RelayUE-Config; or

3>
if the UE is selecting NR sidelink U2N Relay UE / has a selected NR sidelink U2N Relay UE, and if the NR sidelink U2N Remote UE threshold conditions as specified in 5.8.15.2 are met based on sl-RemoteUE-Config; or

3>
if the UE is performing NR sidelink non-relay discovery:


One issue is that the green part cannot cover relay measurement purpose, and the other issue is for CONNECTED UE, checking the threshold condition is a redundant behaviour, as the network clearly expects the UE to perform discovery procedure and report the Relay UE RSRP according to measurement configuration. Then the proposal is to allow a CONNECTED UE ignore threshold condition and preform discovery procedure when configured with measurement object associated to Relay UE. One company commented in current spec when the threshold is not configured, the UE can consider the condition is met, thus this can be achieved by network implementation. The moderator understands NW implementation is also a way to go and both options have no signalling change, thus keep the two options for down-selection.

Q2: Do companies agree that a UE capable of L2 Remote UE can perform discovery procedure when configured with measurement object associated to L2 U2N Relay UEs without restriction of threshold condition, which can be achieved by:

Option1: UE ignores the configured threshHighRemote;

Option2: gNB implementation, i.e. gNB does not to configure the threshHighRemote to the concerned UE.

	Company
	Option1/option2
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Option 2
	

	OPPO
	2
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	

	MediaTek
	Option 1/2
	I am wondering if the NW configures the threshHighRemote as zero, option 1 may be identical to option 2

	vivo
	Option 2
	

	Samsung
	Option 2
	

	Sharp
	Option 2
	It looks enough to depend on gNB implementation.

	CATT
	Option 2
	

	Lenovo
	Option 2
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	

	Nokia
	Option 2
	

	Apple
	 Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option 2
	

	LG
	Option 2
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option1/2
	Can follow majority view.


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. All companies agree or can accept option2.

[15/15]Proposal 2: A UE capable of L2 Remote UE can perform discovery procedure when configured with measurement object associated to L2 U2N Relay UEs without restriction of threshold condition, which can be achieved by gNB implementation, i.e. gNB does not to configure the threshHighRemote to the concerned UE.
Regarding the original proposal 13, following the last meeting agreement, upon reception of notification message, T301 should be stopped which is captured in 5.3.7.7 (after T301 is stopped, the UE goes IDLE). Then in 5.8.9.10.4, this case should be reflected, i.e. only when T301 is not running, the UE should initiate RRC reestablishment. The proposed change is like:

	5.8.9.10.4
Actions related to reception of NotificationMessageSidelink message

Upon receiving the NotificationMessageSidelink, the U2N Remote UE shall:
1>
if the indicationType is included:

2>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_CONNECTED:
  3>
If T301 is running:

     4> perform the procedure as specified in 5.3.7.7;

  3>
else:
4>
initiate the RRC connection re-establishment procedure as specified in 5.3.7;

2>
else (the UE is L3 U2N Remote UE, or L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE):

3>
if the PC5-RRC connection with the U2N Relay UE is determined to be released:

4>
perform the PC5-RRC connection release as specified in 5.8.9.5.

3>
else:

4>
maintain the PC5-RRC connection;

4>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE and the indicationType is relayUE-HO or relayUE-CellReselection:

5>
consider cell re-selection occurs;


Q3: Do companies agree the above proposed change in 5.8.9.10.4?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Comments
	Agree with the intention. However, in 5.3.7.7, there is already a trigger to cover the case of HO and cell reselection indication. So a better way is to extend the existing condition in 5.3.7.7, rather than add new UE behaviour in 5.8.9.104, which makes the spec more readable.  Following is the example,

5.3.7.7
T301 expiry or selected cell/L2 U2N Relay UE no longer suitable

The UE shall:

1>
if timer T301 expires; or

1>
if the selected cell becomes no longer suitable according to the cell selection criteria as specified in TS 38.304 [20]; or

1>
if the (re)selected L2 U2N Relay UE becomes unsuitable; or

1>
upon receiption of NotificationMessageSidelink:

2>
perform the actions upon going to RRC_IDLE as specified in 5.3.11, with release cause ‘RRC connection failure’.



	OPPO
	Yes
	Xiaomi proposal goes against 118 agreement

Proposal 4 [11/13] – The remote UE does not stop timers T301, T300, T302, T319, or T390, if running, upon reception of NotificationMessageSidelink with indicationType of relayUE-UuRLF.  

Proposal 5 [10/13] – The remote UE does not stop timers T301, T300, T302, T319, or T390, if running, upon reception of NotificationMessageSidelink with indicationType of of relayUE-UuRRCFailure.  

We are against of agreement revisiting without clear motivation.

	Ericsson
	Yes with comments
	We understand the intention, but the change is strange. In the procedural text we are saying that if the timer is running, we should treat this as if the timer is expired. Maybe there is no issue here but we are wondering if some rewording is needed.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	comments
	We think the intention of the modified P13 is that if T301 is NOT running, the UE will initiate RRC reestablishment. But If T301 is running, a simple way is that the UE does nothing and the running T301 will expire which has the same effect of directly performing 5.3.7.7. Our proposed TP is shown as follows:

5.8.9.10.4
Actions related to reception of NotificationMessageSidelink message

Upon receiving the NotificationMessageSidelink, the U2N Remote UE shall:
1>
if the indicationType is included:

2>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_CONNECTED:

  3>
If T301 is not running:

4>
initiate the RRC connection re-establishment procedure as specified in 5.3.7;

2>
else (the UE is L3 U2N Remote UE, or L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE):

3>
if the PC5-RRC connection with the U2N Relay UE is determined to be released:

4>
perform the PC5-RRC connection release as specified in 5.8.9.5.

3>
else:

4>
maintain the PC5-RRC connection;

4>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE and the indicationType is relayUE-HO or relayUE-CellReselection:

5>
consider cell re-selection occurs;

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes with comments
	We agree with the intention. However, according to the 118 agreement, T301 will keep running when NotificationMessageSidelink Message  with indication of either relayUE-UuRLF  or relayUE-UuRRCFailure is received. So UE could perform actions as 5.3.3.7 when T301 expires.

So the change is needed to avoid initiating RRC reestablishment procedure again when T301 is running. 

The change proposed by Vivo is preferred. 

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Proponent.

Regarding Vivo suggestion (If T301 is running, a simple way is that the UE does nothing and the running T301 will expire): 

·   If UE stop T301, UE can perform setup procedure as soon as possible. Otherwise, the UE must wait until T301 expiry. It will result in additional latency. In addition, In RAN2#118 meeting, we have already agreed to stop T301 upon reception of notification message. The repeated discussion should be avoided. 



	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Comments    
	The change proposed by Vivo is preferred 

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Comments
	When remote UE is in RRC_CONNECTED and T301 is running, indicationType of  NotificationMessageSidelink Message from relay UE may be relayUE-UuRLF or relayUE-HO. RLF can trigger the relay UE re-establishment on the old cell or  a new cell, HO can lead to relay UE handover to a new cell or re-establishment on the old cell. If the relay UE  succeed re-establishment on the old cell then the RRC re-establishment procedure of remote UE is valid and no need to stop T301 of remote UE, otherwise, If the relay UE  succeed HO/re-establishment on a new cell, the remote UE also need to re-establishment on the new cell, we prefer waiting T301 expires. As for 5.3.3.7, the indicationType of  NotificationMessageSidelink Message is relayUE-HO or relayUE-CellReselection, it can not align with the indicationType when remote UE is in RRC_CONNECTED. So we prefer the change proposed by VIVO.

	LG
	Yes
	We have same view as OPPO

	Huawei, HiSilicon 
	Yes with comments
	The indicationType of RLF and connection failure should be excluded in the if branch, or go with vivo’s proposal.


Summary: 

15 companies participate the discussion. 14 companies agree with the intention. For the detailed change, some companies prefer to only capture the branch of the timer is not running.
[14/15]Proposal 3: In 5.8.9.10.4, clarify that the L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_CONNECTED initiates the RRC connection re-establishment only if T301 is not running.
The following change will be implemented in CR update.
	5.8.9.10.4
Actions related to reception of NotificationMessageSidelink message

Upon receiving the NotificationMessageSidelink, the U2N Remote UE shall:
1>
if the indicationType is included:

2>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_CONNECTED:
  3>
if T301 is not running:
4>
initiate the RRC connection re-establishment procedure as specified in 5.3.7;

2>
else (the UE is L3 U2N Remote UE, or L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE):

3>
if the PC5-RRC connection with the U2N Relay UE is determined to be released:

4>
perform the PC5-RRC connection release as specified in 5.8.9.5.

3>
else:

4>
maintain the PC5-RRC connection;

4>
if the UE is L2 U2N Remote UE and the indicationType is relayUE-HO or relayUE-CellReselection:

5>
consider cell re-selection occurs;


The original proposal 9 is to discuss the NBC change in R2-2208256, i.e. to define a new IE of SL-MeasResultListRelay and remove the existing IE of SL-MeasResultListRelay from MeasurementReportSidelink message, in order to avoid referring a sidelink message in Uu message. The moderator notices as per chair’s guidance on handling NBC change in this meeting, the unessential NBC change should be avoid as asn.1 has been frozen already. Considering the high bar of NBC change, the moderator suggests to not consider this change, unless companies can identify any functional problem.

Q4: Do companies agree not to pursue the NBC change in R2-2208256?

	Company
	Yes/No
	If any functional problem without the change.

	Xiaomi
	No
	We understand this is NBC change, which may require more compelling motivation, as guided by Johan.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Proponent

	Ericsson
	No
	As per chair guidance, we should have NBC changes only if there are compelling reason. Here, there is no functional change that is broken, and this change is more to make the RRC spec more beautiful. 

Also, since this is a NBC, the change should be also motivated by the inter-operability analysis in the CR coverpage but we am wondering what this analysis will be as we are trying to fix basically nothing.



	MediaTek
	Yes
	As discussed during online session, it is really confusing when reading the IE in the current place. 

	Vivo
	Not pursue
	The question is asked in a negative way. So as a clarification, our preference is to not purse the NBC change.  

	Samsung
	Pursue
	Proponent
We think that MeasurementReportSidelink message shall not contain the IE SL-MeasResultRelay-r1. There was no agreement to define this IE SL-MeasResultRelay-r1 in MeasurementReportSidelink message and the function of MeasurementReportSidelink message is not associated to this IE at all. The IE Sl-MeasResultRelay-r1 shall be used as a function of MeasurementReport message.

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Pursue
	Agree with Samsung. MeasurementReportSidelink message shall not contain the IE SL-MeasResultRelay-r17. 

	Lenovo
	Not pursue
	NBC change should be avoided unless some problem happen.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Pursue
	The current specification is not clear. As at June RAN plenary it was agreed that the June version of the specifications are not a good baseline for implementation, we think this type of NBC changes are acceptable at this meeting (this is our last chance to make the specification clear)

	Apple
	Yes
	June version is not a good baseline. We need fix any ASN.1 problems as much as possible in Sep version.

	ZTE
	No
	Not pursue the NBC change.

	LG
	No
	Not pursue the NBC change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not pursue
	


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. 6/15 companies prefer to pursue the NBC change, and the argument is MeasurementReportSidelink message shall not contain the IE SL-MeasResultRelay-r17, but no more functional problem is identified. 9/15 companies answer yes (agree not to pursue) or explicit says not pursue the NBC change.
According to the guideline from Chair, in this meeting the changes introduced shall be backwards compatible on ASN.1 level, and exceptions can be tolerated if there are compelling reasons. The moderator suggest to follow the guidance and not pursue this NBC change. 
[9/15]Proposal 4: The proposal (in R2-2208256) of removing SL-MeasResultListRelay-17 from PC5-RRC module and defining it as NR RRC IE is not pursued.
The original proposal 1 is for the case when the Relay UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state, only limited SIB types can be requested via DedicatedSIBRequest (SIB12, SIB13, SIB14....). If the IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UEs want to request SIBs other than those SIBs, there is no way that the Relay UE can explicitly indicate it to the network using current signalling. Then the candidate solution is 

Option 1: leave to NW implementation, i.e. the network would guess which SIBs may be needed by the Remote Ues, and provide them to the Relay UE.

Option 2: add new Uu signalling to enable Relay UE indicate the SIB types other than the ones included in DedicatedSIBRequest.

The moderator understands there is similar handling as option1 since Rel-15, because there may be CONNECTED UE whose active BWP does not include CSS, then the network needs to figure out which SIB may be needed by the CONNECTED UE. Then option1 should be able to solve the problem without spec impact, however option2 can be a clearer solution.

Q5: Do companies agree that for the SIBs cannot be requested via DedicatedSIBRequest, Relay UE can obtain them by:

Option1: network ensures CONNECTED Relay UE have the SIBs, i.e. by NW implementation; (No spec change)

Option2: indicate the SIB types via new Uu signalling.

	Company
	Option1/option2
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Option1 with NOTE
	Option 2 requires NBC change, so not preferred.

Option 1 is clearly new requirement to NW. Because, legacy NW is not required to provide SIBs without request if on demand SI request is allowed. Therefore, a NOTE is needed to capture the new requirement to NW. It’s beneficial to specify NW requirement in the spec, otherwise the SIB forwarding feature would collapse. The spec impact is minimum.



	OPPO
	1
	We do not see this as a critical issue since the core SIB required in R17 is SIB12 (yet we understand the view is quite diverse here). 

We are not a fan of NOTE for this issue if it can be easily solved by network implementation.

	Ericsson
	1 without any NOTE
	According to the current SIB framework, the network has the possibility to schedule SIB according to its implementation and for each of the SIB to set the si-BroadcastStatus field to either “broadcasting” or “notBroadcasting”. The UE can request the SIBs on-demand only if the si-BroadcastStatus field of the scheduled SIB is set to “notBroadcasting”.

In this case, if the network decides to not broadcast a SIB, of course the network needs to ensure that these SIBs are received by the UE (either via broadcast of via dedicated). 

However, this is entirely up to the network implementation and we are not fine to have any network requirement/restriction in this case.

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	Agree with Xiaomi

	vivo
	Option 1
	NOTE is acceptable to us.

	Samsung
	Option 1 without note
	There is no difference from existing NW operation to handle other SIBs which are not requested through this dedicated SIB request. We can leave it as NW implementation without any spec impact.

	Sharp
	Option 1
	 

	CATT
	Option 1
	Agree with Xiaomi.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	Note is fine.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	

	Nokia
	Option 1
	NOTE is not needed

	Apple
	Option 1
	

	ZTE
	Option 1
	

	LG
	Option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	NOTE is not needed.


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. All companies prefer to leave to NW implementation. On top of that, 1 company propose to add a Note in spec, while 4 companies explicitly express the negative view on the need of the Note.
[15/15]Proposal 5: For the SIBs cannot be requested via DedicatedSIBRequest, network ensures CONNECTED Relay UE have the SIBs which may be requested by the Remote UEs by NW implementation (No spec change).
The original proposal 4 is to discuss the prohibit time proposed in R2-2208197. The motivation of the timer is to avoid frequent SIB request by Remote UE. The moderator understands unlike Uu dedicated SIB request, for Remote UE, the spec already has the limitation that only the interest SIB changes, the Remote UE can send the request again, which prevent possible frequent request. In this sense, the moderator does not see much value to introduce prohibit timer for Remote UE’s SIB request. The other proposal in the contribution seems to allow the Relay UE send DedicatedSIBRequest when its T350 is running for fast acquisition of the requested SIB for Remote UE. However, companies also pointed out T350 can be set as 0, which means the Relay UE is allowed to request SIB anytime now.

Q6: Do companies agree to introduce a prohibit timer started when idle/inactive Remote UE requests SIB from a Relay UE?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	We understand this is NBC change, which may require more compelling motivation, as guided by Johan.

	OPPO
	No
	Given the current spec allows setting the timer of relay UE to be 0ms, it seems not a super critical issue to solve.

	Ericsson
	Yes but fine with majority
	It is true that the network can set the prohibit timer to 0, but is also true that the case where multiple remote UE(s) are connected to one Relay UE a reasonable network implementation will never de-configured the prohibit timer but will instead set it most likely to the maximum value.

If this happen, it may be possible that the remote UE will not be able to establish a relay connection as the relay UE may acquire the requested SIBs after a very long time (e.g., 30 seconds).

However, if company think that we can simply relay on the network setting the value of the prohibit timer to 0, this is okay for us.

	MediaTek
	No
	Does not see the value to have such prohibit timer

	vivo
	No
	Leave it to NW implementation.

	Samsung
	See comment
	We have a sympathy to the proponent. Somehow NW can set the timer to 0, so we are fine to follow majority view. 

	Sharp
	No
	We prefer to leave it to Remote UE implementation other than a prohibit timer.

	CATT
	No
	There isn’t enough motivation to introduce this prohibit timer. And NBC change should be avoided.

	Lenovo
	No
	Up to implementation.

	Qualcomm 
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	A NW implementation can solve it.

	Apple
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	It is a corner case, leave it to implementation.

	LG
	No
	It can be UE implementation.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. 13/15 companies agree that no prohibit time is needed, and 2/15 companies prefer to define the prohibit timer but can follow majority view.
[15/15]Proposal 6: The prohibit timer for the SIB request from idle/inactive Remote UE is not pursued.
The original proposal 6 is about whether and how to differentiate V2X and ProSe direct communication when UE requests configuration and network does authorization. There are two possible ways:

Option 1: UE indicates service type in SUI;

Option 2: separate bands are to be used for the two different services, the network can differentiate them via the interested frequency reporting.

The moderator understands there are specific frequency defined for V2X, thus option 2 is likely to be the case. However, RAN4 does not consider to define spectrum or band for direct communication, thus RAN2 seems cannot make the assumption for the moment. Thus the moderator suggest to postpone this discussion, and address the issue if any based on further SA2/RAN4 request.

Q7: Do companies agree not to discuss whether/how to differentiate ProSe-based direct communication and V2X communication in RAN2 for the moment, considering the ProSe-based direct communication is not in the scope of Rel-17 SL relay and there is no input from SA2/RAN4?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We understand this is NBC change, which may require more compelling motivation, as guided by Johan.

	OPPO
	Yes
	No need to discuss this issue here, since it is somehow related to multiple WI:s and no clear motivations.

	Ericsson 
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	Prefer to postpone this issue until clear motivation is justified from SA2/RAN4.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	We support to address the issue if any based on further SA2/RAN4 request.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	RAN2 should address the issue (even with NBC change) if RAN2 gets a request from other WGs.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	It is not sure why RAN4 does not define band for direct communication. Does it means it shares the same band for V2X? Anyway, RAN2 shall send LS to RAN4 to ask whether ProSe may share the same band with V2X or to trigger RAN4 to define ProSe band.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. 14/15 companies agree to postpone this discussion in RAN2 unless there is SA2/RAN4 further request/input. 1/15 company suggest to send LS to RAN4 to check if the band can be share between V2X service and ProSe service. The moderator understands for the time being RAN4 has no plan to discuss this, and there is no intention from RAN2 to trigger such discussion in RAN4. Thus the LS seems not needed.

[14/15]Proposal 7: No further discussion on whether/how to differentiate ProSe-based direct communication and V2X communication in RAN2, unless RAN2 gets a request from other WGs.
The original proposal 12 is for timer stop condition. In last meeting, it was agree that IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UE considers cell reselection upon reception of NotificationMessageSidelink. This is because companies think the Remote UE should stop timers upon reception of notification message, and there is already a stop condition of cell reselection. The contribution R2-2207176 propose to further differentiate whether the cell is change or not when notification message is triggered. But the moderator understand in last meeting, RAN2 agree not to do further enhancement on this case, thus suggest to stick to the current description.

Proposal 2 [17/17] – The remote UE determines cell change at the relay UE from the reception of the NotificationMessageSidelink.  No additional specification to determine this at the remote UE (i.e. using the change of cell ID in SIB1) is needed.

Q8: Do companies agree to no further distinguish if Relay UE’s PCell is changed or not when IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UE receives NotificationMessageSidelink indicating Relay UE’s HO? (No spec change)

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	If relay UE doesn’t change Pcell after HO, remote UE still considers cell reselection occurs according to current spec. Clearly current spec is wrong. Note the cell reselection has more impact than stop Timer. Ues during RRC establishment/resume would enter IDLE by considering cell reselection occurs.

	OPPO
	Yes
	Obviously this is just an optimization.. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	No
	We share some of views from Xiaomi. Meanwhile, we think if relay UE doesn’t change Pcell after HO, the relay UE should refrain from notifying the associated remote UE(s) by NotificationMessageSidelink

	vivo
	Neutral
	Agree with the moderator’s observation. But if the majority wants to pursue some forms of optimization, we think perhaps change on the Relay side is better than change on the Remote side.  

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with Rapporteur

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	We share the same view as rapporteur.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Regarding comments from Xiaomi: The intention of ‘remote UE still considers cell reselection occurs’ is to stop the corresponding timer based on the discussion. Whether the cell change can be decided by the cell ID included in the discovery message.

	Qualcomm
	 Yes
	Agree with rapporteur

	Nokia
	Yes
	Same view as rapporteur

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	As we know, the pcell of the remote UE is its connected relay UE’ pcell. So the actrue occurrence of remote UE’s reselection needs to wait the update SIB1 of the relay UE from the new cell. So it can up to UE implementation.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	


Summary:

15 companies participate the discussion. 2/15 companies prefer to further distinguish cell change case. 12/15 companies think this is an optimization and no need for further discussion. 1/15 company has no strong view and can follow majority view. In this case, the moderator suggest we follow the majority view.

[13/15]Proposal 8: No further distinguish on whether Relay UE’s PCell is changed or not when IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UE receives NotificationMessageSidelink indicating Relay UE’s HO (No spec change).
The original proposal 14 is for T390 stop condition. When we do the CR update in previous meeting, there is a new stop condition of “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” added for relay case. However, this change has not been discussed extensively. Now R2-2207018 propose to revise it to “upon relay (re)selection”. The moderator is ok with this change considering it more align with the legacy non-relay handling, and would like check companies’ views.

Q9: Do companies agree to revise the T390 stop condition of “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” to “upon relay (re)selection”?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi 
	No
	In legacy, the cell selection during T390 running is triggered by leaving RRC_CONNECTED or reestablishment. However, the relay (re)selection during T390 running may be triggered by IDLE/INACTIVE remote UE mobility, i.e. leave cell coverage and enter relay coverage or change relay. If the cell doesn’t change after relay (re)selection, it’s like UE moves within the same cell. There is no corresponding stop event in legacy. The change introduces new stop event and not aligned with legacy.
If companies really want to mimic the Uu behaviour, we suggest to limit the relay selection trigger, i.e. relay selection due to leaving RRC_CONNECTED or reestablishment.

	OPPO
	Yes (proponent)
	If we do nothing here, there is collision in 331 between 5.3.7.3a and 7.1.1

5.3.7.3a
Actions following relay selection while T311 is running

Upon selecting a suitable L2 U2N Relay UE, the L2 U2N Remote UE shall:

[…]

1>
if T390 is running:

2>
stop timer T390 for all access categories;
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For the suggested wording by Xiaomi, “relay selection due to leaving RRC_CONNECTED or reestablishment.”, we do not think that is needed since if that logic holds, why in legacy Uu case, the specification simply mention “cell (re)selection” without adding the condition afterwads? We believe a simple text is sufficient, i.e., relay (re)selection.

	Ericsson
	Neutral
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	vivo
	comments
	Although there is some difference between “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” and “upon relay (re)selection”, but no strong view to change the current spec or not. We can follow the majority.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	No strong view
	If the cell is not changed due to relay (re)selection, actually the UE doesn’t need to stop T390. If the majority would like to align with the legacy procedure for cell (re)selection, we are also fine.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with OPPO 

	Nokia
	No Strong view
	We have similar view as Sharp

	Apple
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	No strong view
	In our opinion, the UE need not to stop T390 when cell is not changed. Perhaps we can modify 5.7.3.7a to align with 7.1.1. We can follow the majority.

	LG
	No
	We think UE does not need to stop T390 if the cell is not changed. If the remote UE selects relay UE in the same cell, the barring condition may be the same as before. We think the remote UE has to have the same opportunity as the other UEs in the same cell.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Slightly prefer to align with UE behavior in no-relay case, which could be safer.


Summary:

14 companies participate the discussion. 6/14 companies agree with the change. 6/14 companies have no strong view and can follow majority view. 2/14 companies disagree with the change. The moderator understand with the change, the legacy UE behaviour is aligned and there is no potential bad consequence, thus suggest to follow majority view.
[12/14]Proposal 9: Revise the T390 stop condition of “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” to “upon relay (re)selection”.
The original Proposal 17a is from R2-2207536. The moderator understands the motivation is to mimic the cell selection behaviour upon RRC release from CONNECTED to INACTIVE, the Remote UE should perform relay selection, during which the Remote UE can decide to reselect a new relay by relay reselection or maintain the existing relay link. In this case, the similar description for RRC reestablishment can be used. Based on company’s comments, the change could be like below:

	1>
if the RRCRelease includes suspendConfig:
2>
reset MAC and release the default MAC Cell Group configuration, if any;

<...............>

2>
if T390 is running:
3>
stop timer T390 for all access categories;

3>
perform the actions as specified in 5.3.14.4;

2>
indicate the suspension of the RRC connection to upper layers;

2>
if the UE is acting as L2 U2N Remote UE:

3>
if the PC5-RRC connection with the U2N Relay UE is determined to be released:

4>
perform the PC5-RRC connection release as specified in 5.8.9.5;
4>
perform either cell selection in accordance with the cell selection process as specified in TS 38.304 [20], or relay selection as specified in clause 5.8.15.3, or both;
3>
else:
4>
maintain the PC5 RRC connection;
3>
enter RRC_INACTIVE;
NOTE 1:
It is up to Remote UE implementation whether to release or keep the current PC5 unicast link.

2> else:
3>
enter RRC_INACTIVE and perform cell selection as specified in TS 38.304 [20];
1>
else

2>
perform the actions upon going to RRC_IDLE as specified in 5.3.11, with the release cause ‘other’.




Q10: Do companies agree that a Remote UE is allowed to keep current unicast link or reselect to a new relay or perform cell selection when RRC connection is suspended (corresponding to cell selection in legacy non-relay case)? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	No
	Even remote UE’s RRC is suspended, PC5 RRC is still needed to forward SI and paging message, remote UE should not release the PC5 RRC with relay UE. Furthermore, no need to release current PC5 connection and perform relay reselection, if the PC5 radio channel is still good. AS would trigger PC5 release and relay reselection only when the indirect path fails or about to fail. 

	MediaTek
	No
	For the added bullet 4, it is not clear why the Remote UE needs to reselect to a new relay or perform cell selection. 

We think we can live without this change at all

Otherwise, why not add a case if the UE is a relay UE?

	vivo
	Yes with comment
	We agree that a Remote UE may either keep current unicast link or release current unicast link when its RRC connection is suspended (up to UE implementation). The above TP is general fine to us. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	For remote UE, when it enters RRC_INACTIVE, cell selection will be performed according to the current spec. However for a remote UE, it can perform cell selection or relay selection or both, and it should be clarified in the spec. And whether to release PC5-RRC connection can be decided by remote UE.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with MediaTek. Remote UE’s RRC is suspended should not be the trigger condition of remote UE performing relay or cell reselection.

	Qualcomm
	No
	Remote UE maintains the PC5 connection based on relay (re)selection logic. So, it need not be associated with Uu RRC state.

	Nokia
	No
	Same understanding as Qualcomm

	Apple
	No
	Same view as Qualcomm.

	ZTE
	No
	We can not find the relationship between RRC_INACITVE and PC5 link release. In our opinion, whether remote UE enter RRC_INACITVE and remote UE decide to release PC5 link are independent procedures.

	LG
	No
	Same view as QC

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Without the change, the L2 Remote UE will perform legacy cell selection procedure, after camping on suitable cell, it can decide to do relay selection, which works as well. If this is what majority prefers to, we are ok with no change.


Summary:

12 companies participate the discussion. 4/12 companies agree with the change. 8/12 companies disagree with the change. The moderator understand without the change, the L2 Remote UE will perform legacy cell selection procedure. After camping on suitable cell, the UE can decide to do relay selection from the scratch, which also work. In this case, the moderator suggest to follow majority view, meanwhile clarify the consequence without the change.
[8/12]Proposal 10: Upon released from connected to inactive state, a Remote UE follows the legacy step of “enter RRC_INACTIVE and perform cell selection as specified in TS 38.304” (No spec change).
UE capability clarification (R2-2208215):
The original version from Nokia in R2-2208215 seems agreeable to companies, as only Qualcomm made a comment with small wording suggestion which is reasonable. In this case, the moderator suggests: 
Proposal 11: In TS 38.306, update the description of supportedBandCombListPerBC-SL-RelayDiscovery-r17/supportedBandCombListPerBC-SL-NonRelayDiscovery-r17 as “Indicates, for a particular Uu band combination, the PC5 Relay discovery and non-Relay discovery band combination(s) on which the UE supports simultaneous transmission/reception of PC5 data (Relay discovery or non-Relay discovery) and Uu uplink/downlink respectively.”
. Conclusion

[6/15]Proposal 1: Rx UE reports SL-DRX-based discovery message reception in SL-RxInterestedGC-BC-Dest-r17, and the UE can set QoS info in sl-RxInterestedQoS-InfoList-r17 by implementation as long as it does not overlap with non-default QoS. 

[15/15]Proposal 2: A UE capable of L2 Remote UE can perform discovery procedure when configured with measurement object associated to L2 U2N Relay UEs without restriction of threshold condition, which can be achieved by gNB implementation, i.e. gNB does not to configure the threshHighRemote to the concerned UE.
[14/15]Proposal 3: In 5.8.9.10.4, clarify that the L2 U2N Remote UE in RRC_CONNECTED initiates the RRC connection re-establishment only if T301 is not running.

[9/15]Proposal 4: The proposal (in R2-2208256) of removing SL-MeasResultListRelay-17 from PC5-RRC module and defining it as NR RRC IE is not pursued.
[15/15]Proposal 5: For the SIBs cannot be requested via DedicatedSIBRequest, network ensures CONNECTED Relay UE have the SIBs which may be requested by the Remote UEs by NW implementation (No spec change). 

[15/15]Proposal 6: The prohibit timer for the SIB request from idle/inactive Remote UE is not pursued.
[14/15]Proposal 7: No further discussion on whether/how to differentiate ProSe-based direct communication and V2X communication in RAN2, unless RAN2 gets a request from other WGs. 

[13/15]Proposal 8: No further distinguish on whether Relay UE’s PCell is changed or not when IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UE receives NotificationMessageSidelink indicating Relay UE’s HO (No spec change).
[12/14]Proposal 9: Revise the T390 stop condition of “upon cell change due to relay (re)selection” to “upon relay (re)selection”
[8/12]Proposal 10: Upon released from connected to inactive state, a Remote UE follows the legacy step of “enter RRC_INACTIVE and perform cell selection as specified in TS 38.304” (No spec change).

Proposal 11: In TS 38.306, update the description of supportedBandCombListPerBC-SL-RelayDiscovery-r17/supportedBandCombListPerBC-SL-NonRelayDiscovery-r17 as “Indicates, for a particular Uu band combination, the PC5 Relay discovery and non-Relay discovery band combination(s) on which the UE supports simultaneous transmission/reception of PC5 data (Relay discovery or non-Relay discovery) and Uu uplink/downlink respectively.”
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