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This paper is to trigger collection of companies views on the remaining RILs having the Status set to “ToDo” or “ToDoOld” or the issues which have been proposed in the tdocs without RILs and have potential ASN.1 impacts. Additionally questions to collect views on P5 and P6 of [Post125][417][Relay] email discussion in R2-2402682 is also included:
[AT125bis][402][Relay] Remaining Rel-18 relay RRC issues (Huawei)
[bookmark: _Hlk164145201]	Scope: F2F offline to check P5/P6 of R2-2402682 and the remaining RIL issues, prioritizing items with ASN.1 impact.  Other RRC proposals can be treated on a time-available basis.
	Intended outcome: Report to Thursday CB session in R2-2403802
	Schedule: Wednesday 0800-0900 CST in Brk3 [availability to be confirmed]
	Deadline:  Thursday 2024-04-18 1000 CST

2.	Discussion
During the online discussion in the SL Relay session today there were some RIL related issues which could not be discussed/ concluded. Hence an offline discussion was allocated to collect company views on the RILS and the proposals in the papers without RILs and to converge on these points as much as possible. This email discussion seeks further company views for these open points which are listed below. 

2.1 Open points for MP
B107 IndirectPathFailureInformation message
B107 RIL in R2-2402286 discusses the case of MP scenario where a MP remote UE initiates the transmission of IndirectPathFailureInformation message to report indirect path failures upon detecting a SL indirect path failure or receiption of NotificationMessageSidelink from the L2 U2N Relay UE. 
However, the relay UE may transmit PC5-S release message to the remote UE rather than NotificationMessageSidelink due to Uu failure, handover of relay UE, etc. Therefore, the case that the remote UE receives PC5-S release message from the relay UE is missing in NotificationMessageSidelink. 
It is proposed that similar to SL RLF detection and reception of NotificationMessageSidelink cases, the remote UE initiates the transmission of IndirectPathFailureInformation message including at least measurement results for the serving relay UE and candidate relay UE(s) upon PC5 unicast link release indicated by upper layer.
In addition, when the remote UE receives PC5 unicast link release from the relay UE, SUI may be triggered as well. However, the failure type in SUI is ‘rlf, configFailure, drxReject-v1710’. Therefore, no failure type in SUI can be reused for this case. Therefore, a new failure type for indirect path should be added in IndirectPathFailureInformation message for this failure case as well.
Rapporteur’s view - This RIL has been discussed in R2#125 meeting, and many companies think the network can know the link is released via SUI update, while the measurement results can be reported via measurement report as always, thus this issue is not critical. 
Question 1– Do companies think the proposed change in B107 is needed/essential for the specification? 
Discussion:
OPPO: no new failure report, relying on SUI update and remote UE suspend indirect path transmission.
Lenovo: this is to align the cases of PC5-S release and SL RLF. Measurement results is beneficial.
Nokia, QC, Kyocera, Apple, ZTE: agree with the RIL proposal.
OPPO: can accept, wonder whether to use existing cause type?
Proposal 1: To include PC5-S release as a failure case for indirect path failure reporting.

N122 Explicit configuration/indication for PC5-RRC trigger
N122 RIL in R2-2403603 discusses to Allow configuring split SRB1 without duplication and direct SRB1 even when one of the remote or relay UE does not support PC5-RRC trigger
Additionally it also proposes introducing an indication indicating whether the remote UE sends RemoteUEInformationSidelink including connectionForMP or not (option 1). Alternatively, RAN2 considers allowing at least the direct SRB1 based on gNB implementation even when PC5-RRC trigger is not supported by one of remote or relay UE.
Rapporteur’s view - In the current spec, there is no limitation that network must configure split SRB1 with duplication to a remote UE not supporting PC5-RRC trigger. And in last meeting, it has been discussed whether to introduce any indication of sending PC5-RRC trigger, while the majority view is no indication. But after some offline discussion with the proponent, the intention seems also related the UE capability about “whether to support UL transmission on both path”, so companies can double check this.
Question 2– Do companies think the proposed change in N122 is needed/essential for the specification?
Discussion:
Nokia: suggest to postpone the discussion until concluding the UE capability of split SRB1 on one UL path.
Proposal 2: N122 is postponed. 

C262(Removal of indirect failure case of cell reselection/RRC failure, and add HO)
C262 RIL in R2-2402504 for multi-path scenario 1, if Remote UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state, the Relay UE must also in RRC_CONNECTED state. When Remote UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state, only HO and Uu RLF can happen considering that cell reselection and Relay UE Uu RRC failure can only happen when Relay UE is in RRC_IDLE/IANCTIVE. Hence, RRC_CONNECTED Relay UE will not indicate relayUE-CellReselection and relayUE-Uu-RRC-Failure in the message of NotificationMessageSidelink. Hence, it it is proposed to remove relayUE-CellReselection and relayUE-Uu-RRC-Failure from failureTypeIndirectPath. In addition, relayUE-HO should be added in failureTypeIndirectPath.
Rapporteur’s view - Agree that relay UE is in connected state when it is on indirect path, so the failure type of cell reselection and Uu failure are not going to be used after the remote UE access the relay UE. But during the indirect path addition/change, if the relay UE is in idle/inactive, the remote UE may determine if there is cell change in case of cell reselection performed by relay UE. But in that case, the remote UE will use indirectPathAddChangeFailure according to the current procedure, thus at least cell reselection is redundant and should be removed. But for HO, RAN2 agreed that remote UE does not report relay UE's HO since it is controlled or known by network.
Question 3– Do companies think the proposed change in C262 is needed/essential for the specification?
Discussion:
CATT suggest to focus on cell reselection case.
SS: serving cell can not cover idle cell change.
LG: relay UE can be idle/inactive, so the value is useful.
Apple: Ok with the change, has comment on wording of “before”
ZTE: indirect path add/change failure can cover both of RRC failure and cell change.
SS: why not use cell reselection and remove indirectPathAddChangeFailure
OPPO: agree to remove cellreselection from indirect path failure information.
Proposal 3: Remove relayUE-CellReselection from failureTypeIndirectPath, and clarify in the spec about “serving PCell”, “before” “cell change” if needed during CR update.

E105?
Rapp suggestion: 
· Keep using MCG in the text when the sentence is applicable to MCG in MR-DC as well as direct path in MP;
· using direct path in the text if the sentence is added only for MP.
· using MCG in MR-DC when the sentence is applicable only to MCG in MR-DC.
Discussions:
Nokia: have question on whether indirect path belongs to MCG, but fine with the above terminology clarification.
After the F2F discussion, Ericssion has checked with RRC Rapp Hakan, he is ok with the first two bullet, and the third bullet is not needed. So we can remove the third bullet.
Proposal 4: Clarify the terminology as below:
· Keep using MCG in the spec when the description is applicable to MCG in MR-DC as well as direct path in MP;
· using direct path in the spec if the description is added only for MP.
· using MCG in MR-DC in the spec when the description is applicable only to MCG in MR-DC.

2.1 Open points for U2U
P5 from R2-2402682 - 	Report of [Post125][417]
During [Post125][417] email discussion companies all companies agree with the intention that SLRB id should be aligned among source UE, relay UE and target remote UE. But how to ensure the alignment, companies seem to have different assumption. 
One approach is the same SLRB index/id is used for all the procedure, including the SLRB id reported by relay UE in SUI which is used to assist network perform SRAP configuration. Another approach is to allow relay UE set different SLRB id in the SUI from what it received from remote UE, and when this happens the relay UE just remember the linkage. The basic difference between the two approaches is whether relay UE can set different SLRB id in the SUI from what it received from remote UE. In Rel-16, there is no requirement that the SLRB index used in sidelink reconfiguration message has to be the same value as the one received in NW configuration. 
Rapporteur’s view - Approach 2 seems more aligned with Rel-16 principles. So the rapporteur would like to propose that we agree to Proposal 5 from R2-2402682 below, but if critical issue is found, we can further discuss in next meeting. 
Proposal 5: For an E2E SLRB, source remote UE configures the same value of SLRB index to Relay UE and target Remote UE. FFS: for the same SLRB, the relay UE is allowed to set different value of SLRB index in SUI from what it received from remote UE .
Question 4– Can companies agree to Proposal 5 as described above ?
Discussion:
Apple: Rel-16 behaviour is that SLRB index does not have to be the same in sidelink configuration and SUI. But for U2U, relay UE needs to apply SRAP configuration i.e. mapping from SLRB index to RLC when forwarding SRAP packet, which means the UE needs to change the SLRB index if the one used in sidelink and the one configured in SRAP config are different.
OPPO: wonder what would be the spec impact
MTK: suggest to agree the first part and assume no spec change for the second part. Anything identified can be discussed based on company contributions in next meeting.
QC: whether to add note to clarify the UE behaviour?
Proposal 5: For an E2E SLRB, source remote UE configures the same value of SLRB index to Relay UE and target Remote UE, assuming no spec impact to allow relay UE setting different value of SLRB index in SUI. Any essential change identified can be discussed based on company contributions in next meeting.

P6 from R2-2402682 - 	Report of [Post125][417]
During [Post125][417] email discussion we had discussed that IE SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex can be reported by Relay UE instead of introducing a new duplicated IE to address the issue mentioned. 
Rapporteur’s view - : The rapporteur understands the core of the two IE is to give a value to a SLRB in Uu interface and sidelink interface, and the value range of the two IE are exactly the same. The reason SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex-r16 is used in the current spec but not SLRB-PC5-ConfigIndex-r16, is just because we had a discussion previously about not having imports from PC5-RRC to NR RRC. Then about introducing a new IE, the rapporteur is not convinced why it is needed. So we can further check this during the offline discussion. 
SLRB-PC5-ConfigIndex-r16 ::=            INTEGER (1..maxNrofSLRB-r16)
SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex-r16 ::=             INTEGER (1..maxNrofSLRB-r16)
Proposal 6: FFS whether to clarify that IE SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex can be reported by Relay UE, or introduce a new IE for SLRB ConfigIndex to address O428.
Question 5– which option is preferred?
Option 1: clarify that IE SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex can be reported by Relay UE (no asn.1 impact)
Option 2: introduce a new IE for SLRB ConfigIndex
Proposal 6: Not to pursue defining a new IE of SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex, and to clarify the existing IE can be used for U2U.

Z777/778/779 : Move E2E DRB->RLC mapping from DRB management to RLC management clause
These RILS suggest to Move E2E DRB->RLC mapping from DRB management to RLC management clause 
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur do not think these change is necessary, considering the root trigger of having the association is triggered by E2E DRB establishement/release/change at Tx UE, it would be straightforward to capture it in DRB related clause. Hemce this RIL is more like a different preference of taste on how to capture this in spec 
Question 6– Do companies think the proposed change in Z777/778/779 is needed/essential for the specification ?
Discussion:
ZTE: the current spec has some duplication.
Nokia: agree with no change.
QC: tend to agree with ZTE’s change.
vivo: wonder anyting broken without the change?
OPPO: not critical. Can keep this open?
Ericsson: not critical. we should move on
Proposal 7: Z777/778/779 are rejected.

C263 Modification of the AS threshold condition 
C263 is discussed in R2-2402506 and proposes that some clarification in the field description of sl-RSRP-ThreshU2U and sd-RSRP-ThreshU2U is added that these two parameters should be configured or not configured simultaneously. In other words, it is not allowed that one parameter is configured while the other parameter is not configured.
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur agree with the analysis in C263 and with the proposed change to update the field description
Question 7– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in C263  is needed/essential for the specification ?
Discussion: 
CATT: this is essential one.
Nokia: add “if SD-RSRP is available” on top of ht change;
Xiami: support the change and Nokia’s suggestion.
Proposal 8: C263 is agreed with further clarification by adding “if SD-RSRP is available”.

N121 Idle/inactiveconnected L2 U2U remote/relay UE use the SIB12 configuration
N121 RIL in R2-2403603 discusses to remove the limitation that an L2 U2U Remote UE or an L2 U2U Relay UE that is not in RRC_CONNECTED can use SL configuration received in SIB12 is not needed and should be removed from the specification.
Rapporteurs view - The current spec was written according to the R2#124 agreement: Rely on dedicated SLRB configuration for RRC_CONNECTED UE. Hence Rapporteurs view is that this change is not an essential change for the specification.
Question 8– Do companies think the proposed change in N121 is needed/essential for the specification?
Discussions:
Xiaomi: agree with Nokia’s proposal.
CATT: no further optimization.
OPPO: wonder if there is a lot of changes to support the case?
Ericsson: seems to optimize the case of state transtion from IDLE to Connected
QC: whether remote UE needs to broke the transmission.
Apple: should allow the UE use SIB12 if the UE does not receive reconfiguration from NW after sending SUI.
Nokia: need to esure service continuity during state transition.
ZTE:focues on the normal case the remote UE receive dedicated configuration. FFS state stranstion.
HW: gNB will respond to the SUI. 
Proposal 9: No change to the previours agreement that Rely on dedicated SLRB configuration for RRC_CONNECTED UE, and add a note as below, detailed wording can be checked during CR update.
NOTE: the L2 U2U UE is allowd to use previous configuration based on SIB12 before receiving dedicated configuration during state transition from idle/inactive to connected. 

X260 Upper layer can trigger relay selection for new E2E connection when the UE has selected a relay UE
X260 is discussed in R2-2403719 and suggest that Previously the instruction from the upper layer to trigger a selection or reselection of a NR sidelink U2U Relay UE was independent of the NR sidelink U2U Remote UE having or not having a NR sidelink U2U Relay UE. This reflected the condition of a NR sidelink U2U Remote UE being able to establish more than one connections to more than one NR sidelink U2U Relay UEs and propose to promote the condition of the upper layer instruction to trigger selection or reselection of a NR sidelink U2U Relay UE to a higher (independent) level.
Rapporteur’s view - : Then intention seems ok, but it can also be interpreted that when we say relay reselection it is for old E2E connection, and relay selection it is for new E2E connection. 
Question 9– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in X260 is needed/essential for the specification ?
Discussions:
Proposal 10: The intention of X260 is agreeable, i.e. to allow upper layer to trigger relay selection for new E2E connection when the UE has selected a relay UE, e.g. change “reselection” in “if the upper layers indicate to reselect another NR sidelink U2U Relay UE” to “(re)selection”.

Z770 U2U relay UE traffic pattern reporting in UAI (R2-2403477)
According to SA1 requirements, periodic data transmission is required by sidelink U2U relay for both public safety services and commercial use cases. In legacy, UE can report sidelink traffic pattern along with QoS flow ID to network for periodic resource allocation. QoS flow ID is a mandatory IE in current signaling. However, it is impossible for U2U relay UE to report sidelink traffic pattern per end-to-end QoS flow, i.e. the legacy QoS flow ID associated with the traffic pattern reporting could not be reused. It is suggested to consider how U2U relay UE report traffic pattern for periodic resource allocation at the second hop.
For periodic U2U relay services, U2U relay UE could report traffic pattern per E2E SLRB(just like per SLRB level QoS of the second hop) for periodic resource allocation. QoS flow ID may could be reused (with the modification of field description) in traffic pattern reporting as an index in the scope of the relay UE to associate the traffic pattern with an E2E SLRB(second hop QoS reporting) reported in SUI.
Question 9a– Do companies think the proposed change in Z770 is needed/essential for the specification ? 
Discussions:
Xiaomi: optimization, can do it in later release.
Apple: do not have QoS flow in second hop, can not reuse Rel-16 mechnism. Too late in this release.
OPPO: wonder whether the change is sufficient, e.g. source remote Ue needs to inform this to target remote UE?
Lenovo: fine with the intention but not sure about the detailed change.
HW: the current spec work, can consider later.
Proposal 11: Z770 is rejected.
H130 is proposed to add a note to clarify that as shown below

…

6>	include sl-PerSLRB-QoS-InfoList, with each entry including the per-SLRB second-hop QoS profile and the corresponding sl-RemoteUE-SLRB-Identity which is set to the same value as the SLRB-PC5-ConfigIndex received in RRCReconfigurationSidelink message from the L2 U2U Remote UE for the same end-to-end SLRB;


NOTE X: If UE is in RRC_CONNECTED, how to merge the split per-flow QoS on the first/second hop into a per-SLRB level QoS for SUI reporting is up to relay UE implementation. 
After check with Nokia who flagged the RIL, the issue is that relay UE will not merge QoS on the first hop, so first should be removed.

Proposal 12: Add the following note in 5.8.3.3:
NOTE X: If UE is in RRC_CONNECTED, how to merge the split per-flow QoS on the second hop into a per-SLRB level QoS for SUI reporting is up to relay UE implementation.

No RIL – P5 from R2-2402927
R2-2402927 suggest the following proposals listed below 
Proposal 5: The T400 timer value for e2e SL RRC connection should be applied longer value than the T400 timer value for a one-hop SL RRC connection.
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur Can understand the motivation and thinks that this needs to be addressed in the specs and can work out ASN.1 details during the CR implementation 
Question 11– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in P5 in R2-2402927 is needed/essential for the specification ? 
Discussions:
Apple: wonder whether in Rel-17 there is similar timer extention?
OPPO: not the same thing as in Rel-17 RRC setup procedure. not essential.
Nokia: wonder whether to have new timer configuration?
Xiaomi: prefer no new siganling, but let different UE apply different value.
Lenovo: agree with the intention, 
LG: suggest to add a note that remote Ue can double the value of T400 for E2E RRC recongiruation message.
Proposal 13: No siganling change, and to add a note that remote Ue can double the value of T400 for E2E RRC reconguration message.

No RIL – P4 from R2-2402927
R2-2402927 suggest the following proposals listed below 
Proposal 4: If Remote UE doesn’t receive UEInformationResponseSidelink after sending UEInformationReuqestSidelink, the Remote UE can behave one of the following operations:
(Option 1) The source Remote UE triggers relay re-selection.
(Option 2) The source Remote UE declares it as RLF.
(Option 3) The source Remote UE assumes the split performs evenly between the 1st-hop and the 2nd-hop. 
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur do not think this needed, considering if the relay UE is willing to be discovered and selected, there is no case that it does not perform QoS split for the remote UE. 
Question 12– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in P4 in R2-2402927 is needed/essential for the specification ?
Discussions: 
OPPO: the current method is sufficient.
Apple: agree with OPPO. 
Proposal 14: Do not pursue a new timer for UEInformationResponseSidelink.

No time for discussion
No RIL – P1 from R2-2403200
R2-2403200 suggest the following proposals listed below 
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree that the network may provide a separate SD-RSRP threshold for U2N relay reselection. 
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur do not think this needed and the current threshold is is enough for the system to work . 
Question 13– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in P4 in R2-2403200 is needed/essential for the specification ?

No RIL – P1 from R2-2403477
R2-2403477 suggest the following proposals listed below 
Proposal 1: For periodic U2U relay services, U2U relay UE reports traffic pattern per E2E SLRB for periodic resource allocation.
Proposal 2: For periodic U2U relay services, QoS flow ID is reused (with the modification of field description) in traffic pattern reporting as an index in the scope of the relay UE to associate the traffic pattern with an E2E SLRB reported in SUI. 
Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur do not think this needed and the current mechanism is enough for the system to work . 
Question 14– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in P1 and P2 in R2-2403477 is needed/essential for the specification ? 

No RIL - P6 and P7 from R2-2402927
R2-2402927 suggest the following two proposals listed below 
Proposal 6: When Relay UE receives RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink from the target Remote UE, the NotificationMessageSidelink transmission should be triggered with the cause value of SL failure at the Relay UE.
Proposal 7: When source Remote UE receives NotificationMessageSidelink, the source Remote UE can trigger relay reselection as with receiving NotificationMessageSidelink having other cause value.

Rapporteur’s view - : Rapporteur’ do not see the need to specify these case because the system could work without these enhancements
Question 10– Do companies think the proposed change/clarification in P6 and P7 in R2-2402927 is needed/essential for the specification ? 

4.	Conclusion
Proposal 1: To include PC5-S release as a failure case for indirect path failure reporting.
Proposal 2: N122 is postponed. 
Proposal 3: Remove relayUE-CellReselection from failureTypeIndirectPath, and clarify in the spec about “serving PCell”, “before” “cell change” if needed during CR update.
Proposal 4: Clarify the terminology as below:
1. Keep using MCG in the spec when the description is applicable to MCG in MR-DC as well as direct path in MP;
1. using direct path in the spec if the description is added only for MP.

Proposal 5: For an E2E SLRB, source remote UE configures the same value of SLRB index to Relay UE and target Remote UE, assuming no spec impact to allow relay UE setting different value of SLRB index in SUI. Any essential change identified can be discussed based on company contributions in next meeting.
Proposal 6: Not to pursue defining a new IE of SLRB-Uu-ConfigIndex, and to clarify the existing IE can be used for U2U.
Proposal 7: Z777/778/779 are rejected, with the understanding that for E2E DRB add/change, the UE does not need to establish a new RLC channel if the newly derived RLC configuration equals to an old one. Wording can be checked in CR update.
Proposal 8: C263 is agreed, and take the following change as baseline for the further checking in CR update:
2>  if the SL-RSRP measurement of the peer NR sidelink U2U Remote UE is to be used and if sl-RSRP-ThreshU2U is not configured, or if the SL-RSRP measurement of the peer NR sidelink U2U Remote UE is available and is below sl-RSRP-ThreshU2U by sl-HystMinU2U if configured; or
2>  if the SD-RSRP measurement of the peer NR sidelink U2U Remote UE is to be used and if sd-RSRP-ThreshU2U is not configured, or if the SD-RSRP measurement of the peer NR sidelink U2U Remote UE is available and is below sd-RSRP-ThreshU2U by sd-HystMinU2U if configured; or
Proposal 9: No change to the previous agreement that Rely on dedicated SLRB configuration for RRC_CONNECTED UE, and add a note as below, detailed wording can be checked during CR update.
1. NOTE: the L2 U2U UE is allowed to use previous configuration based on SIB12 before receiving dedicated configuration during state transition from idle/inactive to connected. 

Proposal 10: The intention of X260 is agreeable, i.e. to allow upper layer to trigger relay selection for new E2E connection when the UE has selected a relay UE, e.g. change “reselection” in “if the upper layers indicate to reselect another NR sidelink U2U Relay UE” to “(re)selection”.
Proposal 11: Z770 is rejected.
Proposal 12: Add the following note in 5.8.3.3:
1. NOTE X: If UE is in RRC_CONNECTED, how to merge the split per-flow QoS on the second hop into a per-SLRB level QoS for SUI reporting is up to relay UE implementation.

Proposal 13: No signaling change for E2E specific T400, and to add a note that remote UE can double the value of T400 for E2E RRC reconfiguration message.
Proposal 14: Do not pursue a new timer for UEInformationResponseSidelink.
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