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Introduction
This document is used for discussion and decision for the CB as follows,
CB: # 32_SLRelay_ServiceContinuity
- Focus on the down selection, at most 2 options.
- Turn WA as agreements.
- Try to work on the draft TP.
(Samsung - moderator)
For the Chairman’s Notes
[bookmark: _GoBack]Agreements:
Focus on the following two ways for the future discussion,
- Way1: to go for Op1, and Op2 can be further discussed.
- Way2: accept Op2, or at least as a compromise.
No more discussion on Op3 in RAN3.
Open issues:
For Op2, continue discussion on following:
- FFS on which node (source node or target node) decides the target cell in case of inter-gNB path switching
Proponents of Option 2 should provide more details on the whole mechanism, e.g.,
- Whether source node can choose candidate relay UEs belonging to multiple target cells or can we restrict to candidate relays belonging to one target cell
- Whether source node can choose candidate relay UEs belonging to multiple target gNBs or can we restrict to candidate relays belonging to one target gNB
- Potential stage-3 impacts (e.g., number of candidate relays that needs to be signaled to target gNB)

Discussion
Task 1: Down selection on options
There are three options which are under discussion for several meetings, and no consensus has been achieved so far. The options are,
· Option 1: source gNB selects one target Relay UE and sends the ID related information to the target gNB
· Option 2: source gNB sends a list of candidate target Relay UE information to the target gNB for selection
· Option 3: source gNB provides also the measurement information of Remote UE to the target gNB for selection of target Relay UE

According to the online discussion, companies are trying to down-select options, and the opinions are primarily collected. The following table summarizes arguments for disadvantages collected from companies regarding each option,


	
	Arguments for advantages
	Arguments for disadvantages

	Option1
	- Alignment with legacy HO
- Alignment of the direct/indirect to indirect and indirect to direct procedures
- Simplified Xn signaling
- Even the source gNB may select an “inappropriate target Relay-UE”, target gNB can still make the adjustment after it becomes the new serving gNB for the UE.
- In legacy (i.e. direct to direct) handover, source gNB select the target cell, and source gNB may not know all information of target cell/DU (e.g. whether target gNB-DU is overloaded).
	- Causes unnecessary Xn signalling between gNBs due to the frequent handover failure
- The source gNB cannot select a target relay UE properly due to lack of information, and the probability of path switch failure would be increased.
- We are not aiming at deteriorating the performance to both single UE and the whole system which may potentially jeopardizing the service continuity, when we introduce mechanism to enhance service continuity.

	Option2
	- The target gNB has more knowledge on the candidate relay UEs, including the RRC state and/or the Uu measurement results of candidate relay UEs.
- Can reduce the possibility of the handover failure
- It is at least possible that the list of candidate target relay UEs only served by same target cell under the same target gNB.
- Can reduce the potential Too-Late handover problem 
- The extra overhead is limited.
- Avoids unnecessary exchanges of information about the candidate U2N relay UEs over Xn.
	- It is not clear how to coordinate for the case where the potential target relay UEs are under the coverage of different target gNBs, which may make interaction signaling between nodes more complex.
- The network cannot decide between path switch/HO to a cell vs path switch to a relay because such decisions would be made in different nodes
- Measurements of the Uu link by the target relay UE are only available at the target gNB for target relay UEs which are in RRC_CONNECTED
- Split the decision in both source gNB and target gNB.
- Not sure which cell ID should be signaled by the source gNB via Target Cell Global ID, if there are two candidate relay UEs served by different cells under the target gNB

	Option3
	- Current RRC spec has already supported to transfer Uu measurement results for candidate best cells in HandoverPreparationInfoamation message.
	- If the same criteria and threshold can be configured to both source and target gNB, then Op3 becomes unnecessary.
- The use of Uu measurements of the potential relays is not critical for handover decision because the target relay UE is configured to transmit discovery only when in acceptable network coverage



For information, according to the contribution,
· 3 companies support Op1.
· 2 companies support Op1 as baseline, and treat Op2 and/or Op3 as optimization.
· 2 companies support Op2.
· 2 companies support Op2+Op3.
· 1 company supports to rule out Op3 and FFS between Op1 and Op2.
Moderator’s suggestion: Check if arguments are valid.
Brief summary: <TBD>Please find below.

Minutes during official offline discussion:
Nok: Why op1 would cause too frequent Ho failure.
QC: Think the HO failure chance is very low. And Op1 could be good enough. Why do we need to send two target gNbs?
E///: Coordination between source and target is essential, target can finally decide. RAN2 already discussed issues regarding Op1. So prefer Op2.
CATT: Op2 and Op3 can be discussed in RAN2. RRC status can be up to implementation. Ack the delay issue for Op1.
AsusTek: Support Op2.
E///: Op1 could be a subset of Op2, if source gNB can send one, Op1 and Op2 may not contradict.
QC: Ack E///’s comment. Can go for Op2 as a compromise.
Nok: Target has to support the list for Op2. Still think Op1 is a starting point.
ZTE: R18 is different from R17.
HW: Can agree Op1 firstly, Op2 and Op3 can be further discussed.
IDC: Prefer to reuse the legacy HO behavior.
Sam, LG: Share view with ZTE and E///. Prefer to select Op2 as baseline.
LG: Send LS to RAN2? At least check.

Way1: to go for Op1, and Op2 (or Op3) can be further discussed
Way2: accept Op2, or at least as a compromise.

LS to RAN2:
Q1: could UE provide more info to decide target relay UE?
Q2: if target gNB select target relay UE, whether PC5 measurement can be sent?

Moderator’s summary:
Companies still have different concerns regarding Op1 and Op2, but fortunately we see good signs on potential compromises. At last we figure out two ways as the way forward, and companies do not propose other ways during the official offline discussion. So the moderator suggests we only focus on these two ways for the future discussion, and no more way is expected.
In addition, it seems that most of the companies do not show strong interest on Op3, so we may suggest to give it a try on no more discussion on Op3 in RAN3, which also means that RAN2 can still have such discussion if RAN2 finds it necessary.
Proposal 1: Focus on the following two ways for the future discussion,
Way1: to go for Op1, and Op2 can be further discussed.
Way2: accept Op2, or at least as a compromise.
Proposal 2: No more discussion on Op3 in RAN3.

Task 2: Turn WA into agreement?
During the online session, whether to turn the following WA is still controversial,
WA: During inter-gNB path switching, source gNB can signal the serving cell of the relay UE to target gNB via existing IE Target Cell Global ID.
And the controversial point is that if the source gNB can signal a list of candidate target relay UE IDs, whether the source gNB is able to select relay UEs under different cells in the same gNB.
Moderator’s suggestion: We could firstly discuss which node to decide the target cell, source node vs. target node.
Brief summary: Please find below.<TBD>

Moderator’s summary:
We do not have time to discuss this task during official offline discussion, but the moderator would like to still propose to FFS on which node to decide the target cell, source node or target node.
Proposal 3: FFS on which node to decide the target cell, source node or target node.
Proposal 3a: If the target node is responsible for cell decision, the proponent is encouraged to provide more details on the whole mechanism (e.g. source node to choose multiple target gNBs or only one target gNB for path switching, source node to choose multiple target cells or only one target cell for path switching, etc.), as well as potential stage3 impact, for the next meeting.

Task 3: Try to work on draft TP
This task can be done after the offline discussion, before the final CB.
According to the contribution, [1] [5] [6] [7] [8] has provided TP to TS 38.401; and [6] [7] [9] [10] has provided TP to TS 38.423.
Regarding TPs to TS 38.401, 
[1] provides call flows and steps for scenarios including inter-gNB d2i, i2d, i2i.
[5] provides call flows and steps for scenarios including inter-gNB d2i, i2d and intra-gNB i2i.
[6] provides brief description for scenarios including intra-gNB-DU and inter-gNB-DU i2i.
[7] provides call flows and steps for scenarios including inter-gNB d2i.
[8] provides call flows and steps for scenarios including inter-gNB d2i, i2d and intra-gNB i2i.
Considering that current TS 38.401 captures intra-gNB-DU d2i and inter-gNB-DU d2i, it could be discussed on what scenario(s) is(are) needed to be captured in TS 38.401 on top of the state of the art.
Moderator’s suggestion: 
- Focus on 38401 TP first, could also work on 38423 TP if real progress regarding Task 1 & 2 is achieved.
- Discuss which scenarios are needed to be added to 38401.
Brief summary: <TBD>Due to the lack of time, no TP is pursued for this meeting.
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