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1. [bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction

Based on the initial discussion in Monday’s GTW session, the rapporteur’s WID proposal ([1] RP-210247) served as baseline and was adapted according to the GTW discussions (also guided by [2] RP-210261):
-	Focus with high prio on parts common to L2 and L3 relaying
-	Remove optimization and focus on essential scenarios, especially remove U2U
-	Add corresponding milestones safeguarding timely completion of this WI as well as Rel-17

An aspect worth discussing is whether we need to provide more details on the objectives to better guide the work in WGs.

The draft Work Item proposal for the initial round is provided in the draft folders “RP-21xxxx - WID on SL Relay - initial round v001” and it contains the following objectives:

[bookmark: _Hlk66085574]The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network relaying. 
[bookmark: _Hlk67323386]Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
2. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
4. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 


NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 


The initial round of this email discussion will aim to clarify questions on the proposed objectives. A template for collecting views on the draft WID are provided in the following section. Please provide your comments before Tuesday 11:59h UTC. Thank you.

2. Initial Round 

Question #1: please provide your comments on the draft WID, especially the above objectives
Companies are invited to provide the comments below.

	Company
	Comments

	Futurewei
	The way forward suggested in GTW is to support both L2 and L3 relay architectures, with proper scope to fit RAN2 TU availability. Support of a complete and workable L2 relay architecture is not of second priority.

Deviating from the study results in TR 38.836 would increase the workload in WI. Hence, 4a, 5a, 6a, and note 1 are not helpful and should be removed.

Note 5 basically reiterates normal release management principle, and it is not needed.   

Hence, we suggest the following changes:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
2. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
4. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 


NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 



	InterDigital





	1) For the objective of discovery and (re)selection, we suggest to explicitly indicate that this re-uses LTE discovery/relay selection as a baseline (in order to further ensure that we have a workable L2 and L3 solution by the end of Rel17)
2) We suggest removing the prioritization (i.e. the first priority and second priority) and simply state the objectives as normally done in WID.  We don’t think such prioritization is needed, as i) discovery/relay selection will anyways re-use LTE baseline, and should not occupy a large number of TUs in itself; ii) Not allowing discussions on the other objectives will just delay the WI as a whole anyways; iii) It is impossible to qualify what it means “after the common parts have progressed”.  Prioritization should be left to the session chair in a way that overall work progresses in the most efficient way (e.g. depending on progress of different RAN groups involved as well as inputs from SA)
So we suggest to remove the two sentences: “Work item objectives on aspects common….” and “ work item objectives specific to Layer-2….” from the WID.
3) For objective 4) we are not sure that having the UE optionally support NW controlled HO will reduce the work scope.  In the SI, service continuity was based on NW controlled HO, so its not clear how to support service continuity without this (it may actually end up complicating the work further).  Suggest for this objective that we remove sub-bullet a, and possibly replace “limited to intra-gNB cases” to “prioritizing intra-gNB cases” as this is in-line with the approach that was taken in the SI.
4) Note 5 should probably be removed.  Would such a note apply to any WID approved, and if so, why are we pointing it out in this WID?
5) The QoS objective should be defined with further detail to ensure better work focus:
· “Specify mechanisms for QoS management” – suggest to change to “mechanisms supporting E2E QoS for traffic relayed over different interfaces (PC5 and Uu)”, since the QoS splitting is anyways NW implementation and should not be discussed
6) Note 4 can be limited to the exclusion of group mobility, since inter-gNB is already excluded in objective 4


	Apple
	1) Bullet 3,4,5 6 shall not be separated as a secondary priority, but combined with Bullet 1,2 in the same sequence. The prioritization of L2/L3 common part in WI can be listed as a NOTE. Also, even in the very first meeting, companies shall be allowed to submit papers for L2-specific solutions. This is because the common part for relay discovery and (re)selection is not controversial and just have a few remaining issues which are not critical (e.g., additional AS layer criteria).  It will waste TU if only bullet 1 is allowed in RAN2#113bis meeting.
2) NOTE 1 is not needed. It is obvious that in RAN2/RAN3, L3 solution is a subset of L2 solution, so they cannot be exactly “common”.
3) For the “service continuity” objective: it is unnecessary to limit it to intra-gNB case. We think the inter-gNB mobility solution can be built on the intra-gNB solution with some additional signaling work in RAN3, there is no TU burden added for RAN2 to support inter-gNB case. 
4) Also for the service continuity objective, it is unclear how “UE optionally supports NW-controlled HO” procedure. If this means we need to design a UE-controlled HO procedure, we have concern that this will add workload for RAN2. We prefer to stick to NW-based mobility solutions for L2 U2N relay. 
5) For adaptation layer header, we need stick to RAN2 conclusion that Uu Adaptation header is mandatory to be supported. Whether PC5 Adaptation header is optional or mandatory can be discussed in WI phase.
6) We share the same view with Futurewei and InterDigital that NOTE 5 is unnecessary.

	
	

	AT&T
	AT&T modifications to the text to item 4.1 including track changes are pasted below.  Please note that the numbering beginning with 7 should begin with the number 1 and iterate accordingly.  Please note that UE-to-UE text has been added in several places, the word "first" has been removed, the sentence beginning with "Work Item objectives specific....." has been removed, NOTE 5 has been replaced, and NOTE 6 has been added.  These proposed text modifications are the minimum that we feel should be made to item 4.1 of the WI.
----------------------------------
4.1 Objectives Core part WI
The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE relaying. 
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
7. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay;
8. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]: 
9. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
10. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
11. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
12. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 


NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network and UE-to-UE Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Release 17 shall include L2/L3 U2N and U2U plus Public Safety related functionality such as QoS/service continuity, control plane functionality, security functionality etc.Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 
NOTE 6: The decision to remove either L2 or L3 features from this WI in Rel-17 shall be decided at the meeting that 3GPP RAN Plenary freezes Rel-17.


	vivo
	As commented during online discussion the scope should not be too broad, but focused to allow specification of useful features.
Please see our suggestion below:
The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network relaying. 
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
2. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
3. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
4. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design for RRC connection management [RAN2]
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
5. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
6. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 
7. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:



	Spreadtrum
	According to the past experience, at WI stage, the low priority part is often left for later releases; Meanwhile, prioriting exercise will not only waste human resources of each company, but also complicate RAN2 TU allocation during WI stage. Therefore, we propose not to do prioritization exercise.

For bullet 4a and 5a, we have double that any normative workload can be saved if these functions are supported optionally and thus we suggest to remove bullet 4a and 5a.

Regarding the service continuity aspect, inter-gNB case adds workload to RAN3 WG, on top of intra-gNB case, thus we don’t think it will consume additional TUs in RAN2.

For NOTE 5, we share the same view with Futurewei.

Our suggested modifications are as follows:

----------------------------------
The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network relaying. 
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
13. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
13. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
14. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
14. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
1. Specify mechanisms for QoS management Specify mechanisms supporting E2E QoS [RAN2]:
1. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
16. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
1. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
17. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
1. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
18. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 


NOTE 1:   For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:   For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:   Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:   Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:   Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 

	ZTE
	1) For the relay discovery and selection, we share the same view with Interdigital that the R13 LTE relay initiation/selection mechanism should be reused as baseline and it can be explicitly indicated in the WID
2) Bullet 3, 4, 5, 6 should not be regarded as second priority. They are integral parts for L2 UE-to-Network relay and should have the same priority with other objectives. 
3) For the service continuity, we think inter-gNB mobility scenario is also a valid and important case and shall be supported. We can start from the intra-gNB mobility scenario and then proceed with inter-gNB mobility scenario. For the Bullet 4a, it is not clear what the “UE optionally supports NW controlled HO” means. All the service continuity solutions captured in TR 38.836 are based on link switching decision by gNB. Do we need to figure out a new link switching scheme in WI?  
4)  For the adaptation layer, it is clearly captured in TR that adaptation layer is placed over RLC sublayer for both CP and UP at the Uu interface. It is not clear why we change to header-less Uu adaptation layer. It is suggested to remove Bullet 5a.
5) For the Note 1, we think the common solution of L3 and L3 relay only applies to the relay discovery and selection design. It is hard to consider the common design of QoS, security and service continuity for L2 and L3 relay. So it is suggested to change it as follows: For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution for relay discovery and selection as captured in TR 38.836. 
6) For the Note 4, it is redundant with Bullet 4 on the restriction of inter-gNB cases. It is suggested to remove it and only address the restriction on group mobility.
7) For the Note 5, it is suggested to remove it. We think it does not make sense to emphasize it here. 

	Convida
	1) We also suggest removing “with minimum AS impact” in objective 1
2) We also suggest removing the prioritization (i.e. the first priority and second priority) and simply state the objectives as normally done in WID.  
3) We also suggest removing object 4 sub-bullet a, and possibly replace “limited to intra-gNB cases” to “prioritizing intra-gNB cases” as this is in-line with the approach that was taken in the SI.
4) We also suggest removing Note 1 and 5. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1) We disagree with putting L2 specific objectives as a second priority. We understood what agreed on Monday GTW is to figure out the reasonable scope for both L2 and L3 relays to accommodate the TU, instead of making L2 relay as second priority. We think both common parts and L2 specific parts should be allowed to be discussed since first WG meeting, and the milestone should only be used to ensure there is sufficient progress for both. The priority part thus should be removed.
2) We see no need for NOTE1 and NOTE5 as already explained by previous companies.
3) We see no need to limit the service continuity part to intra-gNB case, the solution principle of intra-gNB case can be reused by inter-gNB case and thus this does not add significant extra work. We also don’t see need to 4a, as this does not reduce any work in RAN2. We understand the gNB controlled handover would anyway be supported and if this means a UE-controlled solution, this was not discussed and concluded in RAN2 study, which will be more time consuming and adds more work in RAN2. In summary we think we should stick to what we have concluded in RAN2 study to support both intra-gNB and inter-gNB cases, and not adding new things now. We are fine to exclude group mobility as this is not the fundamental function to be supported.
4) For adaptation layer, we think the main focus right now should specify the adaptation layer. Whether and which part is optional or mandatory should be the UE capability discussion, this note does not help simplifying the scope. Thus 5a should be removed.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	All in all, we can accept the revision by Futurewei, with the additional remarks below.

· On the “simplified mode of operation”, we can accept removing those descriptions from WID, but the understanding should be that RAN2 is still allowed to discuss detailed solutions including those suggested by the original text (i.e. UE optional support on network control mobility and header-less adaptation layer operation).
· Inter-gNB mobility is a valid scenario that can happen physically, and so cannot just be ignored. The scenario must be addressed in one way or another. It should be up to RAN2 how to address the scenario, e.g. via network controlled mobility or UE controlled mobility.

	Samsung
	We support to give first prioritization on the objectives “relay discovery and (re)selection” and “relay and remote UE authorization” which are mostly common for L3 U2N relay and L2 U2N relay. 
Regarding “relay discovery and re(selection) mechanism”, the normative work should be done based on the corresponding studies in the TR 38.836.

Regarding L2 specific objectives, RAN should focus on completing basic scenario and baseline mechanisms without pursuing optimization. 
(1) We support to prioritize intra-gNB cases based on NW-controlled handover for service continuity.
(2) Regarding inter-gNB cases, RAN can deprioritize inter-gNB specific mechanism as discussed during the study phase. 

We support NOTE 5 as a clear guideline which will limit to continue incomplete features during maintenance phase. If companies have concern to keep NOTE 5, then we are fine with NOTE 6 proposed by AT&T.


	CMCC
	1) From operator perspective, L3 relay may imposes some challenge on network deployment, while L2 relay is more flexible for commercialization. 
2) The recommended way forward of Monday GTW in our understanding is to figure out the reasonable scope for both L2 and L3 relays to accommodate the TU, instead of making L2 relay as second priority. The specification work of common part for L2 and L3 sidelink relay is quite small, we even have LTE Rel-13 as baseline, we could have time to also discuss the L2 basic functions since the beginning of the WI. So we don’t think the two-level prioritization method is needed. 
3) In the initial round of discussion, we should focus on the scope of the WID, we may set some milestones to check the progress the WI and guarantee the on-time delivery of Rel-17, but this can be discussed in the intermediate round, but not with priority method.
4) For bullet 4a and 5a, it makes no sense to list the optional case. We suggest remove them.
5) Note5 should not be included the scope of WID. We suggest remove it.
Our suggested modifications are as follows：

The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network relaying. 
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
2. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a) Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b) Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
4. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a) Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a) Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a) Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 


NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 





	Lenovo, MotM
	1. It is not acceptable to just throw away the U2U study. We have the same view and amendment suggestions as AT&T. The study was done with finding solutions common to U2N and U2U in the work phase. One big disadvantage of not working on the U2U will be that the wheel would need to be re-invented at a later point in time. U2U is important for Public Safety work and not having the same in Rel. 17 will speak against our sincerity.
2. The following description should be removed. The details about the discovery and (re)selection have been discussed in SI. Therefore, the mechanism of discovery and reselection will not occupy a lot of time. And, L2 issues should be discussed in parallel. Optionally, one note can be added to say e.g. common solution for L2 and L3 can be prioritized.
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. The Objective 4: “Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases” and NOTE 4 will further limit the Rel. 17 use of Sidelink relays. We do not envisage high complexity with inter-gNB support or indirect-indirect support. The work needs to have some meaning for real deployment possibilities. In addition, inter-gNB mobility is common for L2 and L3 relay.
4. 5a should be removed. ‘header-less Uu adaptation layer’ was not discussed in SI. whether to support ‘header-less Uu adaptation layer’ can be further discussed in WI.
Note 5 should be removed, which is general principle for all topics. It is unnecessary to explicitly mention it in this topic.

	CATT
	1) NOTE 1 should be removed since common solution is not feasible;
2) Bullet 4 and NOTE 4 should be modified. Both intra-gNB and inter-gNB mobility should be included, and RAN3 should be involved for inter-gNB case. We are ok to exclude group mobility to save TU.
3) For NOTE 5, we think it can be removed and we should first discuss on the scope and then the TU to get the work done. We don’t see how such check point would help.   
4) Bullet 5a can be removed, since UE capability can be decided at the end of the work item.

	Ericsson
	We think it is important to follow the discussion in the GTW session and to our understanding it was a clear directive from the chairman to have one part of the work item focusing on the parts common to L2 and L3 and a second part focusing on L2-specifics as that would be the only way this work item would fit in Rel-17. 
 
Doing L2+L3 in this work item will exceed RAN2 capacity and we need a tight definition of the milestone. If the common parts are not completed by RAN#93 the work the second part of the WI cannot start.

Public safety use case is the only viable use case for SL relaying. The current scope does not contain UE-to-UE relaying which is critical for public safety use cases. 

Objective 1), regarding relay discovery and selection, there are three options identified in the TR. To improve the work item we think one option should be selected for the WID and there our proposal is the discovery model for NR V2X. LTE discovery contains two models (A and B) and therefore NR V2X Discovery is simpler.

Objective 3), the QoS objective, should be clarified so that it is clear we are talking about E2E QoS. Functionality from NR V2X shall be reused (e.g. the use of SDAP).

For objective 4) we agree with Interdigital, the objective should be made more in line with the outcome of the SI. However, we think the work item should be limited to intra-gNB cases. By focusing on intra-gNB cases, RAN3 can be removed from this objective. To support the inter-gNB cases we would need to know the impacts on RAN3 and this was not addressed in the SI. Furthermore, measurement gaps and new requirements for measurements (inter-frequency and inter-cell in addition to intra-frequency) would be needed and then RAN4 would have to be involved.

Objective 5) should be updated to include security aspects such as disclosing UE IDs on the adaptation layer as there is no encryption of that information in the adaptation layer. Additionally it is not clear how the relaying would work without the adaptation layer header, hence we think the sub-bullet should be removed and all UEs need to support the adaptation layer header.

The paging part of objective 6) will have RAN3 impact (the RNA update), hence RAN3 should be added as one of the impacted WGs.


	OPPO
	Firstly, for the first / second priority division together with NOTE-5, considering the extensive debate between L2/L3-proponent, it seems
· Add further uncertainty / complexity on the WI management instead of alleviating it.. 
· Lead to further difficulty for RAN/SA alignment..
From this perspective, our preference would be to converge to a feasible WI size including both L2/3 relays, excluding the non-core functions / optimizations, but without further differentiating between first and second priority.

Secondly, some further comments to refine the detailed bullet:
· For objective-4, if the intention is to limit to intra-gNB case, and our understanding for the optionality of NW-controlled HO was from the perspective that: it might be possible that the target gNB does not support L2 relay, so that a UE-controlled HO, i.e., something like re-establishment can be seen as fallback solution. But if we limited to intra-gNB case, just wonder why we still need to consider the issue of target gNB not supporting L2 relay? From another perspective, if this UE-controlled HO is something more than re-establishment procedure, the concern could be on the extra effort to identify the solution, which seems not covered by SI phase yet. No matter how we converge on inter-gNB/intra-gNb case, there need some clarification / consistency.
· For objective-5, besides the Uu adaptation layer, it would be helpful to reach common understanding on the necessity of PC5 adaptation layer, to save further discussion in WI phase. For Uu adaptation layer, the optionality may brings more work instead of less, since adaptation layer is anyway needed to support N:1 case, so suggest to remove the sub-bullet.

	Xiaomi
	Priority
There was no agreement to prioritise completion of L3 architecture over L2 architecture both were proposed by the RAN chair to be in scope. Use of first and second priority to delay starting work are not helpful in completing the work, and will impact any follow on work SA2 may need to consider. 

Management of time unit allocation across the breadth of the work item should ensure all aspects relating to both L3 and L2 solutions are complete in good time and also enable SA2 to complete specification of any co-dependant functionality in REL17. 

U2U
We see U2U as vital to the success of commercial adoption for Sidelink Relays and to remove it completely from REL17 will hamper this success. U2U is also vital for Public Safety adoption and citizen protection and welfare.

Service continuity
Service continuity was modelled on existing NR HO procedure as a baseline during the study, it was captured that potentially additional Uu interface details may be discussed for the inter-gNB case but this may not be significant and may be subject to some prioritisation but we see no need to remove it. 

Additional WID update specifics
In addition we also see no need for the sub-bullets 4a, 5a or Note 1.

Note 5 captures normal RAN procedures and review at plenary, so not needed.



	LGE
	We are supportive of some sort of prioritizing Objective 1 and 2. If the group believes that these two objectives are straightforward, WG discussion will quickly move to the L2 specific topics. On the other hand, in case the first two objectives are controversial, no prioritization has the risk of not completing even the L2/L3 common part properly. In addition, it would be useful if the WID stresses that LTE principle is the baseline for these two objectives.

For the L2 specific objectives, we think clearer down-scoping is necessary in consideration of RAN2 study outcome. In particular, the scenarios deprioritized or considered as a second step in the RAN2 study should be out-of-scope in order to keep the manageable work load under the allocated TU. 
Objective 4: The scope should be limited to the “intra-gNB path switching (i.e., between direct and indirect path)” from the statements in TR 38.836 “For the inter-gNB cases, compared to the intra-gNB cases, potential different parts on RAN2 Uu interface in details can be discussed in WI phase.” in Section 4.5.4 and “RAN2 deprioritize work specific to the mobility scenario of "between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)" for path switching in the SI phase, which can be studied in the WI phase, if needed.” in Section 4.1. We think the sub-bullet 4a needs to be deleted as the update proposed in this comment already gives what WGs need to do.
Objective 5: So far RAN2 agreed only the bearer mapping and Remote UE identification as the functionalities of the adaptation layer (see Section 4.5.1.2 in TR 38.836). So this objective needs to be updated such that no other adaptation layer functionalities remain in the WI scope. We agree with several other companies that the sub-bullet 5a needs to be deleted.
Objective 6: RAN2 has so far considered various combinations of RRC states of Relay and Remote UEs, and this may become a source of complicated discussions in RAN2. We understand the key requirements of L2 relay is the service continuity, security, etc. and Relay UE power consumption can be compromised a bit in the first release of L2 relay especially considering the fact that many relevant use cases assume more powerful operation in Relay UEs. Thus, we propose to consider prioritizing the case where Relay UE is in CONNECTED mode.
Note 4: As the inter-gNB case is precluded by the first mobility scenario of the note, the second case can be clarified as switching between intra-gNB indirect paths.
Note 5: We are fine with the current note or Note 6 proposed by AT&T.

Our suggestion on the L2 specific part is as follows:
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
4. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB path switching between direct and indirect paths cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design limiting the scope to supporting the bearer mapping and Remote UE identification [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 
b. RAN2 work should prioritize the RRC state combinations where Relay UE is in CONNECTED mode and Remote UE is in IDLE, INACTIVE, or CONNECTED mode.

NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)” of intra-gNB cases, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 

	Vodafone
	It is important to keep the Rel 17 timeline despite the likelihood of more electronic meetings and fewer F2F meetings.

Ideally only one of L2 or L3 relay would be done. However we can accept the compromise to not do UE to UE relay in R17 and to first focus on the common aspects of L2 and L3 UE to network relays with the setting an interim milestone for that work’s completion. At that milestone, further changes to the WID may need to be considered to fit within the current R17 timeline. 


	Philips
	· We agree with the overall sentiment that L2 specific items should not be de-prioritized. As pointed out by other companies that can slow down the progress of the WI. Therefore in our view all items listed in the WID should start from the first meeting. Alternatively RP#93 can be used as a checkpoint of the progress of the WI. Also, as pointed out by other companies we think Note 5 does not add value. 
· If UE-to-UE is removed from the objectives as proposed by the chair, we think that sufficient time units are available from the originally assigned TUs for the work item phase for SL relay (i.e. 10.5 TUs for RAN2 work in the endorsed RAN timeplan RP-202868) to do a proper job of defining UE-to-Network relay without already imposing too many restrictions on the design. For further analysis of TUs required, see RP-210687. Therefore, we suggest to remove the limitation to intra-gNB, and remove bullets 4a, 6a, NOTE 2 and NOTE 4. If really needed, we can state that intra-gNB service continuity is prioritized.
· We agree with ZTE that the TR clearly states that the adaptation layer is needed in Uu so we do not understand why the draft WID now suggests in 5a a header-less Uu adaptation layer. We suggest to remove 5a.

All in all, we propose the following text:
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first:
1. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN2, RAN4]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
2. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]:
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay;
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]:
3. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]:
4. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3]
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO 
5. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2]
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header
6. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2]
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration 

NOTE 1:	For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836. 
NOTE 2:	For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release.
NOTE 3:	Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release.
NOTE 4:	Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release.
NOTE 5:	Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 


	Kyocera
	With respect to the WI objectives we have the following comments:
1. “with minimum AS impact” should be removed from Objective 1.
1. The statement before Objective 3 “Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying are worked on with second priority...” should be removed. 
1. In objective 4, both intra-gNB and inter-gNB should be supported by removing reference to “…limited to intra-gNB”
1. Note 5 should be removed. 
· Our understanding is that U2U relaying is also critical to the support of public safety and should not be dropped without further discussion of available TU.

	Sony
	We think that the proposed WID above does not reflect the outcome of the 1st GTW call. L2 and L3 common parts should progress with the same priority as the limited L2 parts. We propose the following changes: 
 
1. We suggest removing prioritisation of L3 relaying from second sentence 
 
2. Remove minimum AS aspects and LTE based mechanism should be the baseline 
 
3. Remove “on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]” 
 
4. We agree with others regarding Removing 4a, 5a, and 6a as these were not discussed during the study phase. 
 
5. We also think that Note 1 is confusing so better delete it. 
6. We agree with other companies regarding removing Note 5 
 
 
 
The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, UE-to-Network relaying.  
Work Item objectives on aspects common to both types, Layer-2 (L2) and Layer-3 (L3) relaying, are prioritized first: 
7. Specify mechanisms for Relay discovery and (re)selection with minimum AS impacts and with maximum commonality for the following types and LTE as baseline [RAN2, RAN4]: 
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay; 
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay; 
8. Specify mechanisms for Relay and Remote UE authorization with maximum commonality for the following types [RAN3]: 
a. Layer-3 (L3) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay; 
b. Layer-2 (L2) Sidelink-based UE-to-Network Relay; 
Work Item objectives specific to Layer-2 (L2) relaying: are worked on with second priority and can be worked on after the common parts have progress [to be confirmed at RAN#93]: 
9. Specify mechanisms for QoS management [RAN2]: 
10. Specify mechanisms for Service continuity limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3] 
a. Simplify remote UE mobility handling: UE optionally supports NW controlled HO  
11. Specify mechanisms for Adaptation layer design [RAN2] 
a. Support header-less Uu adaptation layer: UE optionally supports adaptation layer header 
12. Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedure design, including RRC connection management, system information delivery, paging mechanism and access control for Remote UE [RAN2] 
a. Reuse existing RRC signaling for relaying channel configuration  
 
 
b. NOTE 1: For L3 and L2 UE-to-Network Relay, RAN2 and RAN3 target at a common solution as captured in TR 38.836.  
NOTE 2: For L2 UE-to-Network Relay, it is assumed that the Remote UE has a single active connection towards gNB via only a single Relay UE at a given time in this release. 
NOTE 3: Only NR Uu interface, i.e. gNB, and 5GC is considered, and it is limited to NR SA scenario in this release. 
NOTE 4: Work specific to the mobility scenario of inter-gNB cases, “between indirect (via a first Relay UE) and indirect (via a second Relay UE)”, and the group mobility is not supported in this release. 
NOTE 5: Work item objectives not completed until the Rel-17 completion date shall not hold back the functional freeze of release 17. Unfinished objectives, or the entire incomplete feature, will be remove from the Rel-17 WI. 


	China Unicom
	1) From operator perspective, L2 relay is more beneficial to the commercial deployment of networks, so we suggest not treating L2 relay as second priority.
2) For sub-bullet 4, we suggest not to limit service continuity to intra-gNB cases, the inter-gNB case is also valid from our perspective.

	Nokia
	We support the following compromise approach and corresponding objective proposals as discussed in the first RAN#91 GTW in order to enable reasonable workload and clear priority for the common parts first;
- Focus with high prio on parts common to L2 and L3 relaying
- Remove optimization and focus on essential scenarios, especially remove U2U
- Add corresponding milestones safeguarding timely completion of this WI as well as Rel-17

	MediaTek
	We generally agree with the direction of the modifications proposed by Futurewei and CMCC above.  Some specific comments:
In the very first line of the objectives, we should capture that the work item targets both L2 and L3 designs, e.g.: “The objective of this work item is to specify solutions to enable single-hop, sidelink-based, L2 and L3 based UE-to-Network relaying.”
1. We’re not clear what NOTE 1 is intended to mean; it should be removed unless its point can be clarified.  There is no endorsement in the TR of a common L2/L3 architecture as the NOTE currently suggests.
2. We appreciate that NOTE 2 may be seen as a necessary simplification for time reasons.  However, we have some concern that this assumption threatens the ability of the relay to deliver high-reliability services and thus damages the vision of providing uncompromised QoE through the relay.
3. NOTE 5 is an unprecedented approach and we do not find it acceptable.  Any WI has some risk associated with its completion, and it is normal plenary business to manage this risk and determine what to do if and when there is a completion problem.
4. We are OK with the philosophy of starting with a focus on the common parts, but a hard checkpoint is not necessary and just imposes an artificial restriction on the working groups.
5. Suggest to remove “second priority”.  A work plan can be implemented by WG leadership and does not invite arguments about priority in WGs, which could become an unnecessary time sink.  Ultimately, what we expect of the WGs is that they will strive to complete the work item as a whole, as with any other work item, and the plenary should not micromanage the order in which the WGs address the components.
6. For point 4a, as discussed briefly online, we are not sure why this is a simplification.  If NW controlled HO is an optional feature of the UE, we still have to specify it for UEs that do support it; and for UEs that do not support it, there would be some extra standards effort to design a UE-controlled mobility procedure in connected mode.  Moreover, NW controlled HO was designed and included in the TR at a rather high level of detail (section 4.5.4), and we don’t gain anything in terms of workload by dropping this design work on the floor and starting over with service continuity.
19. For point 5a, we see how this could be a simplification for the implementation of relay UEs that want to support only a single remote UE with 1:1 bearer mapping.  However, this seems like a pretty specialized scenario, and clearly there are both public safety and commercial use cases for which it would not be met, meaning that we still have to design the adaptation layer header.  Why would it help with the specification effort to make this feature optional on the UE?




3. Summary of initial round

During the first round, most comments were related to the following aspects:
· Prioritization of common L2+L3 vs. L2-specific objectives
1. Several companies proposed to remove the prioritization of common parts incl. the corresponding milestone
· It is claimed that a well scoped L2+L3 WI can fit into Rel-17
2. Several other companies supported the prioritization of common parts incl. the corresponding milestone
· It is claimed that even a well scoped L2+L3 WI cannot fit into Rel-17
3. Keep prioritization but modify the milestone/RAN checkpoint
· UE-to-UE (U2U) relaying
1. Several companies proposed to include U2U relaying as it is required to cover Public Safety use cases
· Detailed comments on WI objectives:
1. Relay discovery and (re)selection
· Remove “minimum AS impact”
· Re-use of LTE discovery/relay selection as a baseline
· Re-use NR V2X discovery, at least choose one of “LTE discovery contains two models (A and B) and therefore NR V2X Discovery”
2. UE/relay authorization
· Re-use LTE principle is the baseline
3. QoS
· Clarify objective to cover E2E QoS
· Clarify to reuse SDAP
4. Service continuity
· Several companies asked to include inter-gNB mobility (incl. RAN3 aspects, incl. RAN4 measurement gaps/requirements)
· Other companies supported a focus on intra-gNB mobility
· Remove subbullet on optional support for NW controlled HO
5. Adaptation layer design
· Remove subbullet on header-less adaptation layer
· Include security aspects such as disclosing UE IDs on the adaptation layer
· Clarify necessity of PC5 adaptation layer
· Limit adaptation layer to bearer mapping and Remote UE identification as agreed in RAN2
6. Control Plane design
· Remove subbullet on reusing existing RRC signaling
· Add RAN3 due to paging (RNA update)
· Prioritize Relay UEs in CONNECTED mode
· Notes
1. Note 1 
· Remove note 1, as L3 and L2 relaying cannot “common”?
· Limit note 1 to solution for relay discovery and selection
2. Note 2
· Remove note 2, (to include SL dual connectivity?)
3. Note 4
· Include inter-gNB mobility
4. Note 5
· Comments related to the general prioritization discussion above


4. Proposed Way Forward


According to the discussion above, the moderator updated the draft WID* (“RP-21xxxx - WID on SL Relay - intermediate round v001” available in the drafts folder). It is proposed to continue the discussion around the following aspects:

· Text related prioritization highlighted in draft WID
a. We can continue to discuss new arguments in the intermediate round. The moderator proposes to strive for guidance during Wednesday’s GTW session. 
· Including U2U relaying highlighted in draft WID
a. We can continue to discuss new arguments in the intermediate round. The moderator proposes to strive for guidance during Wednesday’s GTW session.
· Modified objectives* and notes as in draft WID
a. Let’s continue to discuss whether the work can be further clarified on any objective.
b. For the following objectives, discuss in particular, 
i. Relay discovery and (re)selection, whether the baseline assumption is LTE model A, LTE model B, or NR V2X 
ii. UE/relay authorization, whether the baseline assumption is LTE or NR 
iii. Service continuity, whether to include inter-gNB mobility and the corresponding RAN3 and RAN4 aspects


* The draft WID shows track changes on modifications to the content. In addition, editorial changes have been made, which are not highlighted in track change mode.
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