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

During the the Wednesday GTW session the draft WID [1] was further updated and is now available in the drafts inbox (“draft RP-210823 - WID on SL Relay - finetuning round v003”).

It is proposed to continue the discussion on the remaining details, if any, with the goal to stabilize and approve the WID. 

A template for collecting views on the draft WID is provided in the following section. Please provide your comments before Thursday 11:59h UTC. Thank you.

2. Intermediate Round 

Question #1: please provide your remaing comments on the draft WID
Companies are invited to provide the comments below.

	Company
	Comments

	Futurewei
	As objective 2 is led by RAN3, it can be removed from Note 1.

Inter-gNB case is real field case, and it is not rare. The open issue left from the study phase is potential optimization over intra-gNB case by sending inter-node message over Uu. We should just exclude this option, by revising 4a as “Common Uu/PC5 procedures for intra-gNB and inter-gNB cases.”

Support of all possible RRC state combinations between the remote UE and relay UE is not critical in Rel-17. A sub-bullet 6a may be added as “6a. the relay UE is assumed to be in RRC_Connected state”.  

	InterDigital
	We are fine with the objectives in the current WID version and don’t think there is a need to remove/add anything at this point.

Wording of Objective 6 can be improved: “Specify mechanisms for Control Plane procedures”

Objective 2 can be removed from Note 1.

	AT&T
	a) Adding inter-gNB to Rel-17 is both important for Public Safety and an important compromise because of efforts to move U2U into Rel-18.
b) We believe that item 4a should be modified and included, as indicated below, including basic functionality so that Public Safety can continue to be developed in Rel-17.
c) The proposed text follows:
4.  Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
a. For intra gNB and inter gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4]


	FirstNet
	Inter-gNB is a real public safety need and hence should be included in 4.1.4
“Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
a. Limited to intra-gNB cases [RAN2]”
And the modified item a. above would like “For intra-gNB and inter-gNB cases ([RAN2] 

	Apple
	For “NOTE 1:	RAN requests RAN2 to strive for completion of the common parts (objectives 1 and 2) by RAN#92 (June). RAN understands that RAN2 will also initially work on other aspects that have cross-group dependencies.”. The problem is RAN2 cannot strive to complete objective 2.
We need to either 1) add RAN3 in the first sentence to “RAN requests RAN2 & RAN3 to strive” or; 2) remove objective 2 from the first sentence. 

We have sympathy for inter-gNB case, as AT&T/FirstNet. It is better to be included in R17 if RAN3 has no TU issues. Maybe some input from RAN3 chair can help to clarify this aspect.

	Spreadtrum
	We support inter-gNB case for service continuity in Release 17. We believe mobility scenario of inter-gNB is real and exist rather than being theoretical. 

	Intel
	1) We would like to clarify what is expected to provide to June RAN plenary to declare the completion of the common parts. Is it RAN2/3 endorsed CR set or is it just RAN2/3 chair’s report?

2) Regarding QoS management for L3 relay, depending on SA2 conclusion on QoS solution, there might be impact to RAN according to TR conclusion copied below.
[bookmark: _Toc63433709]6.1.2.3 QoS management
This is subject to upper layer solutions defined by SA2 in TR 23.752 [6], clause 8.3. RAN2 can consider in WI phase the SA2 conclusions on QoS solutions, including whether it is sufficient to enforce E2E QoS via legacy PC5-RRC reconfiguration of SLRB and resource allocation.

For this, it might be reasonable to put a placeholder for L3 relay e.g. Note: This work item should take into accounts SA2 output on L3 QoS support if RAN impacts are identified.


	LGE
	We think the set of objectives was managed during the GTW so have concern on the proposal to further expand it again. If some companies really want to add back the inter-gNB case then we believe some other part of L2-specific objectives much be reduced. What FUTUREWEI said can be an option (i.e., “6a. the relay UE is assumed to be in RRC_Connected state”) as this restriction does not hurt the functionality considered essential (e.g., service continuity, QoS, …). If no other L2 specific parts can be down-scoped, we think the inter-gNB case should be scoped out as in the latest draft WID.

	ZTE
	During the previous email discussions, some companies suggest to reuse the LTE discovery and (re)-selection mechanism as baseline. However, the current Objective 1a only mentions the reuse of LTE model A and B as baseline. Actually the standalone discovery procedure (i.e. model A and model B) has been adopted by SA2 for both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network relay discovery. In RAN, we care more abut when to initiate the relay discovery, which UE should be initiated as relay and which relay UE shall be (re)-selected by remote UE. So it is suggested to change Objective 1a as follows “Re-use LTE relay discovery and selection as baseline”.  

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	NOTE 1 should include RAN3 as well because of objective 2.

We also think both intra-gNB and inter-gNB “mobility” are valid scenarios.
However it does not necessarily mean that the service continuity shall be supported in both scenarios. Especially the complexity of supporting inter-gNB case should carefully be assessed. So we want to make sure inter-gNB mobility scenario still gets discussed in RAN2 while keeping it open whether to support service continuity in that case.

4. Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
a. Limited to At least for intra-gNB cases [RAN2]
b. [For intra-gNB and FFS for inter-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4] ]

On Intel’s comment on QoS handling for L3 relay, we do not see the need of adding a speculative placeholder now. It can be added based on SA2 input, in any.

	OPPO
	1. For objective-1, we are also fine to extend bullet-1 to relay (re)selection as well as commented by ZTE.
2. As commented above, objective-2 is for RAN3, but NOTE-1 only includes RAN2, so some alignment is needed
3. For objective-4, No matter how we conclude intra-/inter-gNB case, we assume it should be aligned for all procedures that is related to inter-node signalling, i.e., not only for handover, but also for resume and re-establishment. 
4. For QoS handling for L3 relay, we share the view from QC.

	Kyocera
	We share the same view as ZTE that objective 1a should be to reuse LTE’s relay discovery and relay (re)selection.

We also support the inclusion of inter-gNB for service continuity. 

	CATT
	We are generally fine with the WID. 
1. For objective 1, it’s better to modify “Re-use LTE model A and B as baseline” to “Re-use LTE as baseline”. 
2. Objective 2 can be removed from NOTE1 since it depends on RAN3.

	Samsung
	We are fine with the draft objectives without any further extension.
We share the comment that some clarification is needed about RAN3 part (objective 2) in NOTE 1.

	vivo
	We think NOTE 1 should be updated to include RAN3 as well.
We are fine with the rest of the objectives.

	Nokia
	The WID proposal from the moderator is acceptable for us. 
In our view adding L3 QoS management is not needed. If SA2 solution requires some work in RAN, then RAN2/RAN3 should do it as usual. 
We agree with Qualcomm on the service continuity. Inter-gNB case is an important scenario, but how to support it has not been studied. We don’t agree with Futurewei’s comment that only optimizations were left open in the study. Thus, if we want to updated the objectives for the service continuity the following objective update from Qualcomm looks good to us: 
4. Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
a. Limited to At least for intra-gNB cases [RAN2]
b. [For intra-gNB and FFS for inter-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4] 

	CMCC
	For Note 1, we support the potential modification solutions from Apple, either 1) add RAN3 in the first sentence to “RAN requests RAN2 & RAN3 to strive” or; 2) remove objective 2 from the first sentence. 
For objective 4, we also show sympathy with inter-gNB mobility. Most of the work is common for intra and inter-gNB mobility. So inter-gNB could be included, proposal from QC and Nokia seems fine.

	Xiaomi
	For Note 1, as objective 2 is led by RAN3, RAN3 should be added to Note 1 as the intent towards timely coordination applies.

Regarding inter-gNB behaviour for service continuity, we support the proposal to include inter-gNB but in consideration of available time, it must be in a limited way. We believe that this limited approach is possible with the confirmation that U2U is not treated any further in REL17 in RAN. We support the proposal from Qualcomm in this aspect.
4. Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
1. Limited to At least for intra-gNB cases [RAN2]
1. [For intra-gNB and FFS for inter-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4]

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are in general OK with this version. For note1, we are fine with CMCC’s proposal, with slight preference of removal objective 2 from note 1. We understand completion is a rough estimation and thus reporting in chair notes is already sufficient.

For objective 4, we are OK with either current version or Qualcomm’s proposal.

In general we think we should avoid adding/removing more objectives at this stage.

	MediaTek
	We generally agree with the comments from other companies:
· The current objectives are basically reasonable
· Objective 2 should be removed from NOTE 1
· InterDigital’s rewording of objective 6 looks good

On objective 4, we have some sympathy for the inter-gNB case, and we can accept Qualcomm’s suggestion as commented by other companies.

On the re/selection part of objective 1, RAN2 established a baseline solution in the TR, which is generally similar to the LTE concept but doesn’t refer to it directly except in one paragraph.  We assume the intention is not to drop this work and start over from LTE; we’re open to how this is worded in the objective.

	Philips
	Given that there is probably little room for additional changes to remove restrictions on layer-2 design, we believe that it should certainly be possible to cover service continuity for the inter-gNB case in the given number of TUs. Instead of the wording proposed by Qualcomm/Nokia, we would prefer the following wording:

Specify mechanisms for service continuity 
a. At least for intra-gNB cases [RAN2]
b. For inter-gNB cases [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4], if time allows.

	Sony
	We are generally OK with the revised WID. Two points:
· We would support the comment made already by other companies that reported completion in WG Chair notes should be sufficient.
· We suggest to add RAN3 to note 1.

	Ericsson
	We think the current WID proposal does not prioritize enough among the work, and we think this is the result of lack of real interest to make such prioritization. 

Related to this our understanding is that the reintroduction of the inter-gNB case, even if this may be considered an important scenario, will basically mean that no prioritization has been done for this WI. On top of this, please note that L3 U2U has minimum (or almost no) impact on RAN2 and it does not make sense to leave this out if we are going to add the inter-gNB case back.

Therefore, our opinion is that these two objectives go hand-in-hand. If this is as far as RAN can go with regards to prioritization in order to reduce the RAN WG workload, we have to accept the current WID (i.e. no inter-gNB case, no U2U, and no milestones). However, if companies are starting to add things back, we believe that also L3 U2U should also be re-introduced in the WID since it can be specified with no efforts required by RAN2 and covers a very important public safety use case. Additionally, the purpose of the milestones was to control the scope and help RAN2, so if we now start to increase the scope, then the milestones must come back.







3. Summary of finetuning round
During the finetuning round, several details about the WI objectives as well as two bigger aspects were raised.

· U2U
· One company asked to add back UE-to-UE relaying, at least L3. 
· Inter-gNB service continuity
· Several companies asked to add back inter-gNB service continuity either directly or as FFS.
· Other companies agreed with the current scope. 
· WI objectives
· A couple of editorial changes were proposed, i.e., modifications of objectives 1a, objective 3, and note 1.
· One company wanted to work on QoS management for L3 but others stated that this was not needed.
· One company proposed to focus the RRC state combinations to RRC_Connected.


4. Proposed Way Forward
Based on the further comments received during the finetuning round, the moderator proposes the following: 

· U2U
· Although the moderator very much agrees with the importance of the use case and although the moderator’s employee also supports adding it, the moderator proposes to stick to the GTW conclusion of limiting the content of this WI to UE-to-Network relaying only. 
· Inter-gNB service continuity
· Although the moderator (and the moderators’ employee) acknowledges the importance of the use case, the moderator proposes to stick to the GTW conclusion of keeping the content of this compromise WI limited to intra-eNB service continuity. 

The above proposals were made in the light of the discussions we had in the past days. Strong concerns were raised on the approach and feasibility of specifying both relay types in Rel-17. To address these concerns, we have all gone through the painful exercise of down-scoping the WID during 2 GTW sessions. Due to this down-scoping, RAN reluctantly reached consensus on removing the prioritization and milestones. It would not be right to up-scope the WID now again. 
For maximum transparency, the moderator will propose to bring this up at the GTW session on Friday.

· WI objectives
· The moderator onboarded the editorial changes, i.e., the modifications of objectives 1a, objective 3 and note 1, see updated WID [1]. The co-rapporteur’s name was added.
· The proposal to include L3 in the work on QoS management was not justified enough and would have increased the scope. Hence it was not onboarded.
· The proposal to focus the RRC state combinations to RRC_Connected has the potential to focus the discussion in RAN2 and was hence onboarded.
· The moderator clarified that “E2E QoS” is meant from a RAN point of view, hence including both radio links PC5 and Uu. It should not be interpreted that RAN would handle Core Network or application layer aspects.
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