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[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In this contribution, we discuss two leftover issues (N122 and B109) for Rel-18 SL Relay and the latest LS reply received from SA2.
Discussions
2.1 N122 on explicit configuration/indication for PC5-RRC trigger
N122 RIL in R2-2403603 proposes introducing an indication indicating whether the remote UE sends RemoteUEInformationSidelink including connectionForMP or not. 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. For the raised proposal, our concern is how to trigger the IDLE/INACTVE relay UE to enter CONNECTED state in case if one of the remote or relay UE does not support the new PC5-RRC trigger and gNB decides to configue split SRB1 without duplication?
From our point of view, if both of the remote UE and target relay UE support the new PC5-RRC trigger, there is no limitation that the gNB shall not configure split SRB1 with duplication. In other words, it is left to gNB implemetation how to configure split SRB1 with duplication under this case. If gNB doesn’t configure split SRB1 with duplication, then the remote UE shall use the new PC5-RRC trigger; If one of the remote UE or target relay UE does not support the new PC5-RRC trigger, to achieve the intention that trigger the IDLE/INACTVE relay UE into CONNECTED state, the gNB implementation shall configure split SRB1 with duplication to the remote UE. Besides, it is also failed to see that the current issue is related to the UE capability about “whether to support UL transmission on both path”. Considering the late stage where we are, it is recommended that no further enhancement is needed on the current issue.
Proposal 1: It is unnecessary to introduce an indication indicating whether the remote UE sends RemoteUEInformationSidelink including connectionForMP or not. 
2.2 B109 on sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure for U2U
B109 RIL in R2-2402718 proposes that a U2U Relay UE initiates transmission of the NotificationMessageSidelink message due to sidelink RRC reconfiguration failure. The proponent company raised that the case is that the U2U relay UE receives the failure message from the target remote UE in the second hop, and there could be a new failure type for this case. For the raised case, we reckon that it is not a failure case since the UE can fall back to the previous configuration and the link will not break. Simply, the source remote UE can retry the reconfiguration procedure. All in all, the benefit to have RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink for the indirect path failure case is not clear enough, considering we are at the late stage of R18 SL relay, we propose not to treat the raised proposal in the current release.
Proposal 2: When Relay UE receives RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink from the target Remote UE, there is no need to send NotificationMessageSidelink to source Remote UE. 
2.3 Reply LS on U2U relay selection (R2-2404136)
In [1], SA2 replied LS on U2U relay selection issue. In the LS reply, SA2 clearly stated that SA2 specifications doesn’t cover the relay selection that enables to move a connection from a direct PC5 connection to a U2U relay connection. Besides, SA2 would also like to inform RAN2 that this aspect is not in scope of Rel-18 5G_ProSe_Ph2 WI. In other words, SA2 will not extend SA2 specifications to support it.  From RAN2 point of view, RAN2 has specified triggers for U2U relay selection and reselection in 5.8.17.3 of TS 38.331. Triggering U2U relay selection enables to move a connection from a direct PC5 connection to a U2U relay connection and triggering U2U relay reselection enables to move a connection from one U2U relay to another U2U relay. Under the current situation, the below two ways are provided to push forward this issue:
· Option 1: Delete the triggering U2U relay selection enables to move a connection from a direct PC5 connection to a U2U relay connection in the current 38.331;
· Option 2: From technical point of view, there is no issue to support the triggering U2U relay selection to move a connection from a direct PC5 connection to a U2U relay connection, the current description in 38.331 can be retained. A NOTE can be added if needed. Sent a LS to SA2 to ask whether SA2 can handle this mismatch in Rel-19 SL Relay.
From our point of view, in case SA2 and RAN2 doesn’t support one function synchronously in one release, it is unnecessary to delete the already agreed and specified solution. There are similar example instances in the current 3GPP project, for example, RAN2 supports DC but there is some gap to support DC in RAN3 in Rel-18 XR. Due to the time limitation, we prefer to keep the current description in TS38.331.
Proposal 3: RAN2 keeps the description on moving a direct PC5 connection to U2U relay connection in TS38.331. If companies think it is unclear, a note can be added to clarify that SA2 does not support this feature.
Proposal 4: If proposal 3 is agreed, RAN2 is suggested to send an LS to SA2 asking whether this mismatch can be fixed in R19. 
Conclusion
According to the analysis in section 2, it is proposed:
Proposal 1: It is unnecessary to introduce an indication indicating whether the remote UE sends RemoteUEInformationSidelink including connectionForMP or not. 
Proposal 2: When Relay UE receives RRCReconfigurationFailureSidelink from the target Remote UE, there is no need to send NotificationMessageSidelink to source Remote UE. 
Proposal 3: RAN2 keeps the description on moving a direct PC5 connection to U2U relay connection in TS38.331. If companies think it is unclear, a note can be added to clarify that SA2 does not support this feature.
Proposal 4: If proposal 3 is agreed, RAN2 is suggested to send an LS to SA2 asking whether this mismatch can be fixed in R19. 
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