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1 Introduction
After RAN2 #116bis-e meeting, the open issue list discussion has been completed. Thus, based on the output of open issue list, we will further discussion the remaining open issues of control plane procedure.
2 Discussion
2.1 Remaining issues of PC5-S
During the open issue list discussion, one remaining issue related to PC5-S messages is identified. 
Firstly, some companies have concern on the naming of the PC5-S messages used to trigger the link release procedure. However, since RAN2 only cares about the AS layer signalling and procedure, rather than the details of PC5-S signalling design. Thus, it can rely on SA2 effort on the further design of PC5-S signalling.
Secondly, another issue concerned by companies is that as it is agreed that both PC5-S and PC5-RRC messages can be used to inform remote UE on relay UE’s HO/ Cell reselection, it is unclear on how the relay UE decides which message to send at a time. Again, from our view, the usage of PC5-S message is up to SA2/CT1 for further specification, and RAN2 only needs to care about the usage of PC5-RRC, for which the conclusion is clear already.
[bookmark: _Toc95396369][bookmark: _Toc95723139]Leave the further issue of PC5-S signalling design to SA2/CT1, no need for additional specification effort in RAN2.
In addition, some companies mentioned that additional indications/messages used for trigger remote UE to determine whether to perform relay reselection are still necessary. The triggering of the transmission of those indications/messages could be the following:
· Relay UE Uu recovery
· Relay UE Uu recovery failure
· Relay UE handover failure
· Relay UE Uu RRC reconfiguration failure
· Relay UE’s connection establishment/resume equest rejected by gNB
· Relay UE’s RRC reestablishment failure
However, as we observed, these triggering condition has already been discussed in the agenda item summary in R2-2111382, and the majority view is not to support additional triggering condition. Therefore, at the final stage of the work item, it is not wise to re-open the discussion on controversial optimization.
[bookmark: _Toc95396370][bookmark: _Toc95723140]RAN2 not pursue further optimization on the triggering condition of relay UE to send PC5-RRC/PC5-S messages in Rel-17.
2.2 Timer handling
Currently, some of the timer designed for relay UE selection/reselection has been settled down, such as T300-like timer, T304-like timer, T319-like timer and T301-like timer. However, during the open issue list discussion, companies would like to introduce some additional timers for other usage. 
First of all, in traditional Uu services, T390 is used to control how long UE is barred after UAC check failure, which is a per-cell configured granularity. In the current 38.331 running CR, remote UE would stop T390 upon relay UE (re-)selection. 
However, the serving cell of remote UE may not change after relay UE reselection, i.e. the target relay UE and remote UE are under intra cell coverage. In this case, from proponent’s view, the barring status should continue until T390 expiry, which means remote UE should not stop T390 after relay (re-)selection in this case. However, even if legacy scheme, the result of cell (re)selection could be the same cell, which does not lead to differentiated handling either. Furthermore, it seems only minority companies hold this view. Therefore, from our view this is not a critical issue and RAN2 does not need to pursue additional effort on defining additional stop condition for T390 timer.
RAN2 not pursue additional effort for the stop condition for T390. 
In addition, in traditional Uu service, T350 is used for dedicated SI request by RRC_CONNECTED UE, the T350 based onDemandSIB-RequestProhibitTimer is used for SI request. Similarly, this timer can be applied to RRC_CONNECTED remote UE. 
However, proponents believe this timer should also be allowed to use by sending via PC5-RRC for RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE Remote UE. In that case, a T350-like timer should be introduced for on demand SI request via PC5-RRC. From our view, it is the truth that the legacy T350 timer can still work for RRC_CONNECTED relay UE and for remote UE when using DedicatedSIBRequest. For other RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE UE, it seems not a critical issue to solve since only minority companies hold the view. Therefore, it is not critical to introduce T350-like timer for on demand SI request via PC5-RRC.
[bookmark: _Toc95396371][bookmark: _Toc95723141]RAN2 not pursue T350-like timer for on demand SI request via PC5-RRC.
For the timer related to the start and stop time during RRCSetup, RRCResume, or RRCReconfiguration procedure, some companies believe due to the relay UE, it is hard for UE / gNB to handle the scheduling latency for a single hop to match the end-to-end timer. However, there seems nothing broken even if no optimization on the current design, i.e., the issue can be solved by remote UE / gNB implementation. Furthermore, the proposal on solution is still in a quite open / generalized manner. Therefore, there is no need to synchronize the start and stop time between remote UE and gNB for RRCSetup, RRCResume, or RRCReconfiguration procedure.
[bookmark: _Toc95396372][bookmark: _Toc95723142]RAN2 not pursue further optimization on “time ambiguity between remote UE and gNB”.
2.3 Other Remaining issue
In addition, some companies mentioned that enhancement related to Relay UE performing CHO should be considered, e.g., Relay UE may needs to send notification message upon CHO execution. The argument is that currently there is no restriction of Relay UE being configured with CHO. If handover is triggered by CHO of relay UE, gNB is not aware of when the handover is performed. Only Relay UE is aware of the handover timing in both legacy and CHO handover. Therefore, Relay UE also needs to send an indication to remote UE upon legacy and CHO handover execution. From our view, in the current running CR, the description of handover can work for both Relay UE’s legacy handover and CHO. On the other side, there seems lack of motivation to differentiate Relay UE’s handover between normal HO and CHO for Remote UE. Therefore, there is no need for RAN2 to pursue additional spec effort related to CHO of Relay UE
[bookmark: _Toc95396373][bookmark: _Toc95723143]RAN2 not pursue additional spec effort related to CHO of relay UE.
3 Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]During this meeting, the remaining control plane issue of service continuity has been discussed,  the following proposals are given out:
Proposal 1:	Leave the further issue of PC5-S signalling design to SA2/CT1, no need for additional specification effort in RAN2.
Proposal 2:	RAN2 not pursue further optimization on the triggering condition of relay UE to send PC5-RRC/PC5-S messages in Rel-17.
Proposal 4:	RAN2 not pursue T350-like timer for on demand SI request via PC5-RRC.
Proposal 5:	RAN2 not pursue further optimization on “time ambiguity between remote UE and gNB”.
Proposal 6:	RAN2 not pursue additional spec effort related to CHO of relay UE.

