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Introduction
This paper summarizes the following email discussion:
	CB: # SLRelay3_Others
- Whether to change WA NG-RAN receives the multi-path authorization from the AMF as Agreement?
- Discuss on supporting multi-path authorized information?
- Discuss on whether to support addition of both direct and indirect path?
- Discuss on the impact of CU-DU split architecture, e.g. responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU.
- Whether gNB-DU should know the path information of each configured path, e.g. SpCell ID, Relay UE ID, etc?
- Whether gNB-CU is responsible to determine the data split among two paths for a DRB for both intra-DU and inter-DU cases?
- Capture the agreements and open issues
(LG - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-225929 rev in R3-225955



Phase I: Please provide your views before Tuesday, 11th October 2022, 23:59 UTC. Try to agree some proposals during online session.
Phase II: Try to solve remaining open issues.
For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following: 
Agreements in 2nd phase
P-1: Previous RAN3 agreement is updated as follows:
For Scenario 1, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
For Scenario 2, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
· Whether to add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path is pending to RAN2 decision.
P-2: For Scenario 2, interface between UEs are non-3GPP defined. Therefore in the UE context setup/modification procedure, the PC5 Relay RLC channel configurations are not needed for remote UE and relay UE.

Agreements in 1st phase
For Scenario 1, the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-17 SL relay can be reused as a baseline. Whether to enhance the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-18 is FFS. 
For the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Scenario 2, the RAN3 waits for RAN2’s progress on protocol stack for Scenario 2.
For the multi-path support, the gNB-CU takes the responsibility to decide the addition/modification/release of the path.
For intra-DU and inter-DU cases, the UE Context Setup / Modification procedure can be reused to configure the 2nd path with possible enhancements. The details will be discussed based on RAN2 progress.
The RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on whether the gNB-DU knows the path information of each configured path.
WA: The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release, depending on RAN2 decision.
The gNB-CU is responsible to determine the data split among two paths for a DRB for both intra-DU and inter-DU cases.
For intra-DU case, two F1-U tunnels are setup between CU and DU for a split DRB. FFS on how to support the multi-path delivery of split SRB.
WA: For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.
WA: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.

Discussion (Phase 2)
Since the time until 1st deadline is short, we were not able to have the time to check some topics. The moderator suggests to discuss these topics in 2nd phase of this email discussion based on the conclusions of the 1st phase.

Clarification on previous RAN3 agreement
Based on the above conclusion of the e-mail discussion in RAN2 [9], one company clarifies that Scenario 2 only supports to add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path [8]. So, it is proposed to clarify the RAN3 agreement as following [8]:
For Scenario 1, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
For Scenario 2, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.

During online session in RAN2, the followings are agreed:
Agreements:
Proposal 1-1A (modified): The following cases are to be supported for Scenario 1.
A.	The remote UE operating only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
B.	The remote UE operating only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB; 
C.	The remote UE operating in multi-path releases the indirect path;
D.	The remote UE operating in multi-path releases the direct path;
G.	The remote UE operating in multi-path changes to a new relay UE for the indirect path while keeping the direct path under the same gNB.  FFS if this case would be supported via separate release-and-add (A+C in separate reconfigurations) or a single switch procedure (e.g. similar to i2i service continuity).

Proposal 1-1B (modified): The following case is to be not supported for Scenario 1 as a group mobility scenario.
F.	The remote UE configured with multi-path keeps the serving relay UE for the indirect path and the serving cell of the remote UE for the direct path while the serving relay UE changes the serving cell of the relay UE under the same gNB;

Agreements:
Proposal 1-2A: The following cases are proposed to be supported for Scenario 2.
A.	The remote UE configured only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
C.	The remote UE configured with multi-path releases the indirect path;

Proposal 1-2B: The following case is proposed to be not supported for Scenario 2.
F.	The remote UE configured with multi-path keeps the serving relay UE for the indirect path and the serving cell of the remote UE for the direct path while the serving relay UE changes the serving cell of the relay UE under the same gNB;

Proposal 1-2C: Whether to support the following case can be further discussed for Scenario 2.
B.	The remote UE configured only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB; 
D.	The remote UE configured with multi-path releases the direct path;
E.	The remote UE configured with multi-path changes the serving cell of the remote UE for the direct path while keeping the serving relay UE for the indirect path under the same gNB;
G.	The remote UE configured with multi-path changes to a new relay UE for the indirect path while keeping the direct path under the same gNB.

For Scenario 2, the RAN2 has the on-going discussion on whether to support the case where the remote UE configured only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB. So, based on the RAN2 agreement, the moderator proposes to update the previous RAN3 agreement as follows:

Potential proposal 1: Previous RAN3 agreement is updated as follows:
For Scenario 1, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
For Scenario 2, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
· Whether to add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path is pending to RAN2 decision.

Phase 2) Question 1: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposal is agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	vivo
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	



Moderator summary: 11 companies provided feedbacks. All companies provided answer “Yes”. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-1: Previous RAN3 agreement is updated as follows:
For Scenario 1, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
For Scenario 2, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
· Whether to add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path is pending to RAN2 decision.

Support of Scenario 2 in CU-DU split
For Scenario 2, [7] proposed that the RAN3 waits for RAN2 progress on the protocol design, especially the SRAP part. However, from the RAN3 point of view, it can be discussed on whether to support the following proposals in [7]. 
Potential proposal 2: Interface between UEs are non-3GPP defined, therefore in the UE context setup/modification procedure, the PC5 Relay RLC channel configurations are not needed for remote UE and relay UE.
Potential proposal 3: For relay UE, relaying configuration over Uu hop, e.g, Uu Relay RLC channel and bearer mapping configurations, in L2 U2N relay-based multi-path can be reused for UE aggregation during the relay UE’s UE context modification procedure.

Phase 2) Question 2: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposals are agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	vivo
	See comment
	Yes for Prop 2.
For P3, RAN2 is discussing potential relay Uu RLC channel and bearer mapping configuration. So, this can wait for RAN2 progress.

	E///
	Partially yes
	P2, yes for the ideal interface.
P3, we can wait for RAN2’s progress. In general, we agree that reusing the existing IEs is a good approach.

	Qualcomm
	P2 – Yes
P3 – Not yet
	P2: OK, but clarify in proposal that this is for Scenario 2 (ideal interface)
P3: Agree, but maybe better to agree this when we define stage-2

	Nokia
	Yes 
	

	Huawei
	See comments
	P2 is ok.
P3 is too early, since the protocol stack for UE aggregation is still under discussion. The main controversy is whether we need SRAP for scenario 2, which depends on its use case. If the SRAP is not supported, the bearer mapping configurations will not be needed.

	ZTE
	P2:Yes
P3: No
	For P3, we also think it would be better to wait for RAN2’s progress on the support of SRAP layer and then determine the detailed design.

	China Telecom
	Yes to P2
P3 see comment
	In general, we agree with the intention of proposal 3. But maybe better to wait for RAN2's progress on the SRAP layer design.

	Samsung
	P2: Yes
P3: Wait for RAN2
	

	LGE
	P2: Yes
P3: Wait for RAN2
	

	CATT
	P2: Yes
P3: Wait for RAN2
	P3. Not sure whether bear mapping is needed…

	CMCC
	P2: Yes
P3: Wait for RAN2
	



Moderator summary: 11 companies provided feedbacks. All companies provided answer “Yes” for Potential proposal 2. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-2: For Scenario 2, interface between UEs are non-3GPP defined. Therefore in the UE context setup/modification procedure, the PC5 Relay RLC channel configurations are not needed for remote UE and relay UE.

For Potential proposal 3, majority companies provided answer “wait for RAN2 progress”. Therefore, there is no agreement on Potential proposal 3.

Also, [1][3][4][5][6][7] suggest to capture the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition under the same gNB-CU into TS 38.401. For now, since the RAN2 has the discussion on how to support the addition procedure, the moderator suggests to discuss this topic in next meeting.

4 Discussion (Phase 1)
The e-mail discussion in 1st phase of this CB focuses on the impact to support the multi-path relaying in CU-DU split architecture. The issue related to the multi-path authorization is discussed in CB: # SLRelay1_Authorization. The remaining open issues not solved in 1st phase will be discussed in 2nd phase.

1 
Clarification on previous RAN3 agreement
In RAN3 #117-e meeting, the following agreement was already made:
Addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
· This does not imply the exclusion of any other path addition possibility.
In the RAN2, the following is proposed based on the e-mail discussion [9]:
	Conclusions of Email discussion in [9]:
…
Proposal 1-1A: The following cases are proposed to be supported for Scenario 1.
A.	The remote UE configured only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
B.	The remote UE configured only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB; 
…
Proposal 1-2A: The following cases are proposed to be supported for Scenario 2.
A.	The remote UE configured only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
…
Proposal 1-2C: Whether to support the following case can be further discussed for Scenario 2.
B.	The remote UE configured only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB
…



Based on the above conclusion of the e-mail discussion in RAN2, one company clarifies that Scenario 2 only supports to add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path [8]. So, it is proposed to clarify the RAN3 agreement as following [8]:
For Scenario 1, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add direct path, after the establishment of the indirect path.
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
For Scenario 2, addition of direct/indirect path are supported as follows:
· Add indirect path, after the establishment of the direct path.
However, RAN2 has not yet agreed to exclude the case where the direct path is added after the establishment of the indirect path in Scenario 2. RAN2 would discuss this topic on this Wednesday. So, the moderator suggests to discuss this topic in 2nd phase of this email discussion based on the RAN2 decision.

Responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU
In Rel-17, the following responsibility are defined for gNB-CU and gNB-DU, respectively, for sidelink relay:
· gNB-CU’s responsibility:
· Local Remote UE ID allocation
· Remote UE and relay UE association and context maintenance 
· Remote UE bearer mapping and multiplexing 
· Relaying Uu/PC5 RLC channel management
· E2E QoS split management for relaying 
· Dedicated thresholds for relay discovery 
· gNB-DU’s responsibility
· Uu adaptation layer (AL) support for CP/UP data 
· Determine the RLC/MAC/PHY Configuration for the relaying Uu/PC5 RLC CHs of relay UE 
· Dedicated resource pool for NR ProSe service (same as legacy) 
To support the multi-paths via the SL relay in Scenario 1, [4] suggests that the legacy responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU can be reused. To enhance the data throughput and reliability, data split/duplication can be conducted by E2E Uu PDCP. 
However, for Scenario 2, whether an adaptation layer is needed or not is still FFS. The RAN2 has the on-going discussion on whether some aspects can be supported in Scenario 2 without an adaptation layer [9]. Therefore, the RAN3 needs to wait for RAN2’s progress on protocol stack for Scenario 2 [3].
Potential proposal 1: For Scenario 1, the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-17 SL relay can be reused as a baseline. Whether to enhance the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-18 is FFS.
Potential proposal 2: For the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Scenario 2, the RAN3 waits for RAN2’s progress on protocol stack for Scenario 2.

Question 1: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposals are agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	Legacy design principle can be reused, which will introduce the least spec impact. Besides, we should consider some functionalities that should be introduced particularly for multi-path relay, e.g., data splitting/duplication.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	



Moderator summary: 10 companies provided feedbacks. All companies provided answer “Yes”. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-1: For Scenario 1, the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-17 SL relay can be reused as a baseline. Whether to enhance the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Rel-18 is FFS.
P-2: For the responsibility of gNB-CU and gNB-DU in Scenario 2, the RAN3 waits for RAN2’s progress on protocol stack for Scenario 2.

Path addition/modification/release procedure
For the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition under the same gNB-CU, companies suggest that for the multi-path support, the gNB-CU takes the responsibility to decide the addition/modification/release of the path. That is, the 1st path (i.e., direct path or indirect path) can be established per Rel-17. Based on the measurement from the UE, the gNB-CU decides to add the 2nd path. From RAN3 perspective, the F1AP need to support the configuration for the 2nd path. There are two possible scenarios in CU-DU split architecture [2]:
· Scenario 1: direct path and indirect path use different gNB-DU.
The 2nd path is configured in the gNB-DU via the F1AP UE Context Setup procedure.
· Scenario 2: direct path and indirect path use same gNB-DU. 
Since the UE context is already created in the gNB-DU due to the establishment of 1st path, the gNB-DU can be configured via the F1AP UE Context Modification procedure.
In both scenarios, it may require enhancement to F1AP UE Context Setup procedure and UE Context Modification procedure to configure the 2nd path. In Rel-17, the Path Switch Configuration IE was defined to indicate the target indirect path. Similar to the Path Switch Configuration IE, a new IE for the multi-path specific configuration may be needed over F1 to help the gNB-DU derive/generate low layer configurations (i.e., CellGroupConfig) [2][5][6][7]. Basically, the details can be discussed based on the RAN2 progress. 
However, from the RAN3 point of view, it can be discussed on whether the gNB-DU should know the path information of each configured path as proposed in [5][7]. For example, suppose that the gNB-DU cannot distinguish the direct path and the indirect path. When the gNB-DU receives the UE CONTEXT RELEASE message in intra-DU case, the gNB-DU may not know which path should be release [7].
Potential proposal 3: For the multi-path support, the gNB-CU takes the responsibility to decide the addition/modification/release of the path.
Potential proposal 4: For intra-DU and inter-DU cases, the UE Context Setup / Modification procedure can be reused to configure the 2nd path with possible enhancements. The details will be discussed based on RAN2 progress.
Potential proposal 5: The gNB-DU should know the path information of each configured path, e.g. SpCell ID, Relay UE ID. 

Question 2: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposals are agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	To be more precise on P5, gNB-DU should know the cell ID of remote UE over direct path and cell ID of relay and relay UE ID over indirect path. So the presence of relay UE ID can an implicit indicator that it is an indirect path (no need of any “path ID”)

	ZTE
	Yes with proposal 3 and 4
See comments for proposal 5
	We tend to agree that the path information is useful for the gNB-DU to identify whether the direct path, indirect path should be configured. However, it is not clear why the SpCell ID should be used as part of the path information. It is suggested to remove the SpCell ID. 

	vivo
	Partially
	Fine for Prop 3 and Prop 4. 
For Prop 5, RAN2 has not yet made any decision on cell group type, eg., Pcell, Spcell,..., and also for scenario 2 to we do not have relay UE ID. Thus, for Prop5, RAN3 should wait for RAN2 progress first.

	Nokia
	See comment
	P3: yes
P4: yes
P5: agree with QC. For scenario 1 – indirect path, it is enough for DU to know the Relay UE ID. For scenario 2, wait for RAN2.

	CATT
	Yes 
	For P5, Spcell or relay UE ID is able to identify the indirect path independently. But consider that the definition of Spcell is not clear, we are ok to remove the Spcell in P5.

	LGE
	Yes for P3 and P4
	For P5, we think that for Scenario 1, the path information can be useful for the gNB-DU. But, for Scenario 2, RAN3 waits for RAN2 progress.

	Samsung
	Yes
	For P5, at least we can agree in principle that the gNB-DU should know the path information of each configured path.

	Huawei
	Yes
	P3 and P4 are ok.
P5: CU will provide information to DU to generate lower layer configuration but this depends on RAN2 discussion and we can wait a bit for their conclusion

	CMCC
	Partially
	P3: yes
P4: yes
P5: agree with vivo. RAN3 should wait for RAN2 progress considering the concept of SpCell still under discussion in RAN2.

	E///
	Yes
	P3, P4: ok
P5: agree with vivo.



Moderator summary: 10 companies provided feedbacks. 
For Potential proposal 3 and 4, all companies provided answer “Yes”. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-3: For the multi-path support, the gNB-CU takes the responsibility to decide the addition/modification/release of the path.
P-4: For intra-DU and inter-DU cases, the UE Context Setup / Modification procedure can be reused to configure the 2nd path with possible enhancements. The details will be discussed based on RAN2 progress.

For Potential proposal 5, 6 companies provided answer “wait for RAN2 progress”. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-5: The RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on whether the gNB-DU knows the path information of each configured path.

In RAN3 #117-e meeting, there is a FFS on whether two paths can be setup at the same time. [1][3][4][7][8] suggest that the direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release. In [5], one company considers that for the mobility scenarios such as the intra-gNB handover, the RAN2 may decide to support the case that both paths can be (re)configured to the UE during the handover procedure. Therefore, the RAN3 wait for the RAN2 progress on whether two paths can be set at the same time during mobility. 
According to the majority view, the moderator proposes the working assumption that in this release, the direct path and indirect path cannot be configure for a remote UE simultaneously. Based on the RAN2 decision, the RAN3 can revisit this topic in next meeting.
Potential proposal 6: (WA) The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release. 

Question 3: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposal is agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	If RAN2 is discussing such issue, then it is safer for RAN3 to wait for RAN2 progress before making any WA.

	Huawei
	Yes
	This procedure can be replaced by adding the second path based on that the first path was established before. At this stage, we should focus on the baseline procedures and deprioritized some enhancement. In the meantime, RAN3 can wait for RAN2 decision about this issue.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	



Moderator summary: 10 companies provided feedbacks. 
9 companies provided answer “Yes”, and 1 company provided answer “wait for RAN2 progress”. Given the large majority, the moderator proposes to take the proposal as a working assumption. This WA may be turned into the agreement based on RAN2 decision.
P-6: (WA) The direct path and indirect path cannot be configured for a remote UE simultaneously in this release.

According to [5], for DRB, if the data can be split among multiple paths, the issue is which node determines the split, e.g., gNB-CU or gNB-DU. Based on the observations in [5], two F1-U tunnel seems inevitable in inter-DUs case. Therefore, the gNB-CU is the only reasonable choice which could determine the split for the inter-DU case. To achieve a unified solution for both intra-DU case and inter-DU case, [5] suggests to support the gNB-CU to determine the data split for DRB.
Similarly, according to [3], since the PDCP entity at gNB-CU is responsible for the data split, it is necessary for the gNB-CU to request the gNB-DU to setup two F1-U tunnels for the split bearer. One F1-U tunnel is used for the data packet delivery via direct path and the other F1-U tunnel is used for the data packet delivery via indirect path.
Potential proposal 7: The gNB-CU is responsible to determine the data split among two paths for a DRB for both intra-DU and inter-DU cases.
Also, in [3], it is proposed that for intra-DU case, two F1-U tunnels are setup between gNB-CU and gNB-DU for a split DRB, which are used to deliver the split/duplicated packet via direct and indirect path respectively. For the SRB, however, since the RAN2 has the discussion on whether the SRB can be configured as split bearer, the RAN3 needs to wait for the RAN2 progress.
For the split bearer in inter-DU case, the gNB-CU may request the gNB-DU1 and gNB-DU2 to setup the DRB respectively [3]. Two F1-U tunnels corresponding to gNB-DU1 and gNB-DU2 are established for this DRB. Similarly, for the split SRB, two F1-C connections are established. The gNB-CU may decide the SRB signalling split/duplication and deliver it via the two F1-C connection respectively. So, [3][7] suggest that in this case, the DC principle can be reused.
Potential proposal 8: For intra-DU case, two F1-U tunnels are setup between CU and DU for a split DRB. FFS on how to support the multi-path delivery of split SRB.
Potential proposal 9: For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.

Question 4: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposals are agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	
	P7 and P8 is ok.
For P9, RAN3 can wait for RAN2 decision about the data split/duplication mechanism. From RAN2 discussion, the legacy data split/duplication mechanism can be reused directly for DRB, while for the SRB the design is still under discussion and companies had different opinions. If legacy DC is reuse for both SRB and DRB, then P9 can be supported. Otherwise RAN3 need to do some check.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	



Moderator summary: 10 companies provided feedbacks. 
For Potential proposal 7 and 8, All companies provided answer “Yes”. Therefore, moderator would propose the following:
P-7: The gNB-CU is responsible to determine the data split among two paths for a DRB for both intra-DU and inter-DU cases.
P-8: For intra-DU case, two F1-U tunnels are setup between CU and DU for a split DRB. FFS on how to support the multi-path delivery of split SRB.

For Potential proposal 9, 9 companies provided answer “Yes”, and 1 company provided answer “wait for RAN2 progress”. Given the large majority, the moderator proposes to take the proposal as a working assumption. This WA may be turned into the agreement based on RAN2 decision.
P-9: (WA) For inter-DU case, legacy DC based data split/duplication mechanism can be reused as baseline for split DRB/SRB.

In RAN3 #117-e meeting, it was agreed that the RAN3 will study the signaling impact on the direct or indirect path change under the same gNB for a UE connected via multi-path. For the direct path change case, it is proposed in [7] that the remote UE can perform intra-CU handover without indirect path change. Or, the gNB-CU releases the direct path and only keeps indirect path. For the indirect path change case, it is also proposed in [7] that the remote UE can connect to a cell or a relay UE without direct path change. Or, the gNB-CU releases the indirect path and only keeps direct path. [6] suggests that the solution to support the intra-gNB indirect-to-indirect path switching in Rel-18 U2N service continuity enhancement can be reused for the indirect path change case with possible enhancement. 
According to [6], however, the basic procedure to configure the multi-paths is not yet introduced from the RAN3 perspective. Also, according to the RAN2 e-mail discussion about the path operations in multi-path relaying [9], the RAN2 had a discussion on the open issues, but there is no crystal-clear conclusion on some open issues (e.g., whether and how to define the primary path in multi-path support). Specifically, from the RAN2 point of view, there is no consensus on whether to support the direct path change under the same gNB. At this point, it is difficult for the RAN3 to analyze the signaling impact on the direct or indirect path in detail. [3] also suggests to de-prioritize the path configuration combinations which including modification of direct or indirect path. 
Potential proposal 10: The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition. 

Question 5: Companies are invited to provide views on whether above proposal is agreeable.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Ok to focus first on direct path addition and indirect path addition in case of intra-DU and inter-DU scenarios. Path change scenarios can be considered next.

	ZTE
	Yes
	It is suggested to start with the specification of basic signalling procedure for the following two scenarios and then discuss the path change procedure if necessary.
 A.	The remote UE configured only on the direct path adds the indirect path under the same gNB; 
B.	The remote UE configured only on the indirect path adds the direct path under the same gNB; 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	
	RAN2 is discussing this issue. We can wait for RAN2 to identify scenarios.

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	Share view with CATT.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Path change procedure can be implemented by two steps: path release + new path addition. So RAN2/RAN3 should focused on the baseline procedures of direct/indirect path addition/release first. Then, if time is available, RAN2/RAN3 can discuss other procedures, like path change.

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	E///
	Yes
	RAN2 has not decided how the additions scenarios will be like. Before going details on signaling design, we prefer to wait.



Moderator summary: 9 companies provided feedbacks. 
7 companies provided answer “Yes”, and 2 companies provided answer “wait for RAN2 progress”. Given the large majority, the moderator proposes to take the proposal as a working assumption. This WA may be turned into the agreement based on RAN2 decision.
P-10: (WA) The RAN3 will specify the details of the path change procedure after introducing the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition.

In [7], there are some proposals to support Scenario 2 in CU-DU split case. Since the time until 1st deadline is short, the moderator proposes to discuss this topic in 2nd Phase of this e-mail discussion or next meeting.
Also, [1][3][4][5][6][7] suggest to capture the procedure of the direct/indirect path addition under the same gNB-CU into TS 38.401. The moderator suggests to discuss this topic in 2nd phase of this email discussion based on the conclusions of the 1st phase.

Primary path
In [8], it is suggested that only the direct path can be configured as the primary path and the indirect path can be configured as the secondary path for scenario 1 and 2, regardless indirect path or direct path is added as second path. However, in the last meeting, it was agreed that RAN3 waits for the RAN2 progress on whether and how to define the Primary path in multi-path support. The RAN2 has not yet agreed on whether to define the Primary path. So, the moderator suggests not to discuss this topic in this meeting.

4.5 Other
Question 6: Please companies provide comments if any issue is missing in above discussion.
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



5 Conclusion, Recommendations (if needed)
If needed
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