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1. [bookmark: _Ref7144][bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Introduction
The following offline discussion is triggered to mainly discuss these proposals as follows:
[AT119bis-e][411][Relay] Relay cause value (vivo)
	Scope: Discuss the LS in R2-2209306 and related documents (R2-2209812 / R2-2209813 / R2-2209814 + first change from R2-2209903), consider the proposed correction, and draft a reply.
	Intended outcome: Report in R2-2210900, approvable LS, and agreeable CR if needed; report of extended discussion in R2-2210978
	Deadline: Friday 2022-10-14 1000 UTC – extended to Wednesday 2022-10-19 0100 UTC
Contact Points
	Name
	Company
	Email Address

	Bpubacar Kimba
	vivo
	kimba@vivo.com

	Zhibin Wu
	Apple
	Zhibin_wu@apple.com

	Rui Wang
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Wangrui46@huawei.com

	Seoyoung Back
	LG Electronics
	seoyoung.back@lge.com

	Gyuri Wolfner
	Nokia
	gyorgy.wolfner@nokia.com

	Hyunjeong Kang
	Samsung
	hyunjeong.kang@samsung.com

	Karthika Paladugu
	Qualcomm
	kpaladug@qti.qualcomm.com



2. Discussion
During the first round of this email discussion CR proposal option in [1] had some support from some companies as below:
[image: ]
Additionally, during the email discussion there was proposal on the reflector to add sentence to NOTE 2 as ‘When simultaneously triggered by upper layer and L2 remote UE, it is up to relay UE implementation whether/how to consider the cause value in the message received from L2 remote UE".
As there was some interest from some companies to improve NOTE 2 to better reflect CT1 progress, we may further consider the following options as baseline for NOTE2 improvement:
	Option 1: Modified based on ZTE’s paper (first change in R2-2209903)
NOTE 2:	In case the L2 U2N Relay UE initiates RRC connection establishment triggered by reception of message from a L2 U2N Remote UE via SL-RLC0 or SL-RLC1 as specified in 5.3.3.1a (including simultaneously triggered by L2 U2N Relay UE’s own service), the L2 U2N Relay UE sets the establishmentCause by implementation, but it can only set the emergency, mps-PriorityAccess, or mcs-PriorityAccess as establishmentCause if the same cause value is in the message received from the L2 U2N Remote UE via SL-RLC0 or received from the L2 U2N Relay UE’s upper layers.



	Option 2: Suggested by APPLE via email reflector
NOTE 2:	In case the L2 U2N Relay UE initiates RRC connection establishment triggered by reception of message from a L2 U2N Remote UE via SL-RLC0 or SL-RLC1 as specified in 5.3.3.1a, the L2 U2N Relay UE sets the establishmentCause by implementation, but it can only set the emergency, mps-PriorityAccess, or mcs-PriorityAccess as establishmentCause if the same cause value is in the message received from the L2 U2N Remote UE via SL-RLC0. When simultaneously triggered by the L2 U2N Relay UE’s own service and the L2 remote UE, it is up to Relay UE implementation whether/how to consider the cause value in the message received from L2 remote UE.



Q1: If RAN2 have to improve NOTE2 to better reflect the simultaneously triggered by Lthe L2 U2N Relay UE’s own service and the L2 remote UE case, which option do you prefer as a CR baseline?
A) Option 1: Modified based on ZTE’s paper (first change in R2-2209903), see as above
B) Option 2: Suggested by APPLE via email reflector, see as above
C) Other (please specify)
	Company
	Option?
	Comment

	Apple
	Option 2
	We think the Option 1 has two problems:
1. It is wrong to allow relay UE to choose the arbitrary cause value based on UE implementation in “non-emergency” simultaneous trigger case. We think the relay UE shall still use the upper layer cause value, if it does not want to consider the trigger from L2 remote UE.  
2. In “emergency”-kind of simultaneous trigger case, there is ambiguity about how to determine which “the same cause value” is to be set, if both upper layer and L2 remote UE provide two different cause values respectively from the set of <emergency, mps-priorityAccess, mcs-priorityAccess>. Probably, we have to still add another sentence to explain that this is up to UE implementation how to compare two sorts of emergency cause values.
Option 2 has avoided those issues and is less complex and more aligned with CT1 LS.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	None
	Similar view as Apple on Option 1 that it is not in line with CT1’s CR. To be specific, CT1’s CR is saying when there is relay UE’s own service, it is possible to use the cause value generated by AS layer. There is no extra rules on how to handle high priority cause value.
However, we do not see the point to repeat in AS spec that it is up to UE implementation when CT1 already capture a NOTE to clarify it is possible to use the value provided by NAS or the value generated by AS.
[Rapp] CT1 refers to RAN2 spec, now in RAN2 we point back to CT1 spec for reference. It seems we are going in to a close loop without clear explanation

	LG
	None
	We think the current RRC spec is fine. The CT1 CR already describes the possibility of simultaneous triggering cases. We think it seems a rare case and we don't think it is not necessary for a double description.
[Rapp] CT1 refers to RAN2 spec, now in RAN2 we point back to CT1 spec for reference. It seems we are going in to a close loop without clear explanation

	OPPO
	None
	Same view as HW and LG.
Given all this objection / debate, I thought it is very straightforward that we do not need to further work on this CR, in the same manner as we handle other CR?
[Rapp] Agree with you to consider other manner, such sending Ls reply to CT1 for further clarification.

	Ericsson
	None
	When there is a simultaneous occurrence, there is no additional information/guidance for the U2N relay UE with the proposed text options, it is still up to UE implementation. There is no requirement to mention all the possible (corner) cases when it is left up to UE implementation given the fact the CT1 has already captured it in their note. 
[Rapp] CT1 refers to RAN2 spec, now in RAN2 we point back to CT1 spec for reference. It seems we are going in to a close loop without clear explanation

	Nokia
	None (or Option 2 with modifications)
	Our understanding is that in principle the current NOTE 2 covers the simultaneous case, which is a corner case, as well: it is up-to UE implementation which cause value is used. Actually, when the NAS provided cause value is used can be considered as the case when the NAS triggered the request first (processed by AS before the Remote UE trigger). Some clarification may be added, but it is not necessary. 
If the majority supports Option 2 then we can accept it with some modification (see text highlighted by yellow): 
When simultaneously triggered by the L2 U2N Relay UE’s own service and the L2 remote UE, it is up to Relay UE implementation whether/how to consider the cause value in the message received from L2 remote UE and the cause value received from the upper layer.

	Samsung
	None
	We share the companies views that RAN2 specification does not repeat what CT1 specification captures.
[Rapp] CT1 refers to RAN2 spec, now in RAN2 we point back to CT1 spec for reference. It seems we are going in to a close loop without clear explanation

	ZTE
	Option 1, also open to better clarification for simultaneous case
	We disagree the 2 points on option 1 from APPLE:
To 1), as CT1’s LS, for simultaneous case, it is possible for lower layer to decide cause value. That is, lower layer is allowed to set cause value different from upper layer, for non-emergency service. It doesn’t restrict that “non-emergency” service must use upper layer cause value. To 2), for this case, anyway, UE implementation to set cause value.
On the other hand, Option 2 -- relay UE implementation whether/how to consider cause value from remote UE, it may also allow relay UE to choose the arbitrary cause value based on UE implementation in “non-emergency” simultaneous trigger case.
In Option 1, it wants to clarify that for simultaneous case, relay UE sets cause value by implementation and relay UE can only set these three cause value if the same cause value is from remote UE or from its own upper layer. It doesn’t require relay UE must set the three cause value when the same cause value comes from remote UE or its own upper layer.
CT1’s CR refers to TS 38.331 for relay UE lower layer to decide cause value, however we are not sure what’s the common understanding on how the relay UE handle the simultaneous case with current RRC spec (without any changes), following legacy upper layer trigger case, or following remote UE trigger case, or following either case is ok?  

	Qualcomm
	None
	We think the current spec is clear. It is already specificed in CT1 spec that it is upto UE implementation, so we do not see a need for further NOTE updates to clarify the implementation details.
[Rapp] CT1 refers to RAN2 spec, now in RAN2 we point back to CT1 spec for reference. It seems we are going in to a close loop without clear explanation

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]CATT
	None
	There is no need to further clarify in NOTE2 due to CT1’s LS in.


Summary: 
Xxx

3. Conclusion
The summary concludes with the following proposals:
xxx
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NOTE 2: In case the L2 U2N Relay UE initiates RRC connection establishment triggered by reception of message
froma L2 U2N Remote UE via SL-RLCO or SL-RLC] as specified in5.3.3.1a, the L2 U2N Relay UE
sets the esiablishmentCause by implementation, but it can only set the emergency, mps-PrioritvAccess, or
mes-PriorityAccess as establishmentCause if the same cause value is in the message received from the L2
U2N Remote UE via SL-RLCO or if the same cause value is received from upper layer.





