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Introduction
This is the trigger of the following email discussion:

· [AT119bis-e][415][Relay] LS on authorization for UE-to-UE relay (LG)
      Scope: Discuss the LS in R2-2209357 and attempt to converge on a reply.

      Intended outcome: Approvable LS

      Deadline: Friday 2022-10-14 1000 UTC

Companies are requested to provide their views on the issues and questions listed in this document.

Discussion

Issue 1: “5G ProSe authorised” information for UE-to-UE Relay operation
SA2 is progressing Rel-18 FS_5G_ProSe_Ph2 in TR 23.700-33.

During the study, SA2 discussed the aspect on ProSe Authorization information related to UE-to-UE Relay operation sent from AMF to NG-RAN. This aspect is related to one of objectives for UE-to-UE Relay listed in Rel-18 NR_SL_relay_enh WID, i.e. "ii. Signalling support for Relay and remote UE authorization if SA2 concludes it is needed [RAN3]".

The NR_SL_relay_enh WID reads that this aspect is up to SA2 and SA2 thinks that it is technically feasible to deliver the authorization information related to UE-to-UE Relay operation from AMF to NG-RAN as part of the NGAP message. However, SA2 has not concluded on how such information can be used for U2U Relay operation in NG-RAN. 

Because how NG-RAN operation is performed to support UE-to-UE Relay operation, e.g. applying the network scheduled operation mode is within RAN2 remit and NGAP/XnAP is within RAN3 remit, SA2 believes that coordination with RAN WGs is needed to make a decision on this aspect.

SA2 question 1-1: Whether the "5G ProSe authorised" information needs to be enhanced to include the authorization information for UE-to-UE Relay operation?
	Company
	Y/N
	Comment

	LG Electronics
	N
	None

	OPPO
	See comment.
	We see this is connected to the discussion on how to handle the RRC_CONNECTED UEs for U2U relay. The principle should be if there is UE-specific configuration, the authorization would be applicable. Yet we understand we need to have a view on the RRC_CONNECTED UEs handling before answering this Q.

	MediaTek
	Y
	We see some benefits to enable the authorization information for UE-to-UE Relay operation. The UE-to-UE Relay operation should be governed by the network. 

In addition, from resource usage perspective, the UE-to-UE Relay operation should follow the (pre)configured resources. If the UE-to-UE Relay operation is fully UE implementation, the radio resource utilization may lead to problems within a given area. 

	Xiaomi
	N
	We understand legacy resource allocation mechanism can be reused in U2U relay. Therefore, gNB is not aware of the sidelink communication is destined to U2U relay or non-U2U relay. So, authorization at gNB is not needed.

	Ericsson
	N
	Share the same view as xiaomi, no need to involve the gNB. Since U2U traffic doesn’t go thorough the gNB.

	Nokia
	N
	We think that it is better to keep U2U relay transparent from the RAN perspective

	Samsung
	See comment
	Since RAN2 have not yet discussed U2U relay operation fully we think that it is a bit early stage to conclude this issue. We share the view that this depends the handling of RRC_CONNECTE UEs.

	vivo
	Yes with comments
	First, we agree with companies that it depends whether/how the network can schedule the UEs for U2U relay operation.

In our understanding, L3 U2U UEs may be simply regarded as normal sidelink UEs but for L2, not sure whether there should be U2U specific handling. 

We slightly prefer to have the authorization information for U2U relay operation, and are also ok to postpone the decision after we finalize the U2U discussions.

	China telecom
	See comment
	We think that whether authorization information is needed depends on the handling of RRC_CONNECTED UEs. In our view, we may determine this issue according to the process of RAN2’s discussion.

	Apple
	No
	We think the authorization of “ProSe direct communication” for R18 UE shall automatically be considered an authorization of “UE to UE relay”. We think the gNB has no way to control the D2D communication is one-hop or two-hop. There is no need for new U2U relay authorization

	Sharp
	N
	 Share the same view with Xiaomi.

	CATT
	See comment
	We share the same view as Samsung.

	Lenovo
	See comments
	Whether gNB should be aware of the authorization depends on whether there are U2U-UE specific configuration/resource. Up to now, no U2U UE specific configuration/resource is needed.


SA2 question 1-2: If the answer to Q1 is yes, which bullet(s) need to be included?

Regarding UE-to-UE Relay operation, it can be considered that "5G ProSe authorised" information sent by the AMF to NG-RAN may include one or more of the following:

1)
whether the UE is authorized to act as a 5G ProSe Layer-2 UE-to-UE Relay;

2)
whether the UE is authorized to act as a 5G ProSe Layer-3 UE-to-UE Relay;

3)
whether the UE is authorized to act as a 5G ProSe Layer-2 U2U UE;

4)
whether the UE is authorized to act as a 5G ProSe Layer-3 U2U UE.

	Company
	Bullet number

(e.g., 1/2/3/4)
	Comment

	LG Electronics
	None
	

	OPPO
	
	See our reply to Q1 above.

	MediaTek
	See comments
	We see the need to enable UE authorization. 

But we do not think there is a need to distinguish L2 and L3 operation for U2U. The UE authorization can be common to both L2 and L3. 

There may be a need to authorize U2U Relay UE and U2U Remote UE separately.  

	Xiaomi
	None
	

	Ericsson
	none
	

	Nokia
	None
	

	Samsung
	
	See our comment to Q1 as above

	vivo
	See comments
	If we would like to make a progress then we can exclude L3 if that is acceptable to companies, as we explained in Q1.

Or it is also ok to postpone the decision.

	China telecom
	
	See our comment to Q1 above

	Sharp
	None
	

	Lenovo
	
	See comments for Q1.


Conclusion and recommendation
In conclusion, Rapporteur recommends agreeing the following proposals:

