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[bookmark: _Ref488331639]Introduction
This is for the discussion below
[AT112-e][601][Relay] Status update to SA2 (OPPO)
	Scope: Generate a summary of RAN2 status on relaying for SA2
· Report status of both L2 and L3 relaying designs as well as architecture-independent aspects (including issues in R2-2008760), in order to coordinate with SA2 for reaching conclusions
· Capture any points where we assume SA2 will resolve an issue
	Intended outcome: Approvable LS in R2-2010862
	Deadline: Friday 2020-11-13 0000 UTC

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Discussion
Firstly, this LS has to solve the questions from SA2 included in R2-2008760
- SA2 assumes Direct Discovery message will be transmitted in PC5 communication channel, RAN2 is kindly asked to confirm this assumption.
Given the following text in SID, rapporteur assume it is the assumption in RAN WGs since the very beginning.
1. Study mechanism(s) to support upper layer operations of discovery model/procedure for sidelink relaying, assuming no new physical layer channel / signal [RAN2];
Q1a: Do you agree RAN2 to confirm the SA2 assumption that “Direct Discovery message will be transmitted in PC5 communication channel”?
· Yes;
· No;
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	This is in align with the work scope of SL Relay study

	CATT
	Yes
	Assuming no new physical layer channel / signal is introduced, the discovery message for relay should  be transmitted using the PC5  communication channel.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	
	
	



And also the following question
- SA2 has agreed “Destination L2 ID, Source L2 ID; Discovery Group ID” will be included in discovery messages, RAN2 is kindly ask whether they can be included in an AS layer, e.g. in MAC header.
If following the R16 design, source L2 ID and Desination L2 ID are carried jointly by SCI and MAC header
· 8 bit in SCI and 16 bit in MAC header, for source L2 ID
· 16 bit in SCI and 8 bit for MAC header, for destination L2 ID
And group ID is reflected as the destination L2 ID for group-cast.
So to respond SA2 on the question above, considering RAN1 is not involved in this sidelink relay, rapporteur understand it is not preferred to go for a different MAC PDU format which may impact RAN1 as well.
Q1b: For SA2 question on whether the “Destination L2 ID, Source L2 ID; Discovery Group ID” can be included in an AS layer, e.g., in MAC header:
· Option-1: RAN2 assume reusing the R16 MAC PDU design as above;
· Option-2: Other (please explain the option);
	Company
	Option
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Option-1
	

	CATT
	Option-2
	It’s too rash to discuss the detailed design and we would like to leave it to WI stage.
For the answer to SA2, the below description can be referred:
“RAN2 confirm that the Destination L2 ID, Source L2 ID and Discovery Group ID can all be included in AS layer, e.g. in MAC header.”

	OPPO
	Option-1
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Solution causing RAN1 impact is not aligned with the SID, so it seems not a RAN2-only issue that fully up to RAN2.

	
	
	



Then for the following question from SA2
SA2 kindly requests RAN2 to provide the progress and work plan if any to help SA2 evaluation and conclusion.
Firstly, to provide the work plan in a general level, a drafted version has been provided in R2-2010676
RAN2 is studying Direct Discovery procedure, UE-to-Network Relay and UE-to-UE Relay solutions in the study on NR Sidelink Relay (FS_NR_SL_Relay). In this study, both Layer-2 based solution and Layer-3 based solutions are discussed in RAN2, for which the latest study progress is summarized in TR 38.836. The study phase is to be completed at RAN2#113-E.
Q2a: To provide SA2 with the RAN2 work plan, do you agree with the text above?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We can say both “Layer-2 based Relay architecture and Layer-3 based Relay architecture are discussed at RAN2”. 

	CATT
	Agree

	
	

	
	



Furthermore, for the detailed progress, before reaching for an agreeable text, rapporteur would like to consult companies view on the point that needs to be put into the LS.
Q2b: To provide SA2 with more detailed information on RAN2 study progress, which aspect(s) do you think should be included in the LS?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Suggestion 1: For both L2 and L3 relay architecture, we can list the areas that were studied until this meeting. There may be no need to provide a lenghy description for each area, as that is already documented in the TR.
 
Suggestion 2: Even though for both L2 and L3 relay architecture, there are some open issues and editor notes with FFS within the TR, the current study progresses smoothly. We can indicate that there are some ongoing discussion at RAN2 that aims to close the open issues and FFS. However, there is no need to provide a whole list of the open issues and FFS.
   
Suggestion 3: In addition, within the LS we can say for both L2 UE-to-Network Relay and L3 UE-to-Network Relay, no showstopper has been identified by RAN2. This will help SA2 to provide the ProSe relay related description within the WID to be submitted to Dec TSG meeting. 

	CATT
	The progress table in R2-2008939 is a good option. Useful and comprehensive information is our first consideration. So the table is one good manner to achieve it.

	
	

	
	



Finally, in order to address the following aspect for this discussion
· Capture any points where we assume SA2 will resolve an issue
It is good to sync with SA2 on the aspects that RAN2 assumes to rely on SA2 decision.
By checking the TR 38.836 V0.1.1, rapporteur understands there are in general the following aspects for which RAN2 relies on SA2 decision:
1. Achiecture/Protocol stack decision for L3 relay (i.e., 4.6.1 for U2N relay, and 5.6.1 for U2U relay);
2. QoS mechanism decision for L3 relay (i.e., 4.6.2 for U2N relay, and possibly 5.6.2 for U2U relay, although empty so far) 
3. Security mechanism decision for L3 relay (i.e., 4.6.3 for U2N relay, and possibly 5.6.3 for U2U relay, although empty so far)
4. PC5-S layer procedure design (although now only in 4.6.5, rapporteur assume it is a valid assumption for both L2/3 and U2N/U2U Relay)
Q2c: To provide SA2 with more detailed information on RAN2 assumption on SA2 decision, which aspect(s) do you think should be included in the LS?
	Company
	Aspect 1/2/3/4 above, or others
	Comments

	MediaTek
	1/2/3/4
	In addition, RAN2 may need to relay on the agreed discovery procedure as discussed by SA2 if any for both UE-to-UE and UE-to-NW relay. 

	CATT
	All
	We share the view with rapporteur that it is good to sync with SA2 on the aspects that RAN2 assumes to rely on SA2 decision. Based on the principle of smooth communication, all we captured in the TR(the aspects that RAN2 assumes to rely on SA2 decision) should be shared with SA2 as soon as possible.
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Conclusion
We have the following proposals:
Proposal 1	xxx.
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