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1. Overall Description:

The SL relay enhancement WID has considered two multi-path scenarios as follows [RP-223501]:	Comment by Intel SangeethaB: Minor change

	1. Specify mechanisms to support the following multi-path scenarios [RAN2, RAN3]:
0. A UE is connected to the same gNB using one direct path and one indirect path via 1) Layer-2 UE-to-Network relay, or 2) via another UE (where the UE-UE inter-connection is assumed to be ideal), where the solutions for 1) are to be reused for 2) without precluding the possibility of excluding a part of the solutions which is unnecessary for the operation for 2).
Note 3A: The mechanisms to support scenario 1 and scenario 2 are specified based on the assumptions and restrictions agreed in study phase.
Note 3B: UE-to-Network relay in scenario 1 reuses the Rel-17 solution as the baseline. 
Note 3C: Support of Layer-3 UE-to-Network relay in multi-path scenario is assumed to have no RAN impact and the work and solutions are subject to SA2 to progress.




From the WID the two multi-path scenarios are classified as:
· Scenario 1: The remote UE is remote UE is connected to the same gNB using one direct path and one indirect path via Layer-2 UE-to-Network relay	Comment by Intel SangeethaB: Remove the extra words
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Scenario 2: the remote UE is connected to the same gNB using one direct path and one indirect path via another UE (where the UE-UE inter-connection is assumed to be ideal).
On multi-path Scenario 2, RAN2 has made the following agreements:
	RAN2 agreements on Scenario 2:	Comment by Samsung - Weiwei Wang: Shall we add this agreement since it is explicitly related to authorization?

RAN2 deprioritizes discussion on authorization and association mechanism between remote UE and relay UE in scenario 2.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): This agreement was at SI phase, at WI phase we further agree “As agreed before, RAN2 deprioritizes association mechanism between remote UE and relay UE from CN to RAN. gNB provides bearer mapping information to relay UE through dedicated signalling”. This agreement is captured. Further, from Rapp point of view I really do not see what info we want to send to SA2 if we also include this SI phase agreement you are referring to, in the LS that we additionally agree to send about authorization. It may create more confusion than clarification. So, please let keep the LS simple.

· RAN2 assumes that the relation between remote UE and relay UE in scenario 2 is pre-configured or static and how the relation is pre-configured or static is out of the 3GPP scope.
· For Scenario 2, different Uu logical channels are configured for identification of data directed to/originating from the relay UE and data relayed from/to the remote UE over the Uu link of the indirect path, as in Rel-17.	Comment by Ericsson: These proposals are not relevant for this issue. Can be removed
· RAN2 assumes that in Scenario 2, without the adaptation layer over non-3GPP link, a PDCP PDU can be delivered to an intended PDCP entity or RLC entity for support of more than one RB over UE-to-UE link based on UE implementation.
· RAN2 does not impose a requirement for interoperability between two UEs from different vendors for scenario 2 in this release.
· RAN2 understand that UE identification in L2 PDU over non-3GPP link is not in 3GPP scope in Scenario 2.
· Do not specify adaptation layer over UE-to-UE link for scenario 2 in RAN2.UE identification is not needed over Uu link in Scenario 2, if relay UE serves only one remote UE and different Uu RLC channels can be assumed for the remote UE and the relay UE.	Comment by Ericsson: Not relevant for this issue
· Multi-path Relay is applicable to RRC_CONNECTED remote-UE, for scenario-1 and scenario-2.
· Multi-path Relay is NOT applicable to RRC_IDLE remote-UE, for scenario-1 and scenario-2.
· For UE-UE link in Scenario-2, whether/how to have failure detection is out of 3GPP scope.	Comment by Ericsson: Not relevant for this issue
· RAN2 confirms the following WA for Scenario 2.
· Bearer identification except LCID is not needed in L2 PDU over Uu link in Scenario 2. Only 1:1 bearer mapping is supported over Uu link for the indirect path. FFS how to configure the mapping.
· Without the adaptation layer over Uu link in scenario 2, a PDCP PDU can be delivered to an intended PDCP entity or RLC entity for support of more than one RB over Uu link e.g. by configuring 1:1 bearer mapping and different Uu RLC channels for relay UE local traffic and relay traffic for PDU delivery.
· Do not specify adaptation layer over Uu link for scenario 2 in RAN2.
· As agreed before, RAN2 deprioritizes association mechanism between remote UE and relay UE from CN to RAN. gNB provides bearer mapping information to relay UE through dedicated signalling.




RAN2 notices the authorization and subscription management for remote UE in multi-path via a Layer-2 U2N relay (for scenario 1 only) is specified in TS 23.304 Clause 4.3.4 and Clause 4.3.5. Scenario 1 has been discussed in SA2 corresponding FS_5G_ProSe_Ph2 WI. And In the newest TS23.304, the authorization function and subscription management for the remote UE in multi-path Scenario 1 (i.e. via a SL L2 U2N relay UE) are specified as followings:	Comment by Xing Yang: Suggest to remove this part, since RAN2 doesn’t need to conclude SA2 status and SA2 should be aware of their TS.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): We are not concluding on SA2 status. As per email discussion scope, we are providing some background information. We are just quoting SA2 TS. This would help SA2 better understand what we are talking about. From Rapp perspective I think this goes along RAN2 progress above. Please understand from SA2 side there is no scenario 1 or 2. So do not think we should remove this part.	Comment by Ericsson: We also think this can be removed. SA2 should be aware of their progress. Short LSes are appreciated	Comment by Qualcomm: It can shortly say “RAN2 notices the authorization and subscription management for remote UE in multi-path via a Layer-2 U2N relay is specified in TS 23.304…..”, and no need to list SA2 spec here.	Comment by ZTE: Agree with the above companies that we do not need to quote the SA2 TS. We only need to mention the current status, i.e. the authorization for scenario 2 is missing. 
	4.3.4	AMF
In addition to the functions defined in TS 23.501 [4], the AMF performs the following functions:
----------------------------skip--------------------------------
-	Obtain PC5 QoS parameters from the PCF and store them as part of the UE context data.
-	Provision the NG-RAN with indication about the UE authorization status about the following:
-	5G ProSe Direct Discovery and 5G ProSe Direct Communication (i.e. as 5G ProSe-enabled UE for ProSe Direct Discovery, as 5G ProSe-enabled UE for ProSe Direct Communication);
-	5G ProSe UE-to-Network Relay Discovery and Communication (i.e. as 5G ProSe Layer-2 Remote UE, as 5G ProSe Layer-2 UE-to-Network Relay, as 5G ProSe Layer-3 UE-to-Network Relay);
-	Multi-path transmission via direct Uu path and via 5G ProSe Layer 2 UE-to-Network Relay as a 5G ProSe Layer-2 Remote UE.
-	Provision the NG-RAN with PC5 QoS parameters related to 5G ProSe Direct Communication.
----------------------------skip--------------------------------
4.3.5	UDM
In addition to the functions defined in TS 23.501 [4], the UDM performs the following functions:
-	Subscription management for 5G ProSe Direct Discovery and Communication.
-	Subscription management for 5G ProSe UE-to-Network Relay Discovery and Communication.
-	Subscription management for multi-path transmission via direct Uu path and via 5G ProSe Layer 2 UE-to-Network Relay as a 5G ProSe Layer-2 Remote UE.



But, as Scenario 2 is not in the scope FS_5G_ProSe_Ph2 WI, SA2 has not discussed any issues. While As RAN2 had discussed some issues that have assumed no SA2 impact e.g., multi-path transmission authorization and subscription function for a UE acting as the remote or relay UE in Scenario 2, related to the ideal UE-UE inter-connection and there is difference between Scenario 1 and 2 as identified in the above agreement. , RAN2 would like to further check with SA2 whether there is any requirement for support of multi-path transmission authorization and subscription function is required in Scenario 2 in the following cases: , which can be similar to Scenario 1, as following:	Comment by Xing Yang: RAN2 doesn’t need to conclude SA2 status	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): See comment above.	Comment by Ericsson: Not a strong opinion, but can be removed	Comment by LEE Young Dae/5G Wireless Communication Standard Task(youngdae.lee@lge.com): RAN2 assumed there is no SA2 impact from S2.	Comment by LEE Young Dae/5G Wireless Communication Standard Task(youngdae.lee@lge.com): It is good to add a key difference between scenario 1 and 2. We think that the added part is the key. 
In addition, we wonder if authorization and subscription function is really needed based on the previous RAN2 agreement. 
Moreover, we think that the bullets are not needed because subscription function has no information about the relation and so it needs to relay on report from the remote UE, noting that the previous RAN2 agreement was based on that CN is not involved in scenario 2. 	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): This part “RAN2 assumes that the relation between remote UE and relay UE is pre-configured or static and how the relation is pre-configured or static is out of the 3GPP scope” is already captured in the agreements above. Adding this here will note add any new clarification. To keep the Ls simple, I prefer to keep consistent to have all scenario 2 related agreements as above.
Also RAN2 is not the WG with expertise with authorization. We should avoid RAN2 going beyong our expertise.
· Support of multi-path transmission authorization function for a UE acting as the remote UE in scenario 2	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: Same comment as above	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): I agree with, but as we are sending this LS to SA2, I think using terminologies that SA2 are familiar with is much useful for SA2 interpretation of the LS.
· Support of multi-path transmission subscription function for a UE acting as the remote UE in scenario 2
· Support of multi-path transmission authorization function for a UE acting as the relay UE in scenario 2	Comment by Apple - Zhibin Wu: Not sure how relay is authorized for a “multi-path transmission” as relay is only used in indirect path. If we want to ask SA2 about this,  we better ask “ Support of authorization for a UE acting as a relay UE in Multi-path scenario 2”	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): ok	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi Lu): We understood the intention of having this LS is to mimic the scenario-1. From that perspective, the 1st and 2nd issues, limiting to remote UE, is OK. Yet we are not sure about 3rd and 4th, for which we do not have it (authorization for relay UE) for Scenario-1 either.

(although yes it is in the email scope, we were in a rush to finalize the email scoping during online, so failed to check it online and thus would like to further check here in this offline).

Our view is they are not needed.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): I think we may have to consider these two bullets. My understanding, for scenario 1 L2 relay there is no need to consider this, but for scenario 2, the “relay” is not considered as L2 relay as we have from rel-17. So, for scenario 2, whether a UE can act as MP relay may need further check, i.e., can any UE act as scenario 2 MP?. That is my understanding.	Comment by Ericsson: Okay to get their understanding	Comment by Xueyan HUANG - CMCC: We share same understanding with vivo, the 3rd and 4th bullets are necessary, at least we can ask SA2 for their understanding on that.	Comment by Qualcomm: Agree with vivo, should know SA2 understanding on relay UE side, because relay UE acts a new role in scenario 2.
	Comment by NEC: Agree with vivo. We may add some descriptions to capture the intention of the last two bullets in LS to make it easy understood.	Comment by Intel SangeethaB: We are OK to keep them as well to get SA2 view, and although redundant, we can say ‘in Scenario 2’ after relay UE to avoid any confusion as we use the same terminology but no strong view.
	Comment by LEE Young Dae/5G Wireless Communication Standard Task(youngdae.lee@lge.com): We share OPPO’s view. We would not need even first and second ones because RAN2 has no decision on whether authorization and subscription function are needed for scenario 2 based on the previous agreement. With the sub-bullets, SA2 may think that RAN2 requests all of those functions. Thus, We propose to remove all four bullets. Even without the bullets, this LS would trigger SA2’s discussion on the bullets considering scenario 1.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): We should try to make the LS more clear to avoid any misunderstanding in SA2, removing these bullets will definitively make the LS without any clear issue considered in RAN2. Once again SA2 has the expertise on authorization, rather RAN2. 	Comment by LEE Young Dae/5G Wireless Communication Standard Task(youngdae.lee@lge.com): The bullets are what SA2 usually asked in their LS on authorization. Even without the bullets, SA2 will be aware of the issues naturally. Moreover, SA2 may misunderstand that RAN2 expect specification of all the bullets. But, RAN2 has no common understanding about the specific bullets.
· Support of multi-path transmission subscription function for a UE acting as the relay UE in scenario 2

2. Actions:
To SA2:
ACTION: 	RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take into account aforementioned RAN2 agreements on multi-path Scenario 2 and provide any feedback on potential requirements, if any.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN2 Meetings:
TSG-RAN2 Meeting #122		22-26 May 2023			Incheon, KR
TSG-RAN2 Meeting #123		21-25 August 2023			Toulouse, FR
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