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Title:	[DRAFT] LS on R17 Layer-2 SL Relay of UE ID exposure in paging mechanism	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: We prefer to remove “Lyaer-2”	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Could we make it more clear as “L2 UE-to-Network SL Relay?
[CATT] Echo vivo.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: See no need to mention the L2 U2N	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): Maybe not a big issue? Since there is different voice, I did not change it in the current version.	Comment by Qualcomm - Peng Cheng: We also suggest to make it clear it is L2 U2N SL relay. It has no harm but may avoid confusion to SA3. The possible confusion may make their response even slower (e.g. SA3 takes some efforts to discuss issue in L3 relay).
	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): OK, one more voice voting to clarify, to me it is not a big issue since indeed we are talking about L2, let’s clarify it for now.	Comment by Qualcomm - Peng Cheng: Why remove “paging mechanism”? It is better to make question/title clear to SA3. The ambiguous question/title will have risk of confusing SA3 and may make their response even slower.
Response to:	
Release:	Rel-17
Work Item:	NR_SL_relay-Core

Source:	OPPO [To be RAN2]
To:	SA3
Cc:	[SA2?, CT1]	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): Our SA2 colleague told me that the paging procedure would be also related to SA2, so I put it here for companies to check.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Fine to me. Do we also need to CC to CT1?
[CATT] Agree to Cc both SA2 and CT1.

Contact Person:	
Name:	Qianxi Lu
Tel. Number:	
E-mail Address:	qianxi.lu@oppo.com

Send any reply LS to:	3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org 	

Attachments:	


1. Overall Description:
For R17 SL relay, during SI phase, as captured in TR 38.836, RAN2 agreed on the following
4.5.5.2	Paging
The Option 2 as studied in TR36.746 [7] for FeD2D paging is selected as the baseline paging relaying solution for L2 UE-to-Network relaying case (i.e. Relay UE monitors the Remote UE’s Paging Occasion(s) in addition to its own Paging Occasion(s).) . The paging relaying solution applies to both CN paging and RAN paging via the Option 2.
In RAN2#113bis-eE, in the WI phase, RAN2 discuss the scheme on how to support the requirementimplement the procedure above.	Comment by Nokia (GWO)2: Rewording proposal

RAN2 respectfully requests SA3 to feedback on the following question, supposing 5G-S-TMSI/I-RNTI of remote UE are to be provided to relay UE:
Q1: Is there any security issue on exposing the 5G-S-TMSI/I-RNTI of remote UE to relay UE over the established secure PC5 connection?
Q2:  Is there any security issue on exposing the 5G-S-TMSI/I-RNTI of remote UE to gNB  over secure /Uu interface?	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Why do we need to add “Uu”?
This is only about the remote UE ID exposure between remote UE and relay UE.	Comment by Nokia (GWO)2: We agree with the comment.	Comment by Intel-AA: We prefer to keep the Uu here since we understand that while a decision has not yet been made on whether the remote UE or the gNB sends this ID to the relay UE. In any case, we think the focus here is on the sharing of the remote UE ID to the relay UE and not necessarily on the interface used	Comment by OPPO (Qianxi): We raised the same Q previously, the Uu seems raised by ASUSTek during the online, and included in the conclusion, the view is similar to what is expressed by Intel above, i.e., since there is also proposal on delivering the remote UE ID from network to relay UE, the intention is to cover that method as well.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Remote UE’s ID to be aware by gNB is different with the current wording “exposing over Uu”. C-RNTI is always be known by gNB, as legacy with no security issue.
We are still not convinced on the need of asking Uu interface.
If companies really want to add this, we should have separate questions and to be clear that this is not “exposing over Uu interface”, but it is “exposing to gNB with secure Uu interface”.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: Please note any cross-group dependent issue should be prioritized based on the WID.
Either RAN2 consider no security issue of the local remote UE ID in adaptation header, or RAN2 ask SA3 for confirmation immediately. 
It is not a reasonable statement in RAN2 to say that it may have security issue but should not send LS to SA3.	Comment by Nokia (GWO)2: We disagree to send this question to SA3 at this point. The problem is that RAN2 has no agreement (i) which entity allocates the temporary ID, (ii) what is the scope of the ID (e.g. unique per Relay UE or Unique per bearer), (iii) what is the lifetime of the ID. Before clarifying these issues, we cannot expect a reasonable feedback from SA3.	Comment by Huawei-Yulong: For (i): we agreed either relay UE or gNB allocates the ID, which means we will ask SA3 for both;
For (ii), it is remote UE ID, and local ID. For sure, it is unique per relay UE or per gNB.
For (iii), the lifetime is not RAN2 scope, which should be consulted with SA3 from security perspective. BTW, R2 is open on the lifetime, which can be reconfigured by relay UE or gNB anytime. That’s also the reason we should consult with SA3 on the period to reconfigure this ID.
Q3: Is there any security issue on exposing the local temporary remote UE ID in adaptation layer header, which is assigned by the relay UE, or the serving gNB of the relay UE?

[bookmark: _GoBack]2. Actions:
To SA3 group
RAN2 respectfully requests SA3 to feedback on Q1-3 above.

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN2 Meetings:
3GPPRAN2#114-e	19-27 May 2021   	Online
3GPPRAN2#115-e	16-27 August 2021	Online
