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INTRODUCTION
AT&T wants to maintain progress regarding work on NR Sidelink Relay. We anticipate the potential for time consuming discussions related to “L2 only” and “L3 only” solutions, which very likely will result in delaying progress or risking completion of NR Sidelink Relay in Release 17. This paper provides a proposal to avoid any possible delays regarding NR Sidelink Relay. The Plenary is requested to adopt it, in order that normative work on both may progress smoothly.


DISCUSSION
Firstly, RAN2 arrived at these key agreements (as captured in Ref [1], Section 8.7.2.1. Layer 2 relay, and repeated below in the individual boxes, for clarity):

“RAN2 recommends both L2 and L3 UE to NW and UE to UE relay can proceed to normative work”

“RAN2 confirm the decision of last meeting that L2 and L3 are both feasible for U2N and U2U, aligned with the LS sent to SA2 from RAN2#112-e (this is not a conclusion on the recommendation for normative work).”

“RAN2 has studied direct discovery procedure, UE-to-Network Relay, and UE-to-UE Relay solutions. In this study, both Layer-2 based Relay architecture and Layer-3 based Relay architecture have both been found feasible.”  

“Mechanisms for layer-2 relay have been studied and identified by RAN2, striving for minimum specification impact.”
 
“For both L2 and L3 U2N and U2U relay, RAN2 confirm the working assumption that discovery model A and model B are supported.”

“L2 Relay meets all of the objectives of the SID.”


Secondly, it is important to remember that this is a "sidelink" relay effort, hence it centers on the UE-to-UE (U2U) interface. Some companies, which prefer the L3 solution with both the U2N and U2U capabilities, have put forth the view that the L2 solution ought to be limited to the UE-to-Network (U2N) aspect only in Release 17, and L2 U2U should be deferred to Release 18. This view unfortunately does not adequately address sidelink relay operation which, to re-iterate, is essentially a U2U interface. Without U2U, the L2 solution would not meet industry needs in Release 17 for sidelink relay.

To avoid this situation, we strongly recommend that both the U2N & U2U capabilities be specified in the L2 and L3 solution in Release 17, also as agreed by RAN2 (above).

Thirdly, both U2N and U2U are very important public safety use cases. Moving U2U to Rel-18 wouldn’t meet their needs. Public Safety entities need both U2U & U2N to be specified in both L2 & L3 solutions because they cannot risk:
    a. having no implemented solution at the end of the day, or
    b. having the single specified solution to never be implemented, or
    c. if implemented, fail to perform as required, or 
    d. be impractical to deploy, or
    e. be too expensive to deploy. 

Thus, deferring L2 U2U to Release 18 would result in an inadequate and potentially risky outcome. 

Including a L2 U2U solution in Release 17, on the other hand, could also afford greater economies of scale because with an L2 solution, commonalities with IAB could be leveraged. IAB also utilizes a L2 relaying protocol, and with the ramp up of Network Slicing, slices designed for IAB could be shared with L2 U2U and U2N sidelink relays under a common network architecture. 


CONCLUSION
In conclusion, to avoid any possible delays in the progress of the NR Sidelink Relay effort, this paper proposes that TSG RAN endorse and adopt the agreement made in RAN2 to specify both the U2N and U2U capabilities in both the L2 and the L3 solutions in Release 17.
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