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Introduction  
In RAN2#99bis, we looked at SA2 LS and discussed whether prior RAN2 agreements are aligned with those assumptions and a response LS was sent to SA2 based in discussion in RAN2 [1]. One of the outstanding aspect where further RAN2 discussion was deemed necessary is on key issue 5 (service continuity). Specifically, RAN2 agreed that further discussion is needed to confirm if option 2 for path switching as in section 5.1.2.5.1 [2] meets the afore-mentioned assumptions. In this contribution, we analyze this issue and present our views.
Discussion
On the key issue 5 pertaining to service continuity, SA2 identified the following aspect to be studied in TS 23.733:
	How to guarantee service continuity for an eRemote-UE switching between a direct path and an indirect path.



Additionally, SA2 identified preference for solutions 6.5.2 on the issue of eRemote-UE path switch, i.e. path switch is triggered by an RRC message from the eRemote-UE. The relevant solution in 23.733 for Key issue 5 is: 
	Solution 6.5.2: path switch is triggered by an RRC message from the eRemote-UE. The eRemote-UE should obtain the C-RNTI of eRelay-UE according to the selected Solution 6.2.1 for Key Issue 2. Based on the selected Solution 6.1.5 for Key Issue 1, the eNB has the eProSe authorization information so there is no need for EPC to authorize the eRemote-UE in path switch. This solution follows the Handover procedure specified in TS 23.401 [4] and has no impact on EPC.



Firstly, it should be clarified if this discussion and the associated solution is applicable only for the path switch from direct to indirect mode. We assume that this simply an editorial issue and that there is no reason why the same question cannot be asked of the indirect to direct switching. Nevertheless, in terms of the key difference between option 1 and 2 in TR 36.746, there can be two ways to interpret them:
1) One interpretation is that the main difference between Option 1 and 2 is the ordering of individual steps, i.e. whether the remote UE decides to perform the path switch before or after sending the RRC message to the NW. So, there shouldn’t be any issue with Option 2 since the path switch is still triggered by a RRC message from the remote UE. The main concern seems to be whether Option 2 would affect service continuity and limit NW control over the decision of performing the path switch. If so, we observe that the NW is still in control of the path switch procedure by the configuration of parameters that the remote UE ultimately uses to initiate path switch. Moreover, the eNB has the option of rejecting the path switching decision made by the remote UE (when it subsequently sends the reconfiguration request message), in which case the UE has to switch back to the former path. Some additional signalling might be required for this purpose, which can be discussed further.
2) On the other hand, if we consider the SA2 assumption literally, i.e. the path switch has to necessarily be triggered by the RRC message (i.e. measurement report), it can be argued that in option 2, the path switch decision has been made before the RRC message containing the measurement report is sent by the Remote UE and thus, it is at odds with SA2 assumption. In this case, Option 2 would not be supported and only Option 1 is considered for the path switch.
Based on the above discussion, in our view, the first interpretation makes more sense, i.e. Option 2 can be viewed as aligned with SA2 assumptions, primarily since the eNB has complete control over the path switching behaviour by virtue of the configured criteria as well as the option of explicitly disallowing the UE to switch.
Proposal:	Option 2 for path switching is considered to be aligned with SA2 assumptions on service continuity.
Conclusion
[bookmark: _Ref458739888]This contributions discusses the issue of whether Option 2 for path switching in TR 36.746 is aligned with SA2 assumption and makes the following proposal:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal:	Option 2 for path switching is considered to be aligned with SA2 assumptions on service continuity.
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