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During the previous RAN3 meetings, some details on the support of service continuity had been discussed and the following agreements have been made so far from previous meetings:
	Reuse the existing network procedures to support single-hop L2 U2N Relay in Rel-18.
Source gNB decides to trigger path switching for the L2 U2N remote UE.
Current signaling can support Scenario C, i.e., intra-gNB indirect to indirect path switch.
RAN3 focuses on the XnAP and possible F1AP impacts to support the basic scenarios.
Regarding the support of lossless data delivery during path switch, RAN3 would wait for RAN2’s progress first.
For direct/indirect to indirect path switching, enhance Xn: HANDOVER REQUEST to include at least the Remote UE L2 ID and Relay UE L2 ID. 
For inter-gNB path switching scenarios, RAN3 should specify mechanisms to support service continuity for L2 U2N relays in NG based handovers as well after supporting service continuity for L2 U2N relays in Xn based handovers, If there is some conclusion from SA2, and then to support NG based HO.
WA: During inter-gNB path switching, source gNB can signal the serving cell of the relay UE to target gNB via existing IE Target Cell Global ID.
RAN3#118:
Source gNB selects the target path type (direct or indirect).
Focus on the following two ways for the future discussion,
- Way1: to go for Op1, and Op2 can be further discussed.
- Way2: accept Op2, or at least as a compromise.
No more discussion on Op3 in RAN3.
For Op2, continue discussion on following:
- FFS on which node (source node or target node) decides the target cell in case of inter-gNB path switching
Proponents of Option 2 should provide more details on the whole mechanism, e.g.,
- Whether source node can choose candidate relay UEs belonging to multiple target cells or can we restrict to candidate relays belonging to one target cell
- Whether source node can choose candidate relay?UEs belonging to multiple target gNBs or can we restrict to candidate relays belonging to one target gNB
- Potential stage-3 impacts (e.g., number of candidate relays that needs to be signaled to target gNB)
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[bookmark: _Toc527283430][bookmark: _Toc527283647][bookmark: _Toc527283676][bookmark: _Toc527283741][bookmark: _Toc527283745][bookmark: _Toc527283906][bookmark: _Toc527283923][bookmark: _Toc126137454][bookmark: _Toc126137559]2	Discussion
According to current agreement, it has been confirmed that the relay UE ID should be included within the HANDOVER REQUEST message, which means source gNB should always be involved into the relay UE selection of the path switch procedure. But the unconfirmed part is whether the final determination of relay UE is rely on source or target gNB, since whether to include a single target relay UE ID or a list of target candidate relay UE IDs is still for further discussion. When a single target relay UE ID is signalled, it means source gNB has performed the relay UE selection. While when a list of candidate relay UE IDs is signalled, it means source gNB just provide the assistance information towards target relay UE and the final determination may rely on target gNB. Therefore, we will further investigate on the pros and cons respectively for both source gNB signal final relay UE and target gNB signal final relay UE. In details, three scenarios can be given out corresponding to source gNB and target gNB signal final relay UE:
Scenario 1: Source gNB signal the final relay UE 
Scenario 2: Source gNB signal a list of candidate relay UEs which belong to the cells of the same target gNB.
Scenario 3: Source gNB signal a list of candidate relay UEs which belong to the cells of different target gNBs.
For scenario 1, the procedure is quite straightforward. When source gNB signal the final relay UE, it only needs to wait for target gNB’s confirmation. The benefit of the whole procedure is for latency reduction. However, on the other side, the performance cannot be guaranteed since it is natural that source gNB may be lack of some knowledge of the relay UE, such as the RRC state of relay UE, since it is allowed that relay UE can be in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE since Rel-17, as well as the busy status of relay UE.
[bookmark: _Toc126657635]For scenario 1, when source gNB signal the final relay UE, the latency could be reduced but performance cannot be guaranteed due to its lack of knowledge for the relay UE.
On the other hand, for scenario 2, its benefit is involving the collaboration between source and target gNB in a close way, since source gNB filter out the target gNB and target gNB further perform relay UE selection. In this case, target gNB perform the final relay UE selection, which may optimize the selection performance since it has the full information of the status of target relay UE. However, on the other hand, the whole procedure may cause a longer latency, since firstly source gNB needs to send assistance information towards target gNB, then target gNB may provide final determination back to source gNB, and optionally source gNB needs to send a confirmation.
[bookmark: _Toc126657636]For scenario 2, when target gNB signal the final relay UE, the latency issue cannot be solved but the performance of relay selection can be guaranteed.
Last but not least, for scenario 3, source gNB may signal a list of candidate relay UEs which belong to the cells of different target gNBs. Then each target gNB may determine the target relay UE of its own and send back to the source gNB. Finally at source gNB side, it may receive multiple target relay UEs from multiple target gNBs and it should still make the final decision. From the whole procedure, it can be observed that the performance of relay UE selection should be the same as scenario 2, but the latency issue is more severe compared with scenario 2 since it needs further around of source gNB decision based on target gNBs’ assistance information. So it is not suggested for source gNB to provide a candidate relay UE list which belongs to different gNBs.
[bookmark: _Toc126657637]Compared with scenario 2, scenario 3 cannot get a better performance but will cause a severe latency.
[bookmark: _Toc126657674][bookmark: _Toc126657699]If it is allowed that source gNB can select a list of relay UEs, then all of the candidate relay UE should belong to the same gNB.
As a consequence, for scenario 1 and scenario 2, it is hard for further down selection by considering the balance between service performance and signalling latency. Therefore, RAN3 should consider a possibility that both scenario 1 and scenario 2 are valid scenarios.
[bookmark: _Toc126657675][bookmark: _Toc126657700] RAN3 should discuss whether it is possible that souce gNB can either provide a target relay UE or a candidate relay UE list towards target gNB.
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3	Conclusion and Proposals
In this contribution, we have discussed the remaining issues about service continuity enhancement for UE to network relay, the following observations are given out:
Observation 1.	For scenario 1, when source gNB signal the final relay UE, the latency could be reduced but performance cannot be guaranteed due to its lack of knowledge for the relay UE.
Observation 2.	For scenario 2, when target gNB signal the final relay UE, the latency issue cannot be solved but the performance of relay selection can be guaranteed.
Observation 3.	Compared with scenario 2, scenario 3 cannot get a better performance but will cause a severe latency.

and the following proposals are given out:
Proposal1.	If it is allowed that source gNB can select a list of relay UEs, then all of the candidate relay UE should belong to the same gNB.
Proposal2.	RAN2 should discuss whether it is possible that souce gNB can either provide a target relay UE or a candidate relay UE list towards target gNB.
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