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1
Introduction
As per SA#86 Rel-17 prioritization effort, TUs for a number of SI/WI were adjusted based on a reassessment of TU needs and/or a technical re-scoping of the work, to deliver a workable Rel-17 workplan for SA2.
FS_5G_ProSe TUs were adjusted following [1][2] such that: 

-
WT2.6 (path selection): TUs were reduced (SI TU)
-
WT2.7 (path switching): TUs were removed with the corresponding WT down-scoped.
-
WT2.10 (multi-hop enh. UE/NW Relay): TUs were removed with the corresponding WT down-scoped

SA-approved SID for FS_5G_ProSe is available in [6]. At SA#86, SA2 was tasked to update a number of WI/SI to reflect the prioritization discussion.
Following SA#86, discussions in SA2#136AH revealed some different understanding wrt the scope of WT2.7 and whether it relates to WT2.8 “UE-to-Network relay”. As of writing, the status is the following

-
No concerns on the removal of WT2.7, WT2.10 TUs from FS_5G_ProSe budget

-
No concerns on de-scoping direct path switching (i.e. UE<PC5 path>UE ↔ UE<NW path>UE)

-
Some companies argue WT2.7 covers indirect path switching (i.e. UE<PC5 path>Relay<Uu>NW ↔ UE<Uu>NW and UE<PC5 path>Relay#1<Uu>NW ↔ UE<PC5 path>Relay#2<Uu>NW) while other companies (incl. sourcing companies) argue indirect path switching has been covered by WT2.8 instead.
Regarding the latter point, a proposal on service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay [3] faced some unexpected objections in the SA2 parallel and plenary sessions [4]. Meeting minutes are copied below for reference:
	Qualcomm believe this is out of scope and object to this because the Key issue on service continuity has been deprioritized at TSG SA discussions and the related Ley Issue is not in scope of Rel‑17. Ericsson agreed that this was out of scope for Rel 17. It was suggested to coordinate with RAN WGs on this before proceeding.

Objections were received from Qualcomm and Ericsson as thy did not think this was in the Scope for Rel-17. This was then noted.


2
Background
FS_5G_ProSe was approved [6] at SA#84 in June 2019. Service continuity for UE-NW relays has been in scope of this study item at and from the outset, in accordance with Stage 1 requirements (TS22.261, 22.278). Accordingly work was carried out in SA2#135/Oct 2019 documenting the corresponding Key Issue #3 on UE-to-Network relay (including service continuity) in TR23.752.

Observation 1: Service continuity for UE-NW relays (i.e. UE<PC5 path>Relay<Uu>NW ↔ UE<Uu>NW and UE<PC5 path>Relay#1<Uu>NW ↔ UE<PC5 path>Relay#2<Uu>NW) is in scope of [6].

Work Tasks were documented altogether at SA2#135 in October 2019:

-
Work Task 2.7 addresses Path Switching between Uu and PC5. WT2.7 is dependent on WT2.6 (path selection) itself dependent on WT2.3 (one-to-one direct communication) itself dependent on WT2.1 (direct discovery) as documented in [2][5].
-
Work Task 2.8 addresses UE-to-Network Relay, with dependencies with WT2.3 and WT2.1 [2][5] but no identified single dependency with WT2.7.
Observation 2: SA2 consensus (since SA2#135/October 2019) and SA consensus (since SA#86/December 2019) are that WT2.8 addressing UE-to-Network Relay has no dependencies with WT2.7 addressing path switching between Uu and PC5.
Work Task 2.7 relates only to the “support of NCIS related service requirements” as defined in [6] in particular “Support of network controlled path selection and path switching between Uu interface and PC5 interface. The path switching of user traffic shall minimize user experience interruption.” noting NCIS is not addressing relay scenarios but, as documented in TR22.842, scenarios involving switching between a 5GC network path and a ProSe Communication path i.e. UE <network path> UE ↔ UE <direct PC5 path> UE.
Observation 3: WT2.7 is only related to NCIS related service requirements and corresponding Key Issue #6 direct communication path switching between PC5 and Uu i.e. a path switch between UE < network path> UE and UE <direct PC5 path> UE.

The aspects of WT2.8 addressing UE-to-Network Relay are detailed in Key Issue #3 “Support of UE-to-Network Relay”, documented in TR 23.752 since v0.1.0 (October 2019):

-
How to perform communication path switch between a direct Uu path and an indirect Uu path via a UE-to-Network Relay, or between two indirect Uu paths via different UE-to-Network Relays. And how to guarantee service continuity during these communication path switch procedures.
Observation 4: Key Issue #3 (UE-to-Network Relay) documents that SA2 shall study how to guarantee service continuity during communication path switch procedures between a direct Uu path and an indirect Uu path via a UE-to-Network Relay, or between two indirect Uu paths via different UE-to-Network Relays. At the same time, and in accordance with Observation 3, SA2#135 reached consensus that WT2.8 (UE-to-Network Relay) has no dependencies with WT2.7. TUs for WT2.8 are defined accordingly thereby taking into account service continuity is covered.
3
Discussion

As much as consensus is required to approve a WI/SI in 3GPP, consensus is also required to rescope any such approved WI/SI following 3GPP working procedures i.e. to add something to or to remove something from an approved WI/SI. 
Despite Observation 1, some companies argue SA#86 has downscoped Service continuity for UE-Network Relays. The sourcing companies clearly disagree with such assertion – our view has always been according to observations 1~4 made above and therefore that SA clearly never agreed to downscope Service continuity for UE-Network Relays. It is therefore clear that:
Observation 4a: there is no consensus that service continuity for UE-network relays was de-scoped from [6] at SA#86.
Observation 4b: there is consensus that direct path switching (i.e. UE<PC5 path>UE ↔ UE<NW path>UE) was de-scoped from [6] at SA#86.
Given observations 4a and 4b, and with the approved SA SID [6] standing unless proven otherwise:

Observation 5 (corollary): Service continuity for UE-network relays is in scope of FS_5G_ProSe as long as TUs from SA#86 are followed, and unless SA plenary reaches a consensus that it is no longer in scope. 
Proposal 1: The sourcing companies request that SA2 continues studying how to provide service continuity for UE-to-Network relays (as documented in KI#3), following normal working procedures. 
3
Conclusions
Observation 1: Service continuity for UE-NW relays (i.e. UE<PC5 path>Relay<Uu>NW ↔ UE<Uu>NW and UE<PC5 path>Relay<Uu>NW ↔ UE<PC5 path>Relay<Uu>NW) is in scope of [6].

Observation 2: SA2 consensus (since SA2#135/October 2019) and SA consensus (since SA#86/December 2019) are that WT2.8 addressing UE-to-Network Relay has no dependencies with WT2.7 addressing path switching between Uu and PC5.

Observation 3: WT2.7 is only related to NCIS related service requirements and corresponding Key Issue #6 direct communication path switching between PC5 and Uu i.e. a path switch between UE < network path> UE and UE <direct PC5 path> UE.

Observation 4: Key Issue #3 (UE-to-Network Relay) documents that SA2 shall study how to guarantee service continuity during communication path switch procedures between a direct Uu path and an indirect Uu path via a UE-to-Network Relay, or between two indirect Uu paths via different UE-to-Network Relays. At the same time, and in accordance with Observation 3, SA2#135 reached consensus that WT2.8 (UE-to-Network Relay) has no dependencies with WT2.7. TUs for WT2.8 are defined accordingly thereby taking into account service continuity is covered.
Observation 4a: there is no consensus that service continuity for UE-network relays was de-scoped from [6] at SA#86.

Observation 4b: there is consensus that direct path switching (i.e. UE<PC5 path>UE ↔ UE<NW path>UE) was de-scoped from [6] at SA#86.

Given observations 4a and 4b, and with the approved SA SID [6] standing unless proven otherwise:

Observation 5 (corollary): Service continuity for UE-network relays is in scope of FS_5G_ProSe as long as TUs from SA#86 are followed, and unless SA plenary reaches a consensus that it is no longer in scope.
Proposal 1: The sourcing companies request that SA2 continues studying how to provide service continuity for UE-to-Network relays (as documented in KI#3), following normal working procedures. 
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