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1.
Issues for FS_5G_ProSe 
1.1
Service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay
1.1.1
Description
As part of Rel-17 prioritization by SA#86 (Dec 2019) the scope of 5G Proximity Services study (FS_5G_ProSe) was reduced by removing the work task on “path switch”, which led to different interpretations. Please see work Task paper (SP-191371) for more details. 

Some companies understand that what was deprioritised is only the “path switch” of a UE-UE connection between direct path and network-based path. Other companies understand that, in addition to the previous, the deprioritized “path switch” also includes the switch between relayed and non-relayed UE-network connection. 

There is no consensus whether the support of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay is to be de-scoped from Rel-17 FS_5G_ProSe SID (as per WT paper endorsed at SA#86) 
1.1.2
Companies View
Question: Should the support of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay be de-scoped from Rel-17 FS_5G_ProSe SID?
	Company Name 
	Company View
(Yes/No)
	Notes

	Ericsson
	Yes
	-We believe the question is misleading/wrong, since service continuity in any form has never been in scope:
-    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.
Nowhere does it explain or add any exception to the Path Switch for PC5 with Relays. In addition, please note that (SP-191371) for QoS, there is a dedicated WT (2.5) and in addition for Relay it is also mentioned that QoS is included within the Relay WTs (2.8 and 2.9), whereas for Path Switch the same has not been done.
-Decoupling Path Switching from Service Continuity and adding restriction on developing only certain scenarios is wrong way forward. As the problem description above shows, UE to Network Relay includes Uu and as such any partial scope as pushed forward here can influence potential Path Switch development in future adversely.

-We should focus on the current scope of the study without adding new partial requirements in Rel-17.  Path Switch/Service continuity needs to be addressed together to provide a complete solution in future releases. The urgency is not evident to us as we expect this work can be achieved at a later release.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


1.1.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.
1.1.4
Proposed Way Forward 
Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
