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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

	LGE
	No
	The de-prioritized WT#2.7 (Path switching) is not about UE-to-Network Relay. We think that the support of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay is scope of the study.

	MediaTek Inc.
	No
	

	KPN
	No
	

	Lenovo/Motorola Mobility
	No
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	The de-prioritized WT#2.7 (Path switching) is global. Service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay de-scoping from Rel-17 FS_5G_ProSe SID need not be debated by SA2 as it had been already been removed by SA plenary de-prioritization last December.

	Intel
	No
	Service continuity is part of the key issue#3, since there was no change to this KI, it should be kept in the scope of Rel-17.

	Huawei
	No
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Telecom Italia
	No
	

	Sony
	No
	

	Futurewei
	No
	

	FirstNet
	No
	We don’t believe that the service continuity capability for the ProSe UE-Network relay should be impacted by the descoping of WT#2.7 (Path switching). 

Service continuity of “UE-Network relay” is being addressed as part of key issue #3 and again should have not been impacted by the descoping of WT#2.7.

From a public safety perspective, it is crucial for us to provide minimal interruption to their services as that saves lives.

	AT&T
	No
	Service continuity is an essential feature to support public safety use cases

	Convida Wireless
	No
	

	Interdigital Inc.
	No
	Service continuity is important for ProSe traffic, especially for public safety service.

	Apple
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	The down scoped WT#2.7 (Path Switching) has no dependency on WT#2.8 (UE-to-Network Relay).

	Fraunhofer HHI
	No
	

	Airbus
	No
	This view is not based on a semantic nor grammatical analysis of the decision made in SA#86 for SID downscoping, but only on the interest in that capability from a Mission Critical solutions perspective

	China Mobile
	No
	

	China Unicom
	No
	

	Tencent
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	The supported scenario needs to be coordinated with RAN WG.

	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.

	The Police of the Netherlands
	No
	Service continuity is essential in Public Safety scenarios of UE-to-Network relays

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	No TU should be allocated for this topic. 
Service continuity has no clear definition and can be considered met or not met depends on various application layer requirements. 
Additionally, the exact scope of the "service continuity" is not defined as well. For example, in a typical deployment, especially for the Public Safety, does it also cover the case the UE-to-Network Relay moves from 5GS to EPS while continues providing the service? 
Overall, this is not suitable for Rel-17 study.   

	BMWi
	No
	Service continuity for UE-to-Network Relays is essential for Public Safety.

	Samsung
	Yes
	The scope of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay is not clear. Is this between two UE-to-Network Relays or from Relay to UU and / or vice versa? Without this clarification, it is hard to judge what is planned to be de-scoped.  

	Erillisverkot
	No
	Service continuity is the utmost requirement for effective and trustworthy communication for Public Safety users in any given scenarios including UE-to-Network relays.

	Philips
	No
	The worktask sheet (SP-191371) that was used as a basis for downscoping indicated no dependency between WT2.8 and WT2.7. At the moment of downscoping no factual information was available and no explicit statement was made that downscoping of WT2.7 (i.e. path switch in relation to NCIS) would affect WT2.8 (i.e. UE-To-Network relay). Therefore, service continuity for UE-To-Network relay, i.e. WT2.8, should not be de-scoped from the release 17 FS_5G_ProSe SID.
Furthermore, as shown in SP-200216 service continuity for UE-To-Network relay, relates to a UE being able to switch between a direct connection between the UE and the gNB and an indirect connection between the UE and gNB via a relay UE. This is an essential requirement for relays and has already been a requirement since release 15, and hence has been in the scope of the SID since the beginning, and is not downscoped and should not be downscoped by the downscoping of WT2.7, which relates to path switching of two UEs being directly connected to each other via PC5 to a communication path between the two UEs via a base station.

	Vivo Mobile Communications Co. Ltd
	No
	Should be studied for both L2 and L3 relays, i.e. group handover

	Novamint
	No
	For some use cases, in particular Critical communications and Public Safety, the whole use case is collapsing without having service continuity.
Many verticals are extremely concerned by the approach followed by SA2 where solutions are first proposed without real use cases considerations and only cherry picking SA1 requirements fitting with existing solutions already in mind.
Let’s come back to the fundamentals. It is not up to the use cases to adapt to the solution but the opposite. The use cases should be the drivers of the solution adopted and standardized or the whole effort is useless.
And many have expressed from the beginning that service continuity was needed and contributed in this direction so it should not be de-scoped.
This should be studied for L2 and L3 relays.

	BDBOS
	No
	BDBOS believes that the service continuity capability for the ProSe UE-Network relay should not be negative impacted by any work item adjustments.
First responders have built their information structure on such capabilities.

	Norwegian Communications Authority (Nkom)
	No
	Essential to secure Public Safety users’ reliable operations under diverse conditions. WT could also have merit for V2X. 

	
	
	


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.
There are totally 35 companies that respond to the question, and the statistics is as following:
· 31 companies say ‘No’ to the question.

· 4 companies say ‘Yes’ to the question.

· 
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.
Given that majority of companies prefer to go with “support of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay is not de-scoped from Rel-17 FS_5G_ProSe SID”, the proposed way forward is that support of service continuity for UE-to-Network Relay is in scope of Rel-17 FS_5G_ProSe Study Item as described in Key Issue #3 of TR 23.752 v0.3.0.
