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1 Introduction
	1. Specify mechanisms to enhance service continuity for single-hop Layer-2 UE-to-Network relay for the following scenarios [RAN2, RAN3]:
A. Inter-gNB indirect-to-direct path switching (i.e., “remote UE <-> relay UE A <-> gNB X” to “remote UE <-> gNB Y”)
B. Inter-gNB direct-to-indirect path switching (i.e., “remote UE <-> gNB X” to “remote UE <-> relay UE A <-> gNB Y”)
C. Intra-gNB indirect-to-indirect path switching (i.e., “remote UE <-> relay UE A <-> gNB X” to “remote UE <-> relay UE B <-> gNB X”)
D. Inter-gNB indirect-to-indirect path switching (i.e., “remote UE<-> relay UE A <-> gNB X” to “remote UE <-> relay UE B <-> gNB Y”)
Note 2A: Scenario D is to be supported by reusing solutions for the other scenarios without specific optimizations.


During last meeting, the discussion of Rel-18 U2N service continuity has been initiated, whereas there are quite a few issues uncovered which will be addressed in this contribution. 
2 Discussion
2.1 Measurement event
During last RAN2 #119 meeting, it has been agreed that 
	Proposal 1 (modified)	For i2i path switch procedure, introduce a new measurement event based on individual thresholds i.e., Event Z1: Serving L2 U2N Relay UE becomes worse than threshold1 and Candidate L2 U2N Relay UE becomes better than threshold2.  FFS if we also have an event Z2: Candidate L2 U2N Relay UE becomes an offset better than serving L2 U2N Relay UE, and in this case if/how to compare SL-RSRP of serving U2N relay UE and SD-RSRP of candidate U2N relay UE.


For the abovementioned FFS issue, it is not necessary to introduce two measurement events on the same issue. Otherwise, RAN2 should spend additional effort on in which case to use which measurement event, which will take additional cost on some fancy enhancement. Therefore, only one measurement event type is enough.
[bookmark: _Toc118195249]RAN2 does not pursue an measurement event that candidate L2 U2N Relay UE becomes an offset better than serving L2 U2N Relay UE for I2I path switching.
2.2 Lossless delivery
When recalling the discussion in Rel-17 sidelink Relay, plenty of time has been spent on the issue of lossless delivery and the below agreement have been made at last:
	Agreement:
No spec impact for ensuring UL PDCP lossless behaviour in indirect-to-direct path switch (assume it is a corner case or can be addressed by network implementation).


When it comes to Rel-18 sidelink Relay enh, there is no obvious difference on the architecture for inter-gNB path switch and intra-gNB path switch. Thus, the conclusion on the UL lossless delivery can be reused in Rel-18, that is,
[bookmark: _Toc114146542][bookmark: _Toc114233843][bookmark: _Toc114499041][bookmark: _Toc115335679][bookmark: _Toc118195250]As concluded for UL lossless delivery made in Rel-17, for Rel-18 inter-gNB path switch, no spec impact for ensuring UL PDCP lossless behaviour in indirect-to-direct path switch (assume it is a corner case or can be addressed by network implementation).
2.3 RAN3 related issue
During last meeting, RAN2 raised the issue on which gNB decide on the path type and target relay UE. It can be observed that RAN3 has concurrently worked on the same issue and made the following conclusion:
	WA: Source gNB selects the target path type (direct or indirect)
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. FFS whether to include a single Target Relay L2 ID or a list of Target candidate Relay L2 IDs.


Therefore, RAN2 does not need to have repetitive discussion on these issues anymore.
[bookmark: _Toc118195099]RAN3 has made the conclusion on which gNB to decide on the path type and target relay UE.
[bookmark: _Toc118195251]RAN2 does not need to discuss on which gNB to decide on the path type and target relay UE.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we have analysed whether the legacy Rel-17 design for service continuity can be reused in Rel-18 newly introduced scenarios, and if not, how to make further enhancements. Thus, a brunch of observation is given below:
Observation 1:	RAN3 has made the conclusion on which gNB to decide on the path type and target relay UE.

And a brunch of proposals is given below:
Proposal 1:	RAN2 does not pursue an measurement event that candidate L2 U2N Relay UE becomes an offset better than serving L2 U2N Relay UE for I2I path switching.
Proposal 2:	As concluded for UL lossless delivery made in Rel-17, for Rel-18 inter-gNB path switch, no spec impact for ensuring UL PDCP lossless behaviour in indirect-to-direct path switch (assume it is a corner case or can be addressed by network implementation).
Proposal 3:	RAN2 does not need to discuss on which gNB to decide on the path type and target relay UE.

