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1 Introduction

RAN2#107bis reached the following agreement

1b: For NR SL unicast, no enhancement for Rx behavior to be specified compared to Uu solution. FFS whether the Rx behavior is left to UE implementation.

In this contribution, we discuss the left issues SDAP Rx behaviour upon remapping.
2 Discussion
For the following FFS issue,
FFS whether the Rx behavior is left to UE implementation.

Firstly, the handling of End-Marker (EM) at Rx side has to take into account of the case where EM failed to arrive at Rx side. The EM loss can be caused by
· Either RLC layer, i.e., packet loss can happen in RLC UM, which does not guarantee lossless delivery;

· Or PDCP layer, i.e., the EM as a PDCP SDU may be either discarded at Tx side, due to the expiry of PDCP discard timer, or discarded by Rx side, due to the expiry of PDCP re-ordering timer;

Therefore, the EM loss cannot be avoided even if RLC AM is used. And the argument to use infinity value for PDCP discard timer and re-ordering timer is not valid assumption, considering V2X is typically delay-critical traffic, and thus the setting of PDCP discard/re-ordering timer has to be set according to E2E delay budget.
Observation 1 End-marker loss cannot be fully avoided for V2X traffic.
Secondly, the specification effort would be large if RAN2 pursue a specified SDAP Rx behaviour upon remapping, because
· In the current specification, the Rx behaviour upon remapping is not specified, since EM is only used for UL, where the Rx is network, so no need for specification of network behaviour. This is different from Tx behaviour, which is merely a copy-paste task, by reusing the procedure for Uu. So, if we agree to define anything for the RX UE behaviour, it seems to be something new compared to Uu solution and seems somewhat contradictory to the agreement above.
· Given the risk of EM loss, the Rx behaviour can be very complex. For example, even though the general thinking of EM handling could be that “Rx delay the SDAP SDU delivery on the new SLRB until the reception of EM on the old SLRB”, it is hard for Rx UE to decide whether to continue waiting for EM considering the EM loss risk. It may lead to further discussion on complementary mechanism to solve this issue.
Observation 2 Specification impact due to SDAP Rx behaviour upon end-marker is large. 

Therefore, considering all the above observations as well as the limited time left for V2X WI in Rel-16, we propose to leave this to UE implementation.
Proposal 1 SDAP Rx behaviour upon remapping is left to UE implementation.
3 Conclusion
Based on the discussion in section 2, we observe

Observation 1
End-marker loss cannot be fully avoided for V2X traffic.
Observation 2
Specification impact due to SDAP Rx behaviour upon end-marker is large.


And thus we propose:
Proposal 1
SDAP Rx behaviour upon remapping is left to UE implementation.
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