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Introduction
During last meeting, layer 2 based UP solutions was adopted [1]. This contribution will discuss remaining issues details.
Discussion
1. DRB ID Addition
DRB ID is needed for PDCP packets identification at UE during LWA operation. There are 2 options to include the DRB ID value: 
a). At PDCP layer (as a new PDCP header) , or 
b). At a new adaptation layer (adaptation layer header)
Option a) and option b) does not differ much in implementations and efficiency. However, option a) will have impact to legacy PDCP protocol and unnecessarily introduce a PDCP header solely used for LWA. And the PDCP header could only be implicitly identified based on UE’s operation mode and data path (i.e. only used for LWA capable UE on split bearer in WLAN data path), which will increase UE complexity. 
While option b) is clearer in design and avoid impacts to PDCP specifications. Besides, if UE based flow control is introduced, such flow control packets could also be implemented at adaptation layer to avoid PDCP impacts. Furthermore, defining a new adaptation layer will allow further expansion for other control or new data PDUs in LWA. Thus option b) is proposed and an adaptation layer should be introduced.
Proposal 1: An adaptation layer which terminates at UE and eNB is defined for PDCP PDUs delivering in WLAN domain for LWA operation.
Proposal 2: DRB ID is added at the new defined adaptation layer (i.e. as a field in adaptation layer header).
2. 2 Options for Layer 2 UP Architecture
2 options are proposed during last RAN2 meeting:
a) “Ethertype” based L2 identification solution for PDCP
b) “Src. MAC address” based L2 identification solution for PDCP
Even though option b) requires additional signalling for UE to get knowledge of the WT’s MAC address, it can solve “legacy AP” issues for some WLAN implementations to satisfy some operators’ need. Therefore, to enable more deployment scenarios for future LWA operation, we think option b) could be also considered based on operators’ wish. 
 Proposal 3: “Src. MAC address” based L2 identification solution for PDCP should be also introduced based on operator’s needs.
3. QoS and QoS Mapping:
Considering the fact that in current industry, there are no standard or any mature solutions for QoS mappings between LTE and WLAN, and the issue if actually out of the scope of RAN2/3, we think there is no need to introduce a standard QoS mapping for LWA. And more details and analysis could be found in [4] 
Proposal 4: There is no need to standardize any QoS mapping mechanism on WT or eNB for LWA.
Proposal 5: In LWA, split bearers on WLAN path are assumed to be non-GBR based.
4. Other remaining issues:
 Remaining issues include flow control and PDCP layer 3 processing. Please refer to contribution [2][3] for more details.
Conclusion 
It is proposed to discuss and capture the following proposals at RAN2:
Proposal 1: An adaptation layer which terminates at UE and eNB is defined for PDCP PDUs delivering in WLAN domain for LWA operation.
Proposal 2: DRB ID is added at the new defined adaptation layer (i.e. as a field in adaptation layer header).
Proposal 3: “Src. MAC address” based L2 identification solution for PDCP should be also introduced based on operator’s needs.
Proposal 4: There is no need to standardize any QoS mapping mechanism on WT or eNB for LWA.
Proposal 5: In LWA, split bearers on WLAN path are assumed to be non-GBR based.
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