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1 Introduction

This is to discuss the following offline discussion.

· [AT117-e][614][Relay] Relay running CRs to 38.322/38.323 (Samsung)


Scope: Review and update the CRs in R2-2202950 and R2-2202951.


Intended outcome: Agreeable CR


Deadline:  Tuesday 2022-03-01 1200 UTC

2 Discussion

Most editor’s notes in RLC CR[1] and PDCP CR[2] are discussed in the offline discussion [Pre117-e][601] and [AT117-e][622]. 

We have one open issue in PDCP CR[2] on a new PDCP SDU type for Address Resolution Protocol (ARP) in subclause 6.3.12. 

	Editor’s Note: FFS for ARP (Address Resolution Protocol) e.g., use “010” for ARP, no ROHC for ARP, applicable only for NR sidelink communication for groupcast and broadcast


As presented in [3], CT1 specification for 5GS ProSe [4] defines IP packet and non-IP packet as L3 protocol data unit type. Unlike LTE ProSe, ARP is not defined as a separate L3 protocol data unit type and is included in non-IP packet according to the specification [4]. 

But it seems that CT1 has an open issue on non-IP packet handling and this may be related to define a separate type for ARP from non-IP packet as captured below.

	TS 24.554[4] 7.3.2.2 Transmission
The UE shall include the data unit(s) in a protocol data unit with the following parameters:

a)  a layer-3 protocol data unit type (see 3GPP TS 38.323 [16]) set to:
1)  IP packet, if the data unit(s) contains IP data; or

2)  non-IP packet, if the data unit(s) contains Ethernet, Address Resolution Protocol, or Unstructured data;

b) the source layer-2 ID set to the layer-2 ID self-assigned by the UE for 5G ProSe communication over PC5;

c)  the destination layer-2 ID set to:

1)  the destination layer-2 ID associated with the ProSe identifier of the ProSe application in this list of ProSe applications authorized for 5G ProSe communication over PC5 as specified in clause 5.2.4, if the ProSe identifier of the ProSe application is included in the list of ProSe applications authorized for 5G ProSe communication over PC5 as specified in clause 5.2.4; or

2)  the default destination layer-2 ID configured to the UE for 5G ProSe communication over PC5 as specified in clause 5.2.4, if the ProSe identifier of the ProSe application is not included in the list of ProSe applications authorized for 5G ProSe communication over PC5 and the UE is configured with a default destination layer-2 ID for 5G ProSe communication over PC5;

d) if the data unit(s) contains IP data, the source IP address set to the source IP address self-assigned by the UE for 5G ProSe communication over PC5; and

e)  the PQFI set to the value corresponding to the PC5 QoS rules as specified in clause 7.3.2.1,

Editor’s note: Details of whether specific parameters need to be set for the non-IP packet handling are FFS.


Based on CT1 status, Rapporteur thinks that RAN2 should wait for final decision by CT1 on the non-IP packet handling and revisit ARP issue later. Then about PDCP CR[2] we have two options at this stage as below:

Option 1 - nothing to specify on ARP in PDCP CR

Option 2 - add a NOTE that Non-IP contains ARP in PDCP CR according to current CT1 specification 

For any option, RAN2 will update PDCP specification if needed based on CT1 decision later.

So Rapporteur asks companies input on the options to resolve the editor’s note on ARP in PDCP CR[2].
Q1. Which option do companies support on a PDCP SDU type for ARP in PDCP CR?

Option 1 - nothing to specify on ARP in PDCP CR

Option 2 - add a NOTE that Non-IP contains ARP in PDCP CR

	Company
	Option 1/2
	Comments

	OPPO
	See comment
	We share the rapp observation on CT1 status, we understand CT1 is even discussing the need to further differentiate between ethernet and unstructured

2)  non-IP packet, if the data unit(s) contains Ethernet, Address Resolution Protocol, or Unstructured data;

So same view with rapp that “RAN2 should wait for final decision by CT1 on the non-IP packet handling and revisit ARP issue later”

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We also think it is reasonable to wait for CTI decision on this issue. Therefore, at current stage, option 2 is ok to us. 

	ZTE
	See comment
	Both options are fine if RAN2 will finally update PDCP specification based on CT1 decision later.

	Apple
	comment
	we can remove EN and just wait. Rely on PDCP rapporteur to bring CR later to solve this based on CT1 status.
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