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1. Introduction

In RAN2#64, it was agreed in R2-087048 that

“the first byte in the payload section of an AMD PDU is referred by the code point one (000000000000001).”
However, there are some concerns with this decision as discussed below.

2. Discussion
There are a few concerns:

1) One of the arguments for the decision was to align the definitions across the SO, SOstart, SOend (called the SO fields hereafter), and LI field. However, the SO fields are used to indicate the position within the Data field of the original AMD PDU, whereas the LI is used to indicate the length in bytes of the corresponding Data field element present in the RLC data PDU. SO fields and LI are used to indicate different things. So we are not sure why we need to align the SO fields to the LI field. It seems 0-based or 1-based was an arbitrary decision in terms of protocol design.
2) Currently, there are already RAN5 test cases that assume the 0-based definitions for the fields (i.e., 0 is used to indicate the first byte of the original AMD PDU). With the changes in R2-087048, all those test cases will have to be modified carefully.
3) With the changes in R2-087048, it was not clear whether value 0 is allowed for the SO fields. We think to be consistent, we should reserve value 0 for the SO fields.
4) However, if the value 0 is reserved for the SO fields, then we lost one code-point unnecessarily. We could have used 0-based offset addressing instead. So why not use 0-based offset instead?
Proposal 1: reconsider the decision and use 0-based offset addressing instead in light of the concerns above.
Proposal 2: if proposal 1 is not agreed, we propose to reserve the value 0 for the SO, SOstart, SOend fields so all those fields are consistenly aligned.
The corresponding CRs are available in [1] and [2]. [1] is for proposal 1 and [2] is for propsal 2.

3. Proposals
Proposal 1: reconsider the decision and use 0-based offset addressing instead in light of the concerns above.

Proposal 2: if proposal 1 is not agreed, we propose to reserve the value 0 for the SO, SOstart, SOend fields so all those fields are consistenly aligned.
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