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1 Introduction

This is for the discussion of CR for SRAP
· [AT118-e][617][Relay] 38351 relay CR (OPPO)
      Scope: Update the rapporteur CR, incorporating decisions of this meeting and taking into account related proposals in the related tdocs: R2-2204796, R2-2204797, R2-2205133, R2-2205431.

      Intended outcome: Agreed CR (without CB if possible)

      Deadline:  Wednesday 2022-05-18 0400 UTC

2 Phase-1 Discussion

The related papers are summarized as follows
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2.1 Change by 4796

4796 propose to remove the “drb-Identity minus 1” operation.

Q1: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 4796?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	If we do not do minus-1 operation, how to carry DRB ID of 32 (max value) using 5-bit?

	Nokia
	No
	We agree with OPPO that the offset of minus 1 is needed, as the DRB-entity in 38.331 is defined as an integer from 1-32 and therefore is not compatible with 5 bits otherwise

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	vivo
	No
	Same view as OPPO.

	Sharp
	No
	

	ZTE
	See comments
	As OPPO and Nokia point out, the BEARER ID shall set to “drb-Identity minus 1”. On the other hand, if the BEARER ID field is set to drb-Identity minus 1, upon receiving SRAP Data PDU from lower layer, Remote UE shall deliver the corresponding SRAP SDU to the PDCP entity of the DRB whose RB identity equal to the BEARER ID plus 1, not the BEARER ID. So, the receiving operation of Remote UE need to correct.

5.2.3
Receiving operation of U2N Remote UE

Upon receiving an SRAP Data PDU from lower layer, the receiving part of the SRAP entity shall:

-
remove the SRAP header of this SRAP Data PDU and deliver the SRAP SDU to upper layer, i.e., PDCP layer (TS 38.323 [5]), entity corresponding to the BEARER ID of this SRAP Data PDU (SRB and DRB are differentiated based on sl-Egress-RLC-Channel-PC5).

	Ericsson
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	Not essential. [But do not agree with OPPO and Nokia’s reasoning that shifting a range by 1 (or not shifting by 1) changes the number of bits needed. It changes end points. We are more concerned about issue pointed out by ZTE.]

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	


2.2 Change by 4797

4797 propose to specify the network behaviour, where especially the behaviour for CU-DU split is proposed to be specified in detail (by referring to SRB Mapping Info IE in 38.473).

Q2: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 4797?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	So the first Q is whether 351 aims at network behavior as well – we do not think so (this is different from IAB where the MT function is at network side). 

	Nokia
	No
	We agree that this is network behaviour, which should not be specified, at least not in 351

	Qualcomm
	No
	Network behavior need not be specified.

	vivo
	No
	Cannot see the reason why to specify NW behaviour in Uu. 

	Sharp
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	RAN3 agrees to support SL relay in CU-DU split architecture. According to TS 38.473, the CU need to configure the DU with DL mapping information.  And it states that the gNB-DU shall use the stored mapping information for the mapping of SRB/DRB data to Uu RLC channel, as specified in TS 38.351.
However, in the latest TS 38.351, the mapping of SRB/DRB data to Uu RLC channel at gNB-DU is missing. As a reference, the procedure of mapping to BH RLC channel at IAB-donor DU is captured in BAP specification of IAB (i.e. TS 38.340). Similarly, it would be better to also capture the mapping of SRB/DRB data to Uu RLC channel at gNB-DU in TS 38.351.  

	Ericsson
	No
	the changes are perhaps unnecessary, 

This is different from IAB. IAB is a feature designed for gNB (DU and CU). And of course, it is reasonable to capture how DU behaves.

For SL relay, the relay functionalities are mainly designed for UE interfaces.

	CATT
	No
	Same view as OPPO.

	Samsung
	No
	We discussed this at length when we started drawing up the SRAP spec, and agreed not to specify the network side of SRAP. It is true that for IAB we do specify BAP (Adapt) behaviour at IAB-Donor-DU (and therefore the argument from OPPO above does not apply in our view, since the equivalent question here is not whether IAB-MT behaviour should be specified, but rather IAB-Donor-DU), but there is no reason to use that as an argument in this case and specify SRAP at gNB.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	


2.3 Change-2 by 5133

5133 change-2 propose to clarify further the timing when relay UE to perform discard examination for SRB0 message from remote UE.

Q3: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 5133 change-2?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	Not get the point yet, isn’t that so SRB0 is without SRAP header, so not related to error data handling operation?

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	This change is to address the issue that the condition check in sub-clause 5.3.3.1 could fail because there may be no entry in the current sl-RemoteUE-ToAddModList with a sl-L2Identity-Remote matching the Layer-2 ID of the remote UE when an SRAP Data SDU including the RRCSetupRequest message is received from the remote UE. In short, when receiving the SRAP Data SDU including the RRCSetupRequest message, the relay UE should wait for reception of sl-RemoteUE-ToAddModList and then performs the UE/BEARER ID field determination as specified in sub-clause 5.3.3.1. Thus, a NOTE is added to clarify the UE behaviour for this situation.

[OPPO] still fail to get the point, isn’t that so the RRCSetupRequest message is of SRB0 so w/o SRAP header, how we do a check on it?

[ASUSTeK] The condition in 5.3.3.1 is:
-    if there is an entry in sl-RemoteUE-ToAddModList, whose sl-L2Identity-Remote matches the Layer-2 ID of the remote UE from which the SRAP Data packet is received:
Our understanding is that the condition checks the sl-L2Identity-Remote in sl-RemoteUE-ToAddModList configured to the Relay UE against the Layer-2 ID of the remote UE from which the SRAP Data packet is received. It does not check the SRAP header of the received RRCSetupRequest message. If the condition is satisfied, the Relay UE then determines the UE ID and BEARER ID to be included in the header of the SRAP Data PDU for forwarding to the gNB.


	Nokia
	No
	We agree to OPPOs comments. Furthermore, we already have an immense amount of notes in the current version of the spec, where we should strive to provide procedural changed instead of notes to clarify procedures.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	NOTE to clarify the UE behavior is fine

	vivo
	No
	Similar view as OPPO. The current Spec says that the UE shall do the related check only when there is an entry matching the L2 ID of the remote. This means, when there isn’t such entry, no such check needs to be performed until there is. 

	Sharp
	Yes
	We understand the intention is to avoid discarding examination early performed on a new connecting remote UE. And a Note could be nice. 

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as OPPO and vivo.

	Ericsson
	No
	For the second change, it is not necessary. For both cases covered in the CR,

remote UE goes to RRC Connected. In this case, RRCsetuprequest is transmitted on SL-RLC0 with a specified configuration, relay UE will not discard the data packet either, the data packet at the transmit side of the relay UE will be just stored, and wait until relay UE receives SRAP configuration from gNB.



	CATT
	Yes
	We agree with the intention and think it is reasonable to add one NOTE for clarification.

	Samsung
	Not sure…
	The purpose of the change is unclear to us. Firstly, why would this added condition (“If the current sl-RemoteUE-ToAddModList does not include any entry with a sl-L2Identity-Remote matching the Layer-2 ID of the remote UE from which the SRAP Data packet is received…”) be specific only to transmission of SRB0? And secondly, the change seems to propose some sort of buffering of data?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	It can be handled by relay UE implementation.


2.4 Change-1 by 5133 and Change-5 by 5431

The two changes are both for error data handling.

In 5133 change-1 and 5431 change-5-3), it identifies the case that if a RRC_IDLE / RRC_INACTIVE relay UE receives a RRCReconfigurationComplete message from a remote UE during a direct-to-indirect switching, it cannot perform discard examination.

Q4-1: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 5133 change-1 and 5431 change-5-3)?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes with comment
	In fact, this issue is common for the reception of SRB1 message relying on default configuration (i.e., the first SRB1 message), since there is no SRAP configuration before the reception of the concerned SRB1 message.

Yet we can further discuss the solution in Phase-2: we are not sure how 5133 change-1 solves this issue, and 5431 change-5-3) seems overshoot it because it rules out all SRB1 message discard examination.



	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	The intention of 5133 change-1 is trying not to limit the timing for performing the discard examination to the time “when a SRAP Data PDU is received” so as to prevent the received SRAP Data PDU from being discarded, considering the case that the relay UE in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE has not obtained the sl-SRAP-Config-Relay associated with the remote UE yet when the SRAP Data PDU including the RRCReconfigurationComplete message is received from the remote UE.

Regarding 5431 change-5-3, we share the same view with OPPO that it would be overkill to rule out all SRB1 message in the discard examination.

	Nokia
	No strong view
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comments
	Agree with issue raised, but do not agree with the way change is supported in 5431 TP. It is better to separate the conditions for remote UE and relay UE for different cases to make them clear. We can further discuss the way to address the changes in phase 2.

	vivo
	Comments
	Share the intention. But same view as OPPO, it is not correct to rule out discard examination for all SRB1 messages. Revised changes are needed.

	Sharp
	Yes
	We think the issue regarding to 5133 change-1 should be clarified.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with the intention.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes with first change in 5133
	Issue described by OPPO (SRB1) seems valid but not sure how the first change in 5133 fixes that particular issue? First change of 5133 according to proposer (ASUSTeK) seems to be looking at unnecessary discarding in RRC_IDLE, which we agree is an issue.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	OK to do further update on the change in phase 2.


5431 change-5-1) propose to handle control PDU.

Q4-2: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 5431 change-5-1)?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	No
	There is no control PDU in Rel-17.

	ASUSTeK
	No
	Since SRAP Control PDU is not used in Rel-17, we think smart UE implementation will handle this situation.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with the above

	Qualcomm
	No
	We need not specify as control PDU is not supported in Rel-17

	vivo
	Yes, and comments
	We somewhat share the intention of this change: how Rel-17 UE co-works with future release UEs over the relay link is unknown. So it is not 100% guaranteed for the time being that a Rel-17 will never receive a SRAP PDU setting D/C field to a reserved value. As the safest solution, perhaps it’s better to cover also SRAP PDU discarding with erroneous D/C value. 

	Sharp
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	This is an implementation matter (what to do if an SRAP Control PDU – which is not even specified in Rel-17 – is received). 

If the intention of the other hand is to future-proof the design, we agree that in future there may be a mix of Rel-17 and Rel-18 nodes (we have similar issue for IAB) but still do not think we should introduce this change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	This is for the case R17 and R18/R19 UE mixed case. Some future release UE supporting control PDU may send it to R17 UE.


5431 change-5-2) propose to clarify that in case relay-UE get a data PDU from remote UE1 using ID for remote UE2, it should be discarded as well..

Q4-3: Do you agree with the issue proposed by 5431 change-5-2)?

	Company
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	No
	We are fine with the intention, but we think it would be rare case since the mismatch between local ID and L2 ID of Remote UE would occur only when gNB performs local ID update for the Remote UE.

	Nokia
	Yes
	No strong view, but we think that the clarification is beneficial, and can be accepted at this stage of the CR

	Qualcomm
	Yes 
	Same comments as Q4-1 on the format of the changes.

	vivo
	Yes, and comments
	Whereas we share the intention and the identified cases as in change 5-2), there seems to be some overlapping between the proposed change and the 1st sentence in the existing paragraph, e.g. whether “mismatching” case can also cover the “not including” case. Perhaps this can be considered during CR producing phase to simplify the descriptions.

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with the intention, but the detailed wording can be further checking.

	Ericsson
	No
	This seems to be a corner case, no need to do optimize for corner case.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	We think this change is needed and acceptable at this stage.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	Proponent. For the comments of “corner case”, the whole section is actually for corner case.
5.4
Handling of unknown, unforeseen, and erroneous protocol data


2.5 Other Changes in 5431 and 4632

Other changes in 5431 and 4632 are mostly editorial.

Q5: Any comment to the change in drafted CR (as a merged version from 4632 and 5431 (other than change-5))?

	Company
	Tdoc, Clause
	Comments

	OPPO
	5431, clause 5.2.3 
	[image: image1.png]Upon receiving an SRAP Data PDU/packet from lower layer,




It is preferred to align the usage of packet vs. PDU. Here the description is for remote UE, while packet should be used for relay UE w.r.t the packet forwarding between the two collocated entites, so not suggest to make this change.

	Samsung
	
	OK with second change to 5.2.2.2 (this change appears elsewhere as well) in 5431. Not sure other changes from 5431 are needed.


Proposal 1 xxx.

3 Conclusion

We have the following proposals:

Proposal 1
xxx.
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