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1
Introduction
At RAN#77, a new WID on UDC was approved [1]. The objectives are as follows:
	The objective of this WI is to specify only the DEFLATE-based solution as follows:

· To specify the signaling and procedures enabling operator control of the DEFLATE-based solution.

· To specify the UDC header (at least including checksum) and, PDCP control signaling as necessary, in PDCP protocol.

· To analyze impact of buffer size and authentication when using pre-defined dictionary. And if needed, corresponding signaling and procedure should be specified.


During study item phase, there were several contributions on DEFLATE-based solution and some contributions analyzed how it worked. In general, the DEFLATE-based solution is based on IETF specification [2] and there may be some designs in 3GPP.

This paper is to provide some analysis on the scope of the WI UDC, e.g. which parts should not be standardized.
2
Discussion
RoHC mechanism has already been defined in LTE specifications. In [3], there is one sentence that “The implementation of the functionality of the ROHC framework and of the functionality of the supported header compression profiles is not covered in this specification.”. We understand that this sentence is to avoid duplication of compression and de-compression definitions from IETF to 3GPP. For the DEFLATE-based solution, since it follows the same logic of RoHC, i.e. both compression methods refer to IETF specifications, so the above sentence should be also applied to the DEFLATE-based solution.
For RoHC, couple of profiles are defined in [3], e.g. RTP/UDP/IP, TCP/IP. For these profiles, the UE could indicate at least one profile it supports, and then eNB could configure at least one profile for the UE. For the DEFLATE-based solution, as analyzed in TR 36.754 [4], it is common for all upper layer packets, so there is no “profiles” definition.
Proposal 1: The implementation of the functionality of the Deflate framework is not covered by RAN2 specifications.
For the second and the third objectives in the WID, checksum and pre-defined dictionary are mentioned. 
· To specify the UDC header (at least including checksum) and, PDCP control signaling as necessary, in PDCP protocol.

· To analyze impact of buffer size and authentication when using pre-defined dictionary. And if needed, corresponding signaling and procedure should be specified.
In general, RAN2 could discuss how to define checksum and pre-defines dictionary and the scope should be:
· protocol data units, formats and parameters (as per legacy way)

· for algorithm aspects, it is suggested to be left up to UE implementation or refer to other places. The following text is an example also in [4] and it is about ciphering and deciphering functions in PDCP layer.

The ciphering algorithm and key to be used by the PDCP entity are configured by upper layers [3] and the ciphering method shall be applied as specified in [6].
Proposal 2: For new definitions, e.g. checksum and pre-defined dictionary, if there are algorithm aspects, it is proposed to be left up to UE implementation or refer to other places (not in RAN2 specifications).
3
Conclusion
In this contribution, we analyse the scope of the WI UDC and it is proposed: 

Proposal 1: The implementation of the functionality of the Deflate framework is not covered by RAN2 specifications.
Proposal 2: For new definitions, e.g. checksum and pre-defined dictionary, if there are algorithm aspects, it is proposed to be left up to UE implementation or refer to other places (not in RAN2 specifications).
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