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1. Introduction

RAN2 #44 discussed ROHC parameters to be configured by upper layers, resulting in a proposed CR to 25.323 [1]. Since the meeting, we have discussed internally the rationale behind some of the parameters appearing in the proposed CR, with experts involved in the development of the RFC3095.

Regarding the following “parameters”, we now see it necessary to bring the discussion back to the table and ask for exclusion of these from the proposed CR:

* O-mode:

  - UPWARD_TRANSITION_INTERVAL_TO_FO

  - UPWARD_TRANSITION_INTERVAL_TO_SO

  - DOWNLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_O_MODE

    (k_1 and n_1, k_2 and n_2, k_feedback_rate)

* R-mode

  - UPLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_R_MODE (m1, m2, pRTT)

  - DOWNLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_R_MODE

    (k_1 and n_1, k_2 and n_2, k_feedback_rate, k_sparse_ACK and n_sparse_ACK).

2. Meaning and use of the “parameters” in RFC3095

The "parameters" mentioned above, that are suggested to be signaled to the UE over RRC in the proposed CR, are related to state transitions and feedback. In fact, as opposed to they are not parameters in RFC3095 but rather means to explain certain concepts. These appear in RFC3095 as part of the description of state transitions and feedback logic.

However, the concepts of states and state transitions in RFC3095 have been introduced to provide examples and guidelines on how the different packet types and feedback types can be used. Implementations are in no way mandated nor constrained to implement states and state transition logic in the manner suggested by RFC3095. It is even possible for a compliant implementation to not make use of the concept of states and state transitions, in which case the "parameters" listed above have no meaning. The only related normative constraint is that properties of different packet types must be followed - which also means that some packets can actually be sent at any time, unrelated to a specific state or event.

In addition, the logic represented by these "parameters" only provides part of the logic related to the state transition (i.e. a part of the choice of the compressed packet type). Other factors, such as the behavior of the flow, the error rate of the link and some implementation choices account for the rest of this logic. The same applies to feedback.

Finally, attempting to test that a UE behaves according to the signaled “parameter” values will be impossible. This is because the effect of these values is related to only a part of the logic behind the choice of the compressed packet type, which also depends on other (uncontrollable/unpredictable) factors.

Following the above reasoning, the specification of values for the above "parameters" can at worst be entirely ignored and be without effect, and at best it can be a recommendation that implementers may or may not follow. That is, the content of the proposed CR can only be of informative nature. For the CR to have an impact, it would have to mandate and constrain how ROHC is implemented, which would in our understanding require changes in the RFC.

Considering the above, mandating signaling support for these parameters appear to be a waste of RRC implementation resources, primarily for the UE.  

3. Arguments in favour of signaling the parameters

We have checked the argumentation in previous papers leading to the conclusion to signal the above “parameters”. In papers [2-6], the use of these  “parameters” is discussed on different levels of detail. 

However, the fundamental nature of the “parameters” and the fact that they may not even exist in a ROHC implementation as described above, is not highlighted in these papers. Thus it appears that basic assumptions behind the RFC3095 are not followed in the 3GPP discussion. 
4. Proposal

While we understand the underlying wish of RAN2 to impose further control on the UE’s ROHC behavior, the signaling of the proposed “parameters” appears not to have the desired impact. It is thus proposed that signaling of the following parameters be excluded from the proposed CR: 

* O-mode:

  - UPWARD_TRANSITION_INTERVAL_TO_FO

  - UPWARD_TRANSITION_INTERVAL_TO_SO

  - DOWNLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_O_MODE

    (k_1 and n_1, k_2 and n_2, k_feedback_rate)

* R-mode

  - UPLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_R_MODE (m1, m2, pRTT)

  - DOWNLINK_ROHC_PARAMETERS_FOR_R_MODE

    (k_1 and n_1, k_2 and n_2, k_feedback_rate, k_sparse_ACK and n_sparse_ACK).

In case this cannot be agreed by the group at this time, it is proposed that a separate teleconference is organized just after the RAN#45 meeting, to which companies easily can bring both RAN2 delegates and ROHC experts.
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