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Introduction
In the RAN2#115-e meeting, MBS UP design including PTP/PTM switch and related service continuity issues have been discussed and some agreements were made. There are still several FFSs related to PDCP Status Report (PDCP SR) can be triggered due to bearer type change, as follows:
	· FFS whether PDCP SR can be triggered due to bearer type change in RRC signaling and FFS how to tiger PDCP SR if need.
· In RRC signaling, Support DL only UM RLC configuration for PTM, both DL and UL AM RLC configuration for PTP, DL only UM RLC configuration for PTP, FFS both DL and UL UM RLC configuration for PTP.
· FFS whether PDCP SR can be triggered due to bearer type change in RRC signaling and FFS how to trigger PDCP SR if need.


A subsequent email discussion related to the remaining UP issue is carrier out, but there are still divergent views on above issues which seem it is difficult to reach a consensus regarding on the issues related to PDCP SR design. Considering the discussion on PDCP Status Report during MBS bear type change had been discussed over several meetings, to progress the meeting, in this contribution, we aim to provide a convincing illustration on such issues and propose corresponding way forward.
Discussion
2.1 PDCP Status Report
Regarding PDCP SR, there is no conclusion about  FFS whether PDCP SR can be triggered due to bearer type change in RRC signalling and FFS how to trigger PDCP SR if need. To address this issue, the factor as necessity of PDCP SR, technical feasibility and impact on standard can be taken into consideration as follows:
Necessity of PDCP SR
Now that the main purpose of bearer type change is to enable a more flexible and reliability transmission applied to different radio condition of different UEs, it’s reasonable to provide more flexible and configurable approach to minimize the data loss during bearer type change procedure to meet diverse service QoS requirement, i.e., PDCP status report upon bearer type change. Besides, under our understanding, bearer type change or PTM/PTP configuration switching may happen frequently in a cell. Therefore, PDCP status report is beneficial.
Observation 1: PDCP status report is beneficial to guarantee reliability transmission during bearer type change procedure or PTM/PTP switching, while the motivation of bearer type change is to enable a more flexible and reliability transmission applied to different radio condition of different UEs.
Technical Feasibility
As we know, although both RLC feedback and RLC SN allocation (except for RLC segment) absent in RLC UM mode, there is no technical issue for the generation and transmission of PDCP Status report in case of RLC UM most due to the PDCP SN indicated in the reporting. 
Observation 2: although both RLC feedback and RLC SN allocation (except for RLC segment) absent in RLC UM mode, there is no technical issue for the generation and transmission of PDCP Status report in case of RLC UM mode due to the contained SN in the reporting is PDCP SN. 
Impact on standard
In last meeting, it agreed that in RRC signaling, support DL only UM RLC configuration for PTM, both DL and UL AM RLC configuration for PTP, DL only UM RLC configuration for PTP. And it is still FFS that whether both DL and UL UM RLC configuration for PTP is supported. Considering the PTM is configured with DL only RLC entity, if DL only RLC is configured for PTP as well, it is impossible to transfer PDCP status report to the network for the UE even if the PDCP SR is triggered. Moreover, it could be noticed that currently, PDCP status report is supported in RLC-UM mode for DAPS, there seems no extra efforts to support bidirectional RLC-UM for PTP transmission. Consequently, to provide a flexible manner to support the PDCP status report more , there is no need to only restrict the PDCP SR sending in case of AM RLC is configured, which resulting in that both DL and UL UM RLC configuration need to be supported for PTP as well. In fact, R16 DAPS HO for RLC UM already supports PDCP SR transmission and it is not completely new to introduce PDCP SR for UM bearer.
Observation 3: Considering the PTM is configured with DL only RLC entity, to provide a flexible manner to support the PDCP status report more , there is no need to only restrict the PDCP SR sending in case of PTP configured with AM RLC.
Proposal 1: PDCP status reporting need to be supported upon bearer type change to minimize the data loss.
Proposal 2: Bidirectional UM RLC configuration to be supported for PTP transmission.
Another issue is related to PDCP status report, which currently could be triggered in different cases, as described in TS 38.323 [2]:
	TS 38.323 5.4.1
For AM DRBs configured by upper layers to send a PDCP status report in the uplink (statusReportRequired in TS 38.331), the receiving PDCP entity shall trigger a PDCP status report when:
-	upper layer requests a PDCP entity re-establishment;
-	upper layer requests a PDCP data recovery;
-	upper layer requests a uplink data switching;
-	upper layer reconfigures the PDCP entity to release DAPS and daps-SourceRelease is configured in TS 38.331.
For UM DRBs configured by upper layers to send a PDCP status report in the uplink (statusReportRequired in TS 38.331), the receiving PDCP entity shall trigger a PDCP status report when:
-	upper layer requests a uplink data switching.



In the email discussion [3], there’s questions about PTP/PTM dynamic switch, and all(most) companies have the consensus that common PDCP entity is used for PTM-only MRB, PTP-only MRB and split MRB. Based on this, it could be found that no matter which type of bearer type occurs, there’s no need of PDCP re-establishment, but a downlink data switching. Therefore, we need to consider a new trigger like downlink data switching for a PDCP status report in MBS bearer type change. Proponents explain that since bearer type change is triggered by RRC signalling and PDCP SR can be triggered together with bearer type change, the legacy mechanism can be reused. However, as per our understanding, although Bearer type change is triggered by RRC signalling and PDCP SR can be triggered together with bearer type change, it can avoid the ambiguity of the specification if the new triggered is added into the triggering list.
Proposal 3: New trigger for PDCP status report for MBS bearer type change could be considered.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed PDCP status report related issues and PDCP initialization for a MRB, following are our observations and proposals.
Observations：
Observation 1: PDCP status report is beneficial to guarantee reliability transmission during bearer type change procedure, while the motivation of bearer type change is to enable a more flexible and reliability transmission applied to different radio condition of different UEs.
Observation 2: although both RLC feedback and RLC SN allocation (except for RLC segment) absent in RLC UM mode, there is no technical issue for the generation and transmission of PDCP Status report in case of RLC UM mode due to the contained SN in the reporting is PDCP SN. 
Observation 3: Considering the PTM is configured with DL only RLC entity, to provide a flexible manner to support the PDCP status report more , there is no need to only restrict the PDCP SR sending in case of PTP configured with AM RLC.
Proposals：
Proposal 1: PDCP status report could be supported upon bearer type change to minimize the data loss.
Proposal 2: Bidirectional UM RLC could be supported for PTP transmission.
Proposal 3: New trigger for PDCP status report for MBS bearer type change could be considered.
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