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1
Introduction

This document is for summary of the following discussions:

[AT117-e][051][UDC] Open Issues and CRs (CATT)


Scope: Ph1 Address the UDC Open Issues aiming to close all, Collect comments on major issues and/or blocking points in the provided CRs if any. Ph2 The discussion will continue W2 aiming for CR agreement (focusing on smaller things). 


Intended outcome: Report 


Deadline: Ph1 W1 Friday (for On-line CB Monday W2).
The participants are invited to leave their contact information in the following table. 

	Company
	Contact: Name (E-mail)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


2
Ph1 – on the open issues
Based on the previous discussions (see Appendix) and company contributions [7]-[16], the following open issues need to be discussed, i.e., 

· Issue 1: FFS on other inter-node coordination, see section 2.1

· Issue2: An Editor note in PDCP CR that is related to drb-ContinueUDC, see section 2.2

· Issue 3: An FFS on UE capability, see section 2.3

· Issue 4: on PDCP PDUs to be discarded in the network side, see section 2.4

2.1 FFS on inter-node coordination

The key point to discuss is whether additional inter-node coordination needs to be introduced. In the current 38.331 CR [2], the previous agreement has been specified, i.e., one new parameter (to indicate how many UDC DRBs can SN configure) is introduced in the internode signaling CG-ConfigInfo.
Some company contributions addresses this issue. For example, in [12] and [13], it has been proposed that no more coordination needs to be introduced. 

Rapporteur observes that there are no other technical proposals to add more coordination information to this RAN2 meeting. 

Companies are invited to share their view on this issue. 

Question 1
Do you agree that no additional inter-node coordination between MN and SN is needed on top of what has been specified in the current RRC CR [2]? 
	Company
	Agree or not
	Comments if any

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Conclusion

TBD
2.2 Editor note in PDCP CR

Another issue is in the draft 38.323 CR [3], there is an editor note which should be addressed in this meeting also:

Editor Note: FFS whether or how to reflect if drb-ContinueUDC is configured and if the PDCP SDU has been compressed before, UE performs integrity protection and ciphering of PDCP SDU (containing UDC header and UDC data block) using the COUNT value associated with this PDCP SDU as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8
Some company contributions addressed this issue and there seems to be different views, see e.g., [8], [10], [13], [14], and [15]. 

We observe the following possible options, i.e., 

· Option 1 no changes to the spec and the Editor note is dropped

· Option 2 to clarify “UE should apply integrity protection and ciphering to PDCP SDU containing UDC header and UDC data block if drb-ContinueUDC is configured and if the PDCP SDU has been compressed before” with normative text 

--------start of example TPs for option 2
An example is given below for option 2 (see [13])

	-
perform header compression of the PDCP SDU using ROHC as specified in the clause 5.7.4 and/or using EHC as specified in the clause 5.12.4;
-
perform uplink data compression of the PDCP SDU if drb-ContinueUDC is not configured, as specified in the subclause 5.X.4;
-
perform uplink data compression of the PDCP SDU which has not been compressed before and if drb-ContinueUDC is configured, as specified in the subclause 5.X.4;
-
If drb-ContinueUDC is configured and if the PDCP SDU has been compressed before:

-
perform integrity protection and ciphering of the compressed PDCP SDU using the COUNT value associated with this PDCP SDU as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8;
-
else:

-
perform integrity protection and ciphering of the PDCP SDU using the COUNT value associated with this PDCP SDU as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8;
-
submit the resulting PDCP Data PDU to lower layer, as specified in clause 5.2.1.




--------end of example TPs for option 2
· Option 3 to clarify “UE should apply integrity protection and ciphering to PDCP SDU containing UDC header and UDC data block if drb-ContinueUDC is configured and if the PDCP SDU has been compressed before” with a Note 
--------Start of example TPs for option 3
An example is given below for option 3, see the highlighted part
	for AM DRBs whose PDCP entities were not suspended, from the first PDCP SDU for which the successful delivery of the corresponding PDCP Data PDU has not been confirmed by lower layers, perform retransmission or transmission of all the PDCP SDUs already associated with PDCP SNs in ascending order of the COUNT values associated to the PDCP SDU prior to the PDCP entity re-establishment as specified below:

-
perform header compression of the PDCP SDU using ROHC as specified in the clause 5.7.4 and/or using EHC as specified in the clause 5.12.4;

-
perform uplink data compression of the PDCP SDU if drb-ContinueUDC is not configured, as specified in the subclause 5.X.4;
-
perform uplink data compression of the PDCP SDU which has not been compressed before and if drb-ContinueUDC is configured, as specified in the subclause 5.X.4;

Note: If drb-ContinueUDC is configured and if the PDCP SDU has been compressed before, UE performs integrity protection and ciphering of PDCP SDU (containing UDC header and UDC data block) using the COUNT value associated with this PDCP SDU as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8
-
perform integrity protection and ciphering of the PDCP SDU using the COUNT value associated with this PDCP SDU as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8;

-
submit the resulting PDCP Data PDU to lower layer, as specified in clause 5.2.1.


--------end of example TPs for option 3
Please note that the above TPs are only for examples, so that companies understand generally what the option means. The detailed wording, if needed, can be refined in Ph2. 

Rapporteur observes that the intended UE behaviour should be the same (as the normative text or note is saying), but it is more about whether this is reflected in the CR and if yes how. 

Companies are invited to share their view on this issue. 

Question 2
Which option do you prefer regarding the handling of the above mentioned editor note in 38.323 CR [3]?
	Company
	Option 1/2/3
	Comments if any

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Conclusion

TBD
2.3 FFS on UE capability

The previous open issue seems to focus on the need of some additional UE capability restriction to apply UDC, in terms of maximum uplink data rate. 

Some company contributions addressed this issue, see e.g., [7][9][11] and some others. In the previous discussions, there were also comments that how to specify such data rate limit is unclear. And it seems [7] and [9] have provided some examples. More specifically in [7], proposals as well as TPs to 306/323 CRs are provided regarding how to specify such a uplink data limit. In [9], several options are provided to define a clear boundary of the maximum UDC data rate applicable to NR. 

Rapporteur understands that there is strong view from some companies to introduce such uplink data rate limit, but there are also views that this is not necessary. 

Companies are invited to share their view on this issue. 

Question 3
Do you agree to introduce additional UE capability restriction (i.e., in terms of uplink data rate limit for applying NR UDC)?
	Company
	Agree or not
	Comments if any

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Conclusion

TBD
2.4 Potential issue on PDCP PDUs to be discarded in the network side
One more issue regarding PDCP PDUs to be discarded in the network side was discussed in [14], where it was proposed
Proposal 2. Upon receiving the PDCP Control PDU containing the checksum error indication, the PDCP entity indicates the discard only for the PDCP PDUs that the data block is compressed by UDC to the RLC entity. [14]
The following TP was also provided [14]

--------Start of TPs in [14]
5.X.8
UDC checksum error handling

UDC checksum error notification PDCP control PDU indicates the compression buffer and de-compression buffer are out of synchronization. When receiving the notification, the UE shall trigger UDC buffer reset procedure to resynchonize the compression buffer and indicate to the RLC entities the discard indication for the PDCP data PDUs that the UDC data block is compressed by UDC.
--------end of TPs in [14]
Companies are invited to share their comments on the above issue.
Question 4 
Do you agree with the above mentioned issue on PDCP PDUs to be discarded in the network side and the proposed changes (as in [14])?
	Company
	Agree or not
	Comments if any

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.5 Other issues if any
The following question is for other potential issues, if any.
Question 5 
Please specify in the table below if you see any other remaining issues in order to close this WI.
	Company
	Please explain the issue if you see any, and please provide your suggestion if any to solve the issue. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Conclusion

TBD
3
Ph2 – on the CRs
TBD – will be added based on Ph1 progresses.
4
Conclusion
TBD
5
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· Can Use these CRs as a baseline for further work (except 37340 CR which may not be needed dependent on further agreements)

On email summary in R2-2200039
· The parts without TBD in Table 1 are assumed to directly follow LTE UDC mechanism.

· UDC is not applied to the SDAP header and SDAP control PDU.

· The UDC header is located after SDAP header in the UDC PDU format.

· UDC is not applied to DAPS in NR.

· NR UDC is not applied to sidelink DRBs.
· With Figure 4.2.2-1, there is no need to further clarify UDC decompression being performed after PDCP re-ordering in the specification.

· UE shall support number of UDC DRBs 2. FFS if we need to support some additional UE capability. 

· Continue by email, can include tech proposals from tdocs below (proponents are expected to request), continue on the non-agreed parts, review CRs.

On offline summary R2-2201914


[Change the UE cap FFS into: FFS whether UE data rate limitation with UDC need to be provided as a UE capability.] Chair: The FFS for the UE cap agreement above is removed, and the below is agreed instead. 

· FFS whether UE data rate limitation with UDC need to be supported with a UE capability.

· UDC continuity can be configured for the same cases as ROHC continuity

· Assume that P2 and P5 can be supported, CRs for review to next meeting anyway. If issues are found R2 can revert this assumption (at next meeting). 

P2: UDC is supported for non-split bearer type in NR-DC. It is supported that MN sends to SN the maximum number of UDC DRBs that can be configured by SN. FFS if any other coordination is needed.

P5: Support NR UDC for MR-DC and split bearer type, with the following restrictions

- Only include NR-DC, NGEN-DC, and NE-DC (i.e., EN-DC is not supported)

- No enhancements supported for potential data loss for split bearer case.

· Send an LS to RAN3 to inform of NR UDC potential impact to CU-CP/UP splitting scenario. R2 understands that decisions as well as the required specification work are up to RAN3.

Update CRs taking into acct all agreements, review in an offline discussion, tech. endorse if possible.
Post meeting email #053

=> The LS out in R2-2202033 is approved.

=> The report in R2-2202034 is Noted

=> The CRs in R2-2202035, R2-2202036, R2-2202037, R2-2202038, R2-2202039 are Noted as baseline.

Agreements in R2#117-e

TBD

