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1 Introduction

This is to discuss the following offline discussion.

· [AT118-e][704][V2X/SL] PDCP corrections (Samsung)


Scope: Discuss the corrections in R2-2205602 and R2-2205603. Prepare agreeable CRs (if corrections are needed).


Intended outcome: Agree 38.323 CR in R2-2206296 and R2-2206297 (if a revision is needed). Discussion summary in R2-2206298 (if needed). Email approval. 

Deadline: 5/16 10:00am UTC

2 Discussion

According to TS 38.323[1] for sidelink transmission the UE shall follow the procedures in clause 5.2.1 Transmit operation with the sidelink specifically modified procedure in clause 5.2.3. 

	5.2.3 Sidelink transmit operation

For sidelink transmission of the SLRB, the UE shall follow the procedures in clause 5.2.1 with following modification:

-
perform the header compression using ROHC as specified in clause 5.7.4, if SDU Type is IP.


Regarding PDCP SN setting for PDCP Data PDU, the corresponding procedure is specified in clause 5.2.1. It specifies that the PDCP SN of the PDCP Data PDU is set to TX_NEXT modulo 2[pdcp-SN-SizeUL] as the procedures in clause 5.2.1 are applied for uplink transmission.

	5.2.1 Transmit operation
At reception of a PDCP SDU from upper layers, the transmitting PDCP entity shall:

-
start the discardTimer associated with this PDCP SDU (if configured).

For a PDCP SDU received from upper layers, the transmitting PDCP entity shall:
-
associate the COUNT value corresponding to TX_NEXT to this PDCP SDU;

NOTE 1:
Associating more than half of the PDCP SN space of contiguous PDCP SDUs with PDCP SNs, when e.g., the PDCP SDUs are discarded or transmitted without acknowledgement, may cause HFN desynchronization problem. How to prevent HFN desynchronization problem is left up to UE implementation.

-
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 integrity protection, and ciphering using the TX_NEXT as specified in the clause 5.9 and 5.8, respectively;

-
set the PDCP SN of the PDCP Data PDU to TX_NEXT modulo 2[pdcp-SN-SizeUL];
-
increment TX_NEXT by one;

-
submit the resulting PDCP Data PDU to lower layer as specified below.
(omitted)


For sidelink transmission, the set of PDCP SN for SL PDCP Data PDU is different from that for UL PDCP Data PDU. The PDCP SN for SL PDCP Data PDU shall be set to TX_NEXT modulo 2[sl-PDCP-SN-Size]. For sidelink transmission the UE shall not follow the procedure to set of PDCP SN for uplink transmission in clause 5.2.1 as is. So the procedure for setting of PDCP SN for SLRB is missing and shall be specified in transmitting PDCP entity operation.

So Rapporteur asks companies input on the procedure to set PDCP SN of PDCP Data PDU for sidelink transmission.
Q1. Do companies agree that the procedure to set PDCP SN of PDCP Data PDU for SLRB needs to be added in sidelink transmit PDCP entity operation? 

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Huawei HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CATT
	It's not necessary
	Thanks for the careful review.

As the CR rapporteur of R16 PDCP spec, let’s first share some information before we further talk about it. The intention of the description in 5.2.3 is to avoid repetition as much as possible and focus on the real difference between Uu and PC5. It is common belief that for PC5 we should use different parameter as Uu interface. That’s to say, if we implement the Uu interface, we naturally use the Uu parameter. If we implement the PC5 interface, we naturally use the PC5 parameter. Also in RRC spec, it is clearly recorded this difference as it is. Hence, we think the current shape of spec is enough and no need to further revise it.  Our point is that, we have to keep balance between redundancy and readability in mind considering we have limit time to finish huge workload.

We respect the intention of improve the quality flawless, but we think the proposed change is not the key issue we need to revise during this late stage for Rel-16. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	(proponent)

RRC layer specifies the length of PDCP SN i.e., pdcp-SN-SizeDL, pdcp-SN-SizeUL, sl-PDCP-SN-Size and the RRC specification does not specify PDCP TX entity operation to set PDCP SN. In current specification the setting of the PDCP SN is specified in the clause 5.2.1 and only pdcp-SN-SizeUL is applied in the clause. There is no specified TX entity procedure to apply sl-PDCP-SN-Size for setting the value of PDCP SN for SLRB. 

Also this issue has impact on Release 17 since the transmit operation in clause 5.2.1 and clause 5.2.3 are applied to Release 17 eSL and SL relay. So we think that this part should be corrected.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	We think this proposal is important as to avoid misunderstandings

	Apple
	Yes
	We support the change because the current text indicates the UL SN size is used.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


Summary on Q1: 11 companies provided inputs. 10 out of 11 agreed that the procedure to set PDCP SN of PDCP Data PDU for SLRB needs to be added in sidelink transmit PDCP operation. 1 company commented that the change is not needed. Based on companies input, Rapporteur thinks that sidelink specific UE behaviour to set PDCP SN for PDCP Data PDU needs to be specified in PDCP specification.

Q2. If ‘Yes’ is answered in Q1, do companies agree with the text proposal in the CRs[2][3] as captured below? 

	5.2.3 Sidelink transmit operation

For sidelink transmission of the SLRB, the UE shall follow the procedures in clause 5.2.1 with following modification:

-
perform the header compression using ROHC as specified in clause 5.7.4, if SDU Type is IP;
-
set the PDCP SN of the PDCP Data PDU to TX_NEXT modulo 2[sl-PDCP-SN-Size]..


	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Huawei HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	CATT
	It's not necessary
	Thanks for the careful review.

As the CR rapporteur of R16 PDCP spec, let’s first share some information before we further talk about it. The intention of the description in 5.2.3 is to avoid repetition as much as possible and focus on the real difference between Uu and PC5. It is common belief that for PC5 we should use different parameter as Uu interface. That’s to say, if we implement the Uu interface, we naturally use the Uu parameter. If we implement the PC5 interface, we naturally use the PC5 parameter. Also in RRC spec, it is clearly recorded this difference as it is. Hence, we think the current shape of spec is enough and no need to further revise it.  Our point is that, we have to keep balance between redundancy and readability in mind considering we have limit time to finish huge workload.

We respect the intention of improve the quality flawless, but we think the proposed change is not the key issue we need to revise during this late stage for Rel-16.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	


Summary on Q2: 11 companies provided inputs. 10 out of 11 agreed that the text proposal in R2-2205602 and R2-2205603. 1 company commented that the changes are not necessary. Based on companies input, Rapporteur thinks that R2-2205602 and R2-2205603 are agreeable as is.
3 Conclusion

Based on company inputs, Rapporteur propose below proposal:

Proposal: RAN2 is to agree R2-2205602 and R2-2205603.
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