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1. Introduction
After RAN2#99bis meeting, there was an email discussion on [99bis#29][LTE/UDC] Operator controlled dictionary issue [MTK]. In this contribution, further pre-defined dictionary related issues are discussed considering the information collected during the email discussion.

2. Discussion
According to email discussion [99bis#29][LTE/UDC] Operator controlled dictionary issue, there are some more issues should be discussed further:

Issue 1) whether and how to report the capability of supporting SIP static dictionary defined in RFC3485?

Issue 2) how to ensure the UE stored operator defined dictionary as  same as what eNB used?

For SIP static dictionary, it seems that most companies think RFC 3485 can be mandatorily supported by UE, i.e. it can be the default dictionary. If there is no operator defined dictionary used in the network, dictionary in RFC 3485 can be used instead. But there is no consensus on whether to use a capability bit to indicate supporting RFC 3485 or not. If there would be more than one dictionaries, the network needs to configure which dictionary would be used for the UDC DRB. To have a full picture on supporting of these pre-defined dictionaries, it is better to also report one bit capability for the SIP dictionary in RFC 3485 together with operator defined dictionary(ies). Furthermore the capability bit would be an IOT bit after it could be IOTed for SIP dictionary defined RFC 3485.
Proposal 1: RFC 3485 is mandatorily supported by UDC capable UE and an IOT bit is defined.

For operator pre-defined dictionary, it seems that only one operator defined dictionary will be used in one area/region. It implies that different areas/regions may use different dictionaries. Then the UE stored dictionary is the same as the network used dictionary should be ensured.. If the UE will get the operator defined dictionary via RRC dedicated signalling, there is no big problem. But this way would increase the DL signalling overhead and is not very effective. Furthermore, whether to retrieve the dictionary after inter-node HO also should be considered. It may require the network coordination to check if the dictionaries used in two eNBs are the same. If not the same, the target eNB will send the new dictionary to the UE after HO. If the UE could not get the latest dictionary from the eNB each time, there should be some mechanism  to authenticate whether these dictionaries are the same. This issue may affect the design on how to report operator defined dictionary capability and authentication procedure. It is proposed that
Proposal 2: RAN2 should discuss how to authenticate the UE stored operator defined dictionary and how to update/maintain the dictionary first. 
3. Proposals
In this contribution, some further issues related to pre-defined dictionary are discussed and the following proposals are given:
Proposal 1: RFC 3485 is mandatorily supported by UDC capable UE and an IOT bit is defined.

Proposal 2: RAN2 should discuss how to authenticate the UE stored operator defined dictionary and how to update/maintain the dictionary first. 
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