3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #107bis
R2-1913882
Chongqing, China, 14th - 18th October 2019

Agenda Item:
6.9.2, 7.3.2.1
Source: 
Sharp
Title:
On RLC UM for RUDI HO
Document for: Discussion and Decision
1
Introduction
In the RAN2#107 meeting, it was not concluded whether RLC UM bearer for RUDI HO would be specified. In this document, we discusses whether RLC UM bearer for RUDI HO should be supported in Rel-16 or not.
2
Discussion
In the RAN2#107 meeting it was agreed that the PDCP entity is associated with two AM RLC entities at the UE side for RUDI HO, however it became FFS whether and what RAN2 would specify RLC UM for RUDI HO. [1]

Agreements

1 UE shall be able to send UL PUSCH user plane data to source eNB until the point when the message including RRC Connection Reconfiguration Complete has been successfully transmitted to target eNB.

2 Rel-15 PDCP duplication via DC (from HRLLC WID) is not supported in combination with DAPS during handover.
3
For UL transmission operation during DAPS based HO.  

•
UE maintains PDCP SN for UL PDCP PDUs in the common SN allocation function throughout the handover procedure; 

•
Performs header compression and ciphering for the UL PDCP SDUs based on the destination of the PDU (source or target eNB); 

•
Adds PDCP header and submits the PDCP date PDU to the lower layers associated to the destination of the PDU (source or target eNB); 

•
FFS on whether security and ROHC are modelled as separate functions or not.

=> FFS whether and what we will specify RLC UM for RUDI HO. Papers proposing this should provide details for the support

Agreements

1
The PDCP entity is associated with two AM RLC entities at the UE side
Our view is RUDI HO is more important for RLC UM bearer than RLC AM bearer because handover interruption time is more critical issue for real-time communication for which RLC UM bearer is used. Therefore it will be beneficial to support RLC UM for RUDI HO.
Observation 1: RUDI HO is more important for RLC UM bearer than RLC AM bearer because handover interruption time is more critical issue for real-time communication for which RLC UM bearer is used.
However, there are some specification impact to support RLC UM bearer for RUDI HO. For RUDI HO using DAPS, it will be necessary to keep the SN of PDCP at the handover although the SN for RLC UM is reset in the current specification. In order to keep the SN for RLC UM, RAN2 needs to discuss how to avoid HFN de-sync at handover for RLC UM bearer. This may also have RAN3 impact.
Observation 2: Supporting RLC UM bearer for DAPS HO will make specification impact for RAN2 and RAN3.

Considering the rest of Rel-16 time budget, there are no enough time to discuss such issues. Although we see supporting RLC UM for RUDI HO is important, we propose not to discuss supporting RLC UM for RUDI HO in Rel-16.
Proposal: Although supporting RLC UM bearer for RUDI HO is important, RAN2 doesn’t discuss supporting RLC UM for RUDI HO in Rel-16 because of time budget.

3
Conclusion
We have the following observations and a proposal:
Observation 1: RUDI HO is more important for RLC UM bearer than RLC AM bearer because handover interruption time is more critical issue for real-time communication for which RLC UM bearer is used.
Observation 2: Supporting RLC UM bearer for DAPS HO will make specification impact for RAN2 and RAN3.
Proposal: Although supporting RLC UM bearer for RUDI HO is important, RAN2 doesn’t discuss supporting RLC UM for RUDI HO in Rel-16 because of time budget.
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