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1	Introduction
This document summarizes the following at-meeting email discussion: 
[AT112-e][044][IIOT] PDCP (Ericsson)
	Scope: Treat tdocs in AI 6.5.4.1, AI 6.5.4.2
	Intended outcome: Intermediate: Determine agreeable parts. Final: For agreeable parts, agreed CRs. 
	Deadline: Intermediate deadline(s) by Rapporteur, Final: Thu Nov 12, 1200 UTC

To leave enough time to prepare final CRs, the deadline for inputs is Mon Nov 9, 1200 UTC.
6.5.4.1	Duplication
R2-2009908	Correction on 38.323 for PDCP duplication with more than two RLC entities for SRB	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	38.323	16.2.0	0057	-	F	NR_IIOT-Core	
R2-2010055	Corrections for PDCP duplication	Ericsson	discussion	Rel-16	NR_IIOT-Core
6.5.4.2	Ethernet Header Compression
R2-2009564	CR on LTE PDCP re-establishment for UM DRB when t-Reordering is used	Samsung	CR	Rel-16	36.323	16.2.0	0291	-	F	NR_IIOT-Core	
R2-2010056	Corrections for EHC	Ericsson	discussion	Rel-16	NR_IIOT-Core

Contact

	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Ericsson
	Zhenhua Zou
	Zhenhua.Zou@ericsson.com

	LG
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Samsung
	Sangkyu Baek
	sangkyu.baek@samsung.com

	CATT
	Pierre Bertrand
	pierrebertrand@catt.cn

	Huawei
	Tao Cai
	tao.cai@huawei.com

	ZTE
	Dong Fei
	dong.fei@zte.com.cn

	Futurewei
	Yunsong Yang
	yyang1@futurewei.com

	Sharp
	Fangying Xiao
	Fangying.xiao@cn.sharp-world.com

	OPPO
	Zhe Fu
	fuzhe@OPPO.com

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	MediaTek
	Pradeep Jose
	pradeep[dot]jose[at]mediatek[dot]com

	Apple
	Ralf Rossbach
	rrossbach@apple.com

	Nokia
	Ping-Heng Wallace Kuo
	Ping-Heng.Kuo@nokia.com

	Intel
	Yujian Zhang
	yujian.zhang@intel.com

	III
	Grace Liu
	graceliu@iii.org.tw

	Qualcomm
	Rajat Prakash
	rprakash @ qti.qualcomm.com



[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
2.1 PDCP duplication 
R2-2009908
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]It is agreed that for SRBs configured with PDCP duplication, all secondary RLC entities are activated when configured. In both stage 2 and stage 3 specification, it is only defined that the PDCP duplication shall be activated for an SRB if more than two RLC entities are associated, but it is not clear how many RLC entities shall be activated for PDCP duplication in the current spec. The proposal in R2-2009908 is to clarify that in the PDCP spec that “for SRBs, the PDCP duplication for all the associated RLC entities other than the primary RLC entity is activated when configured with PDCP duplication”, see below TP.
	5.11.1	Activation/Deactivation of PDCP duplication
For the PDCP entity configured with pdcp-Duplication , the transmitting PDCP entity shall:
-	for SRBs:
-	activate the PDCP duplication for all associated RLC entities other than the primary RLC entity;
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]-	for DRBs:
-	if the activation of PDCP duplication is indicated for the DRB:
-	activate the PDCP duplication for the DRB; ..



Question 1a: Do you support the intention of the proposed change in R2-2009908?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	No
	For SRBs, there is no activation/deactivation for RLC entities. Thus, it is enough to specify to activate the PDCP duplication. There is no ambiguity.

	Samsung
	Yes
	The definition of “activate PDCP duplication” for SRB configured with more than 2 RLC entities. So, the clarification is necessary.



	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree with LG that there is no ambiguity with the current text, in particular since there is no means to activate/de-activate particular RLC entities associated with the SRB. On the other hand, one has to cross check MAC/RRC and then PDCP to reach this conclusion. Generally, we prefer a clearer text. 

	CATT
	No
	We agree with LG that the current description is non-ambiguous.

	Huawei
	No
	Agree with LG. There is no ambiguity. The change is not necessary.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Although there is no ambiguous for our understanding, but it is beneficial to capture this in the spec. Since in the stage 2 spec, we have the following description:
================================================
Duplication at PDCP therefore consists in submitting the same PDCP PDUs multiple times: once to each activated RLC entity for the radio bearer.
<omit for short>
When duplication is configured for an SRB the state is always active and cannot be dynamically controlled.
If we consider these two sentences in combination, of course there is no activation/deactivation as LG comments. But the initial state for the RLC entity associated with SRB is still not clear yet. So we think the clarification in 38.323 is needed.

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with LG.

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	We agree with LG that there is no ambiguity.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with LG

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We prefer having clear text

	Apple
	No
	Agree with LG

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with LG

	Intel
	No
	Agree with LG.

	III
	No 
	Agree with LG

	QC
	No
	Agree with LG



Question 1b: If the answer to Question 1a is “Yes”, do you agree the CR in R2-2009908?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	Samsung
	Revision is required
	But “other than the primary RLC entity” is not needed. The primary RLC entity is also activated.

Minor comment: In impact analysis, impacted functionality is “PDCP duplication” not “multiple configured grant configuration”

	Ericsson
	Y
	The primary RLC entity is always activated. In the rest of the text in the same subsection, only RLC entities others than the primary RLC entity are activated/de-activated. We prefer following the same procedure. 

The cover sheet needs to be updated, and we can provide detailed comments once the change in the CR is agreeable.

	ZTE
	Y
	Agree with Samsung, the impacted functionality shall be corrected to “PDCP duplication”.

	Sharp
	Y
	Agree with Samsung that revision is required.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung’s revision

	
	
	



Summary: 5 companies support the CR while 11 companies do not support the CR. As admitted by almost all companies, there is no ambiguity. Rapporteur proposes to go with the majority view 

Proposal 1	CR R2-2009908 is not pursued.


R2-2010055
In the last meeting, the terminology on CA- and DC-duplication due to Rel-16 PDCP duplication with up-to four RLC entities was discussed. CA-duplication in a cell group is configured if there are more than one logical channel for the DRB in this cell group. CA-duplication is deactivated if at most one logical channel for the DRB remains activated in the cell group. Consequently, LCP mapping restriction of allowed serving cell is lifted when at most one logical channel remains active in the cell group for a duplicated DRB. 
However, the conditional presence for allowedServingCells in RRC spec has not been updated.
LogicalChannelConfig ::=            SEQUENCE {
allowedServingCells SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofServingCells-1)) OF ServCellIndex  
                                                               OPTIONAL,   -- PDCP-CADuplication
}
	Conditional Presence
	Explanation

	PDCP-CADuplication
	The field is mandatory present if the DRB/SRB associated with this logical channel is configured with PDCP CA duplication in UL (i.e. the PDCP entity is associated with multiple RLC entities belonging to the same cell group). Otherwise the field is optionally present, need R.


In the case of two RLC entities in MCG and one RLC entity in the SCG, the intention of the condition is that the allowedServingCells is mandatory present for the MCG, but not mandatory present for the SCG. The reason is that in the SCG there is no other LCHs for the same duplicated DRB. However, the above wording erroneously means that for allowedServingCells is mandatory present also for the SCG. The paper R2-2010055 proposes that
Proposal 	Change the conditional presence of PDCP-CADuplication in IE LogicalChannelConfig to that ”the field is mandatory present if the DRB/SRB associated with this logical channel is configured with PDCP CA duplication in UL in the cell group in which this IE is included (i.e. the PDCP entity is associated with multiple RLC entities belonging to this cell group). Otherwise the field is optionally present, need R.”
Question 2: Do you support the Proposal above? Note that the TP in R2-2010055 is implemented exactly as the proposal. If the answer is “yes”, then CR will be implemented accordingly. 
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	The definition of CA duplication has been modified in Rel-16. So we have to revise this corresponding text.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes/No
	It seems that the existing description is also correct. Can accept the clarification if the second change is agreeable.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	III
	Yes
	

	QC
	Yes
	




Summary: All except one company indicate the support. This one company can also accept the clarification if the second change is agreeable. There is no objection for the second change, and the rapporteur proposes to agree the proposal

Proposal 2	Change the conditional presence of PDCP-CADuplication in IE LogicalChannelConfig to that ”the field is mandatory present if the DRB/SRB associated with this logical channel is configured with PDCP CA duplication in UL in the cell group in which this IE is included (i.e. the PDCP entity is associated with multiple RLC entities belonging to this cell group). Otherwise the field is optionally present, need R.”

The field moreThanTwoRLC-DRB-r16 in RRC is used to configure split secondary path and the duplication state for DRBs with more than two RLC entities. 
PDCP-Config ::=         SEQUENCE {
moreThanTwoRLC-DRB-r16  SEQUENCE {
        splitSecondaryPath-r16  LogicalChannelIdentity          OPTIONAL,   -- Cond SplitBearer2
        duplicationState-r16    SEQUENCE (SIZE (3)) OF BOOLEAN  OPTIONAL    -- Need S
}                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Cond MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB
}
The conditional presence MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB of the field is written as below 
	MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB
	For SRBs, this field is absent.

For DRBs, this field is mandatory present upon RRC reconfiguration with setup of a PDCP entity for a radio bearer with more than two associated logical channels and upon RRC reconfiguration with the association of more than one additional logical channel to the PDCP entity. 

Upon RRC reconfiguration when a PDCP entity is associated with more than two logical channels, this field is optionally present, Need M. Otherwise, the field is absent, Need R.

	MoreThanOneRLC
	This field is mandatory present upon RRC reconfiguration with setup of a PDCP entity for a radio bearer with more than one associated logical channel and upon RRC reconfiguration with the association of additional logical channels to the PDCP entity.

The field is also mandatory present in case the field moreThanTwoRLC-DRB is included in PDCP-Config.

Upon RRC reconfiguration when a PDCP entity is associated with multiple logical channels, this field is optionally present need M. Otherwise, this field is absent. Need R.


This conditional presence MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB mirrors what has been written for Rel-15 field moreThanOneRLC and its conditional presence MoreThanOneRLC. The intention of the second paragraph in MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB is to cover the case when the PDCP duplication with more than two RLC entities is firstly configured. However, it does not capture the case when the PDCP duplication with two RLC entities is configured but the network configures one more RLC entity (in which case, the field should also be mandatory present). The paper R2-2010055 proposes that
Proposal 	Modify the conditional presence of MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB in IE PDCP-Config to that ”For DRBs, this field is mandatory present upon RRC reconfiguration with setup of a PDCP entity for a radio bearer with more than two associated logical channels and upon RRC reconfiguration with the association of one or more than one additional logical channel to the PDCP entity so that the PDCP entity has more than two associated logical channels.”
Question 3: Do you support the Proposal above? Note that the TP in R2-2010055 is implemented exactly as the proposal. If the answer is “yes”, then CR will be implemented accordingly.
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	This IE should be present when one additional RLC is added

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	We agree with the intention

	Zte
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes for the intention, but text can be improved
	“one or more than one additional” can be simplified to 
“one or more additional” 

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Also fine with Futurewei’s suggestion.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Also agree with Futurewei’s clarification

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes with modification
	We think it sounds better with Futurewei’s modification

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Futurewei’s modification.

	III
	Yes
	

	QC
	Yes
	Futurewei’s modification is ok. 
The text “so that the PDCP entity has” can be updated to “that results in the PDCP entity having” for bit easier readability.



Summary: All companies support the proposal. There is one wording suggestion from one company, which is also acceptable from rapporteur’s point of view. As it is pure editorial, rapporteur proposes to adopt this suggestion and propose that

Proposal 3	Modify the conditional presence of MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB in IE PDCP-Config to that ”For DRBs, this field is mandatory present upon RRC reconfiguration with setup of a PDCP entity for a radio bearer with more than two associated logical channels and upon RRC reconfiguration with the association of one or more additional logical channel(s) to the PDCP entity so that the PDCP entity has more than two associated logical channels.”

2.2 Ethernet Header Compression 
R2-2009564:
In RAN2#111e, for LTE, RAN2 agreed to specify the behavior for AM DRB (as specified in R2-2008541) at PDCP re-establishment procedure when t-Reordering is used since t-Reordering had been allowed to be used for normal DRBs configured with rlc-OutOfOrderDelivery by R2-2004818 and R2-2004826, which can be also configured with Ethernet header compression.
In the current LTE PDCP specification, for UM DRB, PDCP re-establishment procedure when t-Reordering is used does not specify the process of EHC protocol, which is missing.
In R2-2009564, it is proposed in the LTE that for UM DRB, to specify the process of EHC protocol for PDCP re-estasblishment when t-Reordering is used if the associated RLC entity is configured with rlc-OutOfOrderDelivery.

	[bookmark: _Toc12524386][bookmark: _Toc37299437][bookmark: _Toc46494644][bookmark: _Toc52581210]5.2.2.2a	Procedures for DRBs mapped on RLC UM when the reordering function is used
When upper layers request a PDCP re-establishment when the reordering function is used, the UE shall:
-	process the PDCP Data PDUs that are received from lower layers due ft he re-establishment ft he lower layers, as specified in the clause 5.1.2.1.4;
-	stop and reset t-Reordering, if running;
-	deliver all stored PDCP SDUs, if any, to upper layers in ascending order of associated COUNT values;
- 	if the PDCP entity is associated with at least one RLC entity configured with rlc-OutOfOrderDelivery: 
-	reset the EHC protocol for downlink (if configured) if drb-ContinueEHC-DL is not configured, see TS 36.331 [3];
-	set Next_PDCP_RX_SN, and RX_HFN to 0 and Last_submitted_PDCP_RX_SN to Maximum_PDCP_SN;
-	apply the ciphering algorithm and key provided by upper layers during the re-establishment procedure.


Question 4a: Do you support the intention of proposed change in R2-2009564?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes (Proponent)
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	III
	Yes
	

	QC
	Yes
	



Question 4b: If the answer to Question 4a is “Yes”, do you agree the CR in R2-2009564?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes (Proponent)
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	III
	Yes
	

	QC
	Yes
	The text “see TS 36.331” should not be separated by a comma but rather by a “period”. The sentence should end at “configured”.



Summary: All companies support the proposal. There is one comment on where to put the wording “see TS 36.331 [3]”. From rapporteur’s point of view, this style is used in many places of the LTE PDCP spec and should be okay. On the other hand, rapporteur noticed there is a need to update CR cover page, e.g., the date is not accurate, the CR template is not the latest version, the rev number is missing, etc. With this in mind, Rapporteur propose to agree on the changes in the CR and Ran2 can consider additional editorial changes (if any) and update the CR cover page.

Proposal 4	Agree the changes proposed in R2-2009564, update CR cover page of R2-2009564 and RAN2 can consider further editorial comments (if any).

R2-2010056:
At PDCP re-establishment, when drb-ContinueEHC-UL/DL is not configured, the EHC protocol is reset. But, what “reset” means for the EHC protocol is not clear. For ROHC, it is clearly stated that ROHC is supposed to start in IR state in U-mode when reset, which is a clearly defined fallback state in the ROHC specifications. 
In R2-2010056, it says that one part of the EHC reset is the removal of established contexts in transmitter and receiver, to avoid a mismatch of contexts after the reset. 
Another aspect, discussed in R2-2010056, is the EHC feedback. During PDCP re-establishment procedure, in the receiving entity, stored PDCP SDUs are decompressed. If uncompressed full header packets are among those packets, the context establishment in the receiver would lead to generating the EHC feedback packet according to the current spec. However, at PDCP re-establishment, since EHC is reset at both compressor and decompressor, it does not make sense to submit this EHC feedback to lower layers for transmission after the PDCP re-establishment. Even worse, EHC feedback generated before the EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment in the decompressor, if received after the PDCP re-establishment with EHC reset in the compressor, would lead to context mismatch. 
It is proposed in R2-2010056 that EHC feedback generation/submission should be avoided during PDCP re-establishment, which can be achieved by clarifying that EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment entails (beside EHC contexts removal) that EHC feedback is discarded (i.e. not submitted to the lower layer for transmission). In the paper R2-2010056, it is proposed that 
[bookmark: _Toc54000395]Proposal 	Clarify EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment includes EHC contexts removal in compressor and decompressor, as well as EHC feedback discarding in decompressor.
The TP with the changes is shown below
	5.1.2	PDCP entity re-establishment
When upper layers request a PDCP entity re-establishment, the transmitting PDCP entity shall:
… unchanged part skipped …
-	for UM DRBs and AM DRBs, reset the EHC protocol (i.e. remove all “EHC contexts”) for uplink if drb-ContinueEHC-UL is not configured in TS 38.331 [3];
… unchanged part skipped …
When upper layers request a PDCP entity re-establishment, the receiving PDCP entity shall:
… unchanged part skipped …
[bookmark: Signet15]-	for UM DRBs and AM DRBs, reset the EHC protocol (i.e. remove all “EHC contexts”, discard all EHC feedback) for downlink if drb-ContinueEHC-DL is not configured in TS 38.331 [3];
… unchanged part skipped …


Question 5a: Do you support the Proposal above?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	LG
	No
	We think it is clear what “reset EHC” means. “Reset” means that the protocol goes to initial state, and thus all the stored EHC contexts feedbacks should be removed.
Even for ROHC, there is no clarification on what “reset ROHC” means.

	Samsung
	No
	If we want to clarify this, then the text “remove all “EHC contexts”” would be enough. We don’t need to mention about discarding EHC feedback.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We are the company that proposes this.

For ROHC, there is a reference to RFC and what “reset” means is clear, see below:
· reset the ROHC protocol for downlink and start with NC state in U-mode (as defined in RFC 3095 [8] and RFC 4815 [9])
· reset the ROHC protocol for uplink and start with an IR state in U-mode (as defined in RFC 3095 [8] and RFC 4815 [9])

In Annex A.1, it is written that
When the EHC decompressor receives the FH packet, the EHC decompressor establishes the EHC context identified by the CID, and transmits the EHC feedback to the EHC compressor to indicate that the EHC context associated with the CID is successfully established in the EHC decompressor.
It is good to clarify that EHC resets means “context removal and EHC feedback discard”. Otherwise, there is a risk of context mismatch after re-establishment. 

	CATT
	No
	We agree with LG. The term reset is enough and takes the function to its initial state (no contexts, no feedbacks)

	Huawei
	No
	We think “reset” is clear enough

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Samsung. We think that NC state indicates the state in which the decompressor does not contain any context. In addition, if the sender receives EHC feedback after the EHC resets the context, the feedback can be ignored. So there is no need to mention discarding EHC feedback.

	Futurewei
	No
	Resetting the protocol is sufficiently clear wrt removing all existing EHC contexts. As a follow-up to ZTE’s comment about receiving EHC feedback after the resetting, it is feasible to insert the following for the UL (i.e., the transmitting PDCP entity) (but we won’t insist on it because that is obviously what a compressor would do):
“reset the EHC protocol for uplink and ignore any EHC feedback received after the resetting and before transmitting the first full header packet if …”

	Sharp
	No Strong view
	We will be okay to follow the majority view.

	OPPO
	No
	If majority thinks it is unclear, we are fine to capture “remove all “EHC contexts””. But for “discard all EHC feedback”, we do not think it is needed. In the case where EHC feedback is already delivered to lower layer, the issue is still there. As ZTE and Futurewei mentioned, when the compressor receives EHC feedback at this time, a proper implementation is the compressor may ignore EHC feedback until it sends the first full packet after resetting. We can rely on implementation.

	Xiaomi
	No?
	Resetting EHC means the EHC goes to the initial state. 
Resetting EHC does not mean discarding the feedbacks, as the feedback is currently a PDCP PDU. Maybe RAN2 should firstly align the meaning of resetting EHC, e.g. whether to discard the EHC feedbacks.

	MediaTek
	No
	This clarification is not necessary

	Apple
	No
	It is okay to clarify what “reset” means but we wonder if such clarification should not rather be in annex A.1.

	Nokia
	No (no strong view)
	We do not see the need. But also okay if majority can agree with such change.

	Intel
	No
	Agree with Samsung.

	III
	No (no strong view)
	

	QC
	No
	We think the current text is clear enough.



Question 5b: If the answer to Question 5a is “Yes”, do you agree the TP as shown above?
	Company
	Support (y/n)
	Additional comments

	
	
	



Summary: 16 companies provided views to the question. All companies seem to agree that “reset EHC” include that the EHC contexts are removed in the compressor and decompressor, but the difference lies on whether it is clear or not in the spec. 
On the other hand, there are splitting views on the EHC feedback when EHC is reset, see below. 
1. EHC feedback is removed (3 companies: LG, Ericsson, CATT)
2. EHC feedback is not removed (6 companies: Samsung, ZTE, Futurewei, OPPO, Xiaomi, Intel)
3. The text is clear without referring to which (removed versus not removed) is the understanding (3 companies: Huawei, MediaTek, QC)
4. No strong view (4 companies: Sharp, Nokia, III, Apple).
As mentioned by some companies and also supported by the Rapporteur, RAN2 should firstly align the meaning on whether to discard the EHC feedbacks. As some companies’ inputs are not clear on this point, Rapporteur proposes to further discuss. If and where to capture in the spec can be discussed afterwards. Therefore, Rapporteur proposes that 

Proposal 5	RAN2 confirm that ”reset the EHC protocol” includes that the EHC contexts are removed. 
Proposal 6	RAN2 further discuss whether EHC feedback shall be discarded in the procedure of ”reset the EHC protocol”.
Proposal 7	RAN2 further discuss whether and where to capture the meaning of ”reset the EHC protocol”.

3	Second phase comments on reflector
After the proposals P1-P7 are distributed on the reflector, there are concerns on P5-P7. The detailed comments are copied in the below table.

	Company
	Additional comments

	LG
	Most companies think that there is no need to clarify what “EHC reset” means.
Companies know how to manage EHC protocol at EHC reset, and RAN2 does not have to discuss this issue again.
So, I suggest to remove the proposals P5~P7, and conclude that “CR R2-2010056 is not pursued”.

However, we still think the proposals 5~7 do not correctly reflect the e-mail discussion.
It is obvious that at “EHC reset”, the contexts are initialized and EHC feedbacks are ignored or discarded.
If the EHC feedbacks are not ignored nor discarded, the outdated EHC feedbacks would cause the EHC compressor to send CH packet, which will lead to decompression failure in EHC decompressor.
Thus, there are no diverged views on this UE behavior.
 
The issue is not the UE behavior but whether to specify the UE behavior in the specification.
However, from the e-mail discussion, most companies think no clarification is needed.
Thus, we don’t think further discussion is needed.

	Nokia
	I tend to agree with SeungJune (LG), we also do not see a divergence among companies’ responses to this issue. Basically EHC feedback received soon after EHC reset should be rejected and this is an implementation aspect similar to ROHC.
Essentially most companies think we don’t have to clarify such behaviour in the specifications, so we are also not sure why we still have to address P5-P7.

	Samsung
	We have the same view as LG and Nokia. It seems that EHC reset itself is clear and no further clarification is needed.
For Proposal 5-7, the detailed UE behavior to make EHC work correctly can be up to UE implementation as ROHC, which does not require more discussion.



Based on the further inputs above, there is a clear majority view not to capture the meaning of “EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment” in spec and the proposal is 

Proposal 8	There is no need to clarify what ” EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment” means in the spec. 


4	Conclusion 
Based on the first phase discussion, the followings are proposed in this paper by the email discussion rapporteur:
Proposal 1	CR R2-2009908 is not pursued.
Proposal 2	Change the conditional presence of PDCP-CADuplication in IE LogicalChannelConfig to that ”the field is mandatory present if the DRB/SRB associated with this logical channel is configured with PDCP CA duplication in UL in the cell group in which this IE is included (i.e. the PDCP entity is associated with multiple RLC entities belonging to this cell group). Otherwise the field is optionally present, need R.”
Proposal 3	Modify the conditional presence of MoreThanTwoRLC-DRB in IE PDCP-Config to that ”For DRBs, this field is mandatory present upon RRC reconfiguration with setup of a PDCP entity for a radio bearer with more than two associated logical channels and upon RRC reconfiguration with the association of one or more additional logical channel(s) to the PDCP entity so that the PDCP entity has more than two associated logical channels.”
Proposal 4	Agree the changes proposed in R2-2009564, update CR cover page of R2-2009564 and RAN2 can consider further editorial comments (if any).
Proposal 5	RAN2 confirm that ”reset the EHC protocol” includes that the EHC contexts are removed. 
Proposal 6	RAN2 further discuss whether EHC feedback shall be discarded in the procedure of ”reset the EHC protocol”.
Proposal 7	RAN2 further discuss whether and where to capture the meaning of ”reset the EHC protocol”.

[bookmark: _GoBack]During further discussion on the reflector, P5-P7 are not agreeable and instead replaced with the below proposal
Proposal 8	There is no need to clarify what ” EHC reset at PDCP re-establishment” means in the spec. 
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