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Introduction
During RAN2 116e meeting, the following agreement related to MBS has been achieved [1].
 If HFN is needed (FFS), the initial value of HFN (maybe + related PDCP SN to avoid ambiguity of HFN FFS) is indicated by the gNB by RRC (e.g. during RRC based MRB bearer type change).

Thus in the 38.323running CR [2], there is an FFS:
Editor’s Note: FFS whether HFN is needed.
This paper further discuss the necessity of HFN of PDCP for MBS.
Discussions
During the email discussion [3] , the PDCP COUNT HFN for MBS related issues have been discussed. 
It was agreed that the HFN is indicated by the gNB, if needed. It is not clear enough whether HFN is needed to be indicated. The HFN may be used for1) security and 2) PDCP SR. Whether HFN is used for security purpose is pending to SA3. In the PDCP status report, FMC (First Missing Count) in included for indicating the COUNT value of the first missing PDCP SDU within the reordering window. PDCP SR may be triggered for RRC based MRB type change. In this case, the initial value of HFN should be indicated by the gNB. On the other side, some companies think that the HFN value of FMC in PDCP the SR is not essential since the NW can ignore the HFN value in the PDCP SR and deduce the correct HFN value for PDCP retransmission.
The opponents assume that HFN indication from network will result in ambiguity of Count/HFN if PDCP SN is about to be flipped or just flipped. And HFN is only useful if AS security is needed which however is still not determined. Another reason from the opponents is the PDCP SR in LTE does not contain HFN value and the reason that NR uses FMC instead of FMS is just to unify the PDCP SR format.  
The following proposal has been made based on the email discussion. 
Proposal: the initial value of HFN is indicated by the gNB in condition that RAN2 agrees that PDCP SR is performed during RRC based MRB bearer type change.
However the above proposal was not been agreed during RAN2 116e meeting. The opponents have the similar views that have been discussed during the email discussions. 
However from our views, HFN is anyway needed due to the design of NR PDCP. It is beneficial to unify the PDCP SR format. Furthermore, HFN is beneficial for gNB to check if HFN desynchronization happen. Therefore we propose that HFN is needed for NR MBS.
Proposal: HFN is needed for NR MBS.
Proposal
Proposal: HFN is needed for MBS PDCP
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