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1   Introduction
In RAN2 #97bis meeting, PDCP status report was discussed with following agreements:
	· Some PDCP recovery mechanism based of PDCP status report is supported at least for the handover case and DC.  FFS if there are other cases in which this may be performed.
· Use First Missing COUNT (FMC) instead of FMS in the PDCP Status Report.


In this contribution, PDCP status report is analysed further.
2   Discussion
In LTE, DC is only applied for RLC AM. From the PDCP point of view,  it could acquire the information about whether the packet is tranmsitted or not based on RLC status report, and make the decision for flow control. In NR, DC is also applied for RLC UM. However, PDCP entity in transmitter side could not know the situation for every packet without RLC status report as it can receive in the RLC AM. There is no method via which flow control can be done. If tranmitter continues to transmit data at high data rate and the channel condition is poor, packet loss happens. This situation may continue until transmitter realized it based on multiple failures in HARQ transmission. In this case, PDCP status report is a useful method to address this issue.
Based on the above observation, we think that PDCP status report is useful for flow control at the transmitter side and make the following proposal:
Proposal 1: PDCP status report is needed in DC for RLC UM..
In LTE, PDCP entity mapped to RLC UM does not guarentee lossless handover, so the PDCP status report is not applied. In NR, this packet loss for RLC UM is the same as that in LTE. Hence, there is no reason to introduce PDCP status report for RLC UM in the handover procedure.
Proposal 2: PDCP status report is not needed in handover for PDCP entity mapped to RLC UM.
The format of PDCP status report in LTE is designed for selective retransmission in handover and all the unacknowledged packet shall be indicated in it. For the long PDCP SN length, the size of PDCP status may be very huge, which results in the large PDCP status report.  However, in NR, the main function for PDCP status report is to help to do flow control. Considering the object of flow control, which is to give a simple indication to the transmitter side that a large quantity of packets have not been received, it is not needed to indicate the status of every packet. So, the giant PDCP status report is not necessary in PDCP with DC over RLC UM. The current PDCP status report could be somplified to a smaller size to encounter the flow control.

Proposal 3: The format of PDCP status report shall be simplified.
Except for handover and DC, whether the PDCP recovery based on PDCP status report is needed or not is still FFS. If DC is not applied, the reliabiliyt of packet transmission is due to RLC. RLC AM could guarantee the reliability of session, if needed. 
Proposal 4: PDCP ARQ is only applied for handover and DC.
3   Conclusion
Based on the above observation, we make the following proposal:
Proposal 1: PDCP status report is needed in DC for RLC UM.
Proposal 2: PDCP status report is not needed in handover for PDCP entity mapped to RLC UM.
Proposal 3: The format of PDCP status report shall be simplified.
Proposal 4: PDCP ARQ is only applied for handover and DC.
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