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1 Introduction
At RAN2#97bis meeting, some UDC solutions were discussed. During email discussion, the TR captured three UDC solutions.
For this SI, we think it is needed to understand how much specification work may be needed for any UDC solution, so this paper is to provide our analysis on specification impacts.
2 Discussion
Based on [2], here is a summary on three UDC solutions.
Table 1: A summary on UDC solutions
	No
	UDC solution
	Description
	Note

	1
	Based on RFC 1950 (in section 7.2.2 in [2])
	This is Zlib-based UDC and the compression details can be referenced in IETF RFC 1950 specification
	No need to define compression data format in 3GPP RAN2

	2
	Based on RFC 1951 (in section 7.2.3 in [2])
	This is Deflate-based UDC and the compression details can be referenced in IETF RC 1951 specification. Deflate is a lossless data compression algorithm and it uses a combination of the LZ77 algorithm and Huffman coding
	No need to define compression data format in 3GPP RAN2

	3
	Solution 4 (in section 7.2.4 in [2])
	UDC is achieved with two headers, i.e. CPCR and PMCR. Both UE and eNB maintains UL Compression Memory to remember uncompressed contents of previous packets.
	Need to define compression data format in 3GPP RAN2


For both solution 1 and 2, it is our understanding that RAN2 only has to define how to use a UDC solution, so the specification impacts should be similar as RoHC solution defined in LTE. The differences are that RoHC solution defines some profiles and UDC solutions should be agnostic to packet header format.
For solution 3, RAN2 has to define UDC Data format (in PDCP layer), and compression/de-compression handling can be referenced to the TR 36.754. In addition, RAN also needs to define how to use this UDC solution and this change is similar as the changes due to solution 1 and 2.
From UE perspective, there may be a single UE capability indication for one UDC solution, but this can be further discussed if goes to WI phase.

As a summary, the following table shows our analysis on specification impacts.
Table 2: Impacts to specifications due to UDC solutions
	No
	UDC solution
	UDC Data format
	Compression/de-compression handling
	RRC signalling

	1
	Based on RFC 1950 (in section 7.2.2 in [2])
	Refer to IETF RFC 1950 specification

Maybe minor changes to LTE PDCP specification
	Refer to IETF RFC 1950 specification
	For NW: 
Configurations to enable/disable a UDC solution

For UE:
May need to introduce new UE capability bit(s)



	2
	Based on RFC 1951 (in section 7.2.3 in [2])
	Refer to IETF RFC 1950 specification

Maybe minor changes to LTE PDCP specification
	Refer to IETF RFC 1951 specification
	

	3
	Solution 4 (in section 7.2.4 in [2])
	Defines UDC Data format(s) in LTE PDCP specification as well as descriptions of every field
	Refer to TR 36.754
	


3 Conclusion

In this based, based on RAN2 latest progress on UDC solutions, we provide our analysis on specification impacts. It is proposed to capture the analysis into the TR 36.754.
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