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1. Introduction
In LTE, the RLC SN length in UL and DL can be configured separately. However, the separate configuration of PDCP SN for UL and DL is not supported. In NR, since the concatenation function is removed from RLC, basically, one RLC PDU will always encapsulate one PDCP PDU. With this change, we think some discussion should be made to understand whether the separate SN length configuration should be supported in NR in RLC and PDCP, and the intention of this contribution is to share some views on this aspect.
2. Discussion
In LTE, since the concatenation function is located in RLC and the packet size of RLC PDU is mainly determined by the TB size granted in the air interface, the length of SN is determined by the throughput and UE category (e.g. TB size supported). Considering UE may have different throughput and capability in DL/UL, the SN size of UL/DL RLC can be configured separately. 
Observation 1: In LTE, with the concatenation function in RLC, the length of RLC SN is mainly determined based on the expected throughput and UE capability (e.g. TB size supported). Thus, the length of RLC SN in UL and DL may be different.
However, in NR, since the concatenation function has been removed from RLC, one RLC PDU will encapsulate one PDCP PDU. Even consider the case of split bearer, the requirement on SN length of RLC should still align with the SN length of PDCP.
Observation 2: In NR, since the concatenation function is removed, the length of RLC SN should be aligned with PDCP SN, even in case of split bearer.
Based on the observation 2, we think the SN length for RLC and PDCP should be the same. However, during the email discussion on the stage3 signaling on L2 parameters, the separate configuration of SN length is supported in RLC but not in PDCP, which means if different SN length is configured in RLC for UL and DL, some mismatch may exist in the PDCP SN length and RLC SN length. In order to align the RLC SN length and PDCP SN length, we think the support of separate configuration of SN length for UL and DL should be aligned with RLC and PDCP.
Proposal 1: If the length of RLC SN can be configured separately in UL and DL, the separate configuration on PDCP SN length for UL and DL should be supported as well. Otherwise, the separate length of SN configuration should be supported in neither RLC nor PDCP.
For the TCP based services, considering the ACK in TCP protocol, even the throughput in UL and DL may be different, the number of PDCP SDU in UL and DL should be in the same level, and the same length should be used in UL and DL.
Observation 3: Considering the ACK in TCP protocol, although the throughput in UL and DL may be different, the number of PDCP SDU in UL and DL should still be in the same level.
Since it is difficult for the gNB to estimate whether the UL and DL PDU number will be different considerably or not, we think the same SN length should be used for both UL and DL in both PDCP and RLC.
Proposal 2: There is no need to support separate configuration of SN length in UL and DL for PDCP and RLC. 
3. Conclusion
RAN2 is kindly to discuss and adopt the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: In LTE, with the concatenation function in RLC, the length of RLC SN is mainly determined based on the expected throughput and UE capability (e.g. TB size supported). Thus, the length of RLC SN in UL and DL may be different.
Observation 2: In NR, since the concatenation function is removed, the length of RLC SN should be aligned with PDCP SN, even in case of split bearer.
Proposal 1: If the length of RLC SN can be configured separately in UL and DL, the separate configuration on PDCP SN length for UL and DL should be supported as well. Otherwise, the separate length of SN configuration should be supported in neither RLC nor PDCP.

Observation 3: Considering the ACK in TCP protocol, although the throughput in UL and DL may be different, the number of PDCP SDU in UL and DL should still be in the same level.
Proposal 2: There is no need to support separate configuration of SN length in UL and DL for PDCP and RLC. 
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