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1 Introduction

CB: # 32_MobEnh_DAPS_RLC-UM

QC:

- Keep the original agreement: for RLC-UM, the PDCP SN and HFN are reset in target unless DL and UL status are received.

- Clarify DL and UL status are always sent by SN Status Transfer in DAPS HO

SS,E///:

- clarify that PDCP SN Continuity for RLC-UM bearer is supported if DAPS HO is configured for the bearer

(SS - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-203985
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Based on the majority view, propose the following:

R3-203547 – agreed

R3-203548 – agreed

3 Discussion

3.1 1st Round Discussion
Two alternatives are proposed to clarify that PDCP SN Continuity for RLC-UM bearer in TS 36.300 and TS 38.300. 

· Alt.1 (QC [1][2])

· Keep the original agreement: for RLC-UM, the PDCP SN and HFN are reset in target unless DL and UL status are received.

· Clarify DL and UL status are always sent by SN Status Transfer in DAPS HO

“ 

-
The PDCP SN and HFN are reset in the target eNB, unless DL and UL status are received from source eNB in the SN STATUS TRANSFER message. 
“
“

· In DAPS handover, the source eNB always sends SN STATUS TRANSFER message including PDCP COUNT information to the target eNB.
“

· Alt.2 (SS, E/// [3][4])

· Clarify that PDCP SN Continuity for RLC-UM bearer is supported if DAPS HO is configured for the bearer

 “

-
The PDCP SN and HFN are reset in the target eNB, unless the bearer is configured with DAPS Handover;

“
 Please provide Company’s view:

	Company
	Preference
	Comment

	Samsung
	Alt.2
	RAN2 agreement clearly says that PDCP SN number continuity is supported for DAPS HO. The PDCP SN continuity and the SN STATUS TRANSFER message are supported and triggered when a RLC-UM bearer is configured with DAPS HO. Similarly the PDCP SN continuity is also supported for RLC-AM bearers and the stage 2 text is described like this:
-
For in-sequence delivery and duplication avoidance, PDCP SN is maintained on a per DRB basis and the source gNB informs the target gNB about the next DL PDCP SN to allocate to a packet which does not have a PDCP sequence number yet (either from source gNB or from the UPF).

-
For security synchronisation, HFN is also maintained and the source gNB provides to the target one reference HFN for the UL and one for the DL i.e. HFN and corresponding SN.

And the current text describes the behavior when the target node doesn’t receive the SN STATUS TRASNFER message. It is not good description because the target node doesn’t know when the SN Status Transfer message would be received. It’s different from the case that a specific IE or value is not included in the message.

	INTEL
	Alt. 2
	Alt 2 is aligned with the RAN2 agreement that reestablishPDCP is not configured for DRBs configured with DAPS.

	Huawei
	Alt.2
	We think the wording of alt.2 is more clear than alt.1. 

	ZTE
	Alt.2
	Share views with Samsung’s. More aligned with RAN2 conclusion,

	Ericsson
	Alt.2
	Text specifying a behavior on the absence of something is rather confusing and prone to IOTs issues

	Nokia
	Alt.1
	It shall be considered that alt.1 is more logical: after all, for alt.2 the SN Status is also needed – it is just hidden, has to be deducted. Therefore, Alt. 1 may be more explicit and, contrary to the comment above, easier to test. 
Nonetheless, if there are good arguments given for Alt.2, we can accept it, too. Perhaps the info that SN Status is then needed for DAPS DRBs may then be added explicitly.

	Qualcomm
	Alt 1
	With regard to the text clarification proposed in Alt 2 in the papers [3], [4], we think that equivalent text already exists in the BL CRs to TS 36.300 and TS 38.300, e.g., in Section 9.2.3.2.1, BL CR to TS 38.300, in the description in Step 8a/b there is the following note:

“NOTE: The uplink PDCP SN receiver status and the downlink PDCP SN transmitter status are also conveyed for DRBs with RLC-UM in the SN STATUS TRANSFER message in step 8b, if configured with DAPS.”  

We think therefore that the text clarification proposed in Alt 2 is not needed because otherwise there would be duplication of information. 

For the same reason, we would like to propose to retract the following proposal in our papers [1], [2], which forms part of Alt 1, and the corresponding text changes.

“Clarify DL and UL status are always sent by SN Status Transfer in DAPS HO”

However, we would like to propose to retain the following proposal in Alt 1 and the corresponding text changes to TS 36.300 and TS 38.300, as we think it is required. 

“Keep the original agreement: for RLC-UM, the PDCP SN and HFN are reset in target unless DL and UL status are received.” 

It specifies target node behavior when it receives SN STATUS TRANSFER from source and when it does not.  


3.2 2nd Round Discussion
During the 1st round discussion, 5 companies prefer Alt.1 and 2 companies prefer Alt.2.With the 1st round discussion, it’s not easy to get the consensus on the stage 2 clarification for RLC-UM. There seems to be no technical issue in two alternatives, so either one may be acceptable.
To try achieving the consensus again, the following two questions are asked to the companies:
· Question 1-1: Any objection to agreeing Alt.1 (QC)?
· Question 1-2: Any objection to agreeing Alt.2 (SS, E///)?

If you have objection on either Alternative, please provide the reason for objection.
Question 1-1: Any objection to agreeing Alt.1?
	Company
	Comment (Reason for objection)

	INTEL
	From Alt.1, we have to think – “in which case, UL/DL status are transferred for RLC-UM?”, then after reading through spec, people realize that that case is when DAPS is configured for RLC-UM based on e.g. following note:
“NOTE: The uplink PDCP SN receiver status and the downlink PDCP SN transmitter status are also conveyed for DRBs with RLC-UM in the SN STATUS TRANSFER message in step 8b, if configured with DAPS.”  

Alt.2. directly talks about it. Hope this clarifies. 

	Huawei
	Same comment as Intel. 

	Samsung
	With Alt.1, for RLC-UM bearer without DAPS indication, the target node should wait for the SN STATUS TRANSFER message and then makes a decision on whether to reset the PDCP SN or not.
And if only RLC-UM bearers are configured without DAPS Handover indication, the target node doesn’t receive the SN STATUS TRANSFER message from the source node, so with Alt.1, this scenario can’t be managed.


Question 1-2: Any objection to agreeing Alt.2? 

	Company
	Comment (Reason for objection)

	Qualcomm
	We reiterate that the proposed text in Alt 1 is correct and is not broken. As can be judged from Intel’s comment above to Question 1-1, the proposed text in Alt 1 and the existing NOTE (Section 9.2.3.2.1, BL CR to TS 38.300, and referred to in Intel’s comment above) in the BL CRs to the stage 2 specs, are sufficient. It seems to us that there is no need to try to fix something that isn’t broken in the first place, as Alt 2 attempts to do.
Regarding the issue of target node waiting for the SN STATUS TRANSFER and then making a decision for PDCP SN reset for RLC UM bearers configured without DAPS indication – this is a misinterpretation of the text. In this case, as per the existing NOTE (Section 9.2.3.2.1, BL CR to TS 38.300, and referred to in Intel’s comment above), target does not expect SN STATUS TRANSFER from source at all, and so the PDCP COUNT is reset, as per the text in Alt 1. Furthermore, on whether to wait for SN Status Transfer, if this is an issue, it is not RLC UM specific          

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

The majority companies support Alt.2 and one company has objection on agreeing Alt.2. So based on the majority view, the following is proposed to support Alt.2:
· Agree R3-203547 for TS 36.300

· Agree R3-203548 for TS 38.300
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