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1 Introduction

CB: # 69_DDDS

- 2nd change is agreeable?

- 1st change needed?

- Rel-15 CR

(QC)

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

The following should be checked online:

Agree Rel-15 CR for TS 38.425 in R3-205700 and rel-16 mirror in R3-205702

3 Discussion

Document R3-204723 proposes two changes in TS 38.425. The following presents and requests feedback on each of these changes in turn:

3.1 Triggering of DSSS

The first change introduces the following text

The Downlink Data Delivery Status procedure may be initiated autonomously by the corresponding node, or in response to a request contained in the DL USER DATA frame as described in clause 5.4.1.1.

[correction above based on online discussion]

The motivation of this change is that this is not clear to a reader. In LTE, the equivalent procedure was always autonomous, but after we introduced the possibility of polling, a new reader may well infer that autonomous triggering is either not supported or potentially problematic for inter-operability. This is not a theoretical possibility as it has happened, and will probably happen again!

Of course, RAN3 experts know this, but it could be argued that it not specified unambiguously.

Please provide your view below:

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	As commented during online, how to trigger the DDDS report seems not necessary to be specified redundantly, the later added request-response mechanism has already been described in 5.4.1.1 . 

	Ericsson
	When discussed in Rel 15, we have agreed to change the Mandatory presence of the SN to Optional. So for NR, it is possible that:

1.  the corresponding node sends DDDS autonomously, just like in LTE, 
2. it is also possible that DDDS is sent before any DL data is transmitted, unlike in LTE.
The specification is clear already. No need to repeat.

	Huawei
	We think this addition is a “nice to have” clarification but not essential. 
Following the LTE, people may understand that the autonomous report is supported anyway. Also the “When the corresponding node decides to trigger the feedback…” implies this is supported in some way. 

	NEC
	Nothing is broken today, but neutral.
If agreeable, then just change the “message” to “frame”, as this is the way to express the PDU in 38.425.



	Nokia
	Currently, it seems that only sending DDDS based on some trigger from the hosting node is described, which may bring impression that DDDS is to be expected only as a response to such triggering. This clarification is thus all right and beneficial.

	Qualcomm
	The comments to some extent make the case that this is needed 😊. I explain:
ZTE says that request/response is specified, but that is exactly the problem. A new reader thinks this how it works.

Ericsson refers to RAN3 agreements that a reader has no idea of, and would need to dig a lot to work the logic of. Also, such reader is really unlikely to be aware of TS 36.425 as this is not widely used.
Huawei refers again to LTE, and again I can guarantee a lot of people now and in future doing 38.425 work will never have seen 36.425 (nor should they). Also looking at the existing sentence “when the ..node decides to trigger”, this does not help if the reader thought it was based on request, that is exactly what needs to be clear.

I don’t dispute that nothing is broken in the signalling. It’s all about “world class standards”.


Conclusion: The proposal seems technically correct; however some companies think it is not necessary. Further thought may be needed taking all above feedback into account.
3.2 Handling of missing IEs

The second proposal is to add as note as follows:

If neither of the above Sequence Number IEs are present, the node hosting the NR PDCP entity assumes that no data has been delivered to the UE for RLC AM or transmitted for RLC UM, and takes the value of the desired buffer size as the total  amount of data that it can send towards the corresponding node until a DL DATA DELIVERY STATUS frame is received that contains one of these IEs.

The reason for this change is that there are use cases (e.g. tunnel start-up) when the hosting node sends user plane PDCP PDUs towards the corresponding node prior to any data being received (or sent) to the UE. In this scenario it is possible for the corresponding node to send a DDDS frame to indicate how much data it can receive. However, it is also clear that the corresponding node cannot indicate either the “Highest successfully delivered NR PDCP Sequence Number" for RLC AM, or the "Highest transmitted NR PDCP Sequence Number" for RLC UM until user plane activity starts in Uu. In this case the current text is clearly not applicable, i.e., the hosting node has no way to calculate how much data it should send down.

The note above is intended to fill this gap (whether this should be a note or not can be discussed if needed in a second round).

Please provide your view on this proposal below:

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	It’s kind of common understanding, no data, then no Sequence Number IEs to be reported, such note seems not necessary.

	Ericsson
	In the first question we have clarified that the SN is optional. 
The existing specification already specifies that:

If the value of the desired buffer size in b) above is greater than 0, the hosting node may send up to this amount of data per bearer starting.
If the Note says the same thing, there is no need to repeat.

If the Note says something else. It would cause ambiguity. 

	Huawei
	The procedural texts use “may” as follows. 

- the hosting node may send up to this amount of data per bearer starting….
So this means the hosting node is not mandatory to send data starting from the “SN”.  
So we tend to think the note is not needed. But we are fine to add “if any” at the end if some clarification is needed. 

	NEC
	Also no strong position whether this is really needed or not. But if to introduce such note, then probably the last sentence “...until a DL DATA DELIVERY STATUS frame is received that contains one of these IEs” may need to discuss, as next DDDS may still contain only the desired buffer size information with different value from the previous one. 

	Nokia
	This may be “obvious”, but still, the situation is not described in the specification. We would be happy to have this statement as normative text, but a note is acceptable, too. Therefore we support the proposal!

	Qualcomm
	I think people who think this is not necessary are reading the existing sentence based on their understanding, given discussions they had etc. Unfortunately this is not the case in general.
Looking at the detail: the current text just says that if the value is greater than 0, the hosting node may send this amount of data starting from….. Of course you can do whatever you like, but nothing tells you what to do if the SNs are missing (the sentence does not stop after “bearer”!). The problem is that this text already existed when the SNs were mandatory…

There is potentially another option, which is to enhance the exsiting text to allow for this optionality. I make that proposal below.


Conclusion: The proposal also seems technically correct (with a detail raised by NEC to be clarified). Also here some companies support or are neutral, and some companies think this is clear. There is also a suggestion to make a small change in the existing text. Further thought is needed,
3.3 Second round: handling of missing IEs

Possible way forward on the second issue for further comment:

Perhaps a judicious use of commas building on the suggestion from Huawei can do the trick, as follows (note new commas after “bearer”). Note this seems to also address the NEC comment.

If the value of the desired buffer size in b) above is greater than 0, the hosting node may send up to this amount of data per bearer, starting from the last "Highest successfully delivered NR PDCP Sequence Number" for RLC AM if received, or the hosting node may send up to this amount of data per bearer, starting from the last "Highest transmitted NR PDCP Sequence Number" for RLC UM if received.

Please comment:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei2
	Ok with us

	NEC
	OK

	FUJITSU
	OK

	Samsung
	OK

	
	


Conclusion: go for this change, further fine-tuning can be done
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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