
3GPP TSG-RAN-WG2 Meeting #58
(
R2-071648
Kobe, Japan, 7th- 11th of May 2007
Source: 


Nokia

Agenda Item: 
5.3
Title:



RFC 3095 (ROHC) Compression
Document for: discussion & decision
1 Introduction

This document highlighted a few problems with the current ROHC support in the specification and proposes a solution.
2 CR105 to 25.306
At the RAN2 meeting #45 in Scottsdale, RAN2 agreed to make the support of ROHC mandatory for UEs supporting IMS. This agreement was reflected in CR105 (from the coversheet “During RAN2#44 in Sophia Antipolis, it was decided to make the support of ROHC mandatory in Release 6 for IMS”, and from the meeting minutes “Following the decision to have ROHC mandatory for an IMS mobile (…) The CR was agreed, in R2-050706. CR is 105”).

Unfortunately, the wording of the CR seems to mandate the support of ROHC for all UEs supporting Packet Switched data. Since IMS is not a mandatory for PS UEs and the wording does not reflect the correct intention of the CR as shown in the coversheet and the meeting minutes, we propose to add a clarification to 25.306 that clearly states the decision. The proposed wording is shown below:
“This parameter defines whether the UE supports header compression according to RFC 3095 as defined in [1] or not. If the UE supports IMS, as described in [23.228], the UE shall support header compression according to RFC 3095 as defined in [1].”

3 ROCH in 25.346
In 25.346 it is described in subclause 5.3.1 that MBMS may operate with ROHC (“The PDCP sub-layer may operate with the RFC 3095 header compression protocol”).
Since there is not possibility of negotiating the UE capability, there is an assumption that MBMS UEs will support at least the parts of ROHC necessary for MBMS.

The freezing of Rel-6 has been sometime ago and UE vendors coming close to the deployment of Rel-6 features are faced with a problem regarding ROHC – no UTRAN vendor has any plans to support it in their initial MBMS deployment (at least we have not received a confirmation that ROHC will be deployed from the beginning). As consequence, there will not be sufficient confidence in the testing performed and deployment of ROHC with MBMS at a later stage may be impaired by the early UEs in the market.
Normally, this type of situation can be addressed by ‘early UE’ handling. However, for MBMS there is no way to workaround these early UEs. In practice this could mean that ROHC cannot be deployed with MBMS until the early UEs are no longer in the market. Depending on the MBMS uptake from the moment of deployment and the time it takes for sufficient testing of ROCH, this could mean several years until ROHC deployment is possible – in the worst case maybe never.
For these reasons we propose to introduce a CR in the specification that mandates the UE to avoid MBMS configurations with ROCH if it does not support it. This CR is mandatory for all UEs and will minimise the potential for any problems with MBMS deployment in the future.

Should RAN2 agree with this proposal, Nokia volunteers to provide the relevant CR to 25.331.

4 Proposal

We propose to agree on the two principles for the CRs suggested above. If the principles are agreed, Nokia will provide the relevant CRs. 
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