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Introduction
The 1st conference call on LTE PDCP has been discussed on 19th of September from 13h00 to 15h00 CET. The conference call was kindly hosted by T-mobile and chaired by the rapporteur.
Minutes of the conference call
1) Opening of the meeting
The aim of the conference call was to discuss the issues indicated in the announcement of the conference call:

PDCP control PDU format:

R2-073441
PDCP control PDU
Qualcomm Europe

R2-073222
PDCP header content
Ericsson

R2-073259
PDCP Structure and Traffic Path
LG Electronics Inc.

ROHC version and profiles:

R2-073223
Support for RoHC in LTE
Ericsson

At least I believe that we should trigger an initial discussion in order to come to the next meeting with the possible alternatives

SN offset:

R2-073065
PDCP SN Handling at Handover
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks

Maybe we can start a discussion on this just to get some feedback.

Security:

R2-073258
Security de-synchronization
LG Electronics Inc.

Clarify whether this an issue that we have to consider.

Interactions between RLC and PDCP 

R2-073042
TVM for compressed data PDCP
LG Electronics Inc.

Clarify how the interaction between PDCP and RLC is supposed to be handled.

2) Discussions
The conference call started with a presentation of the following document:
R2-073441
PDCP control PDU
Qualcomm Europe

How should PDCP control PDUs be carried?

Two alternatives:

· Either indication on MAC

· Or have a dedicated bit in the PDCP header

Qualcomm prefer to have an indication in MAC.
LG Electronics prefers to have a field in the PDCP header e.g. D/C field.
ALU prefers to use a D/C field

NXP prefers a field in the PDCP header

Nokia believes that the D/C field should be used, but not used for the Status report due the handover, since this may delay the transmission of the status report at handover. So the Status report would better be be sent on a different channel.

Motorola: Question on whether the PDCP status report may need to be exchanged also in other cases e.g. the PDCP reset

Qualcomm concern is that the PDCP status report should be priorized, and thus should be mapped differently.

ALU questions whether the D/C field discussion only limited to the u-plane discussion, or is this also applicable for c-plane.

NSN proposes that there should be a numbering for ROHC feedback, but due to the already taken decision that the PDCP SDUs, and not PDCP PDUs should be numbered this is not agreed.
Ericsson believes that there could be another alternative to identify the ROHC feedback. In the case that only feedback is carried on the user plane radio bearer then the identification may also be done based on the CID field in the ROHC header.
LGE comments that this is not in line with the “black box” principle.
Conclusion: Further study this issue and come back at the next meeting.
7 bits and 12 bits for user plane should be sufficient.

R2-073222
PDCP header content
Ericsson

LG does not agree to have the value 12 for the big SN space.

Motorola proposes to investigate the relation between PDCP SN size and RLC SN size, and to wait for the decision on the PDCP SN size.

LGE briefly summarizes the content of R2-073041, PDCP retransmissions, LG Electronics Inc.
Interdigital considers that requirements for concatenation in RLC may drive the relation between RLC SN and PDCP SN, because the difference between the size of the PDCP SN space and the RLC SN space should correspond to the number of PDCP PDUs that are multiplexed in and RLC PDU.

It is also questioned whether this discussion is only relevant for u-plane PDCP entities, or also for control plane PDCP entities. It is clarified that the current discussion is relevant for the u-plane radio bearers, and thus it is agreed to defer the discussion when c-plane and u-plane is discussed at the same time.

It seems that for most companies the size of 7 bits for the small number of sizes would be acceptable.

Conclusion: Rediscuss during the meeting
PDCP Status report content
R2-073259
PDCP Structure and Traffic Path
LG Electronics Inc.

It is not clear whether the status report should be based on the outcome of header decompression, or on the status before header decompression.

Ericsson believes that there is no need to include the outcome of header decompression in the PDCP status report. Ericsson believes that a decompression failure is not expected to occur in the scenario that was described.

(Additional note: This is because ROHC profiles typically can handle up to 14 consecutive losses when only SN info is carried in the compressed header (about 99% of the packets), and up to N consecutive losses for comrpessed headers that carry more significant context updates (typically less than 1% of the packets) where N equals to the optimistic approach and is typically assumed to be N=2 or N=3.)

Ericsson believes that a correct implementation should have sufficient of significant context updates, such that there is a very small probability that the UE misses the context update and thus would fail to decompress a header.

Conclusion: LGE will trigger an offline discussion on the case that some of the packets are lost, and therefore decompression fails. 

Which versions and profiles for ROHC should be supported

R2-073223
Support for RoHC in LTE
Ericsson
Ericsson proposes to support only ROHC V2 in LTE PDCP, and possibly make the support mandatory.

Ericsson believes that RHOC V2 is easier to implement, less complex, and has a better robustness.
Motorola asks for the need of mandatoriness, and the interoperability for the case of a dual mode terminal.

Qualcomm is concerned that if RoHC v2 is made mandatory, dual mode UMTS LTE UEs will have to support both RoHC v1 and v2
Ericsson confirms that this would imply that a dual mode terminal would have to support both ROHC V1 and ROHC V2.

Samsung has the same understanding that supporting both versions is not a good idea, and that ROHC V1 would be sufficient under the targeted radio conditions for LTE

Panasonic, LG and Nokia have the same view.

Motorola considers that the dual mode terminal is a valid point, and questions whether this should be mandated.

Question on whether at least one has to be mandatory.

Samsung considers that most cases at least one ROHC version should be supported.

LGE proposes that the same estimation holds as for UMTS where the support of PDCP is related to the capability to support IMS.

The rapporteur proposes to take as a starting point that ROHC V1, and ROHC V2 and the supported profiles should be a UE capability. Whether to mandate some profiles / ROHC V1 should be discussed further.

Support for compression on VOIP should be linked to the IMS capability. Still there is a need to decide whether we mandate then ROHC V1 or ROHC V2.

NSN believes that ROHC V2 should be mandatory for E-UTRAN IMS UEs..

Orange questions the status of ROHC V2. This is still not frozen, and all open issues are now addressed on the email reflector.

Conclusion: A baseline should be that LTE supports both ROHCV1 and ROHCV2 are supported. Different alternative proposals for mandatoriness of ROHC V1/V2 and the necessary profiles in order to start the discussion in RAN2#59bis based on a limited number of alternatives should be initiated by email. To be initiated by Ericsson
Applying a separate offset at handover to PDCP SNs to avoid tracing.

R2-073065
PDCP SN Handling at Handover
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks 

Proposes to use an offset of the sequence number in order to remove the possibility of tracking for this sequence number.

Question from ALU whether there is no problem with wrap-around synchronization. Answer that there is a fixed offset.

Question from LGE on when the offset can be applied. Answer that this offset is applied to all PDCP SDUs that are transmitted in the target. This is transmitted in the handover command. For the case of the RL failure avoidance there is no way to avoid the tracing.
ALU believes that we had already decided to not support this and SA3 have agreed to have it. Nokias understanding is that this has only not been done because due to the network architecture this was not easy.

Samsung believes that this type of solution should only be agreed when the complete picture for security is known. This should only be discussed once that the complete status for us is known.

Conclusion: Rediscuss further when the complete picture of security at handover is clear.
Desynchronization of PDCP SNs.

R2-073258
Security de-synchronization
LG Electronics Inc.

LG considers that there might be a problem for an unrecoverable error in PDCP.
Nokia states that for the case that the UE detects on continuous errors the UE should go through idle mode according to the SA3 decision. Need to check whether this is for the AS and the NAS security – this is applicable to AS. Then the question remains how this can be detected.

Ericsson asks whether this can happen, and in which cases this can happen. Should check whether this kind of scenario occurs. This is also important to check how you treat these packets. 

Conclusion: In order to further discuss on this topic it should be shown in which cases this type of error case may happen.
Conclusion
Following the conference call two email discussions have been decided:
1)
Develop the different alternative proposals for ROHC V1/V2 and the necessary profiles in order to start the discussion in RAN2#59bis based on a limited number of alternatives.
To be initiated by Ericsson.
2)
Discuss the scenario with which according to LGE there could be a difference to base the PDCP status report handover on the received and correctly decompressed PDCP SDUs or the non-decompressed PDCP PDUs that carry a PDCP SN number.
To be initiated by LG Electronics.
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