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1
Summary
23rd of November, 2009, kick-off email was sent and Ericsson, LGE, III, TI, Qualcomn and Samsung had participated in the discussion.
- Ericsson: As header compression is not the most important issue and it is too premature to compare advantage and disadvantage of each scheme, Ericsson prefers removing advantages and disadvantages for each schemes.

- Qualcomn: Qualcomn introduced 3GPP compression and this new scheme was added in the TP. Qualcomn was neutral about the level of details in the text proposal

- LGE: LGE prefers keeping advantages and advantages because it helps architecture selection discussion. Also LGE had the following comments.

* Option “1.1.2 Strip the outer headers, excluding GTP” seems not applicable for UPLINK direction, due to 1 RN to multiple UE-S/P-GWs relationship. I think this point should be clearly mentioned.

* Regarding option “x.1.3 compress the outer and inner headers separately, including GTP”, I think dual compressor/de-compressor may introduce Node impact such as additional processing power or code changes within PDCP. This should be capture somewhere.

- Samsung: Samsung prefers to remove the details in the text proposal.
- III: III prefers to keep the advantages and disadvantages.

- TI: III prefers to keep the advantages and disadvantages.

There were also some email exchanges to clarify UE-id details in Architecture B and the details of 3GPP compression scheme.

2
Conclusion
Despite many companies supported, some text could not be agreed and quite much of information was removed from the final text proposal [1] and replaced with FFS. And it was concluded that this work will be the base for the further header compression study.
The summary of header compression per different architecture alternatives are capture in the table below.
	
	Alternatives 1, 2 & 3
	Alternative 4

	
	Entire header chain comp
	Separate comp excl GTP
	Header stripping
	Separate comp incl GTP
	3GPP Comp
	

	Initial header size
	76/96/116 bytes
	76/96/116 bytes
	76/96/116 bytes
	76/96/116 bytes
	76/96/116 bytes
	40/60 bytes

	Minimum compressed header size
	9 bytes
	18 bytes
	13 bytes
	10 bytes
	7 bytes
	5  + UE IDbytes (potentially, 5+2 (FFS) bytes)

	Standardization effort required
	High – new ROHC profile
	Low - new packet type for GTP
	FFS - PDCP needs to know about GTP
	High - new ROHC profile
	FFS – PDCP needs to know about the context information
	FFS - depending on mapping of Un to Uu RABs, UE identifier would be needed

	Other comments
	
	Double compression – should not present problem
	Transparency not maintained 

– This solution may not be applicable to Alt1 and Alt3


	Double compression – should not present problem
	Transparency not maintained 

– This solution might not be applicable to Alt1 and Alt3 (FFS)


	


In the table, it can be observed that some header compression scheme may not be applicable to some alternative in the architectureA family or at least will cause more complexity to DeNB to implement. 
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