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1.
Introduction
At the RAN2#72bis meeting, [1] proposed to clarify “ROHC instance” in TS36.323 based on the definition of IETF [2]. This document discusses whether there is any ambiguity in current PDCP specification, and suggests a remedy if there is really an ambiguity.

2.
Discussion
In [2], the “ROHC instance” is defined as follows.

	ROHC instance
A logical entity that performs header compression or decompression according to one or several ROHC profiles can be referred to as a ROHC instance. A ROHC instance is either a ROHC compressor instance or a ROHC decompressor instance.


Thus, if we stick to the IETF definition, the “ROHC instance” specified in section 4.2.2 of TS36.323 may be misled that only one of a ROHC compressor or a ROHC decompressor is supported in a PDCP entity.

	4.2.2
PDCP entities (TS36.323)

Each PDCP entity is carrying the data of one radio bearer. In this version of the specification, only the robust header compression protocol (ROHC), is supported. Every PDCP entity uses at most one ROHC instance.


However, the term “ROHC instance” in TS36.323 is not equal to that of IETF. The “instance” in TS36.323 should be interpreted as common noun, e.g. “ROHC protocol” or “ROHC machine”. Actually, the term “instance” is inherited from UMTS. The original sentence is written in section 4.2 of TS25.323.

	4.2
Overview on sublayer architecture (TS25.323)

Every PDCP entity uses zero, one or several different header compression protocols. Each individual PDCP entity uses at most one instance of each header compression protocol. Several PDCP entities may be defined for a UE with each using the same or a different set of header compression protocols. In this version of the specification, only two header compression protocols, RFC 2507 [6] and RFC 3095 [8], are supported.


The confusion is coming from the different interpretation of “instance”. In IETF, “ROHC instance” is used as a proper noun, but in 3GPP the “instance” is used as a common noun. In the context of 3GPP, there is no ambiguity with “ROHC instance”.

Observation) From the UMTS, “instance” is used as a common noun, and the “ROHC instance” in TS36.323 should be interpreted as “ROHC protocol” or “ROHC machine”.

With this observation, we think there is very little possibility to misinterpret the “ROHC instance” as either “ROHC compressor instance” or “ROHC decompressor instance”, if the implementer has enough experience on PDCP from UMTS.

However, if companies feel that there is a point of ambiguity due to the definition of IETF, then we would suggest removing “instance” from the PDCP specification. Note that nowhere in the PDCP specification uses the term “instance” other than section 4.2.2. Instead, “ROHC protocol” or “header compression protocol” is used in the other places.

Proposal) If there is an ambiguity in “ROHC instance”, it is proposed to replace “ROHC instance” with “ROHC protocol”.

3.
Proposal
In our view, the term “instance” is used as a common noun from UMTS, and there is no confusion using “ROHC instance” in LTE PDCP specification. However, if companies feel that there is confusion, then we propose to replace “ROHC instance” with “ROHC protocol”. The relevant CR is provided in [3].
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