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Enhanced Uplink DCH – Email Discussion Summary
1 
Introduction

In RAN WG1 meeting #30 in San Diego, six text proposals for technical report of Enhanced Uplink DCH study item [1] were discussed and revised versions of the text proposals [2-7] were left to be revised and reviewed by email in RAN WG1 email reflector. The deadline for the comments was set to February 7th and the aim was to review and, if possible, agree on the revised versions to be added to the TR before RAN WG1 meeting #31.

This contribution summarises the discussion in RAN WG1 reflector. The the summary in chapter 2 of this contribution was sent to the reflector on February 7th.

2 
Email Discussion summary

2.1
General Comments

29.1 (Nortel) Several points were raised.

· The SI objectives are ambiguous and should be discussed further.

· Many text proposals rush into detailed description of a technique without giving justification to the technique, such as what gain is expected from the technique and what SI objective it is addressing.

· Inconsistent terminology used in different text proposals would yield an inconsistent TR, if all is taken in.

· Text proposals for same chapters of the TR are under the evaluation at the same time. They should be combined somehow before they can be agreed in the TR.

· The detail level of some text proposals is too high at this stage of the SI

· Nortel can not agree on detailed proposals without more explanations on how they relate to the final objectives of the SI.

30.1 (Ericsson) On Nortel's comments

· Both TR and SI description describe the SI objectives and no need to discuss them furhter is seen.

· Agree on top down approach. Each technique should be justified in the text proposal, detail level should not be too high at this stage.

· Agree on the terminology problem, proposes E-DCH as a general term not necessarily referring to new transport channel.

· Proposes including the signalling requirements of each technique as a part of the description of the technique already in chapter 7 of the TR. Chapter 7.5 could be removed or left as a pace holder for general aspects and potential problems.

4.2 (Nortel) On Ericsson's response

· Agrees that Si objectives are described, but points out that they are rather general of nature.

· Most text proposals seem to have some underlying assumptions that enhancemets apply only to some subset of TrCHs, not to the general case.

· Highlights the problem, that perhaps all proposals enhance the uplink, but it is unclear, which services/TrCH mix each technique applies to.

· Reinforces the point that the level of detail should not be too high at this stage of the SI.

2.2
Comments on Each Text Proposal

R1-030060, Two Threshold Node B Scheduling, Nokia

21.1 A revised version made available in R1-030129

22.1 (Philips) a comment on use of the word threshold, Nokia agreed.

6.2. (Ericsson) 

· Text in part 2 (7.1.1) could be reformulated as Node B changing the TFCS restrictions in the UE instead of discussing increasing/decreasing a threshold. This would make the idea more general.

· 7.5.1 describes a particular method for restricting the TFCS in the UE. This could be shortened and moved to 7.1.1 as one example of TFCS restricting signalling.

6.2. (Nortel)

· On terminology, in order to have a consistent terminology in the TR. Should use [E]-DCH with the mention that it refers to either a nre transport channel or to an existing transport channel with specific characteristics.

· The term threshold is confusing. The word limit nor usage of "DPDCH-to-DPCCH power offset limit" does not solve the problem either. A text that builds on R99 is asked.

· Different thresholds and their relation to R99 mechanisms is not clearly explained. Respective R99 procedures should be used in order to see, what is the change proposed.

· The TFC ordering assumed does not exist nor it is explained, how this is going to be achieved.

· The subsection 7.1.1 is now 2 pages long and contains a lot of different information and quite a few FFS. It is proposed to split this into subsections describing the purpose and general assumptions, giving the high level principles and listing FFSs.

· The TFC odrering according to data rates and required power may not result with the same order.

· TFC order must be the same in UE and in Node B, how that is guaranteed?

· The assumption of the signalling is the rate ordering, which is very simplistic. Therefore it is premature to include any text in the signalling section on the L1 signalling. If needed, high level signalling principles can be included in 7.1.1

· The signalling on Iur/Iub not accounting the reconfiguration cases is premature.

R1-030080, Fast DCH Setup Mechanism, Ericsson

17.1. A revised version made available

4.2. (Nokia) Proposes to change wording describing the synchronization prosedure and to remove the assumption that reducing the synchrnization time would be simple.

R1-030132, E-DCH physical layer structure - TTI vs HARQ structure, Nokia

17.1. A revised version made available

6.2. (Ericsson) Something on the relation (and a need for a good compromise) on HARQ processing time and round trip delay should be added. Quantity "N" used in the text is not defined.

6.2. (Nortel)

· 1st option refers to the case when "available time is long enough". To what does this available time refer to?

· What is the distinction of the two options? If it is the need of a new physical channel? If so, that should be clearly stated.

· Can the two options both be considered for both 2 ms and 10 ms TTI?

· Keeping in mind the possible interaction with other techniques, such as Node B scheduling,  the expression "based on acknowledgmenets" the UE decides whether to start a new transmission or retransmit, coul include something like "and possible other information provided by the UTRAN".

· It should be clarified, that "N" is the number of HARQ channels.

· On the figure, EUDCH seems to refer to a physical channel. Not to assume anything, this could be replaced e.g. by "Physical channel carrying [E]-DCH". To follow the same idea we could have "DL physical channel carrying ACK/NACK"

· A rule of thumb without any justification is proposed for the processing time requirements. At the time being, we should only indicate that the choice of physical layer structure is a trade-off between Node B/UE processing and transmission time of the different [E]-DCH related information thus impacting the power needed to transmit these information. Propose to remove the sentence starting with "As a rough rule of thumb..." and the sentence following that and keep only the gerenal statements.

R1-030140, E-DCH Multiplexing, Nokia

21.1. A revised version made available with a new title

"Multiplexing Alternatives for Uplink Enhancements"

6.2. (Ericsson) Document should include more general discussion as it is not clear, if there will be a new transport channel or not. E-DCH could be introduced as a general term which would not necessarily imply a new transport channel.

6.2. (Nortel)

· On terminology, in order to have a consistent terminology in the TR. Should use [E]-DCH with the mention that it refers to either a nre transport channel or to an existing transport channel with specific characteristics.

· 8.3.1. 1st paragraph, TFCI says _indirectly_ how many channel bits are allocated to each TrCH.

· 8.3.1. 4th paragraph, Is a multicode with other than SF=4 considered here? What is this chapter proposing beyond to existing specifications?

· 8.3.1 last paragraph, what is the purpose? Does it mean, that because of the application of the R99 rate matching it is not possible to ensure same number of channel bits for retransmission.

· 8.3.2. Do we really need a new physical channel terminology, i.e. how does the E-DPDCH differ from existing DPDCH?

· 8.3.2. Does the text imply that the additional physical channel is to use whatever power is left, but that the DPDCH carrying R99 channels has priority?

· How does this co-exsist in terms of power sharing with the HS-DPCCH which has a transmission interval of 1 slot?

R1-030144, Uplink HARQ Schemes and SHO considerations, Motorola

21.1. The document was resent to email reflector for comments

24.1. (Ericsson) A HARQ General Aspects text proposal was made available

6.2. (Ericsson) The text is mainly addressing a particular challs of HARQ, similar to what is used in HSD-DSCH. The text should be more general of nature. This could be merged with Ericsson's proposal on HARQ aspects for Tokyo meeting.

6.2. (Nortel)

· Missing justification of HARQ in uplink, explanation to which kind of transport channels HARQ can be applied to.

· There seems to be an underlying assumption that HARQ may be applied to TrCHs carrying I/B service as the delay requirements are rather loose. There also seems be an assumption that HARQ is applied to a single TrCH on one CCTrCH with one TB per TTI only. Missing discussion about the compatibility with other transport channels in a CCTrCH.

· It may seem obvious that HARQ will not be applied to conversational type of data, but it anyway is not mentioned.

· How is HARQ integrated into the R99 set of configuration is unclear.

· Beginning of section 7. All general not delaling with UMTS or the uplink unless useful for the discussion should be removed.

· The text refers to UE being assigned a specific HARQ channel. Does this imply that HARQ is managed jointly for all UEs?

· How HARQ is combined with any Node B scheduling technique? It should be made clear whether a technique can be used in isolation or if it restricts/requires the usage of some other technique in addition.

· Some form of UTRAN scheduling is assumed to be required by whatever HARQ protocol. Saying that scheduling is a prerequisite may be going too far at this stage.

· Purely synchronous scheme as described in the document is not really feasible when considering compatibility with e.g. R99 TFC selection, which may restrict, when retransmission may occur.

· Rather than going into details in comparing different HARQ schemes, discussion of the relation of HARQ to scheduling and R99 techniques is required. Comparisons to HSDPA HARQ would be welcome.

· Terminology should be aligned to whatever we have now.

7.2. (Nokia) A HARQ Overview text proposal was made available. This could be merged with Motorola's and Ericsson's text proposals

R1-030145, Physical Channel Structures, Motorola

21.1. A revised version made available

4.2. (Nokia) The signalling overhead of the scheme should be studied. Problems in the concistency of the used terms (general to most text proposals) Document is seen too detailed at this stage.

6.2. (Ericsson) This is seen as one possibility for physical layer structure, but it is premature to include such detailed solution to TR at this stage, as mentioned in San Diego.

6.2. (Nortel) It is premature to put such a detailed text in the TR. E.g. the HARQ aspects must be clarified first and only then the detailed physical layer signallin related to that can be cosidered.

3 Conclusion

Due to the extensive nature of the comments to the text proposals, none of them were included in the TR25.896. Hence the latest version of the TR is still v. 0.1.1 (dated January 16th). 
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