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1	Introduction
In RAN2#AH 1807 meeting, RAN2 started to work offline on how to implement the proposal presented in [1].  This document addresses the comments raised during the meeting and proposes a way to implement the proposal.
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
The CR [2,3] suggests adding the text marked with tracked changes:
[…]
RLC PDUs are submitted to lower layer only when a transmission opportunity has been notified by lower layer (i.e. by MAC). RLC PDUs are submitted to lower layers in the same order as they are received from upper layers.

NOTE:	The UE should aim to prevent excessive non-consecutive RLC PDUs in a MAC PDU when the UE is requested to generate more than one MAC PDU.
[…]
During the meeting, the following concerns were raised:
1) Applicability to TM, UM, and AM. 
Some companies thought that TM does not have to follow the same principle as RLC UM and RLC AM 
TM is used to transmit very specific messages: For DL, MIB, SIB1, system information, paging messages, RRC setup, RRC reject, For UL, RRC re-establishment request, RRC Setup request, RRC resume request, and RRC system info request. Except for system information related messages and paging, all the other DL and UL messages are transmitted in either SRB0 or SRB1, depending on the message. RRC messages are not frequent so it will be rare the case in which multiple RLC SDUs are found in the UE buffer. Despite that, there are no reasons to exclude specifically for TM a constraint on in which order RRC messages are delivered to lower layers. Thus, RLC TM should follow the same principle as for UM and AM.

2) Handling of retransmissions
Retransmissions are handled in a different manner than “first” transmission. Retransmitted packets cannot be delivered by the RLC in the same order as their initial SDUs were received from higher layers (extract below). RLC specification explicitly mandates the UE to prioritize retransmissions over those PDUs which are transmitted the first time. Hence, RLC should always prioritize retransmissions, and as a result delivering the oldest packets first. 
[…] The transmitting side of an AM RLC entity shall prioritize transmission of AMD PDUs containing previously transmitted RLC SDUs or RLC SDU segments over transmission of AMD PDUs containing not previously transmitted RLC SDUs or RLC SDU segments. […] 

The proposed text in [2] does not conflict with the retransmissions requirement as it emphasizes the necessity to deliver to lower layers in the same order as these packets were received from higher layers and that a PDU which was received by higher layers in a later point does not have precedence over an “older” PDU.

3) Usage of A NOTE or normative text 
A note is informative intended to assist the understanding and does not contain provisions which are necessary to conform. It is clear from discussions that some companies had a different opinion about how RLC delivers PDUs to lower layers and, therefore, there could be different implementations.  [1] outlined the potential consequences of implementing the incorrect behavior and thus, the standard should ensure that the right implementation is captured in the specifications. The proposed text is something the UE shall follow and, therefore, this is a normative element that the UE should follow to claim compliance. 
Therefore, the proposed text qualifies as a normative element.

4) The current existing NOTE on multiple MAC PDUs coverage.
As already discussed in [1], the note is related to the transmission of multiple MAC PDUs (TBs). That is, the note informs that the UE should aim at preventing non-consecutive RLC PDUs within one MAC PDU when multiple MAC PDUs are created. The following example clarifies the meaning of the note. 
1) The UE is allowed to transmit two MAC PDUs 
2) A UE has a grant which allows a total of 10 RLC PDUs and no segmentation is needed.
3) First RLC SN has SN = 0

With this, the UE shall:
1. RLC should prepare to deliver RLC PDUs with SN = 0 to SN = 9 to lower layers. 
2. RLC/MAC should distribute these RLC PDUs between the two MAC PDUs following the note i.e. it should avoid excessive non-consecutive delivery.
3. Two example follows (for simplicity, it is supposed that both MAC PDUs are of equal size and all RLC PDUs are of equal size too):
3.1. MAC PDU 1 multiplexes RLC PDUs with SN = 0 to SN = 4; and MAC PDU 2 multiplexes RLC PDUs with SN = 5 to SN =9
3.2. MAC PDU 1 multiplexes RLC PDUs with SN = 0, 3, 5, 8, and 9; and MAC PDU 2 multiplexes RLC PDUs with SN = 1, 2, 4, 6 and 7. 

The “ideal” distribution is the one exemplified is 3.1 as all the packets will be delivered in-sequence (given no retransmissions take place). The second distribution, 3.2, introduces a certain degree of out-of-sequence which, according to the note, should be minimized. 
So, the note refers to how the RLC PDUs are distributed (as exemplified in bullet 3.) within multiple MAC PDUs. However, note that also here the RLC should always deliver PDUs to lower layers in the same order as received from higher layers (as stated in bullet 1.).
Therefore, the note has an informative function which is different than the intended proposed normative text. And hence, we propose to define the mandate for the UE to submit RLC PDUs to lower layers in the same order as they are received from upper layers, as normative text.
[bookmark: _Toc521575630]Add a sentence in 38.322, e.g. “RLC PDUs are submitted to lower layers in the same order as they are received from upper layers.”
As described above, a note may result in an ambiguity for the RLC PDU delivery order when a single TB is constructed for some implementations and thus normative text is preferred. If by inclusion of a note only can resolve this ambiguity, such can be based on the formulation in P1. 
[bookmark: _Toc521575631]Discuss and agree whether normative text or a note is used to capture proposal 1. 
Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	Add a sentence in 38.322, e.g. “RLC PDUs are submitted to lower layers in the same order as they are received from upper layers.”
Proposal 2	Discuss and agree whether normative text or a note is used to capture proposal 1. 
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