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1. Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss our views on the RLC open issues. We will refer to the RLC telco minutes sent out by the Rapporteur based on the telco on 9th August, 2007.
2. Open Issues
The following are our view on the open issues (numbered according to the telco minutes)

2.1 RLC PDU based RLC SN or reuse of PDCP SN?

We believe that it would be complicated to reuse PDCP SN with the current assumption RLC PDUs are sequence based, especially to handle concatenation. Obviously, one can make the PDCP SN reuse work but we believe the gain from PDCP SN reuse would not justify the added complexity.
Proposal 1: No PDCP SN reuse.
2.6.1 Alignment of AMD PDU and UMD PDU headers

We prefer to have a single format PDU for both AM and UM since most of the fields are common between AM and UM. The exceptions are the “D/C” field and the Poll bit, which will also be discussed separately. Also, a common format will make RLC a more general protocol that can be configured to provide the same traditional AM and UM modes of transfer. For example, UM can be a special case of AM with zero retransmissions.
Proposal 2: A single set of formats for both AM and UM PDUs.
2.6.2 Polling indication – Poll bit or polling RLC control PDU?

We agree that if there is room, it will not hurt to add the Poll bit in the header. The reason is unlike Release 7, LTE supports variable size RLC PDU. That allows the sender to send a (small) segment of the last RLC PDU with the Poll bit set to ‘1’ to minimize the unnecessary overhead, even if RLC Control Poll is not supported. Whereas in Release 7, the whole last RLC PDU has to be repeated if the sender wants to send a Poll. And the whole RLC PDU could be large in Release 7.
2.6.3 Indication of PDU type within the header

If we do not allow the RLC Control PDU to be sent as the MAC Control PDU, we agree that a “D/C” bit in the RLC header is a clean approach. Otherwise, we don’t think a “D/C” bit is needed. In fact, we propose both RLC Control and PDPC Control PDUs be sent as MAC Control PDUs. Please see [1] for our proposal on sending PDCP and RLC control as MAC control.
2.6.4 Handling of original AMD PDU header at resegmentation

We agree with the third option where a new RLC header is constructed based on the original SN and the segment offset since it is cleaner that way and the recomputation is not an issue.
Proposal 3: We prefer the third option.
2.6.5 LI for the last Data field element

We do not think piggybacking is a useful feature since not many vendors (or is there any?) implementing it today.
Proposal 4: Not to support piggybacking of Status Report.
2.6.6 Optimised (short) headers

See [2] for our proposal.
2.6.7 LI field size

See [2] for our proposal.
2.6.8 SN field size

See [2] for our proposal.
2.6.9 SO field size

See [2] for our proposal.
2.9 Transmit window operation for AM data transfer

We believe a transmit window similar to Release 7 is needed.
2.10 Duplicate detection

We need RLC PDU duplicate detection e.g., in case of HARQ ACK->NACK error happened at the last HARQ retransmission.
Proposal 5: Support RLC PDU duplicate detection at the receiver
2.11 Reordering window operation and PDU loss detection

We believe RLC needs to have a receive window similar to that in Release 7. In addition, we propose a simple way for PDU loss detection at the receiver. Please see [3] for our proposal.
3. Conclusion
In this contribution, we propose a way forward for each highlighted RLC open issue.
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