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5 UTRA/UTRAN Long Term Evolution Stage 3
5.1 User plane

5.1.1 MAC (36.321)
5.1.1.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. Rapporteur is also requested to provide an overview regarding what parameters related to this specification should be handled by RRC.

R2-080373:
Report of MAC Activities
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)


=> Noted
R2-080090:
MAC Open Issues list
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· UL HARQ issue 4: Panasonic asks if we are expected to get RAN1 input on this. Our LS was mainly on the DL. Should ask RAN1 collegues to also provide input on UL.

· This is an important document, but ofcouse the spec is the main basis for documenting agreements.

· KDDI asks what yellow and blue are ? yellow is updates related to removing editors notes, and blue is issues waiting for RAN1 input.

=> Noted
R2-080227:
Minutes of LTE MAC CC3 - MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· On the proposed decision on the end-time handling: Nokia asked why this autonomous switching is needed. Why can you not always finish at the end-time ? Ericsson thinks we cannot guarantee that we will always succeed before the end-time.

· Following decision is endorsed: “In case the end-time is included for the dedicated preamble, and the random access procedure does not succeed at expiry of the dedicated preamble, MAC autonomously switches to a non-dedicated based random access procedure without notifying RRC”
=> Noted
R2-080226:
Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor’s notes - MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· R2-080322 contains the resulting CR on 36.321.

· The document is the same as the version discussed in the conference call, except for changes indicated in change marks.
· The LS for RAN1 is not available yet, so these editors notes are still in.

=> Approved

R2-080322:
CR for Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor's notes
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· Agree to this CR on the note handling. 

· In the rapporteur CR to RAN and also as output to this meeting, the removed notes should not be shown.

· Final coversheet should also indicate that any changes are to v8.0.0

R2-080225:
Recovery of E-UTRA MAC Editor’s notes - MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)

=> Noted without presentation

R2-080249:
Configurable parameters in MAC - MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· NSN thinks it would be usefull to have an M or O for each IE.E.g. the short cycle is optional to configure.
Section 2.1

· NSN thinks we have not agreed yet on any format for the backoff. Ericsson clarified that all parameter proposals are just initial proposals.

· Motorola asks if all these parameters are clear ? E.g. Min/Max power ? Ericsson clarified that maybe not all MAC parameters are signalled over the radio in the format currently indicated. Maybe there are some optimisations possible for the signalling.
· NSN think some of the notes in the DRX section needs to be updated to reflect latest decisions.

· The Motorola concern is mainly about the RACH part.
· Size of preamble groups is same for all RACH resources in FDD and TDD.

· IDT indicates that some parameters are per cell, others are per logical channel. This should be captured.
Section 2.2: 

· We don’t have to make statements about special values for the MBR encoding. This will depend on the RRC encoding.

· For “Max number of UL HARQ transmissions”: scope is FFS because it is not clear yet at what level (cell, dedicated) it would be configured.
· PBR/MBR unit still needs to be discussed

Section 2.3:

- 
NTT DCM wonders whether the HARQ RTT is needed ? Will it not be the same as the number of processes ? Can be further analysed.

Section 2.4:
- 
On how to continue with list:
- 
NTT DCM thinks that parameters for which the need is still not certain we should not include them. So we should focus on parameters we are sure are needed, and the range could still be left FFS.

-
NSN would appreciate if the rapporteurs could come with an updated MAC CR and an updated list at the end of this meeting.

-
LG thinks we have not agreed yet to have the Time Alignment Timer signalled by RRC yet.

=> Action 1: Will ask the rapporteurs to update this list and provide it together with the update MAC CR on the reflector after this meeting. This can be discussed by email.
=> Action 2: Ask the companies of the rapporteurs to come with a proposed CR for RRC to the next meeting which will be discussed jointly in the CP/UP session. In this CR only the parameters that we need for certain are needed (range can be indicated as FFS).

5.1.1.2 Dynamic scheduling
E.g. HARQ PHICH/PDCCH interaction (one FFS left), ...
UL HARQ: PHICH/PDCCH interaction

R2-080022:
PHICH and PDCCH interaction
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Panasonic asks whether the 1% of “eNB does notice the UE does not transmit anything” is a RAN1 assumption ? It is a Nokia assumption. Ericsson assumes that the 1% is roughly ok.
· Motorola wonders about the collision event. QC understands that a collision can only be cause if an adaptive retransmission is made. 
· QC thinks that in order to solve a problem which will occur less than 1% of the time, we are adding additional DL control overhead.

· It was questioned what happens at the end of a burst (no new data), is the data still kept in buffer ? Yes.


· Fujitsu asked how the PDCCH indicates Trans/retrans ? Panasonic agrees that this should be clear from the grant.

· QC indicates we have agreed “sticky adaptations”. So if the PDCCH is lost the UE continues on the old resources and this case should be handled very carefully.


=> Noted
R2-080073:
UL HARQ protocol operation - PHICH/PDCCH interaction
Panasonic
· Motorola thinks the contribution is very focussed on NACK->ACK, but PDCCH might be a more important case.
· Panasonic thinks an eNB should have the freedom to e.g. apply DRX on the PHICH on the fly (still 2-state detection in the UE)
· NSN wonders where the 10-5/-6 comes from ? NSN assumes that there is correlation between PDCCH and PHICH. Panasonic agrees but it is difficult to quantify.
=> Noted

R2-080308:
Dynamic Scheduling
Philips
· Philips supports the Nokia approach in principle.
· Philips proposes to have 2 modes (PHICH/no PHICH)
· Ericsson thinks it would be very strange to have 2 behaviours for an error case that occurs 10E-3/-4. Motorola thinks that it is perfectly possible to agree on keeping the data in the buffer, and still only have 1 mode.
· QC thinks that making PHICH optional is not aligned with RAN1 decisions.


=> Noted

R2-080323:
PHICH PDCCH interaction - Qualcomm Europe

=> Noted

R2-080410:
Shared channel UE behaviour after ACK/NACK detection and UL synchronous HARQ
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Noted

R2-080416:
PHICH/PDCCH Interaction – Motorola
· Panasonic wonders what happens if the UE misses a retransmission grant. Might lead to some inefficiency.
· Noted


Two options: When receiving ACK and no PDCCH, the UE:


1) clears the buffer [6]
2) keeps the data in the buffer [10]
	Agreements:

1) When receiving ACK on PHICH and no PDCCH, the UE keeps the data in the HARQ transmit buffer.

2) Will not have 2 UL HARQ modes (with/without PHICH): PHICH is always configured


Other

R2-080222
Uplink synchronous HARQ and RACH
Ericsson
· Motorola wonders if this means that all UE’s have to be aware of all RACH opportunities ? Ericsson agrees that there is no way around “hidden RACH’s” if we would have them.
· Panasonic asks when the eNB scheduler could not avoid an RACH for retransmissions ? TI asks why the eNB could not take care of this by adaptive retransmissions. Ericsson points out that there is a limited number of PDCCH’s available, e.g. in low BW, especially in 1.4Mhz.

· Motorola thinks you should be able to schedule around it. 
· NSN thinks that by sending an ACK you can stop UE retransmissions and continue later. Panasonic asks what the impact of this approach would be on the max HARQ ?
· Samsung agrees it can be solved by eNB scheduler, but this proposed solution does not bring much cost.

· Ericsson assumes that for latency reasons the UE would be aware of the RACH configuration in a cell even if it is synchronised. 

· Samsung thinks that if the RACH opportunity is quite frequent, then you might have to adapt quite frequently.

· TI thinks proposal 2 might cause frequent reduction of max retransmissions. Ericsson thinks that e.g. you could increase the max by 1 if the collisions happen on average by 1.

· Ericsson would still like to keep the predefine end-time.
· The proposal would probably mean that a UE at handover would have to be given the complete RACH configuration. Ericsson agrees, but assumes that in general a UE present in a certain cell will have to obtain this at some point.

=>  Can think about this and come back in a next meeting.
5.1.1.3 CQI resource handling
Anything remaining, e.g. on PUCCH/PUSCH collision handling ? 

R2-080319
CQI reporting resource handling and signalling
Panasonic
“keeping resources”

· RIM does not understand the motivation for another threshold. Why do you want to transmit during “off-duration” ? Panasonic indicates that they don’t want continue reporting, but they want to know whether the UE would keep the resources and use them again at the next wakeup.
· Current status is (chairman understanding):

· RRC allocates resources with RRC, and you only loose them when the RRC reconfigures them or when you go out of sync. So they are not “implicitly” lost at certain DRX periods/occasions/lengths.
· We are a bit “sloppy” about when you use the CQI resources: stage-2 talks about “during on-duration” the allocated resources are used, and stage-3 does no say anything.

· Ericsson clarifies that when we previously discussed this “implicit loss” we said that anyway it would not be that easy to allocate these resources to somebody else. Panasonic thinks that if we don’t have this implicit loosing, you need more RRC signalling. For the moment we assume the status above.
· So when should the UE use resources that it has been allocated ? Probably when it is “somewhat active”. We need to define this more carefully (Open issue). E.g. clarify w.r.t. retransmissions.
Schedule of several CQI types

· RIM thinks possibly Alt A is sufficient for periodic reporting. If we need more, we need to get an indication from RAN1.

· Panasonic clarifies that it would be good to configure different CQI reporting patterns in parallel so that you can reconfigure one pattern without having to reconfigure all CQI reporting. Samsung wonders if it is really a big RRC message size gain.
· What type of flexibility in CQI reporting configuration do we need to support ? NSN is not aware of any requirements for signalling support of such “mixed configurations”. 
=>  After checking with RAN1, it seems that this issue has not been discussed yet. There is a paper waiting treatment (R1-080207). We should wait for RAN1 decision before deciding our solution.
5.1.1.4 QoS

UL rate control, e.g. multiplexing of RB on UL
R2-080220:
UL resource utilization - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Samsung thinks it would be good to specify some UE behaviour for this, but would also prefer to keep it simple. Tmob also thinks that consistent UE behaviour should be ensured.
· Ericsson also thinks we should roughly ensure consistent UE behaviour. If we don’t describe the behaviour and just give some parmeters, how can we ensure consistent behaviour ? NSN was thinking that this excessive resegmentation avoidance could maybe left to UE 

· Freescale is in favour of only specifying the parameters and not much detailed UE behaviour. Tmob wonders that how we can then ensure roughly aligned UE behaviour ? Only be test cases ? So Tmob as operator would like to see some consistent UE behaviour.
· NTT DCM wonders if we anyway are going to have a test case ? Motorola also thinks that maybe only having test cases could be sufficient.

· Ericsson thinks we should specify a framework in RAN2. Motorola asks if this means that we would not go into much detailed implementation. 

· Ericsson thinks the first thing we need to specify are the parameters as input for the blackbox, and next RAN2 should provide some guidance on what the test cases could test. Ericsson thinks that RAN2 should e.g. not mandate a token bucket algorithm. So we would specify input parameters and output constaints.

· NSN assumes that this would mean we do the same as for EDCH, so that the requirements are in the core spec, and the algorithm could be in an informative annex.
· R&S hopes the core specs will be quite clear, otherwise the test specs can be challenged by the pointing to the core specs.

· QC agrees that we should at least specify the input parameters. We can discuss further details later.
R2-080089:
UL LCH prioritization – Ericsson
Proposal 1:

· NSN is mainly worried about segmentation with this solution. E.g. no credits at a TTI basis.
· Ericsson does not want to mandate a token bucket implementation, but would like to use it as a model for the UE desired output. LG agrees that the token bucket size is a good modelling (informative), but it should be informative. First we should agree on the parameters.

· Samsung thinks we should be somewhat concrete, otherwise how can we agree on parameters.

· Chairman asks if we could agree that the parameters would assume a token bucket implementation in the UE ?

· LG thinks we should not specify detailed UE behaviour: we specified detailed TFC selection for UMTS, and later we found many problems and had to remove it. 

· NSN clarifies we are not specifying the token bucket: we are just proposing it as model for agreeing on the input parameters.

· The PBR and MBR are the “token rates”. 

Proposal 2:

· QC assumes that the bucket size is needed because it directly impacts the jitter. Ericsson agrees that there should be a token bucket size, but thinks it might be able to fix it with a formula.
· QC thinks that different services have different jitter requirements. Even in the classical modelling of token bucket, this parameter existed.
· Ericsson wonders if there are cases where e.g. the 5*token rate would not be sufficient ? Ericsson thinks it would be sufficient e.g. for VOIP and TCP.

Proposal 3:

· NSN agrees with this. Samsung also tends to agree that we don’t need this parameter, but first Samsung would like to check what the MBR is. E.g. would the PBR/MBR result in padding or is it a soft limit.
· NSN assumes we would end up with soft-limits given the avoidance of segmentation.

· Ericsson points out that the relevance of MBR should be quite low (only applicable to GBR-bearers which most of the time will not really be flexible rate).

Proposal 4:

· QC assumes that the reporting should take into account PBR/MBR constraints. Otherwise the UE will probably not be exactly insync with the UE leading to padding. Ericsson agrees about the inaccuracy, but thinks that providing the unconstrained reporting provides the eNB with more informations.
· Samsung supports the Ericsson proposal. Huawei thinks it might be good to take them into account. Panasonic thinks there is a relation to the reporting interval.
· NSN would like to support Ericsson.
· Ericsson points out that if we would have the limit, the UE would just report the average MBR/PBR, so not much information is provided to the UE. Motorola shares this opinion. Same for LG.

· After offline discussions in the break:
· PBR should never limit the reported buffer status

· MBR unclear; However companies agree that we should avoid padding. From that point of view it might be preferably to exceed the MBR sometimes.

Proposal 5:

· LG support this proposal. It would mean that the relative priority would change at each UL transmission opportunity. Huawei wonders if we could not refrain from specifying this in detail ? Ericsson thinks it could be a feasible alternative as long as it would not be possible to get two UE’s which behave very different (e.g. one applying the prioritisation in every TTI, and the other one performs round robin every second). So Ericsson thinks maybe we do not need to specify this.
· Anyway Ericsson thinks anyway that the equal priority is not a very important configuration.

· Motorola thinks that anyway the PBR will guide some fairness.

· QC thinks it would be sufficient to say “in a fair manner”.

=>  Can think about this further. It does not seem essential to have a UE consistent behaviour on micro level. We want to know that on a larger timescale UE’s will have relatively consistent behaviour.

R2-080376:
UL Channel Prioritisation - Qualcomm Europe
· NSN points out that this illustrates the problem of segmentation, when credits are given every TTI. So NSN thinks we need something more than this.
· QC thinks if we increase the period, we also increase the token size.
· LG thinks that this type of detailed description will lead to future problems. So LG would prefer not to have this type of detailed description.

R2-080377:
UL Channel Prioritisation and Segmentation - Qualcomm Europe
· NSN agrees with the idea of negative credit. However what seems to be missing the max amount of credit that the UE can use (i.e. is ½ the bucket size obviously ok ?). NSN was thinking that we might borrow up to the packet size.

· Samsung think that in Nokia’s document it is a more general description, and here there is a very detailed description. If tests can be specified simply enough with the somewhat looser description from Nokia, then Samsung would prefer that. Also Ericsson would like to specify it in a more descriptive way.

· QC clarifies that also their proposal leaves implementation flexibility.

=> Joint contribution on a more description approach is invited for the next meeting. Then we can compare the QC type of description with the “descriptive” description and hopefully make a choice.

R2-080157:
Prioritization for equal priority RB
LG Electronics Inc.
· Ericsson asks what happens if the UE has 2 RB and both the same PBR, how should it operate ? LG clarifies their text proposal is just one example, and we could e.g. add a time criteria to this. Main concern of LG is to get a somewhat consistent behaviour.
· Tmob thinks we should not optimise for unlikely cases. Tmob thinks prioritising on PBR makes some sense. Ericsson thinks that network might not use the PBR. That is why Ericsson does not like the PBR solution so much.

· Tmob thinks we could have 2 behaviours depending on whether PBR’s are configured or not. IDT assumes that PBR and priority are quite independent.
· Main concern is to have a clear behaviour to the UE.
=>  Noted
	Agreements:
1) We will first focus on specifying the input parameters. We will also specify some constraints for the UE output (scheduler output), however will probably not specify a mandatory UE operation.
2) For the specification of the input parameters, we will assume a token bucket model.
3) The PBR/MBR are the “token rate” (details FFS)
4) In the model, we will have a “token bucket size” parameter, but it is FFS if this is derived by the UE from e.g. the token rate or fixed size, or needs to be signalled explicitly by the eNB.
5) The PBR/GBR should not limit the reported buffer status. The impact of the MBR impact on the buffer status reporting is FFS.



5.1.1.5 Scheduling Request / Scheduling Information

Additional SR/BSR triggers required ? RB grouping for reporting, other information to be reported ?....
Additional BSR triggers

R2-080085:
Timer based solution for continuous trigger for BSR – Ericsson
· Huawei asks how the timer would be set ? Ericsson assumes RRC signalling. Huawei asks on what criteria a suitable value would be selected ? Implementation issue. Huawei thinks a drawback of a timer approach is that you have to report often enough to keep the scheduler updated. This would result in additional overhead.
· Motorola asks what the case is that Ericsson is addressing ? Is it the continuous data case. Then why is the BSR not piggybacked ? The Ericsson proposal is to specify when to piggyback the BSR. Motorola wonders whether we really need a rule for this ? 
· Panasonic wonders how the UE could behave without a rule ? The UE should not be able to sent it whenever it likes.
· Panasonic thinks it would be good that the eNB knows when the BSR is coming (e.g. HARQ adaptation).

· NTT DCM thinks we might only need to define a prohibit timer or this type of timer. We need somehow to limit the UE in reporting. Motorola thinks it would be a stupid implementation if it sends to many BSR’s.
· It was commented that one difference between a prohibit timer and a periodic timer could be that a prohibit timer would be per UE, and a periodic timer could be per RB group.
· Motorola questioned why the BSR should not trigger an SR ? Ericsson clarified that if we don’t have this rule, an eNB receiving the SR would not know whether it is for higher priority data or for this type of trigger.
· Huawei thinks that the “continuous BSR” should not trigger an SR (the eNB already knows the priority of the data in the UE). Also NSN thinks that an SR should not be triggered in this case. For the same reason we should not create a BSR just to report empty buffers.
· NSN thinks the current specification would result in empty BSR’s.
· NSN thinks that a threshold based trigger should probably also be defined.

=> Noted
R2-080375:
BSR Triggers - Qualcomm Europe
· LG thinks that proposal 3,4,5 are very similar to UMTS. But the when do we need the proposals from section 2.1. ?
· QC clarifies that the repetition timer would be stopped as soon as a UL grant is received, because the UE assumes the BSR was received.

· NSN thinks that for this continuous data case, a threshold based trigger would be preferable. QC has thought about a threshold based BSR, but QC thinks it would be difficult to set a good threshold (taking the tolerable RB delay into account). NSN thinks we anyway have the PBR/GBR.
· Chairman asks for 2.1, if there is any functional difference between the periodic timer from Ericsson and this prohibit timer approach? ALU thinks there is no difference if we only consider the BSR, but ALU has a small preference for the periodic timer because the timer could be used to also send other information (e.g. interference/power).
R2-080457:
Buffer Status Report update when UE Tx buffer is not empty - NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· NTT DCM thought that having BSR that trigger SR and that not trigger an SR would be quite complex. So it would be nice if we could specify a way of triggering that guarantees an UL grant availability. Therefore the COUNT or Polling based approaches.
· Huawei wonders whether the polling would always be periodic, or whether there could be other criteria. NTT DCM thinks that the periodic criteria could be sufficient, but anyway this would leave it to implementation.

· NSN likes polling if there would be room in the PDCCH. 
· QC thinks that with the polling, the traffic in the UE might be waiting for the poll which might lead to delays. Given that the traffic pattern could be random. NTT DCM agrees that the eNB cannot know when the UE has new data coming. 

· It was questioned whether the UE can just ignore the polling if there is no data in the buffer. NTT DCM thinks the UE might just as well use the grant.

· Samsung wonders whether the polling-BSR is not actually the same as the periodic BSR ? NTT DCM agrees if the eNB just polls periodically.

· Ericsson asks what the COUNT based mechanism would be: is it per packet or per UL grant ? NTT DCM clarifies the intention is to count the number of UL grants.

· Motorola assumes that the polling BSR would not be acceptable for overhead reasons. NTT DCM clarifies that the don’t like this solution so much anymore. 
=>  Rule out the polling BSR solution


Discussion:

For handling a continuous flow, we have the following alternatives:

1) Periodic BSR (delay until grant)
2) Count BSR (every nth UL grant)
· QC asks what happens in the Ericsson solution when no UL grant is received for a long time ? Ericsson clarifies it is only created when you get the grant (eventhough it is triggered before). Panasonic thinks that since the eNB knows the periodicity, the eNB can take it into account.
Do we need in addition “Threshold based BSR (delay until grant ?)” ?

· Motorola thinks that if we have a threshold based BSR, we can agree that the periodic BSR does not need to trigger an SR.

· Samsung thinks that the periodic BSR and threshold BSR have different purposes. The periodic one is for robustness. Samsung thinks that there is no urgency to report a big buffer as long as the priority of the data is low. So is the threshold based approach realy needed ?
· NSN thinks the threshold could be a condition for the periodic reporting. Panasonic wonders whether it would mean that it would result in padding if the UE has a grant. NSN indicates we always have the “padding BSR”.

· Sunplus asked if the periodic reporting is per UE or per RBgroup ?
· Ericsson thinks that the periodic triggering is not very useful if it would trigger an SR (too much overhead). Ericsson would like to see this as the baseline. Then we can have an open issue on whether we have a separate trigger for the threshold.
· Motorola asks if Ericsson sees value in a threshold based BSR triggering ? Ericsson is not really against it, but also not very strongly in favour.
=>  Following agreements:
	Agreements:

1) For handling the reporting for a continuous flow, we will introduce a periodic timer based approach per UE. FFS if periodic reporting can be skipped if threshold is not crossed.?

2) The BSR triggered by the “continuous reporting trigger” should not result in an SR
3) If a BSR is triggered (so not the “padding BSR”), it has a higher priority than user plane data 

FFS whether an additional threshold based trigger is needed; will be discussed at next meeting.


R2-080339:
Additional Buffer Status Report Triggers – Nortel

=> Noted

R2-080086:
Error cases of Buffer Status Reporting
Ericsson
· NSN agrees to the general principle, but the text proposal should be clear that inclusion in new initial HARQ transmissions is stopped when one of the HARQ processes is acknowledged. Ericsson agrees.
· Motorola would like to understand the principle better:  Why piggyback on every UL transmission ? Ericsson thinks it depends on how reliable you want to be.
· 'We should not talk about “updated BSR’s”: every BSR included in an initial transmission is a “fresh” BSR.

· Samsung thinks the proposed approach seems a bit “overreacting”: we could repeat a BSR when delivery failure is detected. Samsung this just repeating up to 8 times for NACK->ACK error seems quite costly. LG agrees with Samsung and thinks the periodic timer would anyway provide some robustness. Ericsson agrees if you get a grant.

· NTT DCM would like to understand the result of an NACK->ACK error if we don’t introduce any additional mechanism. Samsung thinks the scheduler has two choices: either schedule the UE blindly, or only very conservatively and you wait for another BSR. Samsung assumes nothing drastic is happening.
=>  More lobbying is needed to get this accepted.

R2-080095:
Triggers for Buffer Status Report – NEC

=> Noted without presentation
R2-080218:
Additional BSR triggers – HUAWEI
R2-080508:
BSR for persistent Scheduling - LG Electronics Inc.
Long/Short BSR format

R2-080015:
Criteria for Short and Long BSR
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Samsung assumes that in general padding will not happen frequently in LTE. So there is no reason to optimise the handling: padding BSR handling should be as simple as possible. NS thinks this is the simplest possible way.
· Ericsson is quite happy with the proposals 1 & 2. Ericsson can also accept proposal 3 since the complexity is quite low.

· Samsung thinks the simplest padding approach would be to always only include the long BSR if there is room. Samsung agrees that the location of the BSR as proposed is logical.

· Sunplus asks when the long/short is decided ? Before or after taking the data included in the PDU into account ? NSN thinks it is after.
=>  Proposals are agreed.
R2-080098:
Utilization of padding bits for Buffer Status report
ASUSTeK

=> Withdrawn
R2-080341:
MAC Buffer Status Report Format Usage – Nortel

=> Noted

R2-080400:
Consideration on BSR triggers
Sunplus mMobile Inc.

=> Noted (can think about it for next meeting).

BSR calculation

R2-080298:
Buffer Status Report Calculation
Ericsson
Proposal 1:
· Ericsson thinks that at least stand-alone feedback should be included. So we need to include this data. Otherwise if the UE has an “empty buffer” (but has this data), it would not get any grant. NSN thinks that in general whatever is in the buffer should be reported, so proposal 1 is natural.
Proposal 2:
· Samsung wonders whether the first subbullet would result in reporting too high BSR if you report before receiving the PDCP STATUS PDU ? Ericsson agrees, but the alternative is that you report to little.
· Samsung asks what happens in the non-mobility case and the UE also buffers at PDCP, data will be calculated twice ? So Samsung thinks we need more thinking about this case. LG has the same concern.
Proposal 3:

· Ericsson assumes the PDCP buffer is as small as possible. LG assumes that most of the data is buffered in PDCP, and only when RLC asks, PDCP will give the packet to RLC.
· LG points out that for VOIP, there can be a 60 byte difference between uncompressed and compressed. Ericsson thinks it only makes a difference for VOIP, and there there is not much PDU’s buffered.

· QC thinks that if we go through the problem of configuring ROHC and then report uncompressed, we should ourselves in the foot.

· Ericsson proposes to agree on this proposal, and invite further discussion on the notes: i.e. will we mandate VOIP packets to be buffered in RLC.

· NTT DCM agrees that we should not guess the packet sizes for VOIP.

Proposal 4:
· Samsung agrees with this proposal

Notes:

· The notes are included to trigger the discussion.

RLC/MAC headers:

· Ericsson wonders if the RLC and MAC headers should also be included. NSN thinks this would be difficult/impossible since they are only made when you get the grant. Ericsson thinks that the UE could make the assumption that the complete buffer can be sent in one UL assignment. NSN thinks the eNB can do exactly the same. Ericsson thinks not really because the eNB does not know how many SDU’s there are. QC shares Nokia’s concern, especially when packing on the fly.

· Samsung thinks that since the inherent error is something like 10%, Samsung is ok to exclude RLC/MAC headers. 
· Ericsson does not have a very firm opinion: it is mainly impacting whether the UE or eNB is making the estimation correction. Ericsson thinks the UE has a tiny advantage, but Ericsson is fine in either way.

=>  Exclude MAC/RLC headers from reporting.
R2-080340:
TVM for compressed data - LG Electronics Inc.
· LG proposes a compression ratio provided by the eNB.
· Ericsson wonders what the benefit or the ratio is ? LG thinks it is to complicated for the UE to calculate the uncompressed or compressed sizes. So this should make things easier for the UE.

· But how can the eNB apply the ratio ? LG thinks that the eNB could estimate the compression ratio from the received packets.
· NSN thinks that for voice services, there is no more than 1 or 2 packets buffered, and they should be compressed already. For TCP the compression ratio should make little difference.

· Ericsson agrees with the Nokia comment. In addition it does not help the eNB scheduler at the moment in time when a larger packet (larger ROHC header) needs to be transmitted.
=>  Noted

	Agreements:
In the BSR calculation we include:
1) Control Data: for every RB for the RBG, for the BSR calculation the UE shall:

- include the size of PDCP Control Data as new data, and

- include the size of RLC Control Data as new data.

2) Retransmissions: for every buffered SDU for the RBG, for the BSR calculation the UE shall:

- if an RLC PDU has been negatively acknowledged and will be retransmitted by RLC, include the size of the PDU’s that need to be retransmitted when constructing the BSR; Outstanding PDU (for which the transmitter is waiting for ACK/NACK) shall not be included.
- how to calculate the PDCP retransmissions is FFS.
3) Header Compression: for RBs that are configured with header compression in the RBG, for the BSR calculation the UE shall:

- report the total amount of buffered data, independently of whether it is buffered in the PDCP (uncompressed) or in the RLC (compressed);

4) Header Compression: for RBs that are configured without header compression in the RBG, for the BSR calculation the UE shall:

- report the total amount of uncompressed data for the RB, regardless of whether it is buffered in RLC or in PDCP. 

5) RLC/MAC headers are not considered in the reporting.
FFS on whether any specific UE behaviour needs to be required w.r.t. where to buffer VOIP packets.


Additional reporting
R2-080087:
UE transmission power headroom report for LTE
Ericsson

Proposal 1&2:

· Motorola wonders whether proposal 1 is really needed ? Ericsson clarifies that the UE is responding to TPC commands and changes in DL pathgain. The last factor is unknown to the eNB.

· Motorola asks whether it is important that the power headroom reporting has to be corresponding to the same TTI ? Ericsson thinks this is important so that the eNB can correlate the received power and the power headroom report, and also to get a fresh value

· Ericsson clarifies that the eNB can proactively change the TF when it sees the power headroom reporting going down.


· NTT DCM is wondering how often the UE would be detecting a change in DL pathgain ? Ericsson thinks it depends on the thresholds.
· With the proposals 1 & 2, changes in DL path gain while the UE is power limited do not trigger a power headroom report.

· Motorola would like some more time to think about this.

Proposal 3:

· Samsung wonders why the reporting is not based on a threshold change in the power headroom ?  Samsung assumes that the information the eNB really wants to know is the power headroom change.  Ericsson clarified that this way, the number of reports is decreased (eNB can track the change in power headroom due to TPC commands). Samsung thinks that this might result in less reports, but it might result in corruption of the power headroom awareness in the eNB.
=>  Noted (Will revisit at next meeting)
R2-080177:
Differential Path Loss Report in the Scheduling Information
Alcatel-Lucent
· ALU clarifies that they think they should be reported together because they should be used together.
· NSN thinks that this has been discussed in RAN1, and it was not agreed (the UE does not have the knowledge of the transmit power of the neighbouring cell).  ALU thinks a differential calculation can be done. Panasonic has the same understanding as NSN.
=>  Noted
R2-080178:
Scheduling Information format & triggers
Alcatel-Lucent

Other
R2-080016:
Scheduling Request Clarifications
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Ericsson thinks that MAC RACH mentions that only 1 RACH procedure is running at one point in time. So there is no risk that multiple RACH procedures would be triggered.
· NSN want to follow the original intention of specifying the UE behaviour on a TTI basis. So it is an attempt to make the text clearer.

· The updated text only results in one RACH procedure triggering. In the old text, the RACH procedure is retriggered when the previous RACH procedure fails.

· Ericsson thinks in the new text is a RACH procedure fails, so you would e.g. have to wait for a new BSR triggering ?
=>  Noted: Further clarification attempts are invited. Can see update in R2-080545 [CB]
R2-080100:
RBs Grouping Principle and Group Configuration
ITRI, Sunplus mMobile
· Panasonic wonders why a RBG needs a priority level ? Panasonic assumes that at RB establishment, the eNB could just tell the UE to what RBG the RB belongs.

· In this proposal, the mapping if from RB ID -> RB priority -> RB group priority -> RBG. Panasonic thinks that the mapping could be directly from RB Id -> RBG Id.

· It was clarified that we already talk about RBG priority in our spec. Samsung assumes that it would be better to reformulate this existing triggering requirement directly to the RB-priority. Then we don’t need a RBG priority.
· Ericsson clarifies that for reporting, we have up to 4 groups of bearers in the BSR.
=>  Noted; probably we should remove the concept of “RBG priority”. Further contributions invited.

R2-080152:
Clearing of Pending BSR
LG Electronics Inc.
· Will only discuss the text proposal to section 5.4.5

· Motorola asks what a “out-of-date” BSR is ? LG proposes to only add: “If the BSR has been successfully transmitted, the BSR is no longer pending.”

· Motorola asks what happens if it is not successfully transmitted ? 

· This proposal result in the same behaviour as proposed by Ericsson: you will repeat the BSR as long as the BSR is not HARQ ACKed.

· Motorola would prefer to discuss first a more complete picture of the behaviour before agreeing on these aspects.

=>  Noted
R2-080116:
Scheduling of Msg5 – CATT

Proposal 1:

· RIM thinks that the size of Msg5 might depend on Msg4. So you cannot indicate it in Msg3. CATT is mainly considering the normal process.
· Motorola thinks this could have been a discussion we would have had with the control plane group.  Can be brought up in the ofline discussion on Msg3, but there is very very little room left. Maybe the “cause” can be used.


Proposal 2:

- 
CATT agrees that proposal 2 is an implementation issue.

Proposal 3:

· Ericsson thinks that it is an implementation issue when the eNB sends the UL grant for Msg5.

· Motorola assumes that we will define requirements on the UE on how long it takes to process a change of configuration, and that should set the window of when the eNB should set the PDCCH (soon after UE process time).


=> Noted (no impact on specifications).
5.1.1.6 MAC Control signalling/procedures
E.g. for Timing advance (on the issue of PDCCH versus PDSCH, we should wait for response from RAN1 before to progress), ....
DRX

R2-080021:
Stage 3 Description of DRX
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Updated to R2-080552
R2-080552:
Stage 3 Description of DRX
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Motorola wonders what happens if the DRX retransmission timer expires ? Ericsson thinks it will just stop running. Seems ok.
Proposal 2:
· Ericsson would like to see a reformulation to something like “if the HARQ RTT Timer expires and the decoding of the transmission was successfull, the UE will not start the DRX retransmission timer” (so you start the HARQ RTT, but not the DRX retransmission timer).

For proposal 4: 

· for clarification: the “short DRX cycle timer” defines how long the UE follows the short DRX cycle (i.e. how many short DRX cycles). “short DRX cycle timer” <> short cycle length. It would be good to clarify this.
· Samsung thought that the short DRX timer should only be restarted after activity. Including the “on-duration” condition for this should be removed. Should be removed.
· Some reformulation is needed on this (end of section 5.7).

· NTT thinks a description of when the short DRX cycle timer is stopped is missing (when PDCCH signalling is received). 
Other comments:
· Samsung indicates that the text related to inactivity timer expiry is missing.  Samsung thinks also transition from long to short is not described. This can be handled by further CR’s.
	Agreements:
1) Only one on-duration is configured and applies to both DRX cycles.
2) UE should only listen again when the transmission is unsuccesfull. Exact formulation can be discussed offline.

3) One HARQ RTT timer is defined per process
4) One DRX retransmission timer per process
5) Agree that we will align the definition of active-time to the stage-3 definition


=> Will see an updated proposal including the agreements and text for proposal 2 in R2-080546 [CB].
R2-080433:
Setting DRX starting points
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· LG wonders why the UE identity should be used in the calculation ? Instead the eNB could just specify the offset. NTT DCM proposes both options: either implicit (eNB does not explicitly signal the offset and the formula from proposal 1 is used), and explicit signalling (proposal 2).

· RIM wonders how the eNB can ensure that the semi-persistent allocations are in the on-duration ? NTT DCM assumes that DRX is configured before semi-persistent resources are allocated.

· Ericsson thinks only the explicit method (proposal 2) is needed. 

· Panasonic sees some benefits for proposal 1 in case of implicit transitions. 

· NSN thinks proposal 2 is needed, and would like more time for proposal 1.

· For proposal 1, Panasonic asks what is the UE identity ? NTT DCM thinks both C-RNTI or S-TMSI could be possible.

· Ericsson does not understand why we would have an implicit way ? Why would this be needed ? Chairman points out that this is only a kind of signalling optimisation.

· Ericsson also assumes that the long DRX is a multiple of the short DRC cycle, so everything is configured at the start and you know whether the DRX can start.

=>  Agree that we have the explicit way of specifying the DRX starting points
R2-080165:
Open issues on DRX
Samsung
DRX:

· Samsung proposes to ignore section 2.

· RIM wonders whether having 2 cycles is not already the current agreement ? So this is the current situation.

· NTT DCM think some MAC signalling to go to another DRX level (already configured) would be good to support. However so far nobody has proposed reconfiguration of DRX levels/lengths with MAC signalling.

UL data handling

· Panasonic asks what “completed” means since now an ACK is no longer possibly successfull reception. Samsung clarifies that the main intention is to keep the UE awake for some time. 
· Ericsson thinks we could say that the UE could wakeup for some time when it has UL activity. NSN thinks that this is inviting for DRX misalignment problems. NSN thinks the UE should just wait for the on-duration to occur. If the eNB configures the on-durations quite far apart, it is probably on purpose. NSN thinks that maybe we could allow the UE to use PRACH when the next on-duration is far away.

· RIM thinks that e.g. for mobility signalling, it might not be so good to wait or on-duration. NSN thinks that it is a configuration problem.
· Motorola thinks the UE should be allowed to access RACH. NTT DCM also assumes this.

· Samsung assumes we should allow this for any UL transmission. LG agrees to this.  NSN thinks the current handling we have specified with BSR/SR/RACH is sufficient.
· It seems logical that e.g. for the measurement report we agree that when the UE is in DRX and then the UE wants to perform an UL access, the UE could access RACH or SR and the UE should stay awake for some time. All details are FFS (e.g. how long). Other question is whether we want to only allow it for the measurement report, or also for other UL data ?
=>  Will add an agenda item for handling DRX in case of UL activity for next meeting. However ofcourse check carefully what we have already before adding other functionality.
R2-080264:
Discussion on Open Issues of DRX
HUAWEI

R2-080432
Inactivity Timer Disablement
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
Other

R2-080149:
Dedicated preamble allocation on DL data arrival
NEC
· Motorola wonders if we ever treated this reply in RAN2. NEC will check with Claude to make the LS available, we might come back.
The LS was made available in R2-080590. [CB]
R2-080454:
UL SRS resource release at TA Timer expiry
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· Panasonic asked RRC signalling is always required when TAtimer is expired. NTT DCM assumes so.

=>  Agreed.

R2-080374:
Flow Control in LTE - Qualcomm Europe

5.1.1.7 Random Access
Current situation is that PRACH power ramping is modelled on MAC. Further more if contention resolution is performed in RRC, RRC will perform retransmissions. Is there a need for an additional retransmission loop at MAC level for the cases that contention resolution is handled at MAC ? Other smaller issues left concern e.g. RACH overload handling,…
Modelling

R2-080450:
RACH retransmission modelling
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· NSN brings up the issue how Msg3/Msg4 failure should be handled ? Should the same process be restarted.

· It is clear that this is not the complete model. E.g. Msg3/4 failure handling in case of MAC initiating the access (e.g. UL data) is missing.
· LG pointed out that they had a similar proposal some time ago.

· Ericsson thinks that the picture captures what is in the MAC today without changing the behaviour. So Ericsson does not think it is needed but are open.
· LG would support having an “informative” picture. Ericsson would also be fine e.g. to include it in an “informative Annex”.

· Motorola thinks “backoff for first transmission” should be updated to any decision we make today.

· “Report to higher layer” should also enable reporting to MAC itself.

=>  Offline activity up to the next meeting; ask NTT to come with an update picture that could be agreed.
Power control

R2-080229:
Power Control for PRACH - Ericsson

=> Updated in R2-080516

R2-080516:
Power Control for PRACH – Ericsson
· Samsung wonders whether we have to specify this level of detail ? Ericsson thinks we already have this level of detail in MAC. 

· LG wonders why some are MAC and some are L1 parameters. Ericsson clarifies that it depends on what layer it is used.

· LG wonders if step 2 could not also be done in MAC ? Ericsson clarifies that this would mean the L1 has to pass up several parameters to MAC (e.g. the delta preamble correction which makes different preambles have the same quality).

· NTT DCM asks if the UE is always updating the power to the updated Path Loss ?  Ericsson indicates that this is a L1 issue but assumes this is correct. If this would not be done, then somebody has to remember the latest PL used. However as indicated, Ericsson assumes that the latest actual PL is used.

	From RAN2 the following proposals are agreed, conditionally that also RAN1 agrees on them:
1)    For each PRACH transmission attempt MAC calculates the parameter PN_PRACH = P0_PRACH + (N-1)·RACH and indicates it to the physical layer

2)     For each PRACH transmission attempt the physical layer sets the transmission power to PPRACH = min{PN_PRACH – PL + Preamble, Pmax}.

3)    P0_PRACH and RACH are MAC parameters, and Preamble is a physical layer parameter, included in suitable system information blocks.

a. The range of P0_PRACH is [-120, -90] dBm. It is represented with a granularity of 2dB using 4bits.

b. The possible values of RACH are e.g. [0, 2, 4, 6] dB. It is represented using 2bits.

c. Values for ΔPreamble are 0 dB, -3 dB, and [8] dB respectively for normal long preambles (formats 0, 1), long preambles (formats 2, 3) and short preamble (format 4).



=> If RAN1 agrees on the same document, necessary updates to MAC can be made.
R2-080150:
Random access procedure – NEC

=> Noted
Backoff

R2-080412:
Backoff for the First RACH Transmission – Additional Results
Motorola
· The used background loads are really quite high (5% and 20%). The bursts caused an additional load of 1%.
· Samsung asks if there is any reason why backoff on the first attempt would not be beneficial, but backoff for subsequent attempts would be beneficial ? I.e. can the same motivation not be used for removing backoff for subsequent attempts ? Motorola does see a benefit for subsequent RACH attempts.
· Ericsson agrees that there is no need for backoff on the first attempt. 

· Ericsson wonders what we should do after contention resolution failure or Msg3 failure ? Should we apply backoff or not ? Motorola clarifies that they have not modelled Msg3/4 failure explicitly. But they are not to worried about having backoff for these cases. Ericsson assumes that the backoff received in your earlier Msg2 could still be used. However first we should decide if we want to apply backoff in that case or not. Motorola assumes that when Msg3/4 failure is detected, backoff should be applied (you entered the Msg3 phase incorrectly). This only if backoff was indicated (e.g. in Msg2).
· Samsung thinks that for Msg3/4 failure, it is not so obvious that backoff would be usefull.
· QC wonders if not having backoff for subsequent attempts was shown to be important. Motorola thinks that the system could become unstable if you do not have this.
· LG also assumes that for Msg3/4 failure cases, there is not much reason for backoff.

· KDDI wonders whether it will not be difficult to access for the eNB to determine whether there is congestion or not. Motorola points out that this was a relative comparson.
· It was clarified that all three graphs show the delay distribution.

· Ericsson thinks that for very high system loads, you might always find yourself in Msg2 and never apply the backoff. 
· NSN assumes it would be good to apply backoff after Msg3/4 failure.

	Agreements:

1) There is no need to apply backof for the initial RACH transmission. Mechanisms for MBMS counting can be separately considered.


R2-080221:
Open issues for RACH overload control - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Proposal 2:

-    Samsung points out that they have an alternative for this proposal.


Proposal 4:
· Samsung is still not sure whether backoff should be applied after Msg3/4 failure detection.

After failure detection of Msg3/Msg4, 

1) The UE can access the RACH immediately again for the next attempt [4]
2) The UE shall apply backoff before performing another RACH attempt [8]

Proposal 6:

· RIM wonders whether for proposal 6, the second alternative would not be better (random delay selected from a window).

· Motorola would prefer to have a “uniform draw up to a maximum time value.”

	Agreements:

P3: Where RACH signature overload control (backoff) is to be applied, an indication that it should be applied and any related parameters should be transmitted within the DL-SCH part of msg 2.  Except for the first signature transmission, UEs should receive msg2 for the preceding RACH occasion before deciding whether to transmit a signature. If no msg2 is detected then a UE should assume that no overload control applies to the next RACH occasion.
P4: Following failed contention resolution a UE should not recommence transmitting RACH signatures before applying backoff if applicable, based on the previously received Msg2, or a later Msg2.
P5: All access causes are subject to overload control when it is applied.

P6: The RACH overload control parameter in Msg2 indicates a maximum time value against which the UE shall perform a uniform draw. This time determines the delay before performing the next RACH attempt. 


R2-080268:
RACH Overload Detection – Samsung
· Samsung proposes that the UE monitors the amount of responses in the window as a trigger for using backoff or not.

· NSN thinks this would require the eNB to signal responses, and the eNB might not be able to do this. Instead we only save 1 bit in Msg2. So NSN would prefer an explicit mechanism.

· Ericsson thinks this could cause additional delay if the UE has to monitor the RACH before its own attempt. Samsung thinks this is not really correct as long as we don’t have backoff before initial attempt.

=>  Noted

R2-080189:
Discussion on random access back-off procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Noted
R2-080240:
RACH Process Modelling
 - HUAWEI

R2-080438:
UL Grant with No Allocation for Temporary Prohibition - Fujitsu

RACH info in HO cmd
R2-080074:
RACH information in Handover Command
Panasonic

R2-080118:
Resource Reserving for Contention-free Random Access Procedure
CATT

R2-080421:
Load Control of Non-contention based RACH
Motorola

Other

R2-080117:
Discussion on Reliability of Msg4
CATT

R2-080119:
RA-RNTI design
CATT

R2-080185:
Contention Resolution and RACH overload handling
ASUSTeK

R2-080186:
Reducing RACH reattempt with access control of Recontention Resolution
ASUSTeK

R2-080029:
contention-free RACH procedure for DL data arrival
ZTE

R2-080439:
Discussion on RA Procedure Optimization
Fujitsu

=> Updated to R2-080515

R2-080515:
Discussion on RA Procedure Optimization
Fujitsu
R2-080409
RACH physical model in stage 2 considering RACH backoff

5.1.1.8 MAC PDU format
Msg2 format, ... ?

MAC Padding granularity

R2-080096:
MAC Padding - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-080164:
On omitting the last LF field – Samsung
R2-080333:
MAC Short Padding LCID
Nortel

Padding + E-bit, NOOP, or special L field meaning ?
Msg2 format
R2-080176:
Format for RACH Message 2 - Alcatel-Lucent
· NTT DCM thinks optimisation 3 is going to far.

· Samsung wonders how we can include the backoff in option 1 ? In Option 1 we can use the reserved bit.


· QC would like to keep the MAC header. ALU thinks it is useless: it is the same as e.g. BCCH. We will never multiplex this information.

R2-080324:
Message 2 format - Qualcomm Europe

R2-080405:
RA Response format - Sunplus mMobile Inc.

R2-080451:
RA response format - NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
R2-080161:
On setting the C-RNTI in RACH message two
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-080172:
Scheme for C-RNTI Assignment in RACH
samsung

R2-080173:
Comparison on the Solutions for C-RNTI
samsung

	Agreements:

1)  No MAC CE header (LCID, E,R,R)
2)  We agree on option 1 as the baseline format. Details of how to include the backoff control and whether T-CRNTI optimisations should be considered are FFS. 


Other
R2-080413:
Correction to MAC header definition
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Agreed

R2-080382:
The order of the MAC header fields
ETRI, LG Electronics Inc., Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Samsung, Texas Instruments Inc
· QC supports this proposal
· Ericsson would prefer not to have this. If we would go this way, than we would probably need to use the “R-bits” if we would want to skip the MAC header for SRB0 in Msg3. Samsung thinks the issues should be handled independently. Ericsson sees a clear relation.

· Ericsson thinks we have an agreed format so should only change it if we have very good reasons. Samsung assumes that the would be many ways around solving the Msg3 problem.

· Chairman thinks we should only change the previous agreement if there is a large majority in favour of the change.

· Ericsson thinks that the fact that there is only 1 exception in the spec’s is not a good motivation.

· Ericsson could accept the proposal if we could also agree that we would not use the “R” bits for differentiating MAC and RRC. Ericsson would prefer not to touch the R bits especially for the handover complete.
· QC is ok with the proposed change, but would also be happy with the condition from Ericsson.

· LG notes that als the RLC-UM header might need to be adapted.

=>  There is a majority in favour of this proposal. When we work on the Msg3 solution (MAC/RRC discrimination), we should attempt to realise a solution that also enables the field order change.

R2-080337:
MAC Bit Order
Nortel
· QC thinks that such a text is required in all user plane text, and it should be the same in all specs. Test should not talk about “first bit” but about “bit 1”. Same for bit 8.

· QC thinks we don’t need to number. Could just stick to left-most, right-most.

· Will not introduce bit numbers in the pictures in user plane specifications

· Accept the text as is proposed for all user plane specs, so talking about left- and right-most.
5.1.1.9 Semi-persistent scheduling 
Details for semi-persistent scheduling: e.g. one set / multiple sets, collision handling between retransmissions and first transmissions (TDD specific ?), overwrite of semi-persistent schedule, …

Pattern
R2-080452:
Semi-persistent periodicity pattern
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· IDT thinks that even for voice you could want to have multiple patterns (1 for talk-spurt, 1 for silence). Do we want to exclude this ? Panasonic thinks it would mean that there is still only 1 pattern at a time.

· LG wonders if it is valid for both UL and DL or separately ?  NTT DCM clarifies that the rule would be applicable per direction: one pattern for UL and one for DL.

· LG wonders if we would not like to have a pattern for Control-Plane ? NTT DCM was assuming signalling would be handled dynamically.

· CATT wonders if the pattern would be the same for all UE’s in a cell, or configured per UE. NTT DCM thinks about a pattern configured per UE.

· IPW is wondering how the pattern should be configured. E.g. the talking pattern depends on who you are talking to.  NTT DCM is assume that semi-persistent resources are only allocated during the talkspurt, and allocated/taken away dynamically during the call.
· Motorola wonders if fixed wireless terminals (RLL) could use LTE and if so, how they could aggregate multiple calls ? Nokia had the same proposal last time and we also discussed it last time but there was no concrete input. Nokia would prefer to agree on one pattern. Ericsson would like to take the same solution.
· KDDI is wondering about the case of 1 UE doing VOIP and gaming. So what is the real gain of probibiting this ? Samsung would prefer to agree on one pattern since it will simplify the signallig.
	Agreement:

- 
For Rel-8, the UE will be configured with at most one active semi-persistent resource schedule for the uplink, and at most one for downlink (FFS if multiple patterns could still be configured).


R2-080121:
Collision avoidance in uplink semi-persistent scheduling for TDD
CATT
· RIM thinks this problem can easily be solved by having the DRX retransmission window with a size of 2 or more. Then there is a variation possibility for the location of the retransmissions. CATT clarifies this contribution is addressing UL.
· Main question seems to be whether we would like to allow a pattern with “alternating distances” between the initial transmissions ?

· Panasonic wonders whether this would not increase the likelihood that the speech frames would not use the semi-persistent resources ? CATT thinks that this would only cause some jitter.

· NSN assumes that having option 1 only is sufficient. Ericsson shares the same opinion. Instead Ericsson thinks that it could also be solved with a pattern based on 19ms. It would mean that 1 out of 20 allocations would not be used, but it does not seem very bad.

=>  People can think more about an “alternating distance pattern”. However more lobbying seems needed.
UL collision
R2-080017:
Uplink Collisions with Persistent Scheduling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· NSN clarified that the PDCCH at time of the next initial transmission can indicate a retransmission (continuation of previous transmission), or new initial transmission (e.g. for indicating new resources).

· QC thinks that this contribution is optimising the ACK->NACK case. However this is 10E-3, and VOIP can work with 10E-2. So why also not continue in case of NACK ? NSN agrees, but is mainly proposing this for TDD reasons. However even in TDD, an ACK could be sent for aborting a transmission.
· NTT DCM wonders how the eNB should do its schedule ? 

· NTT DCM wonders for the case when a retransmission is indicated and thus the persistent resource might not be used, can the eNB give the resource to somebody else ? NTT DCM assume in order to avoid collisions (if the UE misses the dynamic retransmission grant), probably the resource should not be given to anybody else. NSN agrees to this.

R2-080331:
UL semi-persistent scheduling
Qualcomm Europe
· Would prefer that a NACK would also cause an overwrite.
· RIM wonders that this means if we loose the PDCCH signalling for an adaptive first transmission, we overwrite ? So probably the first transmission would have to be moved ?

· Motorola is wondering whether proposal 2 is not just the opposite of what we agreed in the last meeting. Seems so.
Discussion:

· TI assumes that sometimes in the past we did not want to use PDCCH. However now we don’t mind to use it every other transmission. (related to the proposals 1 in both contributions). Ericsson clarifies you are not mandate to use this. TI thinks that with this solution, every 
· Ericsson indicates that the MAC is already aligned no the NSN proposals.

	Agreements:

1)   PDCCH is never ignored by the UE (so if it asks for a retransmission, the UE will perform a retransmission unless it has an empty buffer).
2) Abort non-adaptive HARQ retransmissions that collides with a resource pre-allocated for an initial transmission.


HARQ configuration

R2-080075:
Open issues on the UL persistent scheduling scheme
Panasonic

- Only discussing proposal 1.

R2-080091:
HARQ Configuration for LTE
Ericsson

Discussion:

· Samsung wonders how we handle VideoTelephony ? BLER is 10E-3/-4. So the max HARQ should be quite high. So then max HARQ  for semipersistent would also need to be high.

· Panasonic clarifies that the initial BLER could still be different.

· QC thinks that semi-persistent cannot be used for videotelephone anymore because we removed blind decoding. Samsung clarifies that some important codecs have a constant bitrate.

· Motorola clarifies that due to the agreed NACK behaviour, anyway without PDCCH signalling the semi-persistent retransmission would stop. Samsung clarifies that you could choose other repetition periods than 20ms.
· Ericsson highlights that it is still possible to have different QOS targets for semi-persistent resources. So Ericsson would prefer to take the assumption on 1 HARQ limit.
	Agreements:

The UE is configured with one maximum number of retransmissions that is identical across all HARQ processes and all logical channels (i.e. applicable to both UL dynamic and semi-persistent allocations).


Silence<->talkspurt transitions

R2-080458:
Issues regarding UL persistent scheduling
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· In general NTT DCM assumes nothing special is needed. Samsung agrees with this. However for case 1, if the semi-persistent allocation is larger than the minimum packet size, then there could often be a padding-BSR indicating a zero-buffer for the VOIP.

· Chairman indicates that other services can use the semi-persistent allocation so there might not be a padding-BSR for a long time.


Proposal 1:

· NTT DCM thinks that the detection is implementation dependant and e.g. a BSR could be used. NTT DCM would like to have an implicit release approach. 

· Samsung indicates that before they have proposed an implicit release approach, for now Samsung would prefer only an explicit release approach.

· NTT DCM wonders how the explicit release would be signalled. E.g. if it is PDCCH you could miss it. Samsung assumes we could go for a simple solution for Rel-8 and let the eNB handle some “safety”.

· RIM sees also some benefits of having an explicit release. 

· QC thinks that probably the UE is the best suited to detect the end of the talk-spurt. So in that sense it would be best if the UE would tell the eNB. If the eNB has to detect it we would waste resources.
· Motorola wonders what the timescale would be ? How quickly would the UE have to detect the end of the talk-spurt. NTT DCM thinks that since there is not much jitter, sending one empty BSR might be sufficient, but maybe 2 BSR would be better. 
· Motorola wonders if the UE should not wait for 40ms before triggering the BSR. NTT DCM preferred not to change the normal BSR reporting.

· Ericsson is still unclear on what the exact triggers would be.

· Who informs who about the end of the talkspurt ?

· Are resources explicitly or also implicitly released by the UE ?


Proposal 2:


· KDDI asks if this will not cause too much delay, and deteriorate the quality. NTT DCM thinks the delay is acceptable. KDDI asks if the delay would not be accumulated ? Is there any possibility to recover. NTT DCM thinks the delay would not extend further than the talkspurt if you would not provide any additional dynamic grants during the talkspurt.
· NSN thinks that when the eNB sees the SR, the eNB will give an UL grant. A smart eNB would allocate a sufficient size to include a VOIP packet. Then this could trigger the eNB to allocate the semi-persistent schedule so there should be no extra delay. Ericsson agrees with this. In addition, for any VOIP packet we might have HARQ retransmissions which is a comparable delay.
· LG thinks that the eNB can look at the logical channel contained in UL transmissions for detecting the talkspurt start. NTT DCM agrees with this, with VOIP having a RBG for its own.
=>  As far as we can see now, no special triggers/procedures are needed for the silent->talkspurt case.
DL HARQ process identification

R2-080389:
Re-transmission of Persistent Scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-080120:
HARQ Process ID for downlink semi-persistent scheduling
CATT

R2-080342:
DL Persistent HARQ Id's
Nortel

Other
R2-080112:
Identification of the demand for overriding the pre-defined allocation
ASUSTeK

R2-080061:
Adaptive MCS considerations for VoIP
Research In Motion

R2-080062:
Large IP packet delivery during VoIP session
Research In Motion

R2-080151:
Resource handling during persistent scheduling
NEC

R2-080122:
VoIP scheduling procedure
CATT

5.1.1.10  Other (unicast)

R2-080076:
Joint Transport Format and RV signalling on PDCCH for uplink assignments
Panasonic

R2-080077:
Joint Transport Format and RV signalling on PDCCH for downlink assignments - Panasonic

R2-080300:
Operation of E-UTRAN UL Scheduling and DRX
Philips, NXP Semiconductors

R2-080301:
Control of HARQ for RACH messages 3 and 4
Philips, NXP Semiconductors

5.1.1.11  MBMS
Any specific MAC formats/procedures for MBMS ?

R2-080054:
MAC in multi-cell and single-cell MBMS
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-080424:
MAC, RLC and PDCP aspects for EMBMS
Motorola
5.1.2 RLC (36.322)
5.1.2.1 Status
Input from rapporteur only. Rapporteur is also requested to provide an overview regarding what parameters related to this specification should be handled by RRC.
R2-080547:
Draft CR001 for TS 36.322 V8.0.0
· LG has some concerns on the detailed operation of UM RLC. Also LG has (more) concerns on RLC-AM
=> Agree to take this text as a further baseline for the work.
R2-080459:
RLC parameters to be configured by RRC
NTT DoCoMo, Inc. (rapporteur)
· Rapporteur focussed on what is unambiguous.

· NSN wonders if the poll triggers need to be configured by RRC. Rapporteur reflects the current situation. Will discuss this further

=> Action 1: Will ask the rapporteurs to update this list and provide it together with the update RLC CR on the reflector after this meeting. This can be discussed by email.

=> Action 2: Ask the companies of the rapporteurs to come with a proposed CR for RRC to the next meeting which will be discussed jointly in the CP/UP session. In this CR only the parameters that we need for certain are needed (range can be indicated as FFS).

5.1.2.2 Reset
The need for an RLC reset procedure like Rel-6 needs to be discussed.
R2-080234:
RLC reset procedure for LTE
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· LG would like to continue to use the same name as in UMTS: RLC re-establihsment. Ericsson has no strong view, but points out that we do have a MAC reset in UMTS.
· Motorola support this proposal.

· LG asks if we would have a single-sided procedure ? LG assumes not. Ericsson would prefer not to have a single-sided procedure.
· Samsung asks if the RLC is re-established for all RLC entities together ? Ericsson indicates it described it per entity. So it is up to RRC what to re-establish. Samsung thinks it is important to have the flexibility to be able to re-establish per RB. Samsung is worried about flexibility for the future. Motorola points out that so far we have not identified any need for a per RB re-establishment. Ericsson thinks that this are next steps.
Text proposal:
· LG asks why the transmitting side keeps the non-transmitted SDU;s ? LG clarifies that in handover, PDCP will retransmit. Ericsson agrees.

· Why do we inform upper layers on the number of discarded SDU’s.

· Samsung thinks all timers should be restarted after re-establishment. Ericsson think they cannot be restarted. E.g. the poll is only restarted after a PDU is sent.

· Motorola wonders whether really this informing about number of lost SDU’s is not needed ? It was remarked that since PDCP has SN’s, this function should not be needed ? Samsung assumes that at the transmitter, RLC has to inform PDCP everytime it has successfully transmitted an SDU. So we don’t need this negative acknowledgement. 
· Motorola thinks there could be RRC reasons to have a quick indication of message loss.

· LG thinks it is anyway internal behaviour.

· Can remove this discarding for now from the text, but will minute an FFS.

=>  Ericsson will provide an updated text proposal to the rapporteur for inclusion.

R2-080415:
RLC Reset vs. Re-establishment - a slightly different perspective
Motorola

=> should be discussed in joined CP/UP session.

R2-080166:
RLC RESET
Samsung

=> Noted

	Agreements

1)  Will not have an RLC RESET signalling procedure in RLC

2)  Reset of RLC states (combined for both directions) for AM and UM entities can be achieved by an RLC re-establishment procedure executed by RRC. So far RRC only triggers this function with a handover, and then it will trigger it for all DRB/SRB’s in combination. Other usages are FFS.

3)   RLC should discard all SDU’s, transmitted or not.

FFS whether we need to inform higher layers about the number of discarded SDU’s


5.1.2.3 SDU discard after RLC SN allocation
Still need to come back on PDU discard after response from SA2.

R2-080230:
Details of SDU discard function
Ericsson
Proposal 1
· Motorola would prefer that other parameters are passed to the UE (QCI,…), and based on that the UE would determine an initial value for the discard timer. Then the eNB could decrease/increase the value. Ericsson assumes that the network is responsible for enforcing the QOS. So why for this single parameter let the UE decide ? Only for this timer ? 

· Motorola thinks if you set the values to tight, it becomes a burden. Motorola thinks the value would depend on the UE. Motorola thinks we should look at parameter by parameter whether UE or eNB should select them. Motorola thinks that sometimes the jitter is more important that the total packet delay. Samsung agrees to this (jitter<->delay), but doubts that it would be good to have the UE adapt the timer value.
· Fujitsu thinks the maximum value should be signalled to the eNB, and then the UE can select when he actually discards. Samsung thinks this is an enhancement of standardising the discard value to the UE.
· Motorola asks what happens if you get it wrong the first time; will it be dynamically adjusted ?
· Ericsson thinks there is a 1-to-1 relation between the timer value and the QOS parameters received from the CN. It should only be changed if some QOS constraints change.

Proposal 2
· ALU thinks this related to the question whether discarding should be applied on SRB’s ?
· LG understands the proposal as to say that a PDCP timer can be configured for RLC AM based and RLC UM based RB’s. Is this correct ? Ericsson confirms.


Proposal 3

· Motorola questions whether this applies to both UM and AM. Ericsson clarified it only applies to AM.

· Samsung thinks this issue depends on the response LS from SA2. So we should wait for that (in case of soft-limit we can agree). Samsung could agree to the proposal, but if the LS does not indicate that the delay boundary is a soft-boundary, we should revisit. 

· Motorola would prefer that anyway a discard indication is sent to RLC, because it could e.g. be used for “prioritisation issues”. Chairman clarifies that anyway RLC needs to be informed because there could be SDU’s buffered in RLC that did not get an RLC PDU SN yet.

· ZTE thinks that it would be good to have a maximum number of retransmissions.
· LG would prefer to wait for the response from SA2. Also they are concerned about the handling of videotraffic.

· LG points out that if SA2 replies with a soft-limit, anyway current we have agreed we would discard the packet.

· Samsung would prefer to take a decision, given that it is quite likely that the assumption under proposal 3 will be confirmed. NSN would also prefer to accept proposal 3.

· QC thinks that there are mechanisms for the sender to discard a packet without an MRW.

· TI asks how long we are retransmitting ? Ericsson assumes there could be a general limit on the maximum number of retransmissions, which could e.g. lead to a “reset action”.


Proposal 4

· Samsung would prefer similar mechanisms as in UMTS unless there are very clear reasons. So is it not sufficient to only have the SDU discard timer (and leave detailed AQM implementations to UE implementation).
· Motorola agrees that we need something based on queue size. Motorola would like to see some supporting material for the other parameters.
· Chairman asks if it is clear that we need a standardised second mechanism. LG thinks that only the SDU-discard is sufficient. Fujitsu thinks that AQM mechanisms should be left to UE implementation, and the proposed parameters are not needed in the specification. Also QC thinks that there is no need to specify such a mechanism in LTE; it is not present in UMTS, so we should be able to manage without in LTE. ALU supports this view.
· Ericsson clarifies that the intention is not to specify UE behaviour, but just 3 parameters. Ericsson clarifies they are not happy about the performance of all UE’s in UMTS. Ericsson would like to specify some requirements on the intended outcome.
· Motorola wonders what Ericsson has seen ? Ericsson has seen that there are UE’s which buffer much to much data. Then when the user moves to a new webpage it takes several seconds before that is provided.
=>  Apart from Motorola and Ericsson, no other company seems to see a big need. So further lobbying is needed before revisiting this.

R2-080233:
On the need for Move Receiver Window (MRW)
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· LG agrees with the proposal. However LG would have the possibility to also revisit this decision if SA2 does not agree on the softlimits.

· ZTE wonders if the eNB can also resolve window stalling for the DL ?  Probably not. 

· IDT asks what other mechanism we will have for DL window stalling ? Ericsson thinks this should not happen frequently. We could have a maximum number of retransmissions that triggers some reset procedure.

· ZTE thinks that instead of counting the retransmission, a timer based solution would have benefits.
R2-080034:
SDU discard after RLC SN allocation
ZTE
· Samsung thinks that the required timer for delivering a packet could quite much depend on the priority of a RB. So it would be difficult to set a single value for every RB. ZTE thinks that a value could be configured per RB.
· Samsung thinks that it will still be difficult to set a value.

· NTT DCM thinks these cases should happen very very rarely.

· TI wonders about out-of-sequence delivery. This will need to be a separate discussion.

· Motorola wonders if we have to do anything at all ? Could we not rely on the network taking action. E.g. we don’t have to specify when (“under what conditions”) the network should sent an RRC CONNECTION RELEASE. Samsung agrees with Motorola. TI thinks it might be better to have the UE take action.
=>  Can discuss further whether we will need to have a mechanism for avoiding endless retransmissions (very exceptional case). Further question are whether it is e.g. counter or timer based, and what required action from the UE would be.
	Agreements:

1) The SDU discard timer is configured by RRC signalling, in the PDCP IE.
2) The SDU discard timer can optionally be configured per DRB for DRB’s using RLC AM or RLC UM.  It cannot be configured for SRB’s.

3)  When the SDU discard timer expires, RLC will not discard RLC SDU’s that are already transmitted with an RLC SN. [This can be revisited if SA2 would not agree that the delay values are soft-bounds]
4) Agree that we will not have an MRW procedure [This can be revisited if SA2 would not agree that the delay values are soft-bounds]



5.1.2.4 RLC header formats
R2-080386:
Discussion on Poll Indication - LG Electronics Inc.
· NTT DCM wonders what the main aim of the proposal is ? LG indicated that the main aim is to decrease overhead. NTT DCM wondered what the number of bits required for Turbo Decoding would be ? In UMTS the minimum size was 40 bits, so smaller transmissions would anyway be padded at L1.

· LG thinks this is also beneficial when you multiplex with other logical channels.

· Ericsson wonders when you would use this ? Only when you get no status report as a result of a poll ? So we are reducing the signalling overhead for an error case.

· LG clarified that the UMTS situation.

· LG wonders if Figure 1 is the consensus solution ? 

· LG wonders if the UE receives figure 1, the UE should not consider this as erroneous. LG wonders whether the SN in such a solution should be the highest SN send, or can be any SN sent ? Samsung assumes that the highest SN should be sent.

=>  Option 1 is sufficient. Can think further if any additional UE behaviour is required for this case, but it does not seem obvious that it is.

R2-080401:
Length of NACK_SN in RLC STATUS PDU - Sunplus mMobile Inc.
· Ericsson thinks that the added complexity is not motivated by removing the 1 bit. Samsung agrees with this. Sunplus clarifies that in somecases you will save 1 byte due to this shortening due to byte alignment.
=>  Noted (no support).
R2-080404:
More Efficient RLC Status Reporting
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
5.1.2.5 Polling and status reporting mechanisms
Status & Need for configuration

R2-080456:
Configurability of polling and status reporting triggers
NTT DoCoMo, Inc 
Proposal 1:
· Ericsson thinks that if we could set an infinite value for the poll retransmit timer, it would effectively be off. NTT DCM agrees but does not see a need for a codepoint to disable it.

· LG thinks that from a signalling point of view there is no real difference between on/off or any other value.

· NSN supports proposal 1.QC also support this. IDT thinks it would be nice to be able to disable it (no strong opinion). Samsung support the proposal.

· ZTE points out that we have two mechanisms for triggering a retransmission. Does this not mean that we need to make the retransmission trigger configurable ? This is more a transmitter issue.

Proposal 2:
· NSN does not see a need to turn any of the two off.

· Samsung thinks it would be good to have the flexibility to turn both of them on or off. 

· Ericsson would also like to have the flexibility for both mechanisms, but mainly for the window based mechanism.
· IDT thinks the missing PDU detection mechanism could be always on.

· We leave the window mechanism configuration on/off configurable.

Proposal 3:
· Samsung thinks it could be usefull for the handover, but we have not discussed it in general. Samsung proposes to allow clarification in the next meeting.

· LG agrees it was intended for mobility, but LG thinks it is no longer needed because you can also send a poll with the handover command. Samsung would like to sent the status with the measurement report. LG wonders whether it would be sent with every measurement report ? Samsung would like to sent it only with measurement reports that would likely trigger a handover.
	Agreements:

1) Polling triggers “Transmission of last data in the buffer” and “Expiry of poll retransmit timer” and status reporting trigger “Polling from its peer RLC entity” shall always be enabled at the UE (and support no RRC signalling to enable/disable these triggers).

2) Status report trigger for “Missing PDU detection” can be always on.

3) We remove the “Indication from upper layers” trigger for the status reporting since there is no agreed behaviour so far that requires it.
FFS whether the usage of the window/counter based polling will be configurable (on/off).


Polling for continuous transmission
R2-080167:
Triggers for RLC polling
Samsung
· IDT wonders if the request is only the outstanding data (so you would substract the count based on status reports) ? Samsung confirms this.

=>  Noted
R2-080236:
RLC Polling for continuous transmission
Ericsson
· LG wonders if we need to send a poll even if all bytes are acknowledged ? Ericsson admits that in this case, an unnecessary poll would be transmitted.
· Samsung assumes that with the 10bits SN, it should virtually never happen that the UE would have a lack of SN’s. So is the PDU counter really needed ? Ericsson thinks it cannot be excluded. NTT DCM thinks that anyway if we sent 512 PDU’s we are going to stall. So we need some mechanism, especially for rates handled by a small grant.

· IDT wonders when the byte counter is reset ? At every poll trigger, or only when this new trigger is triggered ? Ericsson currently has no strong opinion.

· IDT thinks it might be more efficient to reset at every poll.
· QC also thinks that we do need a PDU count based mechanism. QC thinks the counters should take the acked packets into account as well. So QC would like to see a trigger based on number of bytes and number of packets outstanding.

=> Noted
R2-080387:
Discussion on Polling Triggering
LG Electronics Inc.
· Chairman asks if the assumption is that we will configure the Tx buffer per RB ? No strong opinion.
· Proposal is the same as Samsing, except the parameter that would be signalled (percentage).

· Ericsson asks what the percentage would be based on ? No strong opinion from LG, could be based on UE capability.

· IDT thinks the eNB could just as well configure the threshold on a percentage bases so that the UE would not have to perform the calculation.

R2-080453:
Window based vs PDU counter based RLC polling
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· NTT DCM has no strong view what is the best choice, but notes some differences.

· NTT DCM assumes continuous polling when the window based mechanism is above the threshold.
· NTT DCM thinks that probably the mechanism that is easiest to implement should be selected.

Two different options:


1) Transmitted bytes or transmitted PDU’s  (count every transmission) [11]

2) Outstanding bytes or outstanding PDU’s (transmission window size) [4]
· NTT DCM points out that we are focussing on the UL, and so we are focussing on the buffer overflow in the eNB. Then if the eNB is close to overflow, the eNB could just reduce the grants. So why have a byte based mechanism ?
· Motorola thinks that we don’t have to worry to much about buffer overflow in the basestation.

· IDT points out that multiple RB’s can be configured and the grant is not RB specific.
· Ericsson assumes that the byte based mechanisms are mainly there for the UE transmit buffer limitation.

· NTT DCM wonders if it is mainly the UE window, does the UE not need to stall its transmissions when transmit buffer get full. It is true that this condition does not exist currently. Ericsson thinks it might be UE implementation issue what the UE will really do, but stalling is quite likely.

· Motorola supports option 1.
· Samsung thinks that there is not much complexity with option 2, since you just count the number of bytes in your transmission window. Motorola thinks it is still additional functionality. Samsung thinks that also in option 1 there is something in addition.

· Ericsson thinks that the main benefit of the counting mechanism is that it will not result in continuous polling, so status prohibit functionality is needed.

· Ericsson asks what the benefit of the proposal 2) is ? There should be less polls/status reports.

· IDT thinks 2) is more complex.

=>  Option 1: counter based solution.
· NTT DCM still has doubts on counting bytes, however thinks it might be easier for the eNB if the UE counts both bytes and packets.
· NSN thinks it would be sufficient to only count PDU’s. 

· LG asks if retransmissions should also be counted. Ericsson only wanted to count first transmissions.

· Ericsson thinks there is some additional eNB complexity if the UE only counts in PDU’s.

Two further sub-options:

1) Trigger based on transmitted PDU’s only [8]
2) Trigger based on transmitted PDU’s and on transmitted bytes [6]
	Agreements:

1) UE will set the poll bit based on counting newly transmitted PDU’s

If severe problems are shown with this solution, counting the number of bytes can be rediscussed in the future.


Status Prohibit

R2-080132:
RLC Status Prohibit - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
R2-080425:
RLC Status Prohibit Function and Additional Poll Triggers – Motorola

Discussion:

· Samsung thinks technically Motorola’s proposal is correct. However since LTE is a scheduled system based on priority, we cannot always prevent unnecessary retransmissions (low priority PDU could not be retransmitted). Motorola thinks we focus on DL transmissions where that such not so much of a problem.
· ZTE supports Motorola’s proposal. ZTE thinks that we could even give the two timers different priority: e.g. if the re-ordering timer expires, we could send a status PDU regardless of the prohibit timer.

· LG assumes that the Tre-ordering is significantly smaller than the Tstatusproh. 

· NTT DCM thinks the reasoning from NSN holds. With the counter based polling, even the polling will not be frequent.
· ZTE thinks that if the application generates a PDY every 5 TTI’s, then the last PDU in buffer trigger might result in a poll every 5 TTI’s. Ericsson agrees with this point: IP packet applications are very bursty and the buffer will be empty very often.

· LG thinks also 2 subsequent missing packet detections would lead to to frequent status reporting. Samsung points out that this is an exception situation (loss rate is low).

· Samsung still doubts whether it is really important to solve.

· So the only real reason for having the status prohibit timer would be that we could have the buffer empty very frequently (bursty traffic). Samsung thinks that even for this case, having the status PDU’s piggybacked would not be a big burden. Ericsson would prefer not to send even the ACK status reports to frequently.
=> Agree on status prohibit timer.

R2-080032:
RLC-AM status prohibit
ZTE

Other
R2-080031:
ARQ retransmission and status reporting - ZTE

R2-080197:
Considerations on RLC retransmission - HUAWEI

R2-080123:
Status Report Trigger and polling - CATT

5.1.2.6 RLC-AM HARQ window / ARQ window management

R2-080033:
RLC-AM receiving window management - ZTE

R2-080063:
RLC Window Management and Receive Buffer Overflow - InterDigital

R2-080127:
Reordering window for ARQ - ASUSTeK

R2-080168:
Clarification on RLC HARQ reordering
 - samsung

R2-080429:
AM HARQ Reordering and ARQ Window Management for RLC
Texas Instruments Inc

5.1.2.7 RLC-UM HARQ re-ordering
R2-080428:
UM HARQ Reordering
Texas Instruments Inc
R2-080524:
UM Window operation
LG

=> We will have an email discussion to discuss RLC UM and RLC AM window management. Also smaller issues can be discussed. Preferably a joint text proposal would result.

RLC-UM:

· Is the window movement pure pull, or do we stay with current text ?

RLC-AM:

· Can VR(X) decrease ?

· VR(MS) updating

· ….

5.1.2.8 Other (unicast)
R2-080155
Duplicate detection in MAC or RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
R2-080235:
Small Open RLC Issues
Ericsson

R2-080158:
Removal of transmission buffer in TM RLC - LG Electronics Inc.

R2-080169:
L2 buffer management
samsung

R2-080170:
RLC out of sequence delivery? - samsung

R2-080291:
Functionalities of RLC entities
Motorola

R2-080388:
Discussion on HARQ impact on RLC Control Information
LG Electronics Inc.

5.1.2.9 MBMS
Any specific MAC formats/procedures for MBMS ?

R2-080050:
RLC in multi-cell and single-cell MBMS - Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
5.1.3 PDCP (36.323)

5.1.3.1 Status
Input from rapporteur only. Rapporteur is also requested to provide an overview regarding what parameters related to this specification should be handled by RRC.

R2-080330:
Update of eUtran PDCP specification
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Agreed as basis for further work.
R2-080325:
Open issues for PDCP specifications
LG Electronics Inc.
· Entry on top of page 3, title  seems to be incorrect (issue 4 in resolved issues).

=>  Noted

R2-080327:
PDCP parameters
LG Electronics Inc.
· Chairman asks why the “CV-SETUP” should not also be included for SRB’s ? Rapporteur clarified that so far there is no such IE.

· LG wonders whether the profiles should be configurable per direction, or for both directions in common ?  LG was thinking that e.g. one direction could be used ROHC and the other one not ? Ericsson wonders if such a configuration would be usefull. Samsung does not see a really important scenario. So let’s start with a common set of profiles.
=> Action 1: Will ask the rapporteurs to update this list and provide it together with the update PDCP CR on the reflector after this meeting. This can be discussed by email.

=> Action 2: Ask the companies of the rapporteurs to come with a proposed CR for RRC to the next meeting which will be discussed jointly in the CP/UP session. In this CR only the parameters that we need for certain are needed (range can be indicated as FFS).

5.1.3.2 ROHC parameters

Detailed list of parameters for ROHC

5.1.3.3 MBMS
Is ROHC mandatory / optional ? What is the PDU format for ROHC ?

5.1.3.4 Other
SDU discard

R2-080407:
SDU discard timer – Motorola
· LG thinks that even with the current text, Motorola could already implement it in the way they now indicate.

· IDT thinks that it would be preferable to stay with the current text. We don’t mandate an exact implementation in the spec.

· QC wonders if we start to describe the timer in this way, would we have this type of description for any timer in the user plane ? Motorola thinks we could look at it on a timer by timer basis.

· LG is also a bit afraid that if we start by changing this timer, then we end up with more changes. 

=>  We stick to the current text, and remove the FFS.

R2-080408:
Queue-size based SDU discard
Motorola

=> Noted
Other

R2-080014:
PDCP Parameters
Alcatel-Lucent
Proposal 1:

· NSN thinks that it is not a good idea to increase the size of the handover command. LG thinks that the Flush_Timer could be impacted by the X2 delay, so could e.g. vary if we have an S1 or X2 handover.
· QC shares the concern of NSN, and wonders how many bits we are talking about ? Fujitsu thinks it might be usefull to have some control in the HO cmd.

· Ericsson would prefer to only have them in RB setup.

· ALU thinks that since the forwarding is not mandatory, so it is up to the target to decide whether the forwarding is done or not.

· Motorola asks if there is any significant impact if we would always over dimension the flush timer ? 

· Samsung points out that if a handover does not apply forwarding, it probably does not apply it for any RB. QC assumes that the behaviour in an operator network would be quite consistent. LG thinks an operator could have different vendors.

· Samsung thinks that proposal 3 is mainly an eNB issue; maybe we need to do something inbetween eNB’s, but not towards the UE.

· QC points out that signalling the status_report configuration at handover is just exchanging DL signalling for UL signalling.
	Agreements:
1) Flush timer shall be configure in the RB_SETUP

2) Status_Report configuration shall be configured in RB_SETUP.  

FFS if we want to be able to disable the complete status reporting for a certain handover ?


R2-080231:
Small open issues in PDCP- Ericsson
Proposal 1:

· QC thinks that this should be left to implementation.

· LG points out that there is a relation to proposal 8.

· Ericsson’s main concern is that it would be good to verify something before updating the HFN.

· QC wonders whether this means that the UE would have to remember what the previous value of the next_SN was ?

· LG indicates that we have discussed this in the past, and then we though the deciphering would be an unlikely case. Therefore LG assumes we don’t have to do something very clever. We could e.g. go to IDLE. It would be more to UE implementation how smart you want to handle this, but nothing seems needed to be specified.

· LG thinks that we don’t have to repair, but it would still be good to specify the UE behaviour.

Proposal 2
-     Is already the current situation.
Proposal 3
· ALU wonders why the header should be included ? Ericsson could not find a reason not to. ALU does not really see a reason to include the 1-octet header. Ericsson thinks that anyway it can show that the SN is not tampered with. Motorola clarified the SN participates in the MAC_I computation, so you cannot mess around with it.
=>  Agreed
Proposal 4

· RFC4815 are corrections and clarifications to RFC3095. RFC4815 is only a delta.
=> Agreed
Proposal 5

· Ericsson indicates that the line “N/A: These are not used in RFC4095” should be updated to “N/A these are not used in this specification” (i.e. PDCP).
· Ericsson assumes that no other parameters are needed; i.e. this is the full list.

· It was clarified that the MAC-CID is per RB per direction, however we could probably use the same value for both directions.

· QC thinks that if a UE can share compression entities amongst RB’s, it might be better to specify a total value for the UE. Ericsson explains that ROHC wants this parameter.

Proposal 6

=> ok
Proposal 7

· LG thinks the description is clear in the descriptive text. So do we need any description in the bitmap ?
=>  Ok

Proposal 8

· This was related to potentially detect that the deciphering went out of sync. Ericsson thinks that a conclusion can only be drawn from a repeated failure. LG agrees. If there is this repeated failure, then the higher layers could decide to do something.
· QC thinks it is quite clear that when there is one decompression failure there is no particularly action to take w.r.t. ciphering. However if there are multiple continuous, some action could possibly be taken.

=>  Remove the note: if there is something more to do w.r.t. repeated failures this can be discussed in the future.

	Agreements:

1) The data unit that is integrity protected is the data part of the PDU and the PDU header.
2) Augment references to RFC3095 in table 5.2.1.1 with a reference to RFC4815, and add one entry for RFC4815 in the “References” section (section 2).
3) Add framework-related parameters in section 5.2.3 “Protocol Parameters”, as extracted from RFC 4995. See text proposal appended to this paper. This with the update: “N/A: These are not used in RFC4095” should be updated to “N/A these are not used in this specification” (i.e. PDCP).
4) Replace all occurrences of the term “ROHC feedback packet” with “interspersed ROHC feedback” (as per RFC 4995 and RFC 3095 terminology), together with the addition of a clear definition for this term
5) Modify section 6.3.10 as proposed in the paper.
6)   Remove the editor’s note as quoted in section 2.4 of this contribution


R2-080332:
Negative RX_HFN
LG Electronics Inc.
· Motorola was assuming we are using mod4096. So it would not be -1 but 4095. LG clarified that RX_HFN is not limited to 4096, and it should never wrap around.

· LG clarified that if the HFN is set to -1, then the next packet will increase it to 0 again. So you never need to use “-1” as COUNT.
=>  Can be clarified offline and we can revisit.

R2-080334:
Applicability for PDCP
LG Electronics Inc., , Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=> Agree that PDCP is not applicable to MCCH.
R2-080275:
Bitmap field
Motorola
· Only the changese in 5.5.1.1 still need to be discussed

· QC thinks it is not needed to specify this length. Motorola thinks that since it is a variable length field, this is normally specified.
· NSN thinks it is correct and proposes to include the explanation bullet.
· Samsung wonders if we would always get a big enough grant ? Anyway otherwise RLC would segment.

=> Agree on the changes proposed in 5.5.1.1.

R2-080284:
Duplicate processing
Motorola
· Chairman questions whether this is not an essential change to prevent incorrect HFN updating at duplication. LG does not think so.

· Ericsson thinks the duplicates are could be IR packets, so we should not discard them.
 Ericsson thinks that the same SN could come from the source and target (when the status report is not sent or received afterwards). Then with the same SN we could receive different compression headers. So the duplicates should only be removed after header decompression.

=>  Noted

R2-080297:
Out of window PDUs
Motorola
· LG did not really understand the motivation.

· Samsung thinks it is very unlikely that this would happen given the RLC PDU SN size. Samsung assumes this case only exists in theory.

· This CR is addressing the case where the retransissions would start more than half of the window below. But that case is anyway not really supported due the SN ambiguity.

=>  Can have further offline discussion on this.

R2-080328:
Avoiding HFN de-synchronization at handover
Qualcomm Europe
· NSN wonders if this means that we also need to forward the HFN over X2 ? QC assumes this is not needed.

· LG supports the view that the target has to transmit in order over the radio. If a certain packet is received late, it could be discarded by the target-eNB. Motorola asks why this is needed. Chairman clarifies this is needed for the PDCP re-ordering.

· Ericsson thinks this requirement can already be derived from the specified UE behaviour so there is no reason to update the stage-2. Samsung thinks it is good to clarify this behaviour.

=>  Can be discussed offline.

R2-080145:
Make reordering/duplicate elimination configurable
Motorola
· Ericsson wonders how this can be configured by RRC without signalling ? Motorola is thinking about locally turning it on/off in the UE. Ericsson thinks that the flush-time is already taking care of excessive delays. Ericsson does not support this proposal.
· LG thinks that if is a local behaviour, how could it be tested.

=>  Noted (no support)
R2-080146:
Indicating Discard to Lower Layers
Motorola
· LG supports this.
=>  Agreed

R2-080171:
Clarification on PDCP reordering
Samsung
· LG agrees with the concern and we should work on a solution.

· Chairman notes that anyway everything is correct when the flush timer expires. This is confirmed. However LG points out that if we have frequent handovers (second handover before flush timer expires), there could be a problem.

· LG clarifies that e.g. we might decrease the HFN twice.
· LG clarifies that this problem might arise even if the flush timer expires. Currently it only operates correctly for sure if we receive a later packet (new packet).
=>  Can invite further contributions.

R2-080285:
Actions at handover
Motorola
Changes in 5.5.1.3:

· Chairman thinks the change to the second bullet in 5.5.1.3. is incorrect.

· QC supports the re-shuffling of the bullets

· W.r.t. the re-ordering, LG thinks that only the packets that we intend to retransmit should be compressed.

=>  Can thinks more on the changes in 5.5.1.3
Changes in 5.5.1.4:

=>  Rapporteur can think about it (only style)

Changes in 5.5.2.


=>  Not really needed.
R2-080295:
Lengths of Fields
Motorola

=> Agreed
R2-080147:
Prioritize downlink status report over retransmission - Motorola
· LG wonders if we will specify performance requirements on how quickly the UE will take a received STATUS report into account ?  LG assumes this will be difficult.
· LG thinks we discussed this before, and if the eNB wants to be sure about avoiding unnecessary retransmissions, it should not give any grants.

=>  Noted

R2-080286:
Ciphering and integrity – Motorola
· The new text seems to say that the algorithms can be different for user plane and control plane.

· Ericsson clarifies that “key” should be singular, because ciphering only applies one key.

· Ericsson thinks that from the pictures it is clear what the order of ciphering and integrity is.

· LG clarifies that there are different sections for user plane and control plane. LG thinks that for the control plane, we could clarify the per-PDU processing. Ericsson has a paper on this.
· QC thinks that the spec already indicates the correct order by listing 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3.

=>  Noted
5.1.4 UE capabilities (36.306)
5.1.4.1 Status
Input from rapporteur only

5.1.4.2 Other
R2-080007:
Number of Radio Bearers per UE category
T-Mobile, Ericsson

R2-080237:
L2 UE capability limitations
Ericsson

R2-080436:
Analysis of HARQ process number in TDD
CATT
R2-080190:
Discussion on minimum MBMS UE capability in LTE
LG Electronics Inc.

5.1.5 Model of the physical layer (36.302)
5.1.5.1 Status
Input from rapporteur only

5.1.5.2 Other
