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5.3
MAC (36.321)
5.3.1
Dynamic scheduling

DL HARQ

R2-092282
Correction to DL-SCH HARQ operation
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if the TA command is a relative value. Samsung confirm it is.

-
Huawei agree it is not nice behaviour but think nothing is really broken.

-
LG think the eNB does not know exactly when the UE will receive the MAC CE. Not essential for release 8

-
Samsung think the eNB will think UE is in sync but actually the timing is broken i.e. transmit with wrong uplink timing.

-
NSN think the CR is required.

-
Huawei think if the error is initially A then after 2 commands then it will be -A. No worse than it was before and can be adjusted by another command. Samsung think this is a reasonable argument and suggest checking offline. 
-
Ericsson think eNB could handle it but it may be simpler if the we have the CR.

-
Motorola agree with Huawei. Does not need to fixed at this time.

-
Samsung thinks it depends on eNB implementation e.g. whether it tries to adjust the timing to the beginning to the CP.

-
LG think the change may impact RLC.

=>
Not agreed. Further discussion can continue offline and can be brought again to next meeting if felt that it is required. If brought to next meeting the CR should try to focus on TA command and not impact other functionality.
UL HARQ

R2-092067
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RV index
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital think the current text can not be interpreted in any other way. Motorola agree it is clear

-
Samsung think it improves readability and suggest that it could be included in a single CR that attempts to improve readability. Ericsson think such a CR is not needed. Huawei think the current spec is clear.

-
Ericsson think we should only have CRs that fix something.

-
Samsung think it is an important issue and worth clarifying.

-
Panasonic think an earlier version had such a table and was removed.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092255
Note related to UL HARQ process
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the 'After performing above action...' makes it clear that the buffer is flushed when max transmission is reached.
-
NSN think it there is a problem with the note then it is better to simply remove it.

-
LG would also be okay with removing the note.

-
Ericsson think there is nothing wrong with the note and the CR is not needed. Qualcomm agree.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092291
Clarification on reception of UL grant
Sunplus mMobile Inc., Huawei
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN prefer the CATT alternative proposal R2-092389
-
Huawei think it is preferable to fix the note than change the normative text.

-
Ericsson think there is nothing to change. 

-
Samsung think it is okay but would prefer to collect such changes in a single CR.

-
Huawei think it is not possible for UE to choose to use the SPS-CRNTI over the RA-RNTI.
-
LG think there is some different understanding.

-
CATT think it should be up to UE implementation to choose SPS-C-RNTI or RA-RNTI. LG also think implementation should be able to choose.

-
ZTE think the situation of both SPS-C-RNTI and RA-RNTI is an error case. 

-
Huawei think typically if SPS is configured D-SR will be configured to it is very rare problem.

-
Panasonic have the same understanding as Huawei.
-
Samsung think the note is there because the timing is different for RA-RNTI and SPS-C-RNTI/C-RNTI. Also think D-SR will be configured in this case.

-
Motorola would not agree with changing the procedural text. Would be open to changing the note but it is not essential. 

-
LG suggest completely removing the note if it is a rare case.

=>
Offline discussion. 

After offline

-
Update from LG: Nothing to be done at this meeting. Current understanding is that SPS-C-RNTI is not prioritised over other RNTIs in line with the current procedure text. With this understanding there is a conflict with the procedure text but it is clear that procedure text should always have precedence. Discussion until the next meeting whether it is worthwhile to correct the note
=>
CR is not agreed

=>
Current understanding is that SPS-C-RNTI is de-prioritised compared to other RNTIs in line with the current procedure text. 
R2-092389
Clarification on reception of UL grant from RA-RNTI and SPS-RNTI in same TTI
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated as covered by the discussion of R2-092291
R2-092058
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to grant with SPS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG suggest that like previous documents it may not be needed as it is a rare case, and can be considered as part of offline discussion

=>
To be treated in offline discussion of R2-092291/R2-092389
R2-092065
Discussion on simultaneous grant reception
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc


-
Sunplus think if only a grant for C-RNTI is delivered to HARQ entity then random access procedure can not continue.
=>
Noted

R2-092066
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to reception of simultaneous grants
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
LG indicate given earlier discussion we should only focus on the C-RNTI part.
-
Motorola ask what would break if the C-RNTI is delivered and the random access is allowed to continue. Samsung think random access can't continue but think that nothing extra needs to be specified.

-
Panasonic think the random access can not continue.

-
LG think it is important to make it clear that the grant for C-RNTI can not be used for the transmission of msg3. Samsung think it is obvious that it can not be for msg3 transmission.

-
Panasonic think if the C-RNTI is a retransmission it obviously not for msg 3 and if it is for new transmission then the random access is not needed.

=>
Offline discussion. 

After offline

-
Update from LG: During offline it was concluded that grant using C-RNTI can not be used for msg3 retransmission. From this it can be deduced that random access procedure is stopped between msg2 and msg3.
-
Sunplus think if msg3 has and been transmitted then it is not clear that grant with C-RNTI can't be used for retransmission.

-
LG explain the note is only talking about new transmissions, not retransmission.

=>
CR not agreed

=>
Common understanding of group is that grant using C-RNTI can not be used for msg3 transmission or retransmission.
=>
Companies can check until next meeting to determine if anything needs to be added to the spec in relation to this common understanding.

R2-092297
Correction on UL HARQ
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTek think R2-092287 should be discussed before making the second change. Samsung agree the second change is not redundant
-
Samsung think the first change is correct but think it is not critical to correct it.

-
Ericsson think that neither change is needed.

=>
Not agreed
Random access related

R2-092287
Clarification on uplink grant for triggering a new transmission
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think for proposal 2 it is not possible to receive UL grant for T-C-RNTI as a first transmission. ASUSTeK think this may happen to a UE loosing contention resolution.

-
Samsung think proposal 2 addresses a valid scenario but it is clear that UL grant for T-C-RNTI can only be used for retransmissions.

-
Samsung think for proposal 1 there is no choice for the UE to do anything different. 

-
Samsung think NDI for T-C-RNTI does not affect NDI for C-RNTI, but we don't have the rule in the reverse direction. 

-
NSN think it has no impact and nothing needs to be corrected.

-
ASUSTeK think there is still a need to clarify.

-
LG think the second issue should be addressed first.

Proposal 1

-
Sunplus think this is a valid case that needs to be addressed.

-
Samsung think there might be an issue. Could be addressed by a statement that NDI for C-RNTI and T-CRNTI are independent.
Update from offline discussion of proposal1:
-
Samsung gave update: Problem in proposal 1 is a rare case. If it needs to be resolved it could be done by ASUSTeK proposal or clearly separating NDI for C-RNTI and T-C-RNTI. But no consensus.

=>
Offline discussion of proposal 1 until next meeting. Outcome of offline can be seen in the next meeting.
R2-092292
CR for clarification on uplink grant for triggering a new transmission
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed following discussion of R2-092287
R2-092019
Proposed CR to 36.321 on UL grant for Temporary C-RNTI
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed following discussion of R2-092287
R2-092281
Clarification to UE behaviour when UL grant for is received for the first time
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think this is same proposal as ASUSTeK's proposal 2
-
Motorola think the current spec is clear that any transmission to the T-CRNTI is a retransmission and should ignore it otherwise. But nothing needs to be captured in the spec. Same comment applies other proposals to address this case.

-
Huawei think nothing is needed. If anything needed then prefer the Samsung CR.

-
Ericsson think it is rare case and not essential to address. Not necessary.

-
NSN have not strong opinion but prefer Samsung CR from the different options.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092260
UE action to toggle NDI when Msg2 is received
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson it is technically correct but it is not critical.

-
NSN think the consequences if not approved are not strong enough.

-
Huawei think it was added last meeting and think it is useful to clean this up. So support the CR.

-
Motorola think it may be redundant but it is good to keep it to make it clear.

-
LG think it could be included in a collective CR of editorial changes. Ericsson think it is strange to have a collective CR of think that we don't think are essential individually.
-
Sunplus agree one of the sentences is redundant.

-
Sunplus think it is related to proposal 1 of the ASUSTeK CR. LG think it is not related.

-
NSN think the sentence added last meeting applies to contention and non contention based RA, but the other sentence only applies to one case. So it is not correct to remove it. This may need a bit more checking.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092419
UL grant reception recieved in a RA procedure
Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think this is an optimisation of the pseudo code that does not change the behaviour.
-
Sunplus think does change behaviour as it could require both UL grants to be delivered. Panasonic agree it would change something which is not intended.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092417
Discussion on Msg3 and TTI bundling
Fujitsu
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTeK think alternative 1 is ok. Not sure if alternative 2 is an allowed behaviour.

-
Ericsson think the discussion about colliding bundles last meeting was a different discussion. It depends on how the UE chooses the HARQ process for msg 3. Ericsson think both alternatives are possible.
-
Fujitsu clarify if UE ignores remaining TTI bundle transmission then it is natural to ignore the feedback reception. Fujitsu think the situation is the same as discussed in last meeting and so it can be applied.
-
Motorola think that only alternative 1 is allowed because the collision with msg3 transmission is determined on a TTI by TTI basis and think it is clear in the spec. LG share the Motorola understanding. LG think the behaviour is clear in the case of msg3 colliding with subsequent  TTI of bundle but may not be clear in the case of collision with 1st TTI of the bundle.
-
Samsung think this is not covered in the current spec. It will depend on whether the process is the same for msg3 and the bundle. Also think it is a rare case. Panasonic agree with Samsung as it is not specified which HARQ process is used. Also agree it is a corner case. NSN agree and happy to leave it to UE implementation.

-
HTC think it is not a corner case.

=>
Noted

Other

R2-092059
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to reception of SI-RNTI
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the normative text in 36.302 is sufficient to make it clear and the note does not need to be changed. Huawei agree. LG agree and suggest that the note can just be removed and rely on 36.302.

-
Ericsson think the note is not wrong and so there is need to remove it.

-
NSN think nothing is broken if the note is kept

=>
Not agreed

R2-092371
Small correction to TS36.321
Panasonic
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN agree that it was agreed to remove this previously and think it is good to have.

-
LG think nothing is broken so it could be kept. Panasonic agree that nothing would be broken. 

-
Ericsson agree the spec is not broken but would accept the CR given it was previously agreed to remove.

-
LG suggest merging the CRs.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092294
Handling of UL transmission on D-SR failure
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think the CR is correct but think the situation is very rare. D-SR failure occurs when D-SR has been sent for a long time but no grant received. In this case the HARQ buffers will have been flushed due to max retransmissions reached. ASUSTeK think it is possible.

-
Panasonic think if there has been no UL transmission then there is no chance to make a non-adaptive retransmission.

-
Motorola agree with Samsung and that it is very rare. CR is not needed.

-
Huawei think this is a case where non-adaptive retransmission is not allowed.

=>
Not agreed
5.3.2
DRX handling

R2-092057
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to DRX
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if there is any other way that the spec could be interpreted. LG reply there is nothing that says only one cycle is used.

-
Qualcomm don't see any scope for mis-interpretation. Nokia agree. NSN point out stage 2 is clear on this.

-
Ericsson think it is clear but a bad UE implementation will not impact the network, it will only harm itself.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092068
Discussion on DRX Inactivity Timer
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
36.321
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think the text is already clear and option 2 is the correct interpretation

-
Motorola agree this if UE has to count a number of subframes after a PDCCH is received. Thus option 2 is the correct understanding.
-
Samsung agree it is option 2. NSN agree.

=>
Option 2 is the understanding of the group
R2-092069
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to Inactivity timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think it is clear today. Ericsson agree

-
NSN think that it does not matter where the timer is started as long as the UE received the number of PDCCH subframes after the new transmission.

-
LG think this is the only timer that is started in the next subframe. Others start in the current subframe.

=>
Not agreed.
R2-092155
Clarification on DRX
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Sunplus think it is not correct. The condition should be 'not A and not B'
-
Motorola think the intent is clear that UE can not monitor PDCCH when it is half duplex and transmitting and can not monitor PDCCH during a measurement gap. Ericsson agree it is clear and difficult to mis-interpret.
-
NSN think the existing text is correct.

=>
Not agreed.

R2-092286
Discussion on DRX and UL Retransmissions
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN thought the discussion last meeting was that we did not care much which approach the UE implements given that the eNB typically does not schedule outside the bundling pattern.

-
Samsung think if eNB schedules based on fixed pattern then there is not much difference.

-
Motorola agree the current spec if sufficiently clear. Qualcomm agree.

-
Sunplus think the current spec requires UE to monitor PDCCH for all TTIs of the bundle.

-
Samsung thinks nothing has been decided previously. UE implementation can follow option 2 or option 1.

-
ZTE think UE is required to monitor when the UL grant is expected so option 2 is the intended behaviour.

-
NSN support Samsung and last meeting we agreed not to specify anything as an indicator that eNB should schedule with a fixed pattern to ensure deterministic UE behaviour. Ericsson agree. Panasonic agree and it implies that eNB can only rely on UEs behaving according to option  2. Huawei agree but ask what it the problem of clearly specifying it.

=>
Noted

R2-092316
Proposed CR to 36.321 on DRX and UL Retransmissions
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following discussion of R2-092286
R2-092305
Correction on Active Time
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG support the CR but suggest saying 'UE-MAC' instead of 'MAC'

-
Ericsson think it is not strictly needed as it is not possible to use 0000 as a preamble.
-
Sunplus think this is aligning to other sections.

-
NSN think alignment of text is not good justification for a change.

-
Samsung think in a real network the UE will be in active time after random access irrespective of this change. docomo agree and don't think the spec is broken.

-
LG think there is a difference in behaviour regarding whether UE monitors PDCCH during the back-off time.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092391
On interaction between CQI/PMI/RI/SRS and Active time
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think this is editorial and not essential. Motorola agree.
-
CATT think it is not correct that MAC processes the physical layer reporting.

=> Not agreed


R2-092046
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-8) on HARQ RTT Timer
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
CATT think the current spec is clear as the interval between DL transmission and ACk/NACK is clear.
-
CMCC think the CR is not required.

=> 
Not agreed
5.3.3
Random Access procedure
R2-092054
Proposed CR to 36.321  Correction to Backoff parameter value
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think we should not capture the eNB behaviour. Ericsson agree with NSN and think the use of the word reserved is clear.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092078
Proposed CR to 36.321 Corrections relating to RAR grants
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the change is 5.4.2.2 is needed but not the other changes regarding setting T-C-RNTI. 
-
Qualcomm support proposal 1 but no strong opinion on proposal 2.

-
Nokia clarify that the current text implies the grant in RAR can only be used for msg3. Ericsson think it does not explicitly prevent the grant in RAR being used for msg3.

-
Sunplus agree the current procedure text is clear only the introductory text is a little misleading.

-
Samsung think we can live with the current text.

-
Motorola has some sympathy but think the procedure text is clear. So would not agree the CR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092136
Clarification on preamble group selection
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think the first change is in line with intended behaviour

-
Samsung think the second change is only an issue if the msg3 size if 56 bits. In many cases it could be larger. So the change is not needed. ASUSTeK think the problem might also occur when a measurement report is triggered.
-
Nokia agree with Samsung on the second point. Agree the first change is in line with the intended behaviour.

-
LG think the first change is not needed due to the text in the logical channel prioritisation section.
-
Ericsson agree with LG

=>
Not agreed
R2-092146
PUSCH and PRACH collision
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG indicate that this was discusses in RAN1 and concluded that UE behaviour is not specified.
-
Motorola think the UE will have cancelled the random access when it receives an UL grant. Huawei think this is not contained in the spec.
-
Ericsson also think in most cases the UE will have a D-SR.

-
Samsung think there could also be cases where PUCCH and PRACH collide. Is this up to UE implementation? LG think in this case RAN1 has concluded UE behaviour is not specified.

=>
Noted

R2-092190
36.321 CR - PUSCH PRACH collision
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
 Not treated following discussion of R2-092146
R2-092160
Clarification on the range of f_id
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Motorola think that determination of f_id is contained in RAN1 spec. 
=>
Not agreed

R2-092244
Explicitly signaled preamble
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following discussion of R2-092305
R2-092254
Note related to RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think the current text is sufficiently clear, and the proposed wording is less clear.
=>
Not agreed

R2-092280
Clarification to UE behaviour in case of multiple random access procedures
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think that any random access that is allowed to continue will use the dedicated preamble.
-
Samsung explain example where UE received PDCCH order with dedicated preamble and then UL data triggers a new random access.

-
Ericsson think it was discussed previously and one reason for leaving to UE is that the random access might be near the end and so changing to the dedicated may not always be the best choice. Samsung think it can reduce delay to always use the dedicated preamble.

-
LG think it makes sense but it is a functional modification and better discussed in release 9.

-
ASUSTeK support intention but ok with current spec.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092258
Removal of endless RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think T312 is removed but not T300, etc for connection setup, re-establishment. For these cases the change is not correct.
-
Ericsson think the random access will stop when MAC is reset.

=> 
Not agreed 

R2-092386
Issue about the PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER reaching max value
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated as similar to R2-092258.
R2-092262
UE actions to complete RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTeK think when contention resolution is not successful the HARQ buffer for msg3 is flushed so it is not necessary to cover this again. LG agree with this the spec is ok.
=>
Not agreed

R2-092311
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the timing aspect are covered in 36.213 and wonder why the timing would now have to be covered in MAC. ZTE think a clarifying note could be useful.

-
Ericsson agree with NSN that it would create redundancy between RAN1 and RAN2 specs. ZTE understand that the PRACH resource is selected by RAN2 specs, and also the RAN1 specs are not completely clear.

-
Huawei agree there is a problem for the PDCCH order case and there was a CR proposed in RAN1 that was rejected, but don't think it should be addressed in MAC.

-
Huawei think the 6ms in RAN1 was to cover UE processing time but a good performing UE could transmit earlier without a problem. Panasonic agree.
=>
Offline discussion to check what is currently captured in the RAN1 spec. 
After offline:

-
Update from ZTE: A CR has been updated in line with comments received. The CR references the RAN1 spec for the timing requirement. CR in R2-092596.
R2-092596
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei don't understand the consequences. 

-
ZTE think the RAN1 wording is not completely correct in all cases and want to clarify in the MAC spec. For contention based case for TDD the UEs choose the 3 consecutive subframes including the determined subframe.

-
Samsung think if the motivation is that RAN1 is not fully correct how does referencing RAN1 address it . ZTE explain RAN1 spec only intended to specify the processing delay. Huawei ask why RAN1 required the UE to delay the response. 
-
Huawei think it would be better to change the RAN1 behaviour and can not agree a RAN2 CR on this.

-
Huawei think it is not possible for the eNB to mange dedicated preamble in a very tight fashion.

=>
Further offline to include RAN1 delegates. Come back Friday [ZTE]
R2-092387
UL grant in Msg2 for non-contention based RA
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ITRI support the CR. 
-
Sunplus has not strong opinion on whether it is needed but think the wording could be improved

-
ITRI think that random access response should be able to indicate a non valid grant. Samsung think that MCS values that can't be used are network error and does not need to be handled.

-
Ericsson think  the grant it passed to the physical layer and the validation is not done by MAC.
-
Ericsson think it is only an error case that the random access response would contain an invalid grant.

-
CATT think there is a use case where the random access procedure is just for synchronisation and an UL grant is no use.

-
Samsung explain the MCS is only 4 bits 0-15 do there would be no means to indicate an invalid grant.

-
ITRI ask if it means UL grant is always included in a random access response. Stage 2 implies it is not always included. Samsung think the stage 3 only has one case where the UE always received and obeys UL grant
=>
Not agreed

R2-092439
Correction to the Random Access procedure
Potevio
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think there is no ambiguity and the changes are just editorial

=>
Not agreed
Late/not available

R2-092369
Consideration on random access procedure
ITRI
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23

5.3.4
QoS

R2-092060
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to logical channel prioritization
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Qualcomm think the token bucket algorithm should not include the MAC CEs. 
-
Ericsson agree with Qualcomm and think it is clear the CEs are prioritised over the data.

-
ASUSTeK are fine with the second change.

-
LG think the current text talk about priority but doesn't say resources are used for MAC CEs first.

=>
Not agreed
5.3.5
UL Information for scheduler
BSR

R2-092063
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RE_TX_BSR timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN think for SPS there is always a grant is available to the timer is never started. Suggest saying 'grant is indicated'

-
Huawei think reception of grant does not only mean receiving on PDCCH but receiving by HARQ entity. But OK to clarify.

-
Ericsson ask what it the consequence of not changing this. LG it will transmit some extra BSRs. Ericsson think that given that the timer has quite a high value it will not expire very often, and think it is a small optimisation.

-
ZTE think the CR is not needed. UE will very likely get a grant before it expires. Previously some CRs to reduce BSR were not agreed.
-
LG think the CR is in line with original intention, not an optimisation.

-
ALU think there is no strong consequence ALU support the change. Sunplus also support the change and the NSN suggested wording.

-
Ericsson think the consequence if not approved is not sufficient justification. 

-
Motorola agree the system does not break.

-
LG also think it simplifies the UE implementation.

=>
To be revised in line with the proposal from NSN. Revision in R2-092587. 
 R2-092587
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RE_TX_BSR timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
docomo support the CR. Coversheet should only tick the UE box

=>
To be revised to say " The UE shall restart retxBSR-Timer upon indication of a grant for transmission of new data on UL-SCH ". Cover sheet to be corrected.

=>
Revision in R2-092601 is agreed in principle

PHR

R2-092279
PHR timer handling after handover
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the current behaviour is the intended behaviour. Samsung is not sure if this was really the intention.

-
docomo support the CR. The timer is always running after PHR reporting has been configured but it is currently switched off after handover.

-
Motorola support the CR. 

-
Huawei ask where it is stated that timer is started when PHR is configured. Huawei think it could be considered that PHR is configured at every handover.

-
ASUSTeK ask why the PHR is not triggered after a handover. Samsung think we don't want to include it in the handover complete message.

-
Huawei think that RRC configures MAC after every handover and hence an PHR will be triggered after every handover. NSN agree to this comment. Samsung doesn't agree to this interpretation.

-
NSN suggestion that it could be clarified that reconfiguration also includes the handover case.

-
docomo think it would need to be clear it is not in the grant after the HO. NSN ask why not include it in first UL grant.

-
Panasonic would be okay with the Samsung CR but not to trigger the PHR at handover.

-
docomo has been designing based on the assumption that PHR is not included in the UL grant for the handover complete and it is not critical straight after the handover.
-
Motorola think PHR earlier the better is desirable. 

-
Ericsson think the eNB can reconfigure the PHR reporting to ensure it is available after handover.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude and prepare a revised CR. 
After offline:

-
Update from Samsung: Conclusion is that the PHR should be after the handover but not in the first UL message after handover. So original CR is ok, i.e. to just start the timer.

-
docomo think the restart is not needed as it can not be running after the handover. Also only the UE box needs to be ticked.

=>
Revision to only say 'start' and only tick the UE box. Revision in R2-092588 agreed in principle

R2-092169
PHR inclusion in msg3
Samsung
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think this requires new functionality in the UE. Today the UE does not have to change the content of msg3 between retransmission. NSN agree that the change contradicts with current MAC spec. Fujitsu also agree and can not be allowed for release 8.

-
Motorola agree a fresh BSR would be desirable for performance but it is too late for release 8. Could be ok for release 9.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092170
PHR Inclusion in Msg3 Re-transmissions
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following the discussion of R2-092169
R2-092442
Clarification on the PHR trigger condition in case of PROHIBIT_PHR_TIMER expiry
Infineon Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN explain the 'when' is to ensure the evaluation is performed when the UE has the grant for UL transmission. If there is no transmission there is no point for the eNB to know the UE had been in bad radio conditions in the past.
-
HTC had a similar CR in the last meeting and everybody had the same understanding at that time.

=>
Not agreed
SR

R2-092278
Correction to cancellation of triggered SR
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
revised in R2-092582
R2-092582
Correction to cancellation of triggered SR
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
-
There has been offline discussion and no consensus reached to change the spec

-
Samsung think it is not yet clear whether there is a serious problem to address

-
Panasonic think the clarification would be worthwhile to include in the spec. LG would also prefer to clarify in the spec. LG think the 2 conditions should be consistent in what they refer to.
-
Motorola think it was discussed previously. LG think it is a separate issue to that discussed previously.

-
Motorola ask if the 'available' would also include configured grants. This changes behaviour considerably LG understand it to include configured grants

-
Ericsson think the current text can not be interpreted differently. LG think it is not clear as the statements use 'available' and 'granted'

=>
Understanding of the group is that the way to interpret 'else if UL-SCH resources for new transmission are granted in this TTI' as 'else if UL-SCH resources for new transmission are available in this TTI'.

-
Ericsson ask if a different interpretation would make sense? Samsung think there could be different interpretations that make sense.
-
Motorola think it may not make sense to include cancelling due to configured UL grants. Samsung think SR is triggered to sent BSR and it doesn't matter is the BSR is sent via configured grant of dynamic grant.

-
Ericsson think given the discussion a CR may be needed. Suggest an email to develop the CR until the next meeting.

=>
Email discussion agreed to develop the CR, but offline discussion during the meeting was able to conclude, resulting in CR in R2-092595.
R2-092595
Correction to SR cancellation
Ericsson, Nokia, NSN, Panasonic
CR
36.321
F

=>
Agreed in principle. For next meeting the cover sheet should updated to only tick the UE box and improve the consequences if not approved.
5.3.6
MAC PDU format

R2-092017
Proposed CR to 36.321 on L and F fields description
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think it is not correct as there is no statement that L and F fields are not present for MAC CEs.

-
LG think L and F are not included MAC CEs. Huawei think the spec if not wrong today.

-
Ericsson agree that the spec is not broken and the CR is not needed.

-
Qualcomm support. ALU support the CR. 

-
Huawei think it is clear that for fixed size CEs there is no F and L.

-
Ericsson think it will not impact UE implementations. ZTE think it is not essential. 

-
NSN support the CR

-
Huawei think the first and last changes are ok and the 2nd and 3rd are not needed. Ericsson agree.

-
CATT think a change is also needed in 6.1.2

=>
Revision in R2-092589 to include first and last change. Revision agreed in principle. Discuss offline whether anything further is required. 
R2-092062
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to padding
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think there is no room for mis-interpretation. It can only be the first figure.

-
LG think there is nothing that prevents implementation as per the second figure.

-
Samsung think the second case is not possible. Huawei share Samsung view. Motorola also think it is clear the second figure is not allowed as the padding is after the subheaders.

-
LG think there is something broken.
=>
Not agreed.

R2-092252
MAC PDU for Msg2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola has some sympathy for the first change as the implementer might think that zero is not possible. So a CR would at most include this first change. NSN has the same opinion as Motorola. Huawei support the first change but not convinced by the later changes.

-
Ericsson ask if it is really true that it can be zero RAR in the PDU. LG think it could only carry BO. Huawei clarify it was agreed in RAN2#64bis that only BO ind was allowed
-
Samsung think even the first change may not be necessary.

-
Qualcomm support the first change.

=>
Revision to include only the 'zero or more' change in R2-092590. Agreed in principle.
5.3.7
Semi-persistent scheduling

R2-092056
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to DL assignment
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn

R2-092152
CR to 36.321 on UL SPS Implicit Release
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital think that nothing is really broken if only delays the implicit release. Qualcomm think if the eNB configures no HARQ retransmissions then the missed opportunities due a measurement gap will not be counted.
-
Samsung think the CR may reflect intended behaviour but not essential as not a typical configuration that eNB configures measurement gaps colliding with configured grants. Qualcomm agree it is not completely essential, the aim is to capture the original intention.

-
Ericsson agree with Samsung that collision with gap and initial transmission should not occur. Also think the intent was to count genuine transmission.

-
LG agree in most cases gap and initial transmission will not occur. But if is occurs and max transmission is one then the spec is broken.

-
NSN have sympathy for CR as in other sections of spec we behave as it the gap did not occur.

-
Huawei support the intention and with some SPS intervals this case can not be avoided. However think that the note is not necessary.

-
Ericsson think the collision can never occur. Also see benefit to the eNB in counting real transmission, and think it was deliberate in the last meeting.

-
LG think it was agreed previously that we count occasion where a collision occurs.

=>
Offline discussion to check what was previously agreed regarding counting when a collision occurs. 

After offline discussion

-
Update from Qualcomm: Nothing was capture in the meeting notes but the CR coversheet for CR 279r1 clearly explained the intent although the change did not achieve the intent.

=>
CR resulting from offline in R2-092602. 

R2-092602
CR to 36.321 on UL SPS Implicit Release
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed n principle
R2-092257
Note related to uplink grant process collided with measurement gap
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn
R2-092300
Clarification on the DL assignment/UL grant reception in SPS
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN thinks the text is clearer but the cover sheet is confusing. NSN support the changes in the CR. Qualcomm support the CR.
-
Huawei ask if it changes the UE behaviour. Sunplus think it does not change behaviour

-
NSN agree it is not to change behaviour but to ensure consistent UE behaviour.

-
Ericsson think it is difficult to have a wrong interpretation of the current text, and even with a wrong interpretation it would not have a significant consequence.

-
Motorola agree the proposal is clear but it is difficult to interpret it wrongly and not sufficient to justify a CR.

-
Panasonic support the CR.

-
Huawei think it is editorial and we should not accept the change.

-
Samsung think the current text is not correct is there is no previous C-RNTI assignment but the drawback can be overcome by the eNB handling. 

-
Huawei no understand there is some change to UE behaviour so support the CR.

-
LG support the CR

-
ITRI support the CR. Nokia also

=>
Agreed in principle but coversheet should be improved in version submitted to next meeting.

R2-092137
Correction on HARQ feedback transmission
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG support the CR

-
Sunplus think the eNB will always maintain the TA before issuing the explicit release. ASUSTeK think TAT expiry is always possible.

-
Samsung ask if we already have a general statement to cover this? Panasonic think we already have a similar wording of regular ACK/NACK and we should also have it for the SPS release case.
-
Motorola think this is the last missing case to correct and support the CR. NSN also support the CR. Huawei also support.

-
When TAT expires the PUCCH resources are released but that doesn't cover this case.

=>
Agreed in principle
5.3.8
Other
=> Including outcome of email discussion [65.5] on error handling of common MAC PDU’s [Samsung].

TA maintenance 

R2-092145
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN ask why it is referred to as 'silent'. Huawei explain these are cases where the eNB is not aware that the reconfiguration has occurred. Panasonic think D-SR failure is detectable by the UE stopping to use it, and TA Command NACK to ACK error is rare.
-
Panasonic think RAN1 indicated in LSs that the default mode for the ACK/NACK configuration. For TDD there might be an issue.

-
Samsung think the TA Command NACK to ACK error occurs then the UE will not send ACK/NACK and so can be detected. Also the TA Command is based on uplink transmission.

-
CATT for TDD the default configuration is ACK/NACK bundling. There may be a problem for TDD for this proposal

=>
When TAT is running again then ACK/NACK is resumed. Question is whether to resume with the previous configuration or revert to the default configuration?

-
Huawei think the problem of going to the default configuration is going to ACK/NACK bundling mode and it is only a problem for TDD.
-
Panasonic think if the eNB is aware that the situation has occurred causing the configuration to change to the default then there is not problem. Would also be okay with the proposal from Huawei.

-
Huawei think the current behaviour is that the UE stops sending ACK/NACK and has no configuration until provided by eNB. Ericsson think the understanding is that the UE reverts to the default configuration. LG agree with Huawei interpretation.

-
Samsung think for UE could always revert to single ACK/NACK. Panasonic explain for TDD the resource to be used depends on the ACK/NACK mode and so not possible to always reverts to single ACK/NACK mode.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude. 
After offline:

-
Update provided by Huawei: 
Pros and cons were discussed. Pro of using stored config approach was to simplify eNB. Minor pro of using default config is that it aligns with other parameters. LG, CATT and docomo expressed support the stored config approach. 

-
Ericsson think that the scenario of the stored config approach is aimed at a non-typical ack/nack config and is for the case the UE misses a TA command but this assume eNB gives very few update. Also when TAT expires the pucch resources are released and so needs to send reconfiguration for this anyway.

-
Nokia think that given it is very rare then it is okay to go to default. 

-
Samsung think the differences are marginal but prefer the default approach as it is a little simpler.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude. Come back Friday.

R2-092188
36.321 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-092145

R2-092215
36.331 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
not treated following discussion of R2-092287

R2-092376:
Clarification on default configuation upon PUCCH/ SRS release request
Panasonic, Nokia Siemens Network, NTT DOCOMO INC., Samsung, LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331
F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-092287
Error handling

R2-092167
Report of Email discussion on [65.5]: Error handling for common MAC PDU's
Samsung
Report
REL-8
LTE-L23
related to email discussion [65.5]
=>
Noted

R2-092168
Error handling for common MAC PDUs
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think this is only addressing cases due to residual bit errors and thus this level of detail is not required. Ericsson think nothing extra is required.
-
HTC think there is no error handling for common PDU at the moment but supports more general error handling.

-
LG think it would be strange not to resolve the common PDU case. LG think if there is a reserved value used then the whole subheader can be ignored and the only issue whether BO indicator is ignored.
-
NSN agree something is needed. Regarding BO indicator we would like release 8 UEs to take it into account.

-
Huawei think that general error handling is sufficient.

-
Ericsson think the BO indicator is always correctly handled irrespective of any values that appear in later subheaders. 

-
Motorola think that in general something is required, but would not like unnecessary rules such as ignoring BO indicator not found in the correct location.
=>
Not agreed

R2-092161
Error handling for common PDU
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG concerned about residual bit error rate so it may be better to also discard the BO indicator.

-
Huawei think we should just re-use the text from the dedicated PDU handling i.e. discard the entire PDU. It would still be possible to extend the PDU in future (e.g. define new RAR format as long as it looks like padding to a legacy UE).

-
Samsung think it is important to define a reserved or invalid value. 

-
Ericsson think that no error handling rule is needed for common PDUs.

-
DoCoMo agree main objective is how to ensure forward compatibility when common PDUs are extended in future. Not defining any error handling for common PDUs is one option. Also it would be okay to extend the current error handling to common PDUs.

-
Qualcomm think nothing needed on top of current spec. 

-
Motorola agree with principle of ensuring future release PDUs look like normal PDUs to legacy UEs. 

-
HTC agree with Huawei. Asks what happens if UE receive PDU with matching RAPID but the corresponding RAR is wrong (e.g. invalid T-C-RNTI). If we go with the approach to specify nothing then the eNB should never send such a PDU as there is no defined UE behaviour for legacy UEs.

=>
CR not agreed

=>
Extension in future releases will be achieved by ensuring that common PDUs always appear as valid to legacy UEs.
=>
Need to agree one of the two options:


-
No error handling specified for common PDUs; or [2]

-
Current error handling to cover common PDUs [5]
-
Ericsson think it would be a change to current agreements to apply the dedicated error  handling to common PDU. 
-
Qualcomm ok to apply the dedicated rule to common PDUs as well.

Update from offline discussion:

-
Update from Samsung: No consensus. Error handling is not intended to cover bad eNB implementations. Aim is to cover behaviour of legacy UEs when we extend in future releases.

=>
Nothing to be added to specify error handling for common PDUs. Discussion can continue offline.

R2-092018
Proposed CR to 36.321 on MAC Error handling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think even in the configured assignment case it is for the SPS-C-RNTI. LG think this is a different case.
-
Motorola think the CR is not required. Even in configured downlink assignment case it is addressed to the SPS-C-RNTI (it is scrambled by the SPS-C-RNTI)

-
Samsung think the correction is correct and support the CR.

-
docomo agree with Motorola that in downlink assignment case the PDU is received with SPS-C-RNTI to current text is sufficient. LG think the scrambling is a physical layer issue.

-
Huawei think it is not necessary to state every detail in 5.11

-
LG think implementers will think that MAC PDUs received by configured assignments should not have the error handling applied. LG think the Huawei interpretation required reading between lines.

=>
Revised to also include the agreed change from R2-092447. Also agreed to include change from R2-092452. Revision in R2-092592 agreed in principle.
R2-092447
proposed CR to 36.321 on correction to reserved bit
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
docomo think this is changing functionality and con not agree.
-
The desired behaviour is that the UE ignores the values of reserved bits. Huawei think this is clear to day. Motorola think it is clear and CR is not needed.

-
Samsung think that invalid values are not clearly defined. So UE should ignore.

-
NSN think the CR is not needed, but could except adding a shall in the 'UE shall ignore'. LG think this is an acceptable way forward.

-
Motorola still have reservation about the approach proposal by NSN. It is clear the UE must ignore this bits.
-
NSN think it should say 'shall' to comply with the drafting rules.

-
Huawei think we can expect UE implementers will understand this. NSN think there is a risk this will not be implemented without the shall.

-
ALU support the proposal from NSN. Samsung think it is important. Ericsson can support the CR.

=>
Agreed to merge the change (just add 'shall ignore' in the sentence in 6.1.1) into revision of R2-092018. 

R2-092246
Handling of reserved value in TAC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN ask if it is just duplicating what is clear in the RAN1 spec.
-
Ericsson think it is duplicating what is in RAN1. And also it would not be in the scope of MAC.

=>
Not agreed


R2-092251
Handling of the MAC PDU when discarded
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn

R2-092158
Clarification on reserved bit setting
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei explain the goal is to ensure that next gen eNB can use the value 1 and know that it is not already used by legacy eNB.

-
Motorola think nothing is broken as currently specified. 

-
ITRI support the CR as we don't specify eNB behaviour.

-
Samsung think it is risky to remove this without a good reason.

=>
Not agreed

Other
R2-092055
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to counter
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the spec if not broken.

-
NSN think this is purely editorial

-
Motorola think it is easy for an implementer to understand setting to zero is the same as initialising.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092075
Discussion on timer with subframe
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the analysis is valid but think it is an implementation issue and should not result in mis-interpretation. Would not like new text to clarify this.

-
ZTE ask if the analysis of the inactivity timer is same issue. LG think it is a different issue.
-
NSN think you have to look at the definition of the timer to understand how to apply them.

-
LG think the definition and procedure text is not consistant

-
Ericsson think the analysis is valid but agree with NSN that the spec if clear.

-
Ericsson think the issue is whether the spec is clear enough. 

-
Huawei think this is nothing like this is UMTS for the handling of MAC timers.

-
Panasonic think the intent of the timers is clear from the definition.

-
Samsung partly agree that it is clear but it requires a little reading between the lines. Think it would be better to clarify.

-
Motorola see no real possibility to interpret this in the wrong way. No need to add further clarification.

-
Samsung ask if we could minute the intention of the spec.

=>
Noted
R2-092076
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to Timer with subframe
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
not treated following discussion of R2-092075
R2-092420
Miscellaneous corrections to MAC specification
Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ALU think the word style are not correct.

-
NSN think it is editorial

=>
Not agreed. Could be included in another appropriate CR (left to Fujitsu to identify suitable CR).
R2-092452
Correction to table on RNTI values
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed to merge into R2-092592
Late/not available

R2-092277
Correction to wrong reference in 6.1.3.6
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

withdrawn
R2-092038
Proposed CR to 36.321 on Bundling Retransmissions
InterDigital
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

5.4
RLC (36.322)
R2-092020
Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC functions
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung can support the CR. Qualcomm also support.

-
Ericsson ask if the CR is necessary. Ericsson think RRC triggers connection re-establishment for error recovery and also it is not a normative section. LG think this is an RRC function to trigger re-establishment.

=>
Agreed to merge in the change from R2-092021 and R2-092421. Revision in R2-092593 agreed in principle.
R2-092021
Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC STATUS PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the behaviour is clear and this is an editorial change.

-
Ericsson the it is more correct to say RLC data PDU than AMD PDU there is not a strong need to agree the CR.

-
docomo think it is correct and supports the CR but it is also true that procedural text is clear.

=>
Agreed to merge the change into revision of R2-092020.
R2-092070
Discussion on the reserved field
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think option 2 was ruled out at the last meeting. Option 1 seems the only choice.

-
Ericsson agree the spec is not clear and welcomes a clarification. In past new formats have normally been created using RRC signalling so option 1 may not be needed. Option 2 allows the bits to be used in future. Option 3 means the bit can never be used. Prefer option 2

-
Motorola prefer option 2.

-
Samsung think option 1 is what we have in UMTS. Ericsson think with option 2 then a release 9 protocol where the field may be used can be used towards legacy UEs.
-
NSN ok to make it clear as option 2

=>
Agreed to go with option 2.
R2-092071
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated given conclusion of R2-092070
R2-092072
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG think the second proposed sentence is not needed.
=>
Revision to include first added sentence only. Coversheet to be improved. Revision in R2-092594 agreed in principle. 
R2-092073
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 3
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated given conclusion of R2-092070
R2-092098
Correction to RETX_COUNT handling
Ericsson
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG think this is a functional modification. Interdigital think this the CR makes no change as it results in the same number of transmission. 
-
Ericsson think the values in RRC where defined on the proposed behaviour, and it does change behaviour.
-
Motorola think it changes behaviour and do not see the need for the CR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092265
Reset of T_poll_retransmission
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
CATT think that just saying stop is ok, and it is used elsewhere. LG think it is always stop and reset elsewhere. CATT point to 4.2.1.2.3 and 4.2.1.2.4 where it just says stop. LG think these are general descriptive sections.

-
Ericsson as if the timer is always set to a value when it is started.

-
LG think the intent to align the wording to other section. Have not identified a case where there is an issue. Ericsson identifies a case were it would case a problem and support the CR.

-
docomo also agree to the CR and aligns to the intended behaviour. 
-
Qualcomm also support the CR.

-
Samsung think when you look at the intent of the timer it is clear that it should be restarted from the initial value.

=>
Agreed in principle with cover sheet improved for next meeting (to describe the problem pointed out by Ericsson)

R2-092266
Action to retransmit an AMD PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if the PDU is retransmitted when the max is reached. LG understand it will be retransmitted.
-
docomo think it is not needed. Ericsson share the view that is it not needed.

-
Motorola thinks this changes behaviour. LG intent was not to change behaviour. Motorola can not agree the CR as currently proposed.

-
CATT think the CR is not correct as being considered for retransmission is not at the same instant as when it is retransmitted. 

-
docomo explain the intent is to not retransmit the PDU when max is reached, but if interlayer response is slow it may not be transmitted but this is not likely in reality.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092268
Action when a RLC data PDU is placed in reception buffer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the CR is not needed. It is very difficult to misinterpret.
-
Ericsson think the suggested misinterpretation is very unlikely.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092392
Handling of Poll in a duplicated PDU
CATT
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think the CR changes the agreed behaviour. Ericsson also think the spec is intentionally specified as it is so CR is not correct.
-
LG indicate it is 3rd time this is discussed

=>
Not agreed

R2-092421
Miscellaneous corrections to RLC specification
Fujitsu
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agree to merge the change into the revision of R2-092020.

R2-092362
Clarification on RLC reconfiguration
HTC Corporation
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Noted

R2-092363
Clarification on RLC reconfiguration
HTC Corporation
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
- 
Ericsson ask if there is any parameter where there is a significantly different behaviour if the value is changed when configured or waiting for re-initiatising

-
Ericsson explain that for MAC each parameter was analysed and concluded a specific behaviour was required. For RLC it is not critical and it could be left to UE implementation.

-
HTC agree it could be implementation but think some note could be needed.

-
Motorola think we should be clear we are talking about reconfiguration of RLC parameters. And it not sure anything needs to be added.

=>
Not agreed. Can reconsider if an issue with any specific parameter is identified.
Late/not available

R2-092105
Proposed CR removing duplicate procedural text
Nokia Corporation
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
withdrawn

5.5
PDCP (36.323)

R2-092022
Proposed CR to 36.323 on Data available for transmission in PDCP
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think it would be an error to remove the 'or'. Interdigital explain the intent was not to require the UE to build SDUs on a TTI basis and so the or is need to ensure there is no double counting.
-
Nokia think it is clear that we should not double count data for the BSR.

-
Huawei think the spec is clear

-
Qualcomm think the each is useful. Interdigital think the 'or' is require.

-
Motorola think there can be no mis-interpretation.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092023
Proposed CR to 36.323 on PDCP Status Report
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the original text is clear.
-
LG explain the wording used is intended to cover both cases of not received and optionally received but not decompressed.

-
Motorola think there is not sufficient reason to accept the change. 

-
Ericsson think it has been seen before and can not agree to the change. Samsung agree with Ericsson and think the original text is more reader friendly.

-
LG think 6.3.10 would need to be updated to say 'optionally decompressed correctly' if we leave the other text unchanged. Ericsson agree this would be correct but think change is not critical. 
-
Huawei think the change needed.
=>
Revision to be prepared to include the 1st change in 6.3.10 and typo identified. Revision in R2-092597. 

R2-092597
Proposed CR to 36.323 on PDCP Status Report
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle
R2-092314
Correction to PDCP PDU submission condition in lower layer re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG agree the intention of the CR. But the operation would need to be corrected

-
Samsung support the  CR as it is and think nothing needs to be changed in the CR.
-
Motorola think the CR is correct. LG concern is not that the CR is not correct but not consistent with other parts of the spec

-
Huawei support the CR.

-
LG agree the intention but can't agree to the CR.

=>
Revision to use the operation proposed by LG to align with other parts of the spec. Revision in R2-092598. 

R2-092598
Correction to PDCP PDU submission condition in lower layer re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Cover sheet should be improved (consequences if not approved). Minus rather than hyphen should be used. 

=>
Agreed in principle. For next time the coversheet should updated and hyphen replaced by minus.
5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)

R2-092325
Clarification of Half Dulplex in TDD
CATT
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson ask how this is done in RRC. CATT explain there was a corresponding CR for the control plane but it was noted as the assumption that the eNB will ignore the bit for TDD bands.

-
Ericsson suggest stating 'For TDD the half duplex indication is not applicable'. 

=>
Revision to just add the sentence suggested by Ericsson to the end of the paragraph. Revision in R2-092599 agreed in principle..

R2-092448
Support of inter-RAT PS handover to GERAN Editor Note Removal
NEC
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle
R2-092368
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corporation
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Discuss on Friday with CP people present.
5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)

R2-092074
Proposed CR to 36.302 on Downlink reception types
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think some parts are acceptable. Thought the intent was to specify the limiting cases rather than every option.
-
LG think we are trying to cover all possible cases, and think it is not a good idea to remove these cases.

-
Ericsson think the change to note 5 is too detailed and not needed

-
Nokia ask when note 9 can occur. LG explain if the grant can't support any data from logical channel so it only includes BSR and C-RNTI.
-
docomo think the associated logical channel information is not the most important part of the table. The important part of simultaneous reception of phy and transport channels.

-
ALU think these details are out of scope of the table. The key part is the second table not the first one.

=>
Remove change to note 5

=>
Remove the logical channel column

=>
Revision in line with 2 agreements above. Revision in R2-092600. Come back Friday
R2-092129
Power Control corrections for Parallel Reception when SPS-RNTI is addressed
Research in Motion UK limited
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Nokia understanding is that the TPC bits are fixed for vCRC but there is no need to the additional complexity to make UEs search for other C-RNTIs. RIM think the UE should respond to the power control command if it is in the same subframe and think that simultaneous reception should be possible.
-
Nokia ask if even in the normal C-RNTI case it is required to also receive the power control RNTI.

-
LG ask if this is already covered in RAN1 spec. RIM think it is clear for C-RNTI case but not so clear for SPS-C-RNTI case. 

=>
Offline discussion to allow checking with RAN1 colleagues. Come back Friday.

R2-092359
Correction of MBMS
Samsung
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle
Come back on Friday

CRs:

R2-092596
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Presented in UP session. Time given for further offline discussion with RAN1 delegates.
R2-092600
Proposed CR to 36.302 on Downlink reception types
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-092129
Power Control corrections for Parallel Reception when SPS-RNTI is addressed
Research in Motion UK limited
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Presented in UP session. Time given for offline discussion with RAN1 delegates.
R2-092368
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corporation
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Out of scope of UP session
RRC TPs:

none

Issues:

R2-092145
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
After TAT expiry or failed D-SR and random access to restart TAT, does UE resume using the previous ACK/NACK configuration or revert to the default ACK/NACK configuration. 
Liaisons:

none

Email discussions:

none

tdocs not allocated

R2-092591, R2-092604 -> R2-092650












