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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we discuss about the number of bits for uplink data-associated control signalling.
2 Summary of current status
Taking into account that the synchronous HARQ is assumed for uplink, the candidate contents for the uplink data-associated control signalling is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Data-associated control signalling
	Field
	Size
	Comment

	Retransmission sequence number
	2
	Used to derive redundancy version (to support incremental redundancy) and ‘new data indicator’ (to handle soft buffer clearing).

	Transport format
	FFS
	The uplink transport format (modulation format, transport block size, etc). Only required if UE-based TFC selection is supported. 


We see no issue regarding 2 bits retransmission sequence number. In the next section, we focus on the number of bits for the transport format signalling. 

3 Transport format signalling
“NO TF signalling” has the obvious benefit of reducing the uplink control signalling overhead, which will help

· to increase the uplink coverage; and

· to reduce the UE power consumption.

It is also noted that even though a scheduled UE doesn’t fully use the allocated time frequency resource, it is impossible for the other UEs to utilize the unused portion. 

If there is no TF signalling, the UE shall fill out the indicated transport block size with dummy bits, since otherwise the Node B will fail decoding. Padding overhead seems a major drawback of having no TF signalling and seems not possible to completely avoid due to Node B’s imperfect knowledge of the UE buffer status. 

Support of VoIP on uplink is an example illustrating the issue of padding overhead. Since VoIP is expected to produce packets in a steady manner, the persistent scheduling is considered as a promising scheduling strategy to reduce the downlink control signalling overhead. It is expected that the VoIP payload size would be 35 bytes most of time and would have variation up to (35 + α) bytes, which could be equal to e.g. 49 bytes. For persistent scheduling without TF signalling on uplink, the Node B scheduler would need to assume e.g. (35 + α) bytes and to allocate the corresponding amount of time frequency resource. One may argue that if there is no TF signalling, the resource corresponding to α bytes would be wasted for most of time. 
However, if certain level of delay and padding overhead could be tolerated in the resource adjustment, the TF signalling may not be needed at all or at least partial TF signalling may be enough. 
4 Conclusion
We propose to agree on the followings.
Proposal 1: Confirm 2 bits for retransmission sequence number.

Proposal 2: Communicate with RAN2 concerning the number of bits for transport format signalling:

· RAN1 recommends “NO TF signalling” for confirmation by RAN2.
· If “NO TF signalling” is not considered appropriate from RAN2 perspective, RAN1 recommends 2 bits for TF signalling taking into account the control signalling overhead. 
· The UE is allowed to select the transport format from the limited set, of which upper limit is set by the Node B scheduler.









