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Summary

It was agreed at the RLC ad-hoc that a major revision of TS 25.322 would be undertaken. This revision shall attempt only to clarify. No fundamental changes to TS 25.322 shall be made during this process. It was agreed that this work could not be completed during RAN2#22. Potential improvements were identified and are captured below. An example of improvements was captured for section 11.1 (transparent mode data transfer), which is included at the end of this report. An update procedure was agreed and is given below. A timetable was also agreed to enable the group to complete updates before RAN2#23. All the updates will be presented as a single CR in Helsinki. Responsibility for updating sections of TS 25.322 has been distributed among RLC ad-hoc working group members. Conventions for updates shall use TR 25.921 where appropriate, though additional conventions may be agreed as work progresses.

Potential Improvements

Potential improvements were discussed, and are listed below.

· Changes need to be made to clarify error conditions in section 10. These will be agreed as part of the work following RAN2#22.

· It is not clear whether polling bit is or is not set just before transmission.

· Changes to MaxDAT, MaxRST, MaxMRW. Decision: 1st Transmission is counted, but directly afterwards the variable is checked, so it is as if it had not been transmitted, and in this case the UE may be allowed not to transmit it. Now MaxDAT should be specified as maximum number of transmissons, not retransmissions. Impact on 34.123-1 should be checked.

· Sam Jiang (ASUStek) asked whether RSN should always be set to 0 on the first transmission of RESET PDU. Conclusion was that it does not matter and should not be specified. Worth checking that there is no sentence which specifies this ambiguously.

· Sam Jiang (ASUStek) suggests to change “No Discard” or “Discard after something” to be within quotes – basically the pieces of text in table 9.2 (where they appear in paragraph bodies). Conclusions will be reached by 

· It is unclear how HFN is handled during the reset procedure. Handling should not be in purpose section, but in sequence of events section. The termination criteria should be checked for consistency. This will be checked by Sebastien Madelaine (Philips) as part of the work following RAN2#22.

· Hector Vayanos suggested “should” shall become “shall” and “might” shall become “may” in normative sections, though “will” may be used in informative sections. This shall be captured in a guidelines document, which may become part of TS 25.921.

· Ensure normative parts are not in informative section

· Bulletization in the procedural sections of the specification – note that “if” … “else” should be used. “The RLC entity shall” will also be useful. “The sending entity shall..” and “The receiving entity shall” will also be useful.

· Functionality which is normative should not be only included in sections which are informative (e.g. in the state model)

· Remove any redundancy.

· Changes to e.g. UM Tx procedure to include interactions with the lower layer.

· Siemens contribution Tdoc R2-011677 was presented. Minor changes are required in configuration and will be included in the work following RAN2#22.

· Changes in configuration parameters: there is no currently confusion (it was agreed that only a change in RLCsize shall trigger re-initialisation). Clarifications to RLC configurations: that only changing RLC size in AM warrants re-establishment.

· Sam Jiang (ASUStek) suggested we use primitive names during bulletization. However there is serious danger of introducing linkage with lower layer primitives, hence this was rejected by the group.

· Lower layer / higher layer interactions – e.g. TFC selections… But higher / lower layer interactions should not describe innards of other layers, nor mention MAC or RRC explicitly.

· It was discussed whether HFN should be made a state variable. No decision was reached.

· Seng June (LG Electronics) suggested that it should be specified how HFN should be updated somewhere in 25.322. It should be specified that 2 HFNs are active on SN wrap.

· Martin Hans (Siemens) suggested that we change 9.7.8 to show that the start value of HFN is passed to RLC (so RLC owns HFN, but RRC owns the initial value potentially). Juha Mikola noted that UM has a longer HFN.

· Hector Vayanos (Qualcomm) suggested splitting the work in two: first purely editorial – bulleting, redundancies, identifying consistency etc. missing normative vs informative sections. The group shall check the guidelines in 25.921 and these shall be followed when updating the procedure sections at least.

· Hector Vayanos (Qualcomm) suggested that moving sections around is acceptable during the work following RAN2#22, but Dennis pointed out that section numbering should remain consistent wherever possible (for consistency with other groups).

· It was suggested to change TrM to TM and TrD to TMD for consistency with other modes. This may have some impact on other specifications.

Updates to section 11.1 were made (Transparent mode data transfer). The changes agreed by the group are attached at the foot of this document. This shall be used as a template for updating other procedures.

Update Procedure

TS 25.322 shall be revised using the following 3-step procedure:

1. Each company is to provide a contact Standards Engineer, who shall commit to cleaning a designated section.

2. The proposed changes shall be sent to the Group, who will make comments on the proposed changes. The Group’s comments shall be incorporated into the proposal by the Standards Engineer.

3. Each proposal shall be submitted to the Editor, who shall produce a complete proposal for a cleaned version of TS 25.322. The Editor shall send the complete proposal for the cleaned version of TS 25.322 to the Group. The Group shall make final comments to the proposal, which shall be incorporated by the Editor.

Sebastien Madelaine is the Editor of TS 25.322, and shall co-ordinate proposed changes, and be responsible for submission of the final CR to RAN2#23.

RLC working group
The following delegates have already put themselves forward to be part of the RLC working group. Other delegates may put themselves forward by contacting Will Powell (wap@tality.com).

Hector Vayanos (Qualcomm)

Tania LeGoff (Nortel Networks)

Sebastien Madelaine (Philips)

Juha Mikola (Nokia)

Sam Jiang (ASUStek)

Himke van der Velde (Ericsson)

Johan Torsner (Ericsson)

Seung June Yi (LG Electronics)

Martin Hans (Siemens)

Christoph Hermann (Philips)

Patrick Fischer (Alcatel)

Ravi Kuchibhotla (Motorola)

Richard Burbidge (Motorola)

Will Powell (Tality UK)

Timetable
All deadlines are for 9am European Standard Time.

Thursday July 26th 2001 – Deadline for submission of initial proposals to the Group.

Friday August 3rd 2001 – Deadline for comments on individual proposals from the Group.

Tuesday August 7th 2001 – Deadline for submission of individual proposals to The Editor.

Friday August 10th 2001 – Deadline for submission of complete proposal to the Group.

Friday August 17th 2001 – Deadline for comments on the complete proposal to the Editor.

Tuesday August 21nd 2001 – Deadline for submission of complete proposal as a CR to RAN2.

Responsibilities

The following sections have been identified:

Section
Standards Engineer

F, 1, 2, 3 (Foreword, Scope, References)
Editor (Sebastien Madelaine)

4, 5 (RLC models, RLC functions)
Ravi / Richard (Motorola)

6, 7 (Services provided to upper layers, services expected from lower layer)
Ravi / Richard (Motorola)

8 (Primitives, primitive parameters)
Ravi / Richard (Motorola)

9.1, 9.2 (PDUs, Formats and Parameters)
Sebastien Madelaine (Philips)

9.3 (State Models)
Sam Jiang (ASUStek)

9.4, 9.5, 9.6 (State Variables, Timers, Protocol Parameters)
Hector Vayanos (Qualcomm)

9.7 (Specific Functions)
Martin Hans (Siemens)

10 (Error conditions)
Tania LeGoff (Nortel Networks)

11.1 (Transparent mode data transfer)
Remaining updates: Himke / Johan (Ericsson)

11.2 (Unacknowledged mode data transfer)
Himke / Johan (Ericsson)

11.3 (Acknowledged mode data transfer)
Himke / Johan (Ericsson)

11.4 (Reset procedure)
Sebastien Madelaine (Philips)

11.5 (STATUS transfer procedure)
Will Powell (Tality UK)

11.6 (SDU discard with explicit signalling)
Seung June (LG Electronics)

Conventions

Updates to subclauses from section 11 (procedures) shall use 11.1 as an example. 11.1 has been provisionally agreed during RAN2#22 in Berlin. Elsewhere a set of conventions shall be agreed by email. The conventions used may be captured in a CR to TS 25.921.

Johan Torsner (Ericsson), Himke van der Velde (Ericsson) and Will Powell (Tality UK) will be responsible for circulation of the set of guidelines to be used by contributors by July 18th.

The following categories were identified during RAN2#22 where conventions could be agreed:

1. Configuration parameters

2. State variables

3. Timers

4. PDU names

5. Entity naming – separation of Sender and Receiver from transmitting and receiving entity

6. States – shall have capitalised first letters, and be in quotation marks.

7. When referring to different parts of the specification, “see subclause” not “see section” shall be used.

Example template
11
Elementary procedures
In each procedure, RLC entities are functionally identified as Sender or Receiver. This functional distinction is summarised in the message sequence diagram at the beginning of each procedure. Sender and Receiver RLC entities may be either in the UE or the UTRAN. This convention will be used across the procedures.

The Sender is the RLC entity which initiates the procedure. The Receiver is the peer RLC entity of the Sender. This description assumes elementary procedures. Interactions between procedures are not described.
11.1
Transparent mode data transfer procedure

11.1.1
General
The transparent mode data transfer procedure is used for transferring data between two RLC peer entities, which are operating in transparent mode. Data is transferred from Sender to Receiver. This procedure shall only apply to entities in “Data Transfer Ready” state. Figure 11.1 below illustrates the elementary procedure for transparent mode data transfer. 
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Figure 11.1: Transparent mode data transfer procedure

11.1.2
Transmission of TrD PDU
Upon a request of transparent mode data transfer from upper layer, the Sender shall:

· If discard is not configured:

-
discard all buffered SDUs upon reception of new SDUs from the upper layer (see subclause 9.7.3.5). 

· Otherwise, (if “Timer Based SDU Discard without explicit signalling” is used)

-
start a timer Timer_Discard for each SDU received from the upper layer (see subclause 9.7.3);

· notify the lower layer of reception of data from the upper layer.

Each time a request for available data is received from the lower layer, the Sender shall perform the actions specified in subclause 11.1.2.2.




11.1.2.1
TrD PDU contents to set

The Sender shall set the data field of the TrD PDU to all or a subset of the data contained in the SDU as described in subclause 11.1.2.2.
11.1.2.2 Submission of PDUs to the lower layer

The Sender shall:

· if it is configured for segmented operation:

-
when requested, inform the lower layer of the size of the next SDU to be sent, if available;

-
segment the SDU according to the PDU size indicated by the lower layer;

-
otherwise, (the Sender is configured for non-segmented operation):

-
when requested, inform the lower layer of the number and size of SDUs in the transmission buffer, if available;

· submit to the lower layer, the requested number of PDUs;

-
buffer the SDUs that are not submitted to the lower layer according to the discard configuration (see subclause 9.7.3).
11.1.3
Reception of TrD PDU

Upon delivery by the lower layer of a set of TrD PDUs (received within one TTI), the Receiver shall:

· if it is configured for segmented operation:

-
reassemble the PDUs into one RLC SDU.
-
otherwise (if it is configured for non-segmented operation):

-
treat each received PDU as a SDU;

-
if “Delivery of Erroneous SDUs” is configured as 'no':

-
deliver all the RLC SDUs received without error to the upper layer through the Tr-SAP.
-
else if “Delivery of Erroneous SDUs” is configured as ‘yes’:

-
deliver all RLC SDUs to the upper layer

-
provide an error indication for each SDU received in error

-
otherwise if “Delivery of Erroneous SDUs” is configured as ‘No detect’:

-
deliver all RLC SDUs to the upper layer
If delivery of erroneous SDUs is configured as 'yes' by an upper layer, the receiver shall deliver an erroneous SDU to upper layer with an error indication. If delivery of erroneous SDUs is configured as 'no' by an upper layer the receiver shall discard the erroneous SDU. If delivery of erroneous SDUs is configured as 'No detect' by an upper layer, all SDUs shall be delivered to upper layer without error indication.

If segmentation is performed in transparent mode RLC, an SDU is erroneous if one or more of the TrD PDUs received in a TTI contains an error. If segmentation is not performed, an SDU is erroneous if the corresponding TrD PDU is erroneous.

11.1.4
Abnormal cases

11.1.4.1
Void
11.1.4.2
SDU discard without explicit signalling

Upon expiry of the Timer_Discard on the sender side the sender shall discard the associated SDU. In the case where the TFC selection exchange has been initiated by sending the RLC Entity Info parameter to MAC, the UE may wait until after it provides MAC with the requested set of PDUs before discarding the afore-mentioned SDU.
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