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Participants: Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe, Marvell, LG Electronics, SunPlusMMobile, Fujitsu, Elektrobit, T‑Mobile, Samsung, Telecom Italia, Panasonic, Anite, InterDigital, Nortel, Texas Instruments, Alcatel‑Lucent, Motorola, Philips, NTT DoCoMo, Nokia Corporation, NEC, NXP Semiconductor, CATT, RIM, Mitsubishi, Broadcom, Nomor Research GmbH, Nokia Siemens Networks, Sharp, Vodafone
Opening of LTE MAC CC3

The CC was opened at 2:00pm CET
The agenda and objective of the conference call was presented and clarified, respectively. This CC is a checkpoint for further work, help clarify some aspects of current agreements to enable Rapporteurs to capture with TPs, and clarify some open issues in preparation for RAN2#60bis.
· Informational:
· Updated MAC OI list
CC3-01 draftR2-08xxxx MAC Open Issues list v3
(MAC Rapporteurs)

The document was presented by Rapporteur.

DoCoMo thinks DRX needs more work; open issues exist; Rapporteur agrees and clarifies that this is why it is indicated that DRX is captured “in principle”. Some open issues on DRX are currently captured with Editor’s notes in the MAC specification. These are proposed to be moved to the open issues list as part of the “Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor’s notes” (see below).

( The presented OI list captures the status after RAN2#60 and will be used as the basis for a further revision of the OI list based on the “Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor’s notes” document.

· ENOTEs way forward
CC3-02 draftR2-08xxxx Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor's notes v4
(MAC Rapporteurs)

Rapporteurs’ proposed way of cleaning up the Editor’s notes in the MAC specification (after reintroducing them once more) was presented.

( The following way forward and time line was adopted:

· Rapporteur provides updated OI list by Friday December 21 (Pacific Midnight)

· Comments on the proposed “Cleanup of E-UTRA MAC Editor’s notes” approach and document are invited. Deadline is Monday January 7 (Pacific Midnight).

· Rapporteurs provide/submit updated ‘Cleanup’ document + MAC OI List by Wednesday January 9 (Pacific Midnight)

· Configurable MAC parameters

CC3-03 R2-075518 Configurable parameters in MAC (MAC Rapporteurs)

The CC is informed about the existence of this document and that some Editor’s note in 36.321 are related to this list.

RAN2 Chairman thinks it is a very long list; need all be configurable? Which?; do they need to be re-configurable? Which? It is proposed to discuss this before capturing the list in RRC.

Rapporteur points out some of these parameters can be derived from other configuration parameters and would thus not need to be transmitted by RRC explicitly (one such example could be the number of HARQ processes for TDD which could be derived from the DL/UL slot allocation in a specific cell).

The list could be captured in MAC spec, but only until it goes into RRC. May not be worth the effort if it is going to be short-lived anyway. Maintaining two copies is not desirable. It is also proposed that the list is captured in a separate document (similar to the list of open items maintained by each specification rapporteur).

( Will be discussed at RAN2#60bis. Input invited.

· For discussion:
· Handling of switch from dedicated to non-dedicated preamble (intra- and inter-layer aspects)
· Proposed understanding of RAN2#60 agreement
· Handling of RA parameters/counters at switch from dedicated to non-dedicated preamble
· When shall RA success/failure be reported to RRC?

CC3-04 Switch from dedicated to non-dedicated RA 
(MAC Rapporteurs)

On “Agreement in RAN2#60”

In order to capture this agreement in the stage 3, the MAC editors propose the following understanding:

· The PRACH configuration to include in the HO command is the contention based PRACH configuration (noting a typo in the minutes)
RAN2 Chairman clarifies that the “non-contention based PRACH configuration … shall be included” seem to be a typo. Would appear that the intention was to write “non-dedicated preamble” or “contention based “.

· 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.
( The CC thinks that Rapporteurs’ understanding is reasonable. Rapporteurs will provide TP to capture the agreements according to this understanding.

On “Handling of parameters/counters at switch from dedicated to non-dedicated preamble”:

Ericsson thinks that one might also want to consider what parameter/counter handling applies to the DL data arrival case; dedicated all same as non-dedicated?; currently no difference described; RAN2 Chairman: so unless someone brings it up it stays the same; Rapporteur: good to have documented that we have considered it. If companies think it is a problem contributions should be provided or we should conclude they are the same.
RAN2 Chairman: There is so far very little detail in backoff mechanism for RA procedure, how it’s triggered, which layer is handling it, which layers are involved. Regarding contribution invitation regarding backoff mechanism, RAN2 Chairman would prefer that contributions are made under agenda item 4.5 (LTE Stage 2 General Issues – Others).
( Current assumption is that parameters/counters are handled the same way for both dedicated and non-dedicated preamble access. Changes will need justification.

On “When shall RA success/failure be reported to RRC?”:

Ericsson: don’t think RRC necessarily needs to know about resync and SR; Samsung: agree there are cases where RRC needs to be involved and cases where it needs not; Motorola: we should be concerned with the Radio Interface, not with inter-layer communications; Samsung believes that inter-layer aspects need to be accounted for when it is needed to capture the operation;  Ericsson thinks that we may not need to spell list all cases separately, but may want to clarify that it is not always RRC which should be informed; Samsung and Ericsson propose to make update to express that MAC indicates RA success or failure to the entity/layer which originated the RA.

( Rapporteur can provide TP for update to clarify that success/failure indication goes to entity initiating the RA.

· Signaling protocol for configuration and control of Semi-persistent scheduling
· RRC, MAC Control Element or PDCCH?

· Periodicity, resources?
CC3-05 draftR2-08xxxx Configuration of semi-persistent scheduling v1
(Ericsson)

CC3-06 draftR2-08xxxx SUMMARY Configuration of semi-persistent scheduling v1
(Ericsson)

CC3-07 R2-074680 Persistent Scheduling DL
(Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks)

Ericsson has updated view compared to RAN2#60. Summary in CC3-06 was presented.

ALU: asks if Ericsson’s proposal to use a MAC control element covers the initial configuration only or also reconfigurations for talk spurt handling.

Ericsson: At least the initial configuration

ALU thinks the initial configuration can be done through RRC because it doesn’t need to be so fast. Asks if Ericsson has in mind a complete MAC configuration and no involvement from RRC at all.

Ericsson clarifies the complete MAC configuration can be done through the MAC control element handling, but target is primarily (re-)configuration of resources. Timing can be done with RRC.
Nokia proposes to remove support for DL blind decoding.

Samsung: Multiple PDCCH commands for configuring multiple formats

Nokia: no special format required if HARQ process dedicated to semi-persistent

Ericsson: the special-format-free approach seems more attractive since an extra bit will be present always even when we don’t use semi-persistent

Samsung: PDCCH format is the most efficient. Agree both (MAC/PDCCH control) all work but have a preference for PDCCH. Blind decoding for DL can be allowed for that matter.

Samsung thinks the 1 bit addition in the PDCCH format does not cause too much degradation. They don’t think it’s critical for RAN1 and propose that companies should check further with their RAN1 delegates.

Ericsson: if a specific HARQ process is used for this grant which is persistent, how are retransmissions handled for this HARQ process?; Nokia answers there is an indication in PDCCH that there will be an indication of new/retx in PDCCH whether it’s NDI or RV index so they don’t see a problem.

Ericsson understands that this mechanism would not apply to retransmissions. Nokia agrees the scheme only applies to initial transmissions.

Ericsson: how does tying the semi-persistent to a specific HARQ process work, not much detail given in the Nokia proposal?; Nokia answers an HARQ process would be reserved

Ericsson: this seems to reduce #of available processes and peak rate

Nokia agrees and points out semi-persistent allocation would be utilized for low data rate services such as voice.

Ericsson: how is it done for the UL?

Nokia: this scheme is only for DL; for UL an extra bit may be needed.

Ericsson: if a solution could be worked out which doesn’t need a special format, that would seem more attractive than always using an extra bit.

Nokia: maybe use one RSN code point.

Ericsson: have you considered loss rate of PDCCH?

Nokia: this is also a problem for the MAC Control Element approach

Ericsson: The MAC Control Element approach is protected by HARQ

Ericsson: have you considered PDCCH false alarms?

Samsung: false alarms should be very rare.

Ericsson: preferably yes, but blind decoding of PDCCH seems to have triggered some concerns with respect to this in RAN1. 

Nokia: doesn’t seem to be a problem for the DL. For UL, it doesn’t seem likely to be interpreted as a semi-persistent allocation.

Samsung: asks for clarification of the UL scheme

Nokia: one could reserve one RSN value (configurable by MAC or RRC) for indicating that this is a persistent grant.

Ericsson: this removes one RSN/RV.

( more discussion needed; companies are encouraged to work offline to help coming to a conclusion at RAN2#60bis.
· HARQ PHICH/PDCCH interaction
· Need buffer content be kept when PHICH indicates ACK? 
CC3-08 draftR2-08xxxx HARQ PHICH PDCCH interaction v1
(Ericsson)

Ericsson thinks the error which is addressed by keeping the data for case 3, NACK(ACK in combination with lost PDCCH, might not justify the added complexity of keeping data in the buffer; Samsung wonders whether the probability would not be higher if there was no PDCCH transmitted; i.e. NACK(ACK error probability only?;

Nokia and Motorola think the proposal is beneficial.

( to be discussed at RAN2#60bis.

· Random Access Response format
No input available
Closing of LTE MAC CC3:

MAC Rapporteurs will post Minutes of Meeting on the RAN2 reflector.

CC closed at 4:04pm CET
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