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1.
Introduction
This paper identifies a number of small open or unclear issues in the RLC spec. A draft CR to address these issues is provided in [1].
2.
Discussion and proposal
In a few places it is stated that RLC PDUs shall be generated to fit the TB of the transmission opportunity. E.g. in 5.2.1:

When retransmitting an AMD PDU, the transmitting side of an AM RLC entity shall:

· if the AMD PDU can entirely fit into the TB of the particular transmission opportunity, deliver the AMD PDU as it is except for the P field (the P field should be set according to sub clause 5.2.2);

· otherwise, segment the AMD PDU and form a new AMD PDU segment which will fit into the TB of the particular transmission opportunity, in which case:

In practice the RLC entity can not consider only the TB size but must also consider the data already generated by RLC entities with higher priority. It is proposed to clarify this by replacing “TB” by “payload size indicated by lower layer”
Proposal 1: Since the generation of PDUs must consider not only the TB size but also data already generated by other RLC entities it is proposed to replace “TB” by “payload size indicated by lower layer” throughout the spec (see draft CR)
It is currently open if the polling trigger “Every Poll_PDU PDUs” and “Every Poll_Byte bytes” are configurable or not. If the value range for these triggers is made sufficiently large (infrequent polling possible) it may not be necessary to have these triggers configurable.

Proposal: Polling triggers  “Every Poll_PDU PDUs” and “Every Poll_Byte bytes” are not configurable on/off but the value range should be sufficiently large to allow infrequent polling.
The current text on the UMD PDU format in 6.2.1.3 does not specify when the UMD extension header is present. Therefore it is proposed to include the rules from when to include the AMD extension header in 6.2.1.4:

Proposal 2: Include rules on when to include extension headers in the UMD PDU, adopted from the text on the AMD PDU (see draft CR).
It is currently not clear that only a single STATUS PDU is generated when the status prohibit timer expires even if there were several STATUS PDUs triggered while the timer was running.

Proposal 3: Clarify that only a single STATUS PDU is generated when the status prohibit timer expires even if there were several STATUS PDUs triggered while the timer was running (see draft CR).
In 6.2.1.6 there is an editors note that states that it has to be discussed whether padding/reserve bits are only inserted at the end of the STATUS PDU payload or if they are inserted within each NACK_SN/E1/E2 to ensure byte aligned STATUS PDUs. Since the processing required to process a status PDU is minor it is proposed to only have padding bits in the end of the status report.

Proposal 4: Padding bits for octet alignment are only inserted in the end of a STATUS PDU and not after each  NACK_SN/E1/E2.
In addition a number of editorial issues are captured directly in [1].
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