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3
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LTE General

5
UTRA/UTRAN Long Term Evolution Stage 3

5.1
User plane

5.1.1
MAC (36.321)

5.1.1.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. endorsement of latest overall rapporteur CR covering changes agreed so far, open issue list and potential further rapporteur update proposals.
R2-082505:
Report of MAC activities
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
=> Noted
R2-082502:
Comments on MAC CR after RAN2#61b
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
=> Noted without presentation

R2-082518:
MAC Open Issues list
MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· MAC rapporteur thinks there are two errors in the list: one w.r.t. NDI so if it cannot be concluded it will be added back, and the issue of prioritisation of MAC CE’s.
=>   Noted
R2-082503:
E-UTRA MAC protocol specification update
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
=>  Endorsed as basis for future work; will be updated to reflect further agreements
R2-082496 :
Temporary C-RNTI corrections
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-082501:
Downlink padding LCID
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
=>  Text proposal is agreed
R2-082559:
RNTI in PCH and BCH sections
MAC Rapporteurs (Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson)
· In section 5.5, it should be P-RNTI instead of PI-RNTI
=> Text proposal is agreed with this change
5.1.1.2 Dynamic scheduling

E.g. any issues w.r.t. dynamic scheduling for half duplex, UL bundling ?
“Normal” Dynamic

R2-082194:
NDI Handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· LG indicated that for BCCH/PCCH with format 1C, there is no NDI. NSN agrees that this would have to be indicated separately indeed.

· Panasonic wonders whether this also applicable to SPS ? The retransmissions would maybe not be linked based on NDI. NSN left this part out intentionally.

· Ericsson is wondering if this change is really needed ? L1 can maybe indicate if a grant is for new data or a retransmission rather than just passing the NDI. NSN thinks that it should be captured somewhere. So if not in MAC, then we should indicate to RAN1 that they should capture it.

· LG thinks that for HSPA we used this type of description in MAC, so it is probably good to have the same in LTE.

· Maybe we could at the beginning of the section describe what characterises a new transmission, and then keep the current text in the specification for the “procedure”.

· QC asks that the reference could be corrected in the document.
=> Will see update of text proposal in R2-082765
R2-082765:
NDI Handling
=> Agreed
R2-082195:
UL HARQ Operation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
5.4.2

· Motorola is ok with 5.4.2, but it does lead to some duplication. NSN agrees it is some duplication, but thinks it is still quite beneficial. Maybe we should indicate it clearly as “informative overview”. Should also not be “hanging text”. Could be moved to an informative annex ?
· Panasonic wonders if also the case of addressing the T-CRNTI should be addressed. 

· QC would prefer not to have this type of informative introductions.

· Ericsson proposes to move the table to 5.4.2.2., and skip the introductionary text.

· NTT DCM thinks that the clarification of adaptive/non-adaptive retransmission needs to be indicated somewhere, e.g. in the definition section. QC thinks it is not needed to define this adaptive/non-adaptive in the MAC specification. QC thinks we should not use this terminology in the specifications.Motorola thinks it would be better to improve the normative text.

=>  Offline discussion on how to handle this (matter of taste)

5.4.2.1

· Motorola wonders why we need to talk about a adaptive and non-adaptive retransmission. NSN clarifies it is only used as a pointer to the entry in the HARQ process. Motorola thinks we have never identified adaptive/non-adaptive retransmissions. NSN agrees it might be good to define it more clearly. Ericsson is not sure it is really needed.
=>   Offline discuss if we really need this, or if the text can be clarified without introducing this 
       terminology.

· Motorola thinks the second NOTE in 5.4.2.1. should be normative. NSN thinks it is sufficient with a  note since there is no mandatory UE behaviour. Ericsson thinks it is not completely correct, because we should still increment the IRV. Should change the note to indicate that we keep the data in the buffer.
5.4.2.2.

· Ericsson wonders about the text in the middle with “if a HARQ NACK is indicated for this TTI and the previous….”. Does it really add anything. NSN thinks it adds clarity. Panasonic thinks the previous text was clear, because you only receive a PHICH feedback when you did a transmission. So if you received an ACK before, you did not perform a transmission.
=>  Keep the current text.

· End of 5.4.2.2: can optimise the wording to say: “last feedback including feedback for this TTI is a NACK”. 
=>  Agreed with these changes

=>  Will see an update in R2-082767
R2-082767:
UL HARQ Operation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Ericsson does not think the state variable for the “CURRENT_RESOURCE” is really needed. NSN agrees it could be made without it, but thinks the currently proposed description is really quite nice.
· QC thinks we agreed that if you cancel an UL tx due to a measurement gap, than it is considered NACKed. However now you only perform a retransmission when you actually received a NACK. So we need to change back to “is not 

· So the highlighted in yellow change (one but last), should address the case that the last UL transmission did not take place because of a measurement gap, and thus no feedback was received. Can think about whether future clarification is still needed.
· Panasonic thinks that 5.4.1 should be changed to also give the resource to the HARQ entity.
· NSN thinks it is not only a clarification. 

=>  The one but last sentence in yellow can be rediscussed, and should maybe  be restored to 
       the original formulation. Maybe 5.4.1. needs an addition to deliver the resource information 
       the HARQ entity.
=>   Will come back in R2-082846
R2-082846:
UL HARQ Operation
=>  Should have “should” in the note in 5.4.2.1 (mandatory behaviour already clear from 5.4.2.2)
=>  Text proposal is agreed with this change.
R2-082196:
BCCH Operation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· QC wonder what happens if a PCCH and BCCH are received in the same subframe ? Is there a problem since we only have one broadcast HARQ process ?  Ericsson thinks that currently we don’t specify the PCH reception in detail. So we might have to deal with that in more detail when it is agreed that an ACTIVE UE would read PCCH. 
=>   Some indentation is needed for the changed text in 5.3.2.2: sentence following the else statement and the next sentence should be indented.
· Samsung wonders if we have agreed to not have HARQ for PCH ?  If there is no HARQ, then there should be no problem with HARQ buffering.

=>  Text proposal is agreed with this change.
R2-082499:
Concurrent dynamic and SPS grant
Qualcomm Europe
· Nokia wonders if also the otherway around is true ? I.e. if you find the SPS-RNTI, you can stop looking for a C-RNTI ? QC agrees that this type of issue should be discussed. QC thinks this alternative could also be agreed.

· Motorola wonders if we are trying to solve a network error, or a UE decoding error ? Panasonic thinks we should specify which grant take priority for the same direction. Motorola thinks that if it is a network error then we should not specify anything. Ericsson thinks we still have the false alarm case. Nokia thinks for the false-alarm case, the UE can decide by itself.

=>  Noted: assume this is a network error case and no mandatory UE behaviour needs to be specified.
Half duplex
R2-082150:
Impacts of Half-Duplex FDD UE Operation on RAN2 Specifications
Ericsson
R2-082200:
Support of Half Duplex UEs
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· NSN thinks that indeed by having a pattern of 4UL/4DL we solve all error cases. NSN is thinking that maybe it would be good to mandate this pattern in the spec.

· Ericsson agrees that this would be a typical used pattern. But what is the gain of specifying this pattern, e.g. also specifying a starting point, offset,… Would we not achieve the same in the end. NSN agrees that there is some additional specification effort, but they assume that UE implementations could benefit because the UE would know in advance where UL/DL will come. Also it might ease test cases. Ericsson assumes that if we would have a fixed pattern, then it means a different behaviour from normal FDD. So would it not be simpler to really only have 1 behaviour.

· Samsung agrees that we can eliminate error cases by having a pattern, but Samsung thinks the error cases pose not big harm.
R2-082244:
Analysis of HD-FDD error and TX/RX conflict scenarios
Nortel
· RIM wonders about proposal 2/3, what is the motivation that they suggest opposite behaviours ? 
Discussion:
- 
Ericsson wonders whether we agree that a well behaving eNB can avoid the type of problems that are indicated in the Nortel contribution ? Ericsson sees three options:


a) we think the eNB can avoid this sufficiently by scheduling



b) the eNB cannot avoid it sufficiently so we should specify the pattern



c) the eNB cannot avoid it sufficiently, so we need UE behaviour rules.

-
Samsung thinks that the main cases addressed in the Nortel document are related to conflicts with long-term allocations (SPS, CQI, SRS). So they should be avoidable by the scheduler.
-
NSN thinks that e.g. even ACK->NACK errors would not disturb the UL/DL pattern.
	Agreement:

1) Starting point for HD work is that UL/DL conflicts can sufficiently be avoided by a smart eNB scheduler. There is no need to specify specific UE behaviour for UL/DL conflict cases.


R2-082245:
eNB knowledge of HD-FDD UE capability
Nortel
· Ericsson wonders what the performance degradation would be for full duplex UE’s ? Nortel thinks it would add some delay to the sequence. Ericsson wonders how ? So potentially during this very first short phase, you would half the potential rate.
· Samsung agrees there is some degradation, but does not think it is a critical degradation. E.g. during this first phase, you would have some restrictions on when to schedule the UE.

· Current understanding in RAN2 is that in all bands there could be HD UE’s.

=>  Noted; no big need identified so far.
UL bundling

R2-082148:
TTI Bundling considerations for TDD
Ericsson
General:

· NSN wonders what we are trying to achieve with bundling for TDD. For FDD we need to have the same coverage as previous systems due to legacy deployments, but this arguments does not seem to hold for TDD ? QC is also wonder about this ? Why do we need bundling for TDD ? Samsung wonders is the assumption is that TDD would have smaller cells ? NSN confirms this, but does not see a problem with this. The question is how W-CDMA TDD was deployed. For Rel-8, NSN sees no need for supporting bundling for TDD. NSN’s preference would be that we don’t have TDD bundling for Rel-8, but could consider it for Rel-9.

· CATT thinks that TDD will have the same coverage issue as FDD. ALU thinks that the need for TDD is a RAN1 topic. QC highlights that the incoming LS from RAN1 only showed 3 alternatives for FDD. So we should ask for TDD.

· Philips thinks that we also need it for TDD.

· NSN would prefer to first ask to RAN1 if there is really a problem for TDD that needs to be solved in Rel-8. Samsung think it would indeed be good ask RAN1, because TDD bundling seems to be quite more complex than FDD bundling.

=>  Will sent the LS to RAN1 to ask for the need for TDD in Rel-8.

- 
Anyway we should consider TDD as well now in the discussion

Specific

· Nokia wonders whether Ericsson is assuming multiple VOIP Packets every 20ms, or only 1 packet ?  Ericsson says they have considered the case of a continuous VOIP call.
· Samsung wonders what the coherence time of the channel is assumed ? Will the different transmissions of a bundle not be to far apart ? RIM wonders if it is realistic that we would need e.g. 12 transmissions in total for a VOIP call.

· Note that for alternatives 1 and 3 there is work in RAN1 on the grant/ACK/NACK timing.
R2-082308:
TTI bundling in TDD
CATT
· After further consideration, CATT has concluded that if the TTI bundling with the process than all 3 alternatives are possible. Based on this, eventhough they preferred alternative 3 at first, now they have a preference for alt 2.
· In this solution, the ACK/NACK and grant timing is the same as in the unicast case ? Ericsson wonders if this is true. This would imply that feedback and grant are sent in different subframes. CATT explains they don’t change the timing for both the grant and the feedback.
· Samsung thinks that although it can be avoided in some configurations, still in other UL/DL configurations you will have premature feedback. CATT agrees with this.
· Ericsson assumes that really alternative 2 would lead to a lot of unnecessary transmissions. E.g. in most cases you sent a NACK after the first HARQ, but in many cases you could be ok after the first bundle. So the second bundle is sent unnecessarily. CATT assumes that anyway bundling is used in typically bad radio conditions.
R2-082454:
TTI Bundling
Philips, NXP Semiconductors
· IDT thinks there is a 3dB gain between 2 and 4 TTI’s. So IDT would like to keep that flexibility. Philips thinks it is a trade-off between complexity and flexibility.
· RIM wonder why the bundle size is limited to 3 ? Philips has assumed that there cannot be UL subframes in the middle.

· CATT thinks that if we associate the bundle size with the process, we can skip ul subframes inside a bundle.
R2-082467:
HD-FDD and TDD Aspects of the Solutions for Subframe Bundling
Alcatel-Lucent
· QC thinks that UL bundling was supposed to be more efficient than RLC segmentation. However due to the unnecessary retransmissions, this efficiency will not be better than RLC segmentation. ALU does not agree.
· ALU also prefers to have only 1 bundle value, maybe different value for FDD and TDD. ALU thinks that alt2 has the best performance with bundling size of 4 for FDD. CATT thinks that for TDD it is impossible to have only 1 value overall. It would be possible to limit to one size per UL/DL frame, but CATT would still appreciate some flexibility.  QC would like to limit bundling size complexity.
R2-082535:
UL Sub-frame Bundling
Nortel
Discussion

· QC agrees that in big cells you anyway want to limit the amount of UL/DL switchings, so also some UL./DL configurations can  be excluded for that reason.
· Nokia thinks that if we can exclude subframe configurations 1-5, we might only have 1 configuration.
· QC would like to make a decision between alt1 and 2. RIM is concerned about the unnecessary retransmissions in alt2. 

· Ericsson wonders whether the impact of unnecessary retransmission is more severe in TDD because you have less UL subframes. 

· Samsung thinks unnecessary retransmissions (alt2) and the additional delay (alt1) are both not nice, but probably the delay can be handled. So Samsung prefers alternative 1. NEC has a slight preference for alt2, because it is simple and more aligned to what we have already for TDD. Fujitsu prefers alt2, based on similations resuls presented by ALU.  Panasonic prefers alt 1. Nokia also slightly prefers alt1. QC prefers 1. CATT prefers alt2 is favourite because of delay.

Alternative 1: 12

Alternative 2: 6
	Agreements:
1) Will go with alternative 1
FDD:

2) One fixed bundle size in FDD with a size of 4.
TDD:

3) Exclude some UL/DL configurations ? At least configuration 5 can be excluded. Maybe more.
4) Single bundling conf per TDD UL/DL configuration (FFS)



R2-082149:
Text Proposal for TTI bundling
Ericsson
· Proposals 2,6 and 7 are remaining

· NSN thinks the text is a bit confusing not making a difference between a transmission and retransmission. Seems we make n+1 transmissions: we should say we make “bundlesize-1” retransmissions. Ericsson does not see a need to differentiate. So we should say a HARQ retransmission can be done without feedback.
· QC wonders about Msg3 ? Can Msg3 use bundling ? Ericsson assumes that for contention based access, if bundling is used, it would be applied cell wide. For contention free access, Ericsson thinks we could use bundling.

· Panasonic thinks we should probably indicate that all retransmission in the bundle are non-adaptive. Panasonic also wonders how the max HARQ is handled ? 

=>  Offline work on updated text proposal in R2-082791
=>  LS to RAN1 to indicate status and ask for the TDD situation/need on R2-082792 [CB NSN]
R2-082791:
Text Proposal for TTI bundling
=> “retransmissions within a bundle size are allowed without….” Should be replaced by “retransmission within a bundle size shall be performed without…”
-
Panasonic wonders how the retransmission counter is handled ? Intention is to do nothing special (every HARQ retransmission is counted).
=>  Text proposal is agreed with this change
5.1.1.3 DRX handling

E.g. when are CQI/SRS transmissions to be performed in TDD and HD ? 
DRX short cycle handling

R2-082582:
Further discussion on DRX Short Cycle Timer
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
· Asustek supports the intention but think it might be better to stop the timer when a new PDCCH is received.
· QC supports this contribution.
· NTT DCM thinks all proposals are the same functionality, but NTT DCM thinks intuitively it makes more sense to stop the DRX short cycle timer when a PDCCH for a new retransmission is received.

· Offline discussions agreed that this proposal was ok. 

· In general we should be carefull when talking about starting a timer (whether also implies restart). The rapporteur will handle this.

=>  Text proposal is agreed.
R2-082497:
Short cycle timer simplification
Qualcomm Europe
=> Noted
R2-082182:
The operation of DRX Short Cycle Timer
ASUSTeK
=> Noted
R2-082465:
Some issues regarding DRX control
Research in Motion Ltd
Proposal 1:

· LG wonders why would the network send the MAC CE to a UE with a running short DRX timer ?  RIM does not consider this an error case.

· QC clarifies that the interpretation of “start” should be start if not running, and restart if already running. Rapporteurs will clarify this in the future.

· Samsung thinks that with this interpretation, the change is not needed. Ericsson thinks it is a tiny issue.
=>   No support
Proposal 2:

· Seems not really anything needs to be done.

=>   Noted
UL CQI/SPS
R2-082484:
PUCCH resources (CQI and SRS) with DRX in TDD and FDD HD
Ericsson
Proposals 1-4
· QC would prefer not to change the definitions for CQI/SRS/HD, since DRX is quite complex.
· NTT DCM agrees with the intention but the text proposal is a bit unclear. 

· NSN thinks we need to change the definitions of the timers, but the exact wording is not so nice. NSN was thinking that it would be sufficient to say somewhere that for DRX, the HD-FDD UE considers all subframes as DL subframes.

· It seems clear something needs to be changed, because the current definitions do not work with both TDD and HD-FDD.
· Intention of Ericsson is that the HD-FDD UE counts all the subframes for DRX.

=>  Agree that in order to avoid DRX misalignments due to UL/DL desynchronisation between eNB and HD-FDD UE, the DRX should be based on “counting” all subframes rather than only subframes in which PDCCH is monitored.


=>  Can work offline to see if there is better formulation, come back in R2-082793
CQI/SPS:

· QC thinks that CQI/SRS should be transmitted when future transmissions are expected.
· QC wonders if we really only want to allow it in one subframe before the active timer ? Then the eNB cannot process the information before the first scheduling.

· NSN thinks that we also have the option to only have CQI/SRS during on-duration. Now if we want to allow transmissions before, we need to move this mask a bit in front ?

· Samsung thinks that only during active time would be an easy solution.
R2-082309:
CQI/SRS transmission during DRX in TDD and HD FDD
CATT
· Samsung wonders whether the problem from figure 3 cannot be avoided by setting the offset smartly ? CATT agrees, but it introduces some limitation for the DRX configuration.
· Samsung points out that anyway when there is activity, the number of opportunities will increase because the active time increases.

· In Samsungs understanding, alternatives 2 and 3 would mean the UE would always have to send CQI/SRS, but maybe some implementation would prefer to only do it when there is real activity.
· QC thinks it is important to start earlier than active time: you can really only start when you know the channel conditions.
R2-082546:
CQI and SRS transmission during DRX for TDD
CMCC
· This is the same as alternative 2 in the CATT proposal.
Discussion:
· Ericsson thinks if we define the active time “correctly”, then the active time could start in an UL subframe. Then we could continue to still say that CQI/SRS resources are only transmitted during the active time.
· Samsung would like to keep as much as possible commonality. 

=>   Will try to define the active time such that it can start in an UL subframe. Then the definition of when to transmit CQI/SRS can still be “within active time”. Text proposal can be included in R2-082793.
R2-082793:
DRAFT Report on offline discussion - MAC TP for DRX, for FDD and TDD
General:
· Ericsson clarified that they would like to replaced the “[SUBFRAME]” everywhere in the text with the sentence “subframe in which a PDCCH resource is configured”.

· NSN is generally fine with the text. However some concerns about the definition of [SUBFRAME]. NSN would prefer to use the definition as in 2.1. (separate for each mode), and each name it “DTX subframe”, and then define this DTX subframe somewhere.

=>  We define “PDCCH-subframe” with the definition as in 2.1. for the different modes.

=>  Will see update in R2-082848
R2-082848:
Text proposal on DRX, for FDD and TDD
=> 
Need to indicate tomorrow in RRC that drXStartOffset does not longer need to start in DL  frame. Impact RRC !
=> 
Text proposal is agreed.
Other

R2-082225:
Clarification on “Active Time” definition
Panasonic
=>  Text proposal is agreed
R2-082294:
CQI configuration
Samsung
· Samsung clarifies that currently in RRC only figure 1 is possible (offset and periodicity). So is this sufficient ?
· QC prefers CQI during active time, so thinks nothing is missing.

=>  Noted
Not available/late

R2-082292:
Controlling CQI for DRX Users in FD/HD-FDD and TDD
Nokia Corpotation, Nokia Siemens Networks

5.1.1.4 QoS

E.g. how to specify the guidelines/constraints/requirements for the UL logical channel prioritisation (including results of email discussion [Ericsson]) ?
Email

R2-082123:
Report from the email discussion on Logical Channel Prioritisation Requirements for 36.321 Ericsson (Rapporteur)
PBR enforcement
· Samsung wonders what is the intention with specifying a time period ? Is it for testing ? Ericsson indicates that last meeting we agreed to only specify a guideline, but not exclude the possibility that RAN5 would specify tests.
· QC thinks there is problems with specifying a time period (e.g. fixed period, sliding window). If we want a time period, we should probably define a token bucket without going through detailed procedures.  Huawei thinks this would be one option, however an alternative is to specify a timer period. The time period should not be to short. Huawei thinks the time period can be related to the delay budget.

· Infineon think that if we have the delay requirements, then this sets a limit for the averaging times.

=>  Can removed “even though the served data for this logical channel may exceed the 
       configured PBR.” from the 4th bullet.
=>  Can agree to the text proposal in appendix 1 with this one change, with an FFS on whether the PBR averaging should be specified in more detail and if so how.

PBR averaging

· Huawei thinks that you don’t need to address all channels in one TTI because it will increase overhead. It might be better to wait (e.g. constraint by a max buffering delay requirement).
· NSN thinks it is an area where we have to be carefull. QC has a concern with the delay requirement. Meeting PBR and minimising segmentation and meeting a delay seems quite complex.
· It was questioned whether we could agree to specify a value for the averaging. Huawei thinks we could have many values.

=>  Email discussion will be started focussing on:
1. Should we / how to define the PBR averaging details ?

2. Should we stimulate concatenation, of so how ?

3. How to handle padding avoidance/reduction ?

R2-082504:
TP for the UL logical channel prioritization
Infineon

Other

R2-082490:
Per-APN AMBR
IPWireless, Orange, Qualcomm Europe, T-Mobile
· TIM supports this proposal.
· NSN thinks SA2 is still discussing this and we should wait for this. E.g. it could be NAS procedure.

· Ericsson agrees with NSN.

=>  Noted; wait for SA2 input.
R2-082524:
Handling of PBR for SRBs - MAC Rapporteurs (Ericsson, Qualcomm Europe)
· From UP side we would prefer option 1.

=> [CB] Move to Friday
5.1.1.5 UL Information for scheduler
E.g. details of the power headroom reporting,…
Power headroom

R2-082197:
Power Headroom Reporting
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Chairman wondered whether we need the cancellation ? Ericsson think the first PHR should not be cancelled. 
=>  Remove the “PHR cancellation in case of data can be included” for now.

=>  Add note that when periodic is configured, the first report should be included asap when you 
      have grant.

· ALU thinks we should not define the MAC CE yet.

=> Apart from above 2 changes the text proposal is agreed.
R2-082147:
UE transmission power headroom report for LTE
Ericsson
· Section 2.3. is remaining

· QC thinks we should have some more options for the intervals.

=>  Section 2.3. can be include in the MAC parameter overview, with some additional values for the interval
R2-082223:
Power Headroom reporting
Alcatel-Lucent
· NSN agrees it is important to save when byte when they are sent together. However NSN would prefer a separate LCID. NSN would like to keep the “R” bits reserved until release 9.
· NSN thinks that for the periodic case, the BSR and PHR could often be sent together. Samsung thinks since we have the BSR cancellation, it is not obvious that they will often be sent together. QC thinks we should not burn up LCID’s unnecessarily. Maybe we could use the “R” bits in the PHR to indicate that a BSR is following. Ericsson does not see the need to optimise at this point because the correlation of the reporting is not obvious.
· NSN thinks there is a problem for VOIP. NSN thinks we might need a large SPS-grant just to accommodate this reporting. Samsung thinks that the TB-size table is not very optimised for VOIP, so probably we always have room. So Samsung assumes that in real-life there is no problem.
=>  Optimisation not considered for now. 
R2-082224:
TP on Power Headroom reporting
Alcatel-Lucent
=> Noted

R2-082198:
LCID for Scheduling Information
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=> Noted
Other:
R2-082216:
Considerations on Buffer Status Reporting
HUAWEI
Proposal 1/2:

· Samsung thinks the proposals 1&2 are technically correct, but they do not need to be specified because the current text captures this already correctly (same format for regular and periodic BSR). In addition the padding BSR cannot be generated before the other BSR are inserted. NSN also sees no need for setting priorities. We might have more than 1 trigger, but only at the moment of transmission the status of the buffers is considered.

Proposal 3:

· Huawei explains this proposal is not relevant if proposals 1&2 are not accepted.

· Samsung assumes that the BSR cancellation we have already should address this concern.

· LG thinks we cannot accept never to report the VOIP RB e.g. in case a big packet is generated.

· Ericsson thinks we have no RB with a persistent resource.

· QC remarks that they do have a concern that a video-UE has gets a grant 3 times per second. However such a UE would RACH every time a video input is received. So they think some other mechanism might be needed.
· Panasonic assumes that by not allocating a LCP-group to a logical channel, a SR would never be triggered.

=>  Noted
R2-082453:
Triggering of Scheduling Request
Philips, NXP Semiconductors
· NTT DCM wonders if there is anything different from the Ericsson document that was discussed in last meeting ? Philips thinks this is very similar.
=>   Noted
5.1.1.6 Random Access procedure
E.g. RACH model (picture). RACH info in HO-complete ? RA-RNTI value allocation (count all possible opportunities, or all configured opportunities) ? Restrictions to PDCCH format for contention resolution ? Relation UL timing control and contention resolution.
RA-RNTI allocation
R2-082310:
Number of RA-RNTIs values
CATT
· Ericsson does not see the additional complexity for the network for the T-CRNTI allocation with option b.
· QC supports the proposal. 

· Chairman asked what the numbers are if you e.g. allocation only 2 PRACH in first and second subframe. CATT clarified they would get numbers 0,1,6,7,…

· Ericsson would prefer to only reserve the values that you use. 
· Chairman asked what the numbers would be in FDD ? CATT thinks e.g. first and second subframe have PRACH, then numbers are 0,6.

· CATT thinks it is good to have an explicit relation to the subframe number.

· So following options exist:

1) CATT proposal : always 60 reserved

2) reserve 60 for TDD, and 10 for FDD

3) Always only number according to used configuration

=> Go for option 2. Will see text proposal in R2-082794
R2-082794:
Number of RA-RNTIs values
CATT
· Ericsson thinks that RA-RNTI that are not used should be useable for C-RNTI’s. QC thinks this is not what we agreed.
=>  Text proposal is agreed
Time Alignment Timer handling in Msg3

R2-082510:
TAT and TAC w.r.t. Contention Resolution
LG Electronics Inc.
=> Agree on proposal 2
R2-082403:
Handling of Timing Advance during RA
Ericsson
=> Update in R2-082736
R2-082736:
Handling of Timing Advance during RA
Ericsson
· LG thinks it is really important that TAT in eNB and UE are aligned. In order to reduce such misalignments, LG thinks that it is better to update the TAT.
R2-082435:
On timing advance commands and synchronisation status
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
R2-082221:
TA Timer Handling in Msg2
Fujitsu
· Fujitsu thinks that if the UE clearly receives a wrong value, it should not accept the proposal.

Discussion:
Contention preamble:
· Three options for the case TA is received in Msg2 and TAT is already running:


a) Only apply after successful cont


b) Apply immediately and cancel at content loss


c) Ignore
· Samsung thinks a) or c) are fine, and slightly prefer a) because of more TA opportunity. Ericsson thinks ignoring is the best, because probably the existing used TA is the result of multiple measurements, but this response is only the result of one measurement
· Fujitsu wonders what happens in a) and c) when the TAT expires between Msg3 transmission and Msg4 reception ? LG thinks the probability is very low. Panasonic thinks in that case the UE could act as if the TAT was not running when Msg2 is received. Ericsson thinks this would only happen when the eNB would allow the UE to go out of sync.
· Option b) seems a bit dangerious because you might go to a wrong timing when you have a correct timing while you are having to respond to DL packets.

=>  Option b) is probably not a wise choice.

· QC originally proposed a), but now thinks option c) is fine and the simplest.

· Two ways left:


a) Only apply after successful cont [4]

c) Ignore [7]

Non-contention preamble:

· We could either also ignore here, or always apply.
· Samsung thinks we could also ignore here. Ericsson thinks it might be more sensible to use it because the intention of the eNB might be to keep the UE in sync.
· Panasonic thinks there is no reason not to apply the value.
· Ericsson thinks that in case of a dedicated preamble, the UE is always typically out of sync (handover and DL data resuming). So the TAT timer will not be running or at least close to expiry.
	Agreements:
1) If TAT is not running, you apply the TA received in msg2 and start TAT. However if you loose contention, the TAT is considered expired (UE consider itself out of sync).

2) A UE using a contention based preamble, receiving a TA in Msg2 while the TAT is already running shall ignore this TA value.

3) A UE using a dedicated preamble, receiving a TA in Msg2 while the TAT is already running shall apply the new TA value and restart the TAT.



=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-082795
R2-082795:
TA handling in Msg3
=>  Agreed
PDCCH considered for contention resolution
R2-082509:
Restriction to PDCCH for Contention Resolution
LG Electronics Inc., NTT DoCoMo Inc.
· QC thinks the likelihood of this error case is quite low: perform RACH and then at the same time get scheduled in DL. QC thinks anyway the eNB can recover: when it does not detect the UE responding, it sends a DPCCH order to sync the UE.
· Samsung thinks the most likely case is when no dedicated SR is configured, UE uses RACH but then is also scheduled in DL. Then the UE might have a erroneous TA. So Samsung support this.

· Samsung thinks there are 2 independent events (UL and DL) so although the likelyhood is low, it can not really be prevented.

· QC wonders since we have agreed to ignore the TA, there is no problem. NTT DCM thinks it is not a matter of getting a wrong TA, but about not being able to send your BSR. QC thinks in general the BSR can be lost and we have to handle it somehow. Samsung can agree that this is a BSR problem, but thinks the effort to solve this differently will be higher.
· Ericsson thinks this is not so unlikely case.

· Chairman wonders if this means that after every handover, the UE has to get a second UL grant ? Ericsson thinks this would probably anyway be the case because we would typically segment the handover complete.
· Samsung thinks some reformulation is needed because now we have agreed that any RACH access is triggered by MAC. 

· Intention should still be to mandate the UL grant for all contention cases for which the UE had a valid C-RNTI except for the DL order ? LG said their intention was to only address the UL data arrival case.

· Question is if this is only applied to UL data arrival, or also handover complete ? When NTT DCM cosigned this document, they thought it would be good that for the handover complete also a DL assignment could be used for contention resolution. 

· LG thinks that now it will be difficult to distinguish the two cases, so LG can accept to handle both cases the same.

R2-082404:
On contention resolution with PDCCH
Ericsson
· This paper also addresses the DL case.
· QC thinks the eNB can avoid this case (eNB should not give an UL grant to this UE during this time period). Ericson agrees the eNB could avoid this but sees no reason not to handle it this way.

· Samsung thinks this could be considered an eNB mistake: eNB considers the UE out of sync and send DL order, but still gives UL grant.

· Ericsson thought it would be good to do this for consistency. 

· NTT DCM thinks it would be good to decide since it is pending also from the last meeting. NTT DCM sees no strong reason to do this.

· QC thinks we should not specify UE behaviour for network misbehaving. Ericsson thinks this is not a network misbehaving. 
=> Noted

	Agreements:

1) When the UE uses a contention preamble and has a C-RNTI, and the RACH access is not triggered by PDCCH order, only a PDCCH with the C-RNTI containing an UL grant shall be considered as indicating succesfull contention resolution.


=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-082796
R2-082796:
PDCCH restriction for contention resolution
· Samsung wonders if we did not agree that all MAC RACH procedures are initiated by MAC ? LG thinks we have 2 cases: either initiated by MAC, or by a PDCCH order.
· Ericsson agrees that the text can be simplified.

· Also the need for the last modified conditions can be checked

=>  Will see an update in R2-082847
R2-082847:
PDCCH restriction for contention resolution
=> Text proposal is agreed
Backoff values
R2-082438:
Overload Indicator parameter values
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· NSN thought that for RACH period’s < 10ms, the 20ms value should probably be sufficient.
R2-082534:
Additional Results Related to RACH Overload Indication Values
Motorola
Discussion:

· NSN noticed that the 10ms is lower than the lowest value in 2438.

· NSN notices that for the Poisson cases, the difference is not so big. The difference seems to be in the burst case, especially for the 99% case. NSN assumes that this proposal performs better because there is a bigger granularity for the lower values.

· NSN wonder if this bursts have all arrived in 1ms ? If so, maybe this is quite an exception case. NSN wonders if the same can be achieved by including a 10 or 5ms value in the time based solution ?

=>   No support for a PRACH periodicity based coding.

=>   We will have a timing value based encoding

-
Ericsson thinks we should have something simple. So 10 * 2^n (10..1280)

=>  Agree to have the values from NSN, with 10ms added. Remaining code points are reserved. Will be included by MAC rapporteurs.
Backoff other
R2-082547:
Differentiate access causes in RACH backoff
CMCC, ZTE, CATT, Huawei
· NSN thinks same conclusion applies as when this was discussed for UMTS: the proposal does not bring significant gain because backoff should be sufficiently rare.
=>  Noted; no support.
R2-082603:
Proposal for overload control
Motorola
=> More related to CP.
R2-082256:
Update of backoff parameter
ZTE
· LG thinks that for reliability the eNB may repeat the RACH response multiple times in the window.

· Ericsson thinks that the text proposal would result in a situation in which the UE does not update the value if the eNB took the overload away.

· Ericsson indicates that anyway a UE that does not see its response has to listen to the window up to the end.

=>  No reason for proposal 2 & 3

· Could set the backoff parameter to 0 at the start of the RACH procedure, however will first look at R2-082437
R2-082437:
Corrections to back-off of random access procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
· LG clarifies that there is still the case of a RACH re-attempt and no stored backoff parameter value. This because you never received a response.

· LG thinks their proposal avoids an unnecessary initialisation to zero for the case of the dedicated preamble.

R2-082448:
Update of a backoff parameter
LG Electronics Inc.
· QC thinks the UE can already behave as indicated by LG, so there is no reason to specify this. There is no way to test this.
=>  Noted
	Agreements:
1) Agree to set the backoff parameter to 0 at the beginning of the RACH procedure.

2) We should also use consistent terminology for this backoff. Rapporteurs can check this




=> Rapporteurs should take these agreements into account.
Other
R2-082226:
Clarification on RACH Response reception – Panasonic
· LG wonders if there is a common understanding that in case of DL data arrival with dedicated preamble, there is a Msg3 transmission ? Panasonic think the UE shall perform an UL transmission if it is a not “Null grant” (FFS if we would have such a value).
=>  Text proposal is agreed.
R2-082508:
Scrambling of Message 3
LG Electronics Inc.
· Ericsson agrees to the principle. However Ericsson thinks scrambling should be indicated in L1 spec. Ericsson thinks no LS is needed.

· Removed sentence should remain to indicate clearly the point in time before the T-CRNTI should at least be taken into account.

=>  Noted: input can be provided to RAN1 on the scrambling code issue.
R2-082401:
Acceleration of HO Complete signalling
Ericsson
· Samsung wonders how the eNB could know the access is for handover in case of contention based access. Ericsson replies that the eNB does not know in the contention case (could maybe take the gamble). However this proposal is mainly relevant for the dedicated preamble case. The eNB would be able to provided it per entry in the RACH response.

· Samsung thinks another PDCCH could be used already in the specification today. Alternatively a larger grant can be given to Msg3.

· NSN thinks there is no problem to use the PDCCH.
· Ericsson thinks it might be difficult to introduce this later, so if we would like to have this, it would be good to receive 1 bit in the response.
· QC thinks this should never be required. 

=>  Noted
R2-082222:
Msg1/ Msg3 Cancellation
Fujitsu
· QC thinks that the general understanding is that there is only 1 RACH ongoing at the time. QC thinks that when one RACH is ongoing, it cannot be aborted for another one.
· Panasonic thinks we could leave this totally up to UE implementation. The UE could e.g. fake it lost the PDCCH order.

· Samsung also thinks these cases are rare and there is no big difference in which way the UE goes. NSN agrees to this.

· Could add a note in the MAC to clarify this. Panasonic thinks we could indicate that there is only 1 RACH procedure ongoing at any point in time, and we leave it up to UE implementation if it wants to abort an ongoing RACH procedure for a new one ? 

· Ericson thinks we could say that a UE should never abort an ongoing RACH procedure for a new one.

· Samsung thinks something that leaves it up to UE implementation seems nicer.

=>  Should have a note that reflect that there is only 1 RACH procedure ongoing at any point in time, and if the UE receive a request for a new RACH procedure while already a RACH procedure is ongoing, it is up to UE implementation whether to continue with the ongoing RACH procedure or start with the new RACH procedure. Rapporteur can include this type of note in the MAC update.
R2-082440:
RA preamble transmission after maximum number of UL SCH transmissions
LG Electronics Inc.
· QC wonders if this is like a local-NACK ? LG thinks this is not a local-NACK. 
· In the chairman’s understanding , if we don’t have this the next retransmission would anyway triggered by the contention resolution timer. Seems so.

· Waiting for the contention resolution expiry also handles the ACK->NACK error.

· Samsung thinks the proposal is reasonable.

· Ericsson thinks we don’t need this.

=>   Noted; can do more convincing.
R2-082446:
Power Ramping for Random Access
LG Electronics Inc.
· Ericsson wonders whether if the UE looses contention, is that not a sign that it might be useful for the UE to increase its power ? LG tends to agree or the contention loss case, but thinks anyway the UE can do the ramping again.
· Nokia agrees with Ericsson that it would be good to continue the ramp-up.
· LG thinks it would be good to limit the UL interference.

· QC thinks that this is a small optimisation that may/may not have some benefits. So not really required.
=>  Noted
R2-082447:
Corrections to the Random Access Response reception
LG Electronics Inc.
=>  Noted (already covered by rapporteurs proposal)
R2-082452:
Control of HARQ for RACH message 3
Philips, NXP Semiconductors
· LG wonders how the eNB could know whether the UE has a C-RNTI or not ?
· eNB would always have to assume the higher value, but still quite tricky.

=>  Noted (not easily feasible).

Not for Rel-8:

R2-082325:
Random access for MBMS counting in MBSFN
TD Tech

5.1.1.7 MAC PDU format

E.g. MAC padding clarification along agreements from RAN2#61bis
F-field

R2-082151:
UE behaviour for setting the F and L fields
Ericsson
· LG wonders if we should allow some flexibility ? NSN would prefer to have strict rules and no further flexibility.
=>  Agreed
R2-082507:
Clarification on F field
LG Electronics Inc.
=> Noted
Other

R2-082259:
Clarification on MAC Padding
LG Electronics Inc.
Proposal 1:

· Chairman asks what we do in the case when the UE has included a long BSR, and now there is 2 bytes remaining.
· QC thinks that some of these problems are only caused by the fact that we don’t have an L-field for the last element.

· Samsung sees no fundamental problem with multiple BSR in one packet. E.g. you could have regular BSR and padding BSR.

· Nokia does not see the need to limit it to 1 padding subheader. Sometimes it might be simpler to have multiple.

· Samsung thinks that the idea is that when you have 2, you might as well include a short BSR.

· NSN thinks we do currently allow a regular BSR and a padding BSR. However there is a note that says that only 1 should be included.
· So what happens if you have a regular BSR already included, and you have 2 or more bytes left ? Feeling seems to be that we can leave it up to UE implementation whether he includes another BSR, two padding headers.
· Nortel thinks the network should not receive 2 different values. Samsung thinks the spec is clear that the BSR are only calculated after the MAC PDU is taken into account. So the contents should be the same.

· Ericsson is fine with multiple BSR.

=>  So more flexibility should be allowed, and at least inclusion of 2 padding subheaders should be allowed
=>  After more discussion, it is clear that there are some problems in the current spec. E.g. when 2 bytes are left, it might still not be possible to include a short BSR at the end. 
=>  Will have an email on handling the MAC padding/BSR inclusion to complete the MAC PDU. [LG]
R2-082295:
On cancelling BSR
Samsung
· QC thinks there are ways to do this without the 2 parses. So QC thinks this is not completely necessary. QC thinks the BSR size is deterministic. Samsung thinks the problem is not the size of the BSR, but the size of the RLC PDU. In order to know the size, you really have to do the full procedure.

· QC thinks currently the text is not normative (no “shall”). Ericsson thinks that the clear intention was to have it normative.
· Nokia has some sympathy for the proposal to somehow make the cancellation simpler. Panasonic does not see the complexity.

· Samsung would like to keep it non-normative and leave UE implementation freedom. NSN thinks it should be normative. 
=>  Noted; rapporteur can change the “is” to a “shall” since the clear intention was to have this normative
5.1.1.8 Semi-persistent scheduling 

E.g. Reliability issue of semi-persistent activation: (adaptive) retransmission handling for SPS: release of SPS resources (implicit/explicit). Pattern for TDD ? 
Overcome Activation false positive

R2-082304:
Indication of persistent allocation for UL
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson
· RIM wonders how it would work at activation. The first allocation that the enB makes could be smaller than the VOIP because the eNB allocates blindly. So then the second allocation might need to be bigger ? RIM explains that the SR does not include any information for what logical channel it is and what the size is.
· So e.g. at speech burst start, the eNB would first allocate a small dynamic grant, see e.g. the BSR, and then only allocate the bigger grant. So it means that you need send the PDCCH twice instead of once.

· Panasonic wonders why the timer should be configurable ? Seems just to introduce additional complexity ?  Nokia agrees that if it could be the identical grant, it could be a fixed timer. Panasonic thinks it could e.g. be sent at the retransmission timing.
· QC thinks that compared to a solution activates with one command, this solution doubles the overhead.
R2-082479:
Handling of false detection of semi-persistent PDCCH
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· Proposes reserved codepoints to introduce additional robustness and implicit release mechanism.
· LG wonders in general whether the UE is required to follow an UL dynamic grant and to use it always even if there is no data ? It is the understanding of NTT DCM that the UE shall sent a transmission including an empty BSR. This is the general understanding.

· Samsung wonders about the implicit release: is there a requirement that the empty BSR transmission are HARQ acked ?  NTT DCM thinks the BSR’s do not need to receive a HARQ ACK.

R2-082498:
SPS activation with single PDCCH
Qualcomm Europe
· RIM wonders whether SPS is really only for VOIP. If we want to allow e.g. video or other services, then restrictions could not so much applicable. QC thinks that we should allow other services, but still enough restriction possibilities will exist.
· Ericsson notices that the TPC command is now proposed to restricted. Also the aperiodic CQI report field might not be possible to restrict.
· Motorola wonders whether RAN1 should not make this decision. Panasonic agrees. Also we don’t know what is the tolerable false detection rate.  NSN thinks we should take the decision between 2 or 1 PDCCH’s here, but if we go for 1 PDCCH then we can ask RAN1 to look into the details.

· NTT DCM thinks that RB allocation/MCS restrictions are more a RAN2 decision because it depends on the services we want to handle with SPS.
R2-082561:
Text proposal for “Indication of persistent allocation for UL”
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Discussion:

So we have two proposals:

1) Two PDCCH’s for activation  (3)
2) One PDCCH for activation + enhancements  (8)


- coding restrictions adding error detection and/or implicit release
3) No problem (1)

· Ericsson thinks that for the 2 PDCCH’s it is a 16 bits gain, but we don’t know yet how much we can gain with the 1 PDCCH approach. Panasonic thinks the 16 bit gain is only achieved if the contents of the 2 PDCCH’s is exactly the same. Nokia thinks that if we mandate everything is the same, then you gain much more than 16 bits.
· QC thinks we should involve RAN1.

· Samsung slightly prefers the one PDCCH approach. The first transmission would still have the same error as a dynamic grant.

· RIM thinks when you required 2 PDCCH’s, then the miss detection will increase. 
· NTT DCM wonders if the impact of false alarm is really big. NTT DCM assumes that in many cases the eNB can detect.  Probably the main concern should be around when the UE detects a false alarm when the UE does not have a SPS yet.
· NTT DCM wonders how much RAN1 can still indicate. RAN1 can probably only indicate the false alarm if there is UE reception in every TTI. Samsung thinks RAN1 might have a better understanding of the impact of a false alarm (e.g. how many RB’s will be damaged)

· Philips thinks that RAN2 should include more information to enable RAN1 to judge whether there is a serious problem. QC thinks we could list a set of RAN2 contributions. 

=>  Will sent an LS to RAN1, asking whether there is indeed a serious problem (can indicate majority in RAN2 thinks there is a problem) with this misdetection, describing the 1 PDCCH solution for activation, and asking RAN1 to comment on the enhancements (e.g. what fields can be restricted). Will see LS in R2-082798 [CB QC]
UL ACK/NACK

R2-082485:
UL ACK/NACK resource allocation for DL semi-persistent scheduling
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.

· Ericsson wonders how the flexible timing would interact with dynamic scheduling feedback. NTT DCM agrees that the eNB would need to be very carefull; maybe more rules would need to be defined.
· Samsung assumes the first proposal is reasonable and can be used as a baseline. 

· NSN is wondering whether the ACK/NACK resources really need to be indiacted by RRC; they could also be allocated by PDCCH potentially ? QC had the same understanding: the signalling could go on RRC, MAC or L12. NTT DCM agrees RAN1 did not explicitly state RRC.

· NTT DCM wonders what NSN means ? Could we also set the freq/code index of the ACK/NACK by the PDCCH and thus not only the starting point ? Nokia is thinking that instead of freezing certain codepoints, we could use them to allocate ACK/NACK resources.

· RIM thinks this means PDCCH format would be changed. Samsung thinks that if we want to really lower the false-detection possibility by freezing fields, it is not that likely that sufficient flexibility is remaining to indicate code/freq indexes.

· Motorola wonders if RRC does not completely fix the timing of SPS already. NTT DCM clarifies that we have only decided to signal the periodicity by RRC, but the offset is derived from when the PDCCH is transmitted.

· Ericsson assumes that reducing false-detection is more important than increasing PUCCH resource flexibility. Panasonic thinks that the false-detection is probably a bigger problem for the UL, so we might have more possibilities to use it in the DL PDCCH. This depends on whether we would transmit a NACK or not.
	Agreements:
1) Timing of ACK/NACK is derived from moment in time the activation command is sent (i.e. same RTT as for dynamic scheduling)
2) Baseline is that freq/code resources for ACK/NACK are signalled by RRC.

3) Will mention in LS to RAN1 (R2-082798) that it would be nice to have more flexibility in allocating the code/freq for the ACK/NACK resources by the PDCCH, so if codepoints are remaining this would be an interesting usage.




Deactivation

R2-082483:
UL semi-persistent resource deactivation
NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
· Question was asked whether having an implicit mechanism only would be sufficient ? NTT DCM would like to limit options. NSN thinks we can always use RRC for removing the SPS configuration. NTT DCM thinks the RRC release approach is not very nice: would need to release and allocate SPS resources again. NSN supports having implicit, but for stopping in other case RRC could be sufficient.
· NEC wonders if we don’t need a deactivation for the network as well ? 

· Ericsson assumes that the eNB needs a kind of abort, based on a PDCCH.

· Motorola wonders if one padding BSR would release ? So what kind of rules would we have for the implicit case ? NTT DCM assumes that if it is a constant source, than 1 or 2 empty BSR would be sufficient. 

· Panasonic thinks an explicit deactivation based on MAC CE is usefull.

R2-082500:
Release of semi-persistent resources
Qualcomm Europe
· RIM supports explicit release for DL. RIM wonders what the real proposal is for UL from QC.
· QC explains that for the release they prefer a MAC CE because it can use allocation on DL-SCH that is not used otherwise.

· UL: NSN thinks that explicit release is not required if we have implicit. Chairman gives the example of background traffic that uses the SPS resource after the talkspurt stops. NSN thinks you could anyway overwrite by dynamic. Ericsson thinks that it would be good to have the explicit release. However would not like to use a MAC CE.
· Motorola wonders why the UE would decide to quickly in the DL to release in a fading dip ? Since retransmissions are handled by dynamic scheduling, would you not anyway survive ? QC thinks the UE might also miss the PDCCH’s for the retransmissions. QC thinks the UE should remain to have the SPS resources when you come out of the elevator.
R2-082218:
UL persistent resource release
HUAWEI
R2-082466:
Resource release considerations for VoIP
Research in Motion Ltd
=> Noted
R2-082298:
VoIP support in LTE
Samsung
=> Noted
R2-082254:
Release of UL semi-persistent resources
ZTE

· QC sees no strong need for this. eNB can anyway detect that there is no more VOIP, and then release the resource. ZTE thinks this would have to rely on the SID. This will mean some delay. QC thinks the absence of VOIP packets is enough detection possibility.
=>  Noted

UL Discussion:

· Samsungs mandating “n” consequtive empty transmissions is quite costly, so probably an explicit release is more optimal. Samsung thinks implicit release is mainly for false-detection. Samsung would thus prefer “n” consequtive transmission failures.
· NSN thinks implicit is almost same as explicit, so we need empty BSR.

· Concerns are expressed on the “empty BSR case” because if there is other traffic, the UE would never release.

· QC thinks that in case of false-detection, the UE could receive still quite some ACK’s. Samsung thinks this probability is not so high due to collisions. QC thinks in a false-detection, the complete PDCCH is random. NSN agrees with QC.
· NEC thinks the explicit should be the baseline and is certainly needed.

· Panasonic thinks a miss of the release PDCCH (RAN1 indicates 4%), would result in collisions. So we have to be careful about the reliability. Samsung thinks an eNB can handle this, e.g. check whether the resource is really released.
· Ericsson thinks instead of a NULL assignment on PDCCH, we should use a normal C-RNTI with the same parameter setting as activation, thus reducing false deactivations. ALU wonders how in this case the UE can discriminate this from a new dynamic allocation.
· QC thought that missing PDCCH is considered not unlikely (see our HARQ decisions). So why now release with PDCCH. Ericsson thinks the eNB can detect the miss. NEC supports the Ericsson view (PDCCH). 

· NSN prefers the MAC CE for the release because of reliability and there is no false-detection. NEC does not understand why activation and deactivation should be handled differently.
DL Discussion
· Ericsson thinks explicit should also be with PDCCH. IDT prefers MAC CE (also for UL release)
· Nokia thinks we need an implicit release for the false-positive (on an activation). Just to stop the UE from continuously listening.
· Nokia thinks the implicit release can also be used as an optimisation for release. 
· NTT DCM wonders if there is any difference in the usage of implicit and explicit release. Why cannot the only mechanism be that the UE fails to receive SPS DL transmissions for n times. QC would prefer not to release because of a long fade.

· Motorola thinks only have an implicit release is risky. E.g. the UE can miss PDCCH’s for retransmissions.

· QC thinks that if a UE is configured with DL SPS, then at some point the eNB will activate it or take it away. So a false-activation-detection will be resolved at some point.

· Samsung thinks the implicit release is for sure needed if we don’t DTX the NACK. Otherwise it might be less needed.

· NSN thinks there is balanced view on the need for a DL implicit release, so we should give it one more meeting.



DL explicit release:




Needed [20]




Not needed [3]


DL implicit release:




Needed [4]


Not needed [6]
	Agreements:
UL

1) Will have implicit release
- when the UE transmits “n” consequtive UL transmissions in the UL SPS resources with no data other than an empty BSR (no buffered data).

FFS whether we would have additional implicit release mechanism like 

- when the UE fails to transmit “n” consequtive UL transmissions in the UL SPS resources

2) Explicit release
- FFS whether PDCCH or MAC CE
DL

1) Explicit release

- FFS whether PDCCH or MAC CE

2) FFS whether we have Implicit release


DL HARQ association

R2-082153:
Remaining issues in Semi Persistent Scheduling
Ericsson
· NEC wonders why we need multiple processes. Ericsson indicates this is related to the HARQ RTT and the speech packet interarrival time.
· RIM wonders whether the SPS interval could be smaller than 10ms ? Then linking to the SFN is not really possible. Ericsson is fine to link it to SFN+subframe.

· LG wonders how many HARQ processes are expected ? Ericsson assumes it is a limited number, e.g. typically only 2.

· LG wonders what C-RNTI will be used for retransmissions. Ericsson thinks the HARQ process id would do the linking so the RNTI does not matter. Panasonic assumes it would be the dynamic RNTI so that it is not seen as a new activation. LG thinks that if we use the SPS-RNTI, there is no need to reserved HARQ processes for dynamic scheduling.

· IDT wonders if a HARQ process reserved for SPS is still available for dynamic scheduling. Ericsson assumes it is as long as it is not used for SPS. 

R2-082215:
DL HARQ process ID
HUAWEI
R2-082229:
HARQ process management for persistent scheduling
Panasonic
R2-082532:
HARQ Process ID’s for DL Persistent scheduling
Nortel
R2-082311:
Process ID allocation for downlink persistent scheduling
CATT
R2-082296:
HARQ retransmissions for the DL persistent scheduling
Samsung



RRC:



1) multiprocesses linked to SFN/subframe


- reserved by RRC: walk through from activation



- 1 process + “subprocess” based on NDI



MAC:



- multiple PDCCH activations (with different process)



- first retrans after 1 RTT correspond to SPS and indicates process

SPS pattern in TDD
R2-082154:
Semi persistent scheduling for TDD
Ericsson

R2-082312:
Simulation for Multiple patterns
CATT

R2-082313:
Configuration of UL semi-persistent scheduling
CATT,CMCC

Other

R2-082260
ReTransmission of Persistent Scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-082228
Persistent scheduling activation, retransmission and deactivation
Panasonic

R2-082302
Persistent scheduling for DL
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-082303
Persistent scheduling for UL
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Not available/late

R2-082297:
On the reliability of SPS signaling
Samsung

5.1.1.9 RRC configurable parameters
User plane related parameter aspects should be discussed under this agenda item, RRC aspects can be discussed under 4.4
R2-082253
TTI bundling impact on DRX Inactivity Timer
ZTE

5.1.1.10 Other (unicast)

E.g. need for flow control
Flow control

R2-082152:
MAC Flow control
Ericsson

· QC wonders if UE dropping packets is an acceptable solution for the problem ? Ericsson assumes that this is the likely outcome if a UE can not handle a packet it receives. Ericsson thinks the scenario is expected to be a very rare case. So as long as it is rare, UE dropping packets is acceptable. However in all normal cases the UE should have the resources to process the packets it receives.
· QC is not so worried about the “photo shooting case”, but is more worried about UL/DL simultaneous case, even if this happens during short intervals.

· Panasonic wonders if it would not be better that the eNB would be informed and can take this somehow into account.
· QC thinks there are more cases. E.g. currently in RAN5 there are no tests for UL and DL simultaneously. 
· Ericsson thinks that anyway the eNB will not be mandated to respond, so the UE anyway needs to be able to handle this.

R2-082450:
DL Flow Control – initial conditions
Freescale Semiconductor Inc

· IPW assumed we would only be talking about flow control for non-GBR. So how is it that possible that the UE only has a problem with servicing non-GBR bearers and not for GBR bearers ? QC assumes that the peak-rate would always be quite low.
· Freescale thinks on average the UE should support the rate.

· In the most complex case, limiting the RB’s over USB and not other RB’s would mean flow control per RB.

· Ericsson thinks that anyway TCP rate control will limit this. Also Ericsson assumes that the eNB will not schedule to the highest rate immediately.

· IPW assumed sensible operator policies and sensible eNB implementations. IPW is not convinced that it is needed.
R2-082487:
DL Flow Control in LTE
Qualcomm Europe

Discussion:

· Motorola wonders about the Ericsson comment that the eNB is not mandated to take action.  Motorola assumes any reasonable eNB would take action.

· Ericsson thinks it does not really matter whether the eNB or UE would drop.

· NSN would prefer not to have it, at least not in Rel-8.

· Chairman wonders how severe reductions the flow control would need to be able to handle ? QC thinks that the UE should be able to indicate only e.g. 10-20% of its capacity.

· IDT thinks this is asking for allowing bad UE implementations.

· Ericsson wonders if there would be any restrictions on the usage to prevent it is misused ? QC is fine with having some restrictions, e.g. based on if you have already indicated it the past

· NEC would like to have this feature. Why not have it since anyway the network can behave like it wants.  

· LG thinks we have the window SUFI in UMTS for flow control, however LG’s understanding is very rarely used. LG thinks that also in LTE the UE’s memory size is increasing, so this should also make it less frequently. So LG does not see a big need.
· NXP thinks this is not needed. If you say you are a certain class, then you should be able to sustain this level. This extends on all layers, not only L2. So an end-to-end overflow can anyway not be handled by L2 flow control. In addition, we already have introduced other limitations. NXP thinks it is also more related to the amount of SDU’s rather than the amount of data. We have already agreed to this.
=>  Will not have this for Rel-8.
Other
R2-082201:
Editorial Updates to 36.321
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Change to definition is no longer relevant given that we agreed to have a new definition

=>  MAC rapporteurs can take outcome of RRC session into account w.r.t. needing an SC-RNTI

Definition section

- 
Motorola would prefer to have all UE mandatory text outside the definition section.Changes to definition are not needed.

=>  Changes to definition section are not agreed.

Abbrevation 

=>  No need to add “QCI”.

Formatting of bullets:

· rapporteurs agree that there should be consistency, but if there is a bullet in the middle of the sentence, then it should not be a capital

· LG thinks small letters can always be used (other specs do that)

=>  On the bullet formatting, rapporteurs will ensure consistency, but they can pick the rule.

Tables:
-
NSN clarifies there is styles defined for tables in 21.801.

Reference to higher layers
· QC wonders why we need to be consistent w.r.t. referring to higher layers or RRC. NSN thinks it would add clarity because we have multiple upper layers. So if we know which one to address, we should indicate that one. QC thinks PDCP is always the higher layer.

=>  Not have reformulations related to higher/lower/upper/RRC… (bullet 4).

4.5.2

· QC indicates there is already a list of RNTIs in 7.1 included, so there is no reason to indicate them here as well. NSN thinks the contents is not redundant. Here we indicate the applicability

=>  Proposed changes are agreed, except for the additional agreements listed above.

R2-082511:
Miscellaneous corrections on MAC
LG Electronics Inc.

· Proposal 1a/1b not relevant anymore.

Proposal 2:
=>  Agreed

Proposal 3/4:

=>  Agreed

Proposal 7:

· Since we have agreed that the UE shall always follow the UL grant, the Ebit can indicate padding. LG thinks the padding BSR can be used. Ericsson thinks that after the padding BSR you would anyway have padding.

· The padding BSR is using the regular BSR subheader.

· Samsung thinks this is correct.

=> Can come back next meeting (offline discussions invited); not agreed now.
Proposal 8
· Intention is to allow only the overload container. Samsung thinks you could use a TB size of 1 byte which is not existing.

· Ericsson agrees with the intention.

=>  Agree that there is some work to be done; offline until next meeting invited.

=>  Proposals 2,3,4 should be captured by MAC rapporteurs.

R2-082131:
HARQ operation for retransmitted data
LG Electronics Inc.

· QC thinks the text currently in is the same as in UMTS. QC thinks the proposal removes an existing feature: 
· The text should say “discard” instead of “combine” in the text proposal. So the sentence will read: “either combine or replace the data currently in the soft buffer for this HARQ process with the received data”

· Samsung wonders what the new text really proposes ? If you have decoded your data successfully, Samsung assumes that the buffer is cleared.
· NSN agrees with option 1. However we don’t need new text for that (the UE cannot anything else), so already sufficiently clear. Motorola wonders why the UE could not just process it.

· Motorola sees no need to specify anything for this. Motorola thinks that even if the UE processes, anyway RLC will discard.

· LG would prefer to have a clear behaviour. Motorola sees no problem with allowing both. Motorola sees no interoperability problems related to this.

· We agree that both behaviours are allowed, but there is no agreement on whether this should be explicitly indicated in the spec.
=>  Noted
R2-082199:
MBMS Removal from MAC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-082217:
Corrections on Scheduling Request
HUAWEI

R2-082227:
Priority handling of MAC Control Elements
Panasonic

R2-082299:
TP for multiplexing/demultiplexing
Samsung

R2-082300:
MAC Architecture
Samsung

R2-082488:
Number of MAC SDUs
Qualcomm Europe

R2-082506:
Error Handling in MAC
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-082512:
On Notification of Failed Delivery of TB
LG Electronics Inc.
R2-082451:
Operation of E-UTRAN UL Scheduling and DRX
Philips, NXP Semiconductors

5.1.2
RLC (36.322)

5.1.2.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. open issue list, potential rapporteur update proposals
Rapporteur is not aware of any significant open issue.
5.1.2.2 Technically endorsed CR’s from last meeting

CR’s technically endorsed at the last meeting shall be submitted here for approval.
R2-082100:
Clarification of the BSR calculation – Ericsson

· NTT DCM indicates that “RLC data PDU segments” is not a normally used term. This are called “portions”.
=> Superseded by R2-082132
R2-082102:
Removal of Editor’s Note on updating of VR(MS) upon expiry of T_reordering
Ericsson

=> Agreed
R2-082119:
Small corrections to RLC
Ericsson

=> Agreed
R2-082129:
Removal of STATUS receiving window
LG Electronics Inc.

=>  Agreed
R2-082130:
Duplicate detection in UM RLC
LG Electronics Inc.

=>  Agreed
R2-082261:
Correction to Polling Procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Agreed
R2-082486:
Miscellaneous corrections to TS 36.322
TS 36.322 Editor (NTT DoCoMo, Inc.)

=> Agreed
5.1.2.3 RRC configurable parameters
5.1.2.4 Other
Short Status PDU

R2-082133:
ACK_SN setting for short STATUS PDU
LG Electronics Inc., NTT DoCoMo

· Asustek wonders if it is possible to send a status report only including an ACK-SN ? LG thinks this is possible. Samsung points out that then the definition is not correct.

R2-082158:
Setting of ACK_SN for partial status reports
Ericsson

· Chairman wonder if the proposal 2 could not lead to a situation in which the receiver indicates a whole PDU missing whereas before it already confirmed part of it. Seems so, but Ericsson thinks this is not a big problem. Motorola thinks this could look strange to the transmitter.
· Proposal 1 is same as LG proposal.

· LG thinks proposal 2 seems a small optimisation. If there is not enough grant, we can e.g. only report the ACK_SN.

· QC thinks proposal 2 could lead to a retransmission of a whole PDU when only 1 byte is missing.

· If only an ACK_SN is sent, then this might not trigger any retransmissions by the transmitter. However it will enable the transmitter to update the transmission window. If the first PDU in the window is not completely received, the ACK-SN reception would not result in a window update.

· Motorola thinks that one reason for a small STATUS PDU is due to logical channel prioritisation. So not only radio conditions. Ericsson thinks we only need to worry about the radio condition case since the other one will be resolved when a larger STATUS PDU can be transmitted.
R2-082301:
Single procedure in constructing the STAUTS PDU
Samsung

· Ericsson wonders how you can first determine the number of NACK_SN, and only later include the segment offsets ? Samsung explains that the intention is to include the largest possible number.
· IDT wonders if it would not be better to have more NACK-SN’s included rather than segment information. Samsung would like to have 1 rule. This are all quite marginal cases.

· Ericsson wonders if the end condition does not need to be reformulated. Samsung confirms.

· LG can agree with the intention of a single approach, but we should reformulate.
R2-082489:
Partial RLC Status Report
Qualcomm Europe

· They mainly address 2 aspects: prohibit timer after partial reports, and repeating the same information everytime.
R2-082157:
Clarification to the handling of large RLC status reports
Ericsson

Exclude segment confirmations

· QC thinks this is not a good idea. LG also thinks this is not a necessary change. Samsung thinks this is not needed. 
· NEC wonders whether we can have one procedure if we would accept this ? Samsung thinks that if we have this we cannot have a single procedure. NEC does not support then.

=>  Not accepted
One procedure text

· Ericsson thinks it is a useful approach but we should update the provided text. LG/NEC think it is usefull.

New procedure (QC) ?
· Ericsson sees some gains, but think the proposal is too complex for the considered occurrence of the problem. Nokia shares this concern.

=>  Not accepted
	Agreements:

1) ACK-SN is set to the first not completely received PDU not reported in the STATUS PDU
2) Will try to come to one procedure text handling all cases.



Following changes are needed to R2-082301 text proposal:

· Ericsson thinks it should be taken for each AMD PDU to be indicated and continue to include as long as there is room.
=>  Can see updated CR in R2-082850
R2-082850:
Draft CR on the procedure to construct the STATUS PDU
· Change title
· Clauses effected needs to be updated

· Category has to be “F”

· Source to TSG should be set to “R2”

· Date missing.

· LG wonders if we should talk about “uplink grant”; Should be change to: “the size of the RLC PDU indicated by lower layer” (as we do in other parts).

=>   CR is agreed with these changes in R2-082856CR18
Other
R2-082132:
Clarification on STATUS PDU size for BSR
LG Electronics Inc., Ericsson

=>  CR should not show changes on changes

=>  NTT DCM thinks we should say in the second bullet in 4.5. “RLC data PDU’s or portions of RLC data PDU’s that are pending for retransmission….”

=>  Agree to this document with indicated changes in R2-082849 CR2R1
R2-082315:
Correction on AM Receive Operation
CATT

· LG thinks that previously when this was discussed it was agreed that the timer should only be restarted when a new PDU is received.  CATT thinks the proposed change is beneficial for the latency (trigger next report quicker).

· Ericsson shares the LG understanding that we agreed that this should not be changed.

· Asustek does not like the proposed solution. However maybe the issue should be resolved, e.g. when you miss one STATUS report. So agreed solution is that the transmitter will have to sent a new poll.

=>  Not agreed
R2-082470:
Proposed CR on 'RLC retransmission count and addition of Configurable Parameters' Motorola

· LG think it might be better to have a counter name
· Last check should be included in the loop of the text.

· NTT DCM assumes the text wants to say that when you receive a STATUS report. However the text says you increment when you deliver to lower layers. NTT DCM is fine with the first bullet, however the bullets after the counter are a bit confusing. 
· The intention is to increment the counter everytime we retransmit the AMD PDU or a portion of the AMD PDU.

=>  Can remove the “since the last increase of the retransmission counter” ??

=>  Can come back (take it offline). [CB]
R2-082220:
Corrections to RLC - HUAWEI

· First proposal is already covered in other CR, so only need to discuss proposal 2 and 3.

· Ericsson thinks that using “the” is correct.

· Third change is already taken care of by the Ericsson CR. Huawei thinks that CR was addressing another line (last line). Ericsson thinks that for the case that Ericsson is addressing, the time is very short to potentially create multiple reports. So not strong need, but also no objection.

· Ericsson thinks it is not really needed. Nokia thinks it can be left out.
=>  Note
R2-082262:
Proposed CR to 36.322 on correction to RLC PDU reassembly
LG Electronics Inc.

=>  CR is agreed in R2-082851CR12
R2-082263:
Duplicate Data at Handover
LG Electronics Inc.

· Samsung assumes that an RLC SDU has not been transmitted yet, the RLC SDU transmission can be “cancelled”. Samsung assumes that if you have transmitted already a part of the RLC SDU and you don’t like to transmit the rest you can indicate (“no end of SDU”, “start of new SDU”). Samsung thinks this is already possible.
· LG thinks there are 2 parts of RLC SDU: those that have an SN (can easily be discarded), and the RLC SDU’s that have an SN (cannot be discarded).

· Option 3 should be possible with the agreement from the last meeting in PDCP.

· Ericsson thinks we discussed this before: either network gives the UL grant before starting transmissions, or take the hit and start to transmit before having received the PDCP status report. Ericsson sees no need to enhance this further. NSN agrees with this.
=>  Noted

R2-082314:
Correction on UM Receive Operation
CATT

· LG thinks the intention is correct, but the modulo operation is not correct (modulo base is VR(UH) – UM_Window_size, so always “0”).
· Ericsson thinks the correct way would be to state “if VR(UX) > VR(UH)”. LG thinks there was some problem with this formulation: could lead to misinterpretation. Motorola is fine with this formulation.

· It is clear that VR(UH) is outside the window.

=>  Noted (can come back with alternative formulation).
R2-082543:
In-sequence delivery when flushing for HO and entity release
Motorola

· “inter-eNB” has been removed already (2486)
· Ericsson would prefer to remove the “re-establishment only” in the last line of the CR.

· LG wonders why we need a release procedure. Motorola clarifies that RRC talks about “release the RLC entity” when a RB is released.  Ericsson is not sure we need to need to deliver the data to higher layers in case of release.

· Alternative would be to update RRC to indicate “remove the RLC entity” and no action in RLC (RLC entity disappears without any further action).

· Ericsson thinks we call the procedure “RLC reset” in RLC, and it is invoked by RRC in case of handover and in case of release. LG would like to keep the current name for consistency with UMTS.

· Ericsson thinks the other changes are not needed. E.g. in-sequence is obvious.

=>  Ask the rapporteur to take care of the remaining editorial correction with a CR to the next meeting
R2-082544:
Service alignments with TS 36.323 (PDCP)
Motorola

=>  Change related to RLC release is not needed.

=>  Other change are agreed in R2-082852CR17
R2-082562:
Avoiding deadlock situation
Samsung

· Ericsson wonders what the consequence of the deadlock would be ? Would there be an RLC re-establishment at some point ? 
· Samsung thinks the main consequence is that you have no opportunity to retransmit VT(S)-1 if it was missed. Ericsson assumes that if there is other data arriving, the situation will correct itself. However if no other data is coming, indeed there seems to means to recover VT(S)-1.

· Samsung thinks one scenario which could quite frequently occur is the request/response transfer on SRB, and what if the response is discarded ? Ericsson thinks this would not be used on SRB’s. So are there other applications on DRB’s that would need this ? 

· IDT thinks it is a rather small change to correct a rather significant problem. LG sees no big problem. 

=>  Can do more lobbying and if support, come back in next meeting.
R2-082563:
Handling poll in received PDU which is duplicate or outside receiving window
Samsung

R2-082564:
Removal of  MBMS channels
Samsung 
R2-082155:
Error cases for RLC
Ericsson

R2-082156:
Error cases for RLC
Ericsson

5.1.3
PDCP (36.323)

5.1.3.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. open issue list, potential rapporteur update proposals
R2-082183:
PDCP Status
LG Electronics Inc. (Rapporteur)
=> Noted
R2-082187:
Open issues for PDCP specification
LG Electronics Inc. (Rapporteur)
=> Noted
5.1.3.2 Technically endorsed CR’s from last meeting

CR’s technically endorsed at the last meeting shall be submitted here for approval.
R2-082101:
Clarification of the BSR calculation
Ericsson

=> Agreed
R2-082184:
PDCP minor changes
LG Electronics Inc. (Rapporteur)

R2-082545:
Corrections to CR R2-082184
Motorola

=> Changes proposed in R2-082545 will be included in R2-082184.

=> Resulting CR is agreed in R2-082853 CR3R1, with the update picture from R2-082601
R2-082185:
Addition of a duplicate discard window and reordering function
LG Electronics Inc. (Rapporteur)

=> Agreed
5.1.3.3 Other
R2-082139:
Possibility of re-ordering deactivation on a peer HO basis
Alcatel-Lucent
· NSN assumes that RLC-AM bearers should always be lossless at the cost of delay. So no partial forwarding. NSN also wonders how you would set the bit ? Do you make the bearer intentionally lossy ? NSN also wonders how it works for RLF where we don’t have this bit ? 
· LG thinks that this problem is only caused by the decision to have the re-ordering in the UE. ALU agrees with this concern. This document was triggered by the decision to have re-ordering at the UE. Ericsson thinks we should not make the problem bigger then it is. The delay argument is not an argument. Ericsson thinks we can always configure the flush timer in line with the delay requirements. Ericsson would prefer not to have an additional behaviour at handover. They would also prefer not to have the source inform the target eNB about some lossy/lossless information which is additional complexity.
· ALU thinks if we don’t fix this we have serious problem.

· NSN wonders if ALU attempts to solve a case of intentionally not forwarding data from the source ? Yes: e.g. a source eNB that only does “fresh forwarding”.

· QC thinks we should not optimise a case where the network is deliberately dropping packets.
· NEC thinks they do not want to have the forwarding always. E.g. for handover to home-eNB. 
· QC clarifies that if you have a network that does not do forwarding, then you can set the flush timer to a very low value.

R2-082186:
Impact of reordering in the UE at handover
 - LG Electronics Inc.
· QC thinks that the current spec allows network to use a very small flush timer and then do the re-ordering in source eNB. LG explains this is not correct, since you need time to transmit the missing packets (packets not delivered in the source).

· Infineon has analysed the situation, and came to the conclusion that it is quite some complexity to have the re-ordering in the UE, so they would be in favour of not having the re-ordering in the UE. ALU indicates that although they tried to fix it now, they also prefer to not have the UE re-ordering.

· NSN thinks the simplest eNB is the one that does not have to do anything.

· So NSN wonders if the only issue is that re-ordering in the UE will require forwarding in the network. NSN thinks it can be solved by a flush timer reconfigurable at every handover.

· Infineon thinks that packet re-ordering on X2 is extremely unlikely. So why have the re-ordering in the UE.
· What values of flush timers are we talking about ? LG thinks that if we do not have the re-ordering in the UE, we could even specify the timer value in the spec to e.g. 800ms. In the current situation you could e.g. set it to 10ms / 800ms depending on the forwarding.
· NEC is fine with the solution to have a configurable Flush-timer. Fujitsu also supports this proposal.

· LG explains that since we have a receive window, there is no HFN desynchronisation problem. 

R2-082378:
TP to 36.331 Introduction of re-ordering deactivation on a peer HO basis
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-082375:
TP to 36.323 Introduction of re-ordering deactivation on a peer HO basis
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-082159:
Reference to ROHCv2 profiles
Ericsson
=> CR is agreed in R2-082854CR6

R2-082436:
PDCP handling of AM DRBs during Handover
Infineon
· Motorola asks if there is any change in functionality (you should double check).

· Is it a worthwhile effort to introduce this modulo based operation description ? LG thinks that implementers might indeed have some problems reading the text, so sees some benefits of introducing this. 

· Ericsson agrees it is a bit more elegant, but is not sure we want to take more changes. NSN sees some benefits after the coming RAN.

=>  Noted: There is some support for doing this type of exercise, but after the next RAN.
R2-082475:
PDCP handling of AM DRBs during Handover, based on R2-082044
Infineon
=>  Noted
R2-082597:
Bitmap in the DL PDCP status report
Motorola
=>  Agreed in R2-082857CR10
R2-082599:
PDCP entity release
Motorola
· QC wonders if this behaviour should be tested. QC thinks this should not be tested and not be specified. Infineon shares the QC opinion. LG also shares this opinion.
=>  Not agreed
R2-082601:
Clarifications for section 4
Motorola
· LG wonders why all the functions are removed ? This is correct because the minor corrections CR already removed it.

· LG wonders if PDCP is really using uni-directional RLC-UM bearer ? NSN thought there were only bidirectional bearer in 23.401.

=>  Noted; picture update (moving of PDU/SDU) will be included in R2-082853.
R2-082493:
PDCP Status Reports & Logical Channel Prioritization
InterDigital
· Panasonic wonders how option 1 work: is it different priorities within a RB ? Yes, e.g. by giving PDCP control PDU’s a higher priority.
· Ericsson thinks we have discussed this but already earlier discussed that this was not needed.

=>  Noted
R2-082439:
RRC interaction with U-plane during Handover
Infineon

R2-082571:
PDCP reconfiguration
Motorola

R2-082576:
RRC – PDCP interaction re HFN
Motorola 
R2-082565:
RRC initializes and re configures PDCP
Motorola

R2-082580:
RRC configuring PDCP Flush_Timer changes and value 0
Motorola

R2-082586:
Handling of the Flush_Timer
Motorola

[CB]: UE re-ordering 
5.1.4
UE capabilities (36.306)

5.1.4.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. endorsement of latest overall rapporteur CR covering changes agreed so far, open issue list and potential further rapporteur update proposals.

R2-082480:
Update to E-UTRA UE capabilities
 - Motorola (Rapporteur)
=> Endorsed as basis for further updates
5.1.4.2 Other

R2-082124:
Text proposal to include L2 buffer size in 36.306
Ericsson

=>  Will rename the parameter name to “Total Layer 2 buffer size”, and remove the work maximum from the description.

=>  Change the name of table 4.1-3 to “total layer2 buffer size”.

=>  In the description, change twice “window” should be replaced by “windows”
· LG wonders if we have to indicate transmission/re-transmission buffers separately ? Ericsson assumes this parameter concerns RLC AM and RLC UM, but for RLC UM there is no reason to store anything.

· LG thinks we have 2 buffers at the transmitter: the transmission buffer and the retransmission buffer. So should we not indicate both ? Ericsson thought that “transmission window” denotes both. 

· NTT DCM thinks only the RLC retransmission buffer should be counted, not the transmission buffer. Ericsson agrees, so the clearest is probably still to go for “transmission window”

· Samsung thinks we have a transmission buffer in the RLC architecture. Probably it is quite small.
· Infineon thinks that if we start to include data outside the window, then the eNB does not know anymore how much buffer size it can really use.

=>   Change “RLC reception window” to “RLC reception and re-ordering window”
· Infineon wonders about the PDCP buffer for re-ordering at handover. Ericsson assumption is that this is not included. 
=>  Text proposal is agreed with these changes
R2-082316:
The range and definition about the bands for UTRA TDD
CATT

=>  Text proposal is agreed
R2-082405:
UE capability for the half-duplex FDD operation in LTE
Ericsson

· Motorola indicates that in 306 there is already a section 4.3.4.3 for HD. It seems indeed more logical to group the capability with the support freq bands information.

=>  36.306, we agree to remove existing section 4.3.4.3, and agree to the text proposal in this document

=>  36.331: Text proposal is agreed
R2-082406:
Discussion on the L2 buffer size capabilities
Ericsson

· Samsung thinks the analysis is nice and the values seem reasonable. However Samsug would prefer some simpler values, e.g. multiples of 100kB.
· Ericsson indicates this is only for information. 

· NTT DCM was wondering about the cat1 UE, and comparing it with the buffer size of HSDPA UE’s. Cat7/8 already support 200/300KB. So maybe we should have somewhat higher values in LTE.

· Ericsson thinks that since we only have RLC (no MAC-hs) and shorter RTT, less memory is needed or the same rates.

=>  Values can be included in the spec in square brackets.
R2-082407:
References to IETF ROHC specifications in TS36.306
Ericsson

=>  Text proposal is agreed
R2-082481:
Independent signalling of need for UL&DL gaps
Motorola
=>  Text proposal is agreed
5.1.5
Model of the physical layer (36.302)

5.1.5.1 Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. open issue list, potential rapporteur update proposals
5.1.5.2  Other

