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· Samsung asks in which case there is no CCCH in msg4?

· NSN points out that according to Annex B the eNB has the freedom to.

· Huawei thinks that it allows the eNB to delay the contention resolution and therefore do not supports the CR. Would prefer correcting Annex B instead.

· Ericsson believes that segmentation of CCCH is another reason why CCCH may not be included in msg4.

· LGE thinks that CCCH is always present in msg4.

· NTT DOCOMO recalls that we agreed the possibility of splitting the two (CCCH and MAC CE).

· Ericsson supports the CR as Annex B is believed correct.

· Samsung asks with which RNTI would you schedule the CCCH if not included in msg4?

· Ericsson thinks that the C-RNTI would then be used.

· Samsung believes that using the C-RNTI contradicts the definition of the CCCH.

· Ericsson answers that although it sounds strange this is what we discussed in the past.

· Panasonic comments that there is no problem for UE implementation to allow CCCH to come later.

· Huawei says that in RRC read that connection re-establishment message can be use to resolve contention and re-establish SRB1.
· Chairman asks if CCCH can really be segmented?
· Huawei answers that because CCCH uses RLC TM, segmentation is not possible
· Ericsson agrees and withdrawn previous comments.
· LGE thinks the spec allows splitting transmissions of contention resolution from CCCH and supports the CR.

· NSN believes this was indeed already discussed when msg4 format was agreed.

· Chairman asks if the CR can be agreed?
· Huawei comments that it could be agreed for Rel-9 only.

· Samsung would like to discuss it in the common session.
· Noted, [CB Friday]
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· Chairman points out that this was discussed in the past.
· HTC believes this solution is better/simpler.
· Ericsson does not see how this solution is simpler and would prefer not re-discussing it.
· LGE points out that according to logical channel prioritisation PHR is always sent.
· Chairman agrees, VoIP is not a use case – as discussed in the last meeting.

· HT mMobile asks what happens when empty BSR is cancelled.
· Ericsson answers that PHR is sent instead.

· Noted
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Problem 1

· Chairman asks if, even though the BSR is cancelled, high priority data will be sent?
· ASUSTeK agrees but is concerned about the lack of BSR.

· Huawei asks if you do not report high priority data at N+4, is SR still pending?
· Chairman agrees.

· CATT disagrees with what Figure 1 depicts.

· NSN believes that the right part of Figure 1 is what we have agreed and even though the problem 1 exists, the issue is not worth correcting as the eNB receives an SR and will see the high priority data anyway.

· Samsung and Huawei agree with NSN.

· Huawei asks if the data that triggers BSR2 is of the highest priority we may never get a BSR afterwards?

· Panasonic agrees that the issue raised by Huawei is valid but also thinks that the network has means to recover from such a situation (e.g. periodic BSR).

· Ericsson thinks that periodic BSR does not help to solve this case. Releasing the UE may be the only solution the network has.

· Nokia supports the CR looking at the issues raised.

· NSN believes that allocating uplink grant can be a solution.

· LGE thinks the CR is technically correct.

· ZTE comments that if all high priority data is sent an instant T, the pending BSR is cancelled.

· Motorola would prefer checking offline whether something is really needed.

· Huawei points out that this paper and the next one show that CR 390 may have introduced problems.

· Ericsson highlights that the aim should not be to undo what CR 390 did.
· Huawei agrees

· LGE believes that the question is how much we want to optimise. LGE does not see a serious issue.

· Discuss offline if something is really needed.
Problem 2

· Chairman asks if the problem exists when a “BSR0” is sent.
· ASUSTeK answers that there is no issue in that case.

· Ericsson believes problem 2 is not valid.

· Samsung thinks what is described in theory is possible and might occur.
· ZTE thinks that “last transmitted” could refer to “last transmitted before cancellation”.

· Ericsson proposes that since the solution to problem 1 covers problem 2, there may not be a need to discuss problem 2. Problem 2 does nor require a solution of its own.

· Huawei thinks we should still discuss the problems.

· Panasonic believes that problem 2 only occurs when the very first BSR is cancelled.

· Samsung asks if the first uplink grant is always large enough for msg3 to avoid cancellation of the first BSR?

· LGE doubts whether a CR is really needed or not to fix this or not.

· Focus on problem 1 and only if solution to problem 1 does not fix problem 2 we will come back on problem 2.
· Noted
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· Ericsson comments that “has been triggered and not cancelled” could be a better wording.
· Offline discussions to see if a CR is needed with the magic sentence as Problem 2 is not limited to Release 9. Possible update in R2-096152.
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· InterDigital asks why all your data would not be reflected in your BSR?

· Huawei clarifies that the time at which the MAC PDU is assembled is UE implementation dependent.

· LGE supports the CR to avoid starting RACH procedure.
· NSN supports the intention as it was agreed at the last meeting that at PDU assembly not all data may be reflected by the UE (e.g. if steps 3-5 happens in the same TTI).

· Ericsson believes that this could be handled by UE implementation without the need for a CR.

· CATT believes that there is a requirement for the BSR to reflect all pending data.

· Chairman points out that the issue is that there is clear requirement for the UE of what needs to be reflected between UL grant reception and UL transmission.
· Huawei asks if Ericsson believes that proper UE implementation would behave according to the proposed CR.
· Ericsson maybe, maybe not, it’s up to UE implementation.

· Qualcomm supports the CR.

· Motorola doubts whether starting RACH a bit too early is something we really need to fix?

· Huawei point out that it is not only about starting RACH but also releasing PUCCH/SRS resources.

· ZTE thinks that what the CR proposes is already the captured behaviour.

· NSN disagrees.
· Panasonic supports the CR.

· Samsung sees the CR as technically correct but does not see the need for a CR.

· Can come back at the next meeting if large support, noted
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· Noted after the discussion from the main session (see R2-095512)

DRX

R2-095694
SR and DRX
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· Chairman comments that the issue was already discussed in the main session (see R2-095512) where it was agreed that all “elements” are part of the active time.
· LGE agrees for Release 8 but would like to discuss possible changes in Release 9.

· NSN points out that introducing those changes would preclude pre-allocation.

· Samsung thinks the issue is a bit different if you limit pre-allocation to active UEs and would like to change UE behaviour in Release 9.
· HT mMobile asks how this would be implemented in the UE?
· LGE comments that pre-allocation could be configured by the eNB on a UE basis.

· Ericsson would like to stick to what we have discussed in the morning as the complexity seems to increase as the discussion goes.

· Motorola thinks that it could be left as a UE implementation aspect.

· Chairman points out that the specification should mandate one behaviour.

· Motorola would like to check the history of the agreed CRs that led to the current text.

· Chairman asks if we need a Rel-8 CR to clarify that the UE is indeed awake as soon as an SR is pending

· Huawei believes that a CR is needed.

· Motorola thinks that the need for a CR should be justified from IOT problems and does not see the need for a CR.

· Samsung thinks the current text is clear enough.

· LGE would like a Release 9 CR e.g. changing “sent on PUCCH” to “to be sent on PUCCH”

· NSN comments that this kind of clarification is problematic for SR pending but already sent.

· Noted.

Agreement

1)
Confirm that all elements as shown in R2-095694 are part of the active time: PDCCH is monitored as soon as an SR is pending. FFS if clarification is needed in Release 8, 9.
HARQ
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· LGE asks if the UE based approach is limited to SPS only?

· ASUSTeK replies this is not limited to SPS.

· LGE asks if this proposal applies to all logical channels?

· ASUSTeK replies that there is no restriction.

· LGE thinks that this may impact QoS.

· Chairman thinks that this was already discussed when non-adaptive retransmissions were designed.

· HT mMobile shares ASUSTeK’s concerns.

· NSN comments that agreeing this proposal would limit the scheduler flexibility.

· HT mMobile believes this is a trade-off and the possibility to suspend remains as a new “ACK” is introduced.

· ZTE sees some benefits in the proposal for SPS.

· Ericsson does not believe there is enough gain to justify the added complexity.

· Noted
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· Noted (same issue as R2-095626)
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· Ericsson does not see a strong need for correcting this.

· Motorola points out that the proposal as such removes some explanation on numberOfConfSPS-Processes.

· Ericsson adds that the current explanation needs to be updated to refer to the RRC variables.

· Huawei and Qualcomm support the CR.

· See update in R2-096151.
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·  [CB Friday, HTC]
Withdrawn

R2-095625
Clarification on BSR trigger (CR)
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321
-
-
C

REL-9
TEI9

R2-095687
Handling of SR procedure Failure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
-
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

R2-096037
Discussion on Contention Resolution procedure
HT mMobile Inc.
Disc

Come Backs Friday

R2-095497
RNTI for CCCH
Nokia Siemens Networks, Anritsu, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
-
-
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-095499
RNTI for CCCH
Nokia Siemens Networks, Anritsu, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
-
-
A
REL-9
LTE-L23

· Check if there is a common understanding whether CCCH does not have to be sent in msg4 always. If yes, the CRs are needed, if not, Annex B needs to be corrected.

R2-096151
Correction on HARQ Process ID for DL SPS and DRX
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321
-
-
D

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

· Outcome of offline discussions?
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· Outcome of offline discussions?













