3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #68
R2-097074
Jeju, Korea, 9th - 13th November 2009

Agenda Item:
13.2
Source: 
Vice-Chairman

Title: 
Report of the LTE User Plane session
Document for:
Approval

5
LTE Release 8

5.3
MAC (36.321)
5.3.1
In principle agreed CRs
R2-096422
Clarification on BSR trigger
ASUSTeK, LG Electronics Inc., HT mMobile Inc., Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
0402
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
wrong meeting on the header of the cover sheet

(
revised in R2-097261 CR 0402 R1, agreed without presentation.
R2-096423
Clarification on BSR trigger
ASUSTeK, LG Electronics Inc., HT mMobile Inc., Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
0403
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

-
wrong meeting on the header of the cover sheet

(
revised in R2-097262 CR 0403 R1, agreed without presentation.
R2-096425
RNTI for CCCH
Nokia Siemens Networks, Anritsu, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
0405
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

(
agreed.
R2-096426
RNTI for CCCH
Nokia Siemens Networks, Anritsu, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
0406
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
(
agreed.
5.3.2
Other

R2-096705
Discussion on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

(
revised before presentation in R2-097129
R2-097129
Discussion on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

Proposal 1

It is proposed to discuss whether the poor DRX performance for, e.g., VoIP is acceptable.

-
Samsung agrees that there is a problem but does not see the need for correcting this in Rel-8. Panasonic agrees.
-
LGE supports the proposal and thinks that the existing Rel-8 specification is not clear and would like to have it in Rel-8.

-
Qualcomm supports a simple fix.

-
Motorola points out that RAN1 discusses a side effect of the current definition we have of the active time: the UE may send an unexpected CQI/PMI report.

-
Panasonic, InterDigital and NTT DOCOMO would like to decouple the two.

-
NTT DOCOMO supports the proposal.

-
Huawei wonders if this disables pre-allocation.

-
Ericsson clarifies that it does not disable pre-allocation inside the on-duration.

(
agree that we need to fix this
Proposal 2


It is proposed to clarify that, w r t D-SR, UE Active Time begins at D-SR transmission

-
CATT supports the proposal for Rel-8 and 9.
-
Panasonic does not want a Re-8 CR because it changes not only PDCCH monitoring but also PUCCH transmission.
-
Nokia prefers having a Rel-9 CR with the “magic” sentence.
-
InterDigital prefers having a Rel-8 CR considering that there are no test cases anyway

-
Ericsson thinks that a Rel-8 CR would be preferable to avoid different behaviours with respect to the RAN1 issue on CQI/PMI reports
-
Samsung does not understand why this is an issue as PUCCH resources are dedicated.

-
NTT DOCOMO does not see any IOT issue and do not see the need for a Rel-8 CR.
-
ZTE thinks that with SPS the pending time is not very long so the impact on DRX is not critical.
-
Samsung does not see any crucial reason to change Rel-8. NSN agrees.

-
LGE asks whether this would be allowed in Rel-8 or not, and regardless of the magic sentence would prefer to have a note.
(
agree to Rel-9 CR with the magic sentence (i.e. agreement of the last meeting is not optimum for DRX applied to VoIP services), need for Rel-8 will be re-assessed once RAN1 has discussed the CQI/PMI issue. [CB Friday]
R2-096706
Clarification on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
(0408)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-096707
Clarification on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
(0409)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

R2-096905
Clarification on separating CR and CCCH SDU during contention resolution
Samsung
Disc
-
LGE wonders how RACH would work in case 2, probably not possible.
-
Samsung agrees.

(
agree that according to existing specifications, “CCCH SDU is not allowed to be sent before contention resolution MAC CE is sent”
5.4
RLC (36.322)
R2-096521
Miscellaneous updates to 36.322
ETRI
CR
36.322
(0088)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LGE agrees with the first change, but not with the 2nd one, nor the 3rd one (no difference between VR(MR) and VR(H) as no SDUs stored in between).

-
ETRI thinks using VR(H) is clearer.

-
Huawei thinks the 3rd change is an optimisation, 2nd change not needed and 1st change alone may not justify a CR.

-
HT mMobile thinks the 3rd change is ok but has no strong opinion.

-
Ericsson agrees with LGE and Huawei.
(
not agreed.
5.5
PDCP (36.323)
No contributions.
5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)
No contributions.
5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)
No contributions.
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6.8.3
User plane related

6.8.3.1 In principle agreed CRs

R2-096424
Correction on HARQ Process ID for DL SPS and DRX
HTC Corporation, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
0404
-
D

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
(
agreed.
6.8.3.2 Other

SR Prohibit

R2-096477
Reduction of scheduling requests
Panasonic
Disc
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
InterDigital asks if it is not already possible to exclude BSR from being triggered by not allocating any LCG to the logical channel.

-
Panasonic agrees but thinks it is not really efficient as it requires reconfiguration.

-
Motorola wonders what the benefit is.

-
Panasonic sees 3 benefits: 1) UE power consumption 2) eNB interference reduction 3) ability to distinguish from the SR the type of request at the eNB.

-
CATT asks whether SIP signalling will be in the same bearer or not?

-
Panasonic thinks that it does not impact SIP.
-
Samsung asks if by proper network configuration we could not achieve the same result.
-
NSN thinks that with SR periodicity of less than 20ms (typical for VoIP) we cannot achieve the same.

-
NSN points out that because we prevent BSR from being triggered (as opposed to SR), there is no BSR sent even if there is a grant.

-
Panasonic thinks there is no problem for VoIP.

-
Ericsson also worries that we do not get the BSR.

-
Nokia believes that when an SRB appears, a BSR informing how much data is left is useful and should not be prohibited.

-
Samsung & Panasonic think that other triggers (e.g. high priority data arrival) will ensure that a BSR will be sent in such a case.

-
Ericsson comments that when ROHC header size changes, there is no other trigger and BSR should not be prohibited when there is a grant.
-
Panasonic acknowledges the issue but thinks this should not happen frequently.

-
CATT does not think the proposal is useful for UE power saving (pending HARQ retransmissions).
(
Noted.

R2-096743
Discussion on SR prohibit timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

-
LGE wonders if SPS mask is not more efficient that the timer?
-
Ericsson thinks they may complement each other.
-
NTT DOCOMO asks for clarification on Figure 3: what is the factor defining VoIP capacity?
-
Ericsson explains that it is linked to PUCCH interference: with reduced PUCCH usage (i.e. with prohibit timer), less PUCCH interference and more VoIP users.
-
NTT DOCOMO asks how the figure would look like with 20ms PUCCH cycle.
-
Ericsson does not know.

-
Huawei asks if SPS was used.

-
Ericsson answers that it was not used.

-
Huawei wonders what do we obtain from reduced PUCCH interference and believes it is a RAN1 issue.

-
Ericsson thinks this is not only related to VoIP but to short SR periodicity in general.

-
Motorola agrees: now that we have agreed short SR periodicity, this is one mechanism to be considered. The main argument for Motorola is battery power saving at the UE.
-
Panasonic wonders what misdetection probability was assumed?

-
Ericsson answers that the proposal is not to reduce PUCCH reliability (should be handled via configuration).
-
LGE believes that when short SR is configured, there should be enough PUCCH resources in the cell so interference is not an issue.
-
InterDigital believes that the prohibit timer makes sense now that we have agreed short SR periodicity.

-
CATT does not see any problems with power consumption and interference and therefore do not support the proposal.
(
Noted.

R2-096952
SR Prohibit
Nokia Siemens Networks, HTC Corporation, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Huawei asks if this increases UP latency in general.
-
NSN clarifies that it does not: only for the traffic the eNB classifies as not important, a delay will appear i.e. no impact on SRBs.

-
InterDigital & Ericsson wonders why prohibiting SR always for some logical channels?
-
NSN answers that there can be some traffic for which a BSR is required but not an SR.

-
Ericsson believes that by setting the timer to zero or infinite you could achieve the “no SR prohibits” and “prohibit always”
-
NSN points out that the timer is not per logical channel.
-
Samsung thinks that “keep alive” is very infrequent and does not justify the added complexity: there is no need to prohibit the SR.
-
NSN thinks that in case you do not configure SPS for VoIP, the mechanism is justified. The eNB just needs to periodically allocate resources e.g. every 20ms.
(
Noted.

Discussion

Need for SR prohibit mechanism(s)?

-
NTT DOCOMO sees two justifications: 1) short SR periodicity and 2) logical channel / SPS.

-
Ericsson points out that a consequence of having a short SR periodicity is more frequent SR transmission and therefore sees the timer based as essential.

-
InterDigital sees the timer as the baseline.

(
agree that SR prohibit mechanism(s) is(are) introduced in Release 9.

SR Prohibit mechanism(s) proposals
1) 
timer based

-
InterDigital sees the timer as the baseline.

-
RIM sees two benefits (UE power saving and reduced interference) but thinks this is a RAN1 issue.
-
LGE agrees.
-
Huawei believes that the channel was designed with repetition in mind and we need to consult RAN1.

-
Samsung thinks sending several SRs before getting a grant is useless and do not see the link with RAN1.

-
LGE thinks this reduces SR reliability.
-
Samsung points out that since there is no power ramping on SR, there is no impact.

-
Motorola wonders why this suddenly comes up as an issue, the baseline is Rel-8 where PUCCH is assumed to be reliable.

-
Ericsson points out that the addition of the timer does not reduce the reliability, on the contrary it could even increase it thanks to reduced interference.
-
Panasonic is concerned about possible delay increase: when one SR is missed, the next opportunity is postponed due to the prohibit timer.
-
LGE shares Panasonic concern and is not ready to agree with the proposal.

-
InterDigital thinks that the same reliability can be achieved simply by configuring the timer in such a way that the same periodicity as in Rel-8 is used.

In favour of a prohibit timer (per UE or per LCH): 10 companies
Against a prohibit timer (per UE or per LCH): 3 companies
(
agree to have a prohibit timer (per UE or per LCH)

-
Ericsson clarifies that there should be one timer per UE but which does not apply to all LCG.

-
NSN, Qualcomm and Motorola prefer one timer per UE.

-
Motorola would not like to see an LCG without a timer.

(
agree to have one prohibit timer per UE.

2)
on a logical channel/LCG basis, will allow SR/BSR to be prohibited when SPS is configured (PDCCH grant received).
-
CATT, LGE and Huawei support the proposal.

-
NTT DOCOMO does not think this is required as we already have the problem in Rel-8 and the eNB should be ready to cope with the problem.

-
NSN clarifies that SPS mask also increases DRX opportunities for the UE.

-
Motorola sees this as an optimisation since DRX opportunities can already be maximised to some extent trough proper configuration

-
Ericsson asks if the “masking” could also be done on a Logical Channel Group basis instead of Logical Channel basis.
-
Samsung thinks that from an RRC viewpoint, logical channel is simpler.
-
Ericsson does not see any difference, should not be a strong argument.

In favour of proposal 2: 7 companies
Against proposal 2: 6 companies
(
proposal 2 not agreed.
Agreements

1)
SR prohibit timer per UE


R2-096744
Introduction of SR prohibit timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
(0410)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

-
Huawei asks if Ericsson considered prohibiting SR after more than one transmission.

-
Ericsson believes that it would defeat the purpose of the prohibit timer.

-
Samsung thinks that short SR periodicity is the main use case for the timer.

-
HT mMobile thinks it delays RACH procedure and would like the counter to increase regardless of the prohibit timer.

-
Ericsson thinks that such a change would impact the reliability.
(
CR is agreed in R2-097263 CR 0410.
R2-096745
Introduction of SR prohibit timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
(0297)
-
B

REL-9
LTE-L23

-
includes the IOT bit.

(
to be handled in the common session [CB]
R2-096478
SR reduction mechanism
Panasonic
CR
36.321
(0407)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

(
not treated.
R2-096953
SR prohibit
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, HTC Corporation, Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.321
(0412)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

(
not treated.
R2-096480
SR reduction mechanism
Panasonic
CR
36.331
(0276)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

(
not treated.
R2-096955
SR prohibit
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, HTC Corporation, Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
(0312)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

(
not treated.
Miscellaneous
R2-096777
Clarification for BSR transmission without enough UL resources
ZTE
CR
36.321
(0411)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23  

-
Samsung sees this is a corner case that do not justify any changes.
-
ZTE agrees but still that is something to be clarified.

-
NSN thinks current specification is clear and the proposed note could conflict with agreed text.

-
InterDigital does not think it is actually really clear.

-
ASUSTeK shares InterDigital’s concern.

-
LGE asks what minimum size can be allocated? Since 80 bits will be allocated typically there should not be any problem.

-
Samsung agrees that there is no problem for msg3. For other cases however, grant allocating as few as 16 bits can be given. Still does not see the need for a clarification.

-
InterDigital points out that since the long BSR is 32 bits, the problem can occur.

-
Samsung thinks that if the long BSR cannot fit, a truncated BSR will be sent instead of padding.
-
NTT DOCOMO agrees with Samsung and wonders why such low grants are actually possible.

-
Motorola agrees. The requirement for the UE should be to produce a valid PDU always.

-
CATT thinks that since the eNB is in control of the grant, it should really be a corner case.

-
Ericsson does not see the need either.

(
not agreed.
Late

R2-097077
DRX efficiency of VoIP
Samsung
Disc
(
not treated.
Come Backs
Review of the RRC CR on the agreed SR prohibit timer (includes the IOT bit)
R2-096745
Introduction of SR prohibit timer
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
(0297)
-
B

REL-9
LTE-L23

Check the outcome of RAN1 discussion on CQI/PMI reports to see if a Rel-8 CR is also needed. If needed, both CRs below should be agreed. If not, only the Rel-9 CR is agreed with a magic sentence and a category F.

R2-096706
Clarification on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
(0408)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-096707
Clarification on monitoring of PDCCH
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
(0409)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
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