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1. Introduction

This email discussion is intended to discuss a list of open issues associated with MC-HSUPA SI content. It is divided into three parts:
· SI format when transmitted in band (on E-PUCH)
· SI periodic triggers
· SI transmission on E-RUCCH
The discussion is based on the following assumptions which are agreed in RAN2:

1. In MC-HSUPA, only MAC-i/is entity is supported.

2. Splitting for data  from different carriers are performed in MAC-i/is for the UE side,  convergence for data from different carriers are performed in  MAC-i for UTRAN side 

3. There is only one E-DCH per carrier and one HARQ entity (HARQ sub-entity) per E-DCH transport channel.
4. multiplexing and TSN setting functions at UE side, reordering, disassembly and reassembly functions at UTRAN side are joint for all carriers.

5. There is requirement for extending the TSN length in MC-HSUPA. FFS how many extra bits we need.
6. TEBS, HLBS, HLID are common for all carriers.

7. Reference frequency for intra/inter-frequency definition needs to be introduced in MC-HSUPA.

8. New UE category should be defined for MC-HSUPA.

9. SNPL reporting is based on configuration from the network: it can be per group or per carrier depending on configuration.
10. An MC-HSUPA UE will send the SI to NodeB on E-RUCCH or in MAC-i PDU.
11. Control channels are distributed on each carriers and control UEs on that carrier (E-AGCH/E-HICH)
12. FFS whether we have a mode where control channels are aggregated on a particular carrier
13. The TSN field is configurable between SC and MC formats.
14. The SI format over E-RUCCH is unchanged compared to SC-HSUPA

15. SI event triggers are the same between SC-HSUPA and MC-HSUPA

16. The relative priority of E-PUCH channels compared to other channels is same as SC-HSUPA.
Companies are kindly asked to provide your viewpoints on the following 3 parts, and give your advices. As the discussion goes forward, we will open more questions and discussion if needed. Final document will be provided with a list of agreed proposals and open issues.
2. Current situation
The following topics are discussed in RAN2 email reflector.
1. SI format when transmitted in band (on E-PUCH)
a) The single-carrier SI format should be supported by MC-HUSPA.
b) A new extended format should be supported and be transmitted on one carrier which owns a grant.

	TD Tech
	B, a new extended format should be supported to include the multi-carrier related scheduling information.

	CATT
	A. It has been decided at the beginning of this WI, “the scheme of multi-carrier HSUPA operation should keep common with single-carrier HSUPA operation as much as possible, and different aspects to be introduced should be investigated carefully and justified.”
As far as we see, legacy SI format can feed the needs of scheduling information updating. We would like to see the detailed investigation on benefit of the extended SI format.

	Ericsson
	A. We did not see any significant gain to extend the SI format and also the single-carrier SI format can handle the multi-carrier cases. Keep the same SI format with Single-carrier is a better choice. 

	New Postcom
	We support option B, a new extended format should be supported and be transmitted on one carrier which owns a grant, SNPL for multiple carriers can be included in the SI.

	ZTE
	A new extended format of SI should be supported for both event trigger and periodic trigger to carry some or all multi-carrier SNPLs.


2. SI periodic triggers
a)
T-SI and T-WAIT are maintained by UE and re-use from SC-HSUPA for both E-RUCCH and inband.
b) T-SI is maintained per carrier group and T-WAIT is maintained by per UE. 
	TD Tech
	A, the method reduces the timer number maintained by UE and the implement process can be same with SC-HSUPA.

	CATT
	B, 
When T-SI expires on one carrier or SNPL group, the UE need to report SI of this carrier and the T-SI is stop and reset.
T-SI of other carrier or SNPL group is maintained independently.
When T-WAIT expires, the UE initiate E-RUCCH procedure.   

	Ericsson
	B. T-SI should be maintained per carrier/per carrier group and T-wait should be maintained by per UE.

	New Postcom
	A, T-SI and T-WAIT are maintained by UE and re-use from SC-HSUPA for both E-RUCCH and inband.

	ZTE
	T-SI and T-WAIT are per-UE.
When T-SI expired, SNPLs of all carriers should be reported in SI

When T-WAIT expired, E-RUCCH is initialed on the carrier configured by RNC


3. SI transmission on E-RUCCH

a) The carrier on which the E-RUCCH is transmitted is configured by RRC.
b) The carrier on which the E-RUCCH is transmitted is chosen dynamically by UE depending on a metric
	TD Tech
	B, the UE chooses the E-RUCCH carrier on which the SNPL and UPH is the suitable carrier for NodeB grant, NodeB has a chance to grant the best suitable carrier resource for the UE.

	CATT
	A. The E-RUCCH collision in option b) should be carefully investigated.

	Ericsson
	A 

	New Postcom
	We slightly prefer option a).

	ZTE
	a)


3.  Summary
Agreement can be reached?
From the above companies views for the open issues, no agreement can be reached. 
For issue 1, most of companies prefer that a new extended SI format should be supported and transmitted on one carrier.
For issue 2, most of companies prefer that the timer T-SI and T-WAIT are maintained by per UE.

For issue 3, most of companies prefer that the carrier on which the E-RUCCH is transmitted is configured by RRC
Open issues:
These SI open issues are still reserved now.
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