3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #83bis
R2-133645
October 7th to October 11th, Ljubljana, Slovenia
Agenda Item:
12.1

Source: 


Vice-Chairman (LG Electronics)

Title: 


Report of the LTE UP ad hoc meeting

Document for:
Approval

6
LTE: Rel-11 and earlier releases

6.1
LTE Rel-10 and earlier release WIs
6.1.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
CA:
R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
· NTT DCM has concerns that the change may have conflict with other part of specification such as TAT. CATT think the impact is isolated. NTT DCM think that the UE cannot transmit the HARQ feedback if TAT expires. Samsung think we can address the NTT DCM concern by removing “always be sent and thus”. 

· LG propose to add “the MAC PDU including”. Samsung think it is a separate issue. LG clarified that the feedback is associated with MAC PDU not with MAC CE. ZTE suggest to say “the MAC PDU containing”.
=>
Remove “always be sent and thus”.

=>
Add “the MAC PDU containing”.

=>
Agreed in principle with these changes.

R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE_CA-Core
=>
Agreed in principle with the above changes.
Msg3/TTI bundling:
Does the NOTE in 5.4.1 apply to UL grant for TTI bundling?

· If yes, does the NOTE in 5.4.1 apply to Msg3 new tx and TTI bundling adaptive retx case?
· [Chairman’s observation: Msg3 new tx may be prioritized over both TTI bundling adaptive and non-adaptive retx according to procedure in 5.4.2.2.]
· If no, what shall UE do if Msg3 new tx and TTI bundling new tx / adaptive retx collide?

What shall UE do for TTI bundling new tx + Msg3 retx case?
· [Chairman’s observation: For same HARQ process, TTI bundling new tx may be prioritized according to procedure in 5.4.1. For different HARQ processes, nothing is specified.]
If Msg3 tx is prioritized over TTI bundling tx, what shall UE do for remaining bundle transmission?

· a. Discard the remaining bundle

· b. Continue the remaining bundle with RV increment

· c. Leave it up to UE implementations

R2-133249
Discussion on the collision between TTI bundle and Msg 3
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
[Moved from 6.2.2 to 6.1.2]
-
CATT want to first clarify that whether the 2nd to 4th transmission in the TTI bundle is a new transmission of retransmission. Chairman clarified that only the first one is a new transmission and all the others are retransmission. ZTE asked whether we want to differentiate the collision between the first one and the rest of the TTI bundle. Ericsson think all the subframes of the TTI bundle is triggered by a PDCCH, so they should be handled together. Samsung wants to clarify the UE behavior not discussing every details.
-
NSN wants to confirm the Table 2 first. NSN agree with the Table 2, and leave the specification with unclarity. Huawei agree with Table 2, and agree that we can leave it up to UE implementation because it is the corner case. AsusTek think for the second case TTI bundling new transmission is performed. ZTE think for the second case UE should transmit Msg3. ZTE think if the UE receives UL grant for TTI bundling for the second case, it is the false alarm. AsusTek think collision occurs only for new-new or re-re transmission case. 

=>
RAN2 confirm that the NOTE in 5.4.1 applies to TTI bundling case.

For the case TTI bundling new tx + Msg 3 retx
-
AsusTek, Panasonic, Intel, LG think UE should perform TTI bundling new tx. AsusTek think the RA procedure is considered successful by the procedure in 5.1.5. QC think for the collision with Msg3 non-adaptive retransmission, the UE behavior is not clear. Samsung think anyway the UE flushes Msg3 buffer, it doesn’t matter whether the retransmission is adaptive or non-adaptive. ZTE has sympathy for the QC’s comment but think adaptive retransmission of Msg3 is quite rare case. Panasonic think the UE will flush the HARQ buffer for Msg3, so there will be only one UE behavior. Samsung agree with Panasonic. AsusTek think if UE receives UL grant of C-RNTI, the UE will flush the HARQ buffer for Msg3, so there is only one UE behavior. Intel think support of simultaneous reception of UL grant of C-RNTI and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI is not defined in 36.302. Panasonic think for C-RNTI the UE decodes USS and for Temporary C-RNTI the UE decodes CSS, so the UE can decode both in parallel. NSN propose to have e-mail discussion as this is related to legacy. LG think e-mail discussion is not helpful because companies already implemented their UEs. MediaTek agree with LG that e-mail discussion is not helpful, and this issue is not related to TTI bundling. MediaTek think that if companies find any problem they can bring up the paper. Huawei agree with MediaTek. NSN think it is important to have common understanding.
=>
RAN2 think the UE performs TTI bundling new transmission if it is collided with Msg3 non-adaptive retransmission. 

=>
[EMAILDISC] Check the current specification and implementation of the legacy UE behavior for collision case between UL grant of C-RNTI of new transmission and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI of retransmission. If something is not clear, discuss the UE behavior for Rel-11. [ZTE].
For the case TTI bundling retx + Msg 3 new tx
-
Ericsson confirms the Table 2. Samsung think following procedure text in 5.4.2.2 is more logical. Ericsson think for adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling case, the UE follows the NOTE in 5.4.1, so it is up to UE implementation. LG agree with Ericsson. LG think by the NOTE in 5.4.1, the UE can deliver UL grant of adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling instead of UL grant for Msg3. AsusTek think if the UE chooses UL grant of adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling, it is not clear how the UE proceeds the RA procedure. NEC agree with AsusTek, and thus we should prioritize Msg3. LG think we agreed at the last meeting that if UE choose UL grant for retransmission of TTI bundling, the RA procedure should be stopped. AsusTek think the agreement in the last meeting is only for new-new collision case. NEC wonders what if the eNB issues new UL grant for Msg3 later. LG think it is very rare case, and we can rely on BSR timer. Intel think the reasonable implementation is to prioritize Msg3. LG think this is a legacy issue, and wants to leave it up to UE implementation.
-
CATT want to clarify whether the 2nd to 4th bundle is adaptive or non-adaptive retransmission. Ericsson want to clarify that the adaptive retransmission covers all subframes within a TTI bundle. AsusTek think it is quite clear that the 2nd to 4th bundle is non-adaptive retransmission according to the text in 5.4.2.1.
=>
RAN2 confirms that for TTI bundling only the first subframe is adaptive retransmission, and all the following subframes are non-adaptive retransmission. 

=>
RAN2 think the UE performs Msg3 new transmission if it is collided with TTI bundling non-adaptive retransmission.

=>
RAN2 think it is up to UE implementation if Msg3 new transmission is collided with TTI bundling adaptive retransmission. 
For the case TTI bundling retx + Msg 3 retx
-
Ericsson think the procedure text in 5.4.2.2. should apply only for TTI bundling non-adaptive retransmission case. AsusTek disagrees, the text in 5.4.2.2 should apply to both adaptive and non-adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling. CATT agree with AsusTek. CATT think for Msg3 new transmission and TTI bundling adaptive retransmission case, we can rely on the NOTE in 5.4.1, but for Msg3 retransmission case, it is already clear in 5.4.2.2 that UE prioritizes Msg3 retransmission. AsusTek think retransmission collision case occurs with two different HARQ processes, so in this case the procedure text in 5.4.2.2.
=>
RAN2 think the UE performs Msg3 retransmission if it is collided with TTI bundling retransmission.
For the remaining bundle after Msg3 transmission
-
Samsung clarified that this case happens when different HARQ processes are used for Msg3 and TTI bundling. Huawei think even if the same HARQ process is used, the issue still exists because depending on UE implementation, the UE can get the MAC PDU from the upper layer for the remaining TTI bundling. ZTE think with the current specification, whether to transmit the remaining bundle is up to UE implementation. ZTE think the sensible UE implementation is to stop the remaining bundle after Msg3 transmission. Samsung think the issue is what if UE choose to keep transmitting remaining bundle. AsusTek think this case is not rare. AsusTek think for the retx-retx collision case, the current specification is clear that the UE continues remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission, not increasing the RV value. Panasonic think it is not crystal clear. Huawei agree that the current specification is not clear, and want to leave it up to UE implementation.
=>
RAN2 confirms that whether to continue remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission is up to UE implementation.
-
AsusTek wonders whether we should have this agreement to the MAC specification. LG think current specification already leaves it up to UE implementation. Intel think the current specification is not clear for the remaining bundle. QC does not want to change up to Rel-10. Samsung think there is no big problem in the field, so don’t want to change anything. 
=>
RAN2 confirms that if UE choose to continue remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission, there will be RV value problem.
R2-133277
The HARQ operation for TTI bundling and Random Access procedure
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
-
AsusTek think we need to change the NOTE in 5.4.1 so that the NOTE covers the case of new transmission and adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling.

=>
May comeback for the next meeting to change the specification if the agreements above are not aligned with the specification.
R2-133427
Collision of TTI bundle and Msg3
Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133230
Collision between Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133355
TTI Bundling and Msg3
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

[Moved from 6.2.2 to 6.1.2]
R2-133487
Discussion on TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission
Intel Corporation
Disc

REL-10
TEI10
R2-133152
Discussion on priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
LTE-L23,TEI10
R2-133377
Discussion on collision between TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

REL-10
TEI10

=>
All documents are not treated as covered by discussion in R2-133249.
CRs

R2-133231
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-133232
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133153
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE-L23,TEI10

R2-133154
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE-L23,TEI10

=>
All CRs are not agreed.
6.2
LTE Rel-11 WIs
6.2.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling
Basic operation of TTI bundling:
· TTI bundling pattern is (re-)established when a UL grant is received while all HARQ buffers are empty?
Allow multiple TTI bundling patterns if a UL grant is not collided with ongoing HARQ process?
When a PDCCH which is collided with existing TTI bundling pattern is received
· a. Ignore PDCCH

· b. Flush all HARQ buffers and establish new TTI bundling pattern
· c. Leave it up to UE implementation

R2-133250
Discussion on TTI bundling
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
Proposal 1
-
AsusTek agree with the proposal. ALU ask what’s the meaning of establishing the TTI bundling pattern. Samsung clarified that establishing pattern means the timing of valid UL grant can be received. MediaTek think from the current specification only one of the four HARQ process is fixed when UL grant is received. Ericsson agree with MediaTek. Samsung think it is not clear in the current specification, and want to fix the UE behavior. 
=>
Noted
R2-133530
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundles
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
Samsung think “ongoing HARQ process” needs to be clarified. Samsung interpretation of “ongoing HARQ process” means that the HARQ process with data in the buffer. Ericsson agree with Samsung interpretation. LG ask if we go for solution 3 then is there any impact on current specification. Ericsson think it depends on how you interpret the current specification. Samsung ask if solution 3 allows interleaving of multiple TTI bundling pattern. Samsung wonders what’s the benefit of interleaving of multiple patterns. Ericsson think the benefit is scheduling flexibility and false alarm. Panasonic think solution 3 still has false alarm.
-
Panasonic think solution 1 could be a good compromise. Ericsson think solution 1 has a problem when false alarm occurs.
=>
Noted
R2-133228
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling
CATT
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
Samsung wonders why the eNB want to change the bundling pattern except for the false alarm case. CATT think it provides scheduling flexibility to the eNB. Samsung does not see any need for change. 
=>
Noted
Show of hands:
Should we allow interleaving of multiple TTI bundling patterns?
-
Yes [6]
-
No [8]
=>
For Rel-11, the UE behavior is unclearly specified if network tries to change the UL bundling timing if the data is still in HARQ buffer. It is allowed for network to change the UL bundling timing if all UE’s HARQ buffers are empty.
TTI bundling colliding case

-
Samsung think it is ok to allow either ignore PDCCH or follow PDCCH, so we don’t need to change anything. Panasonic wants to flush the buffer and follow PDCCH. Ericsson think flushing the buffer is not so beneficial.
R2-133351
TTI Bundle Shifting
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133255
On the behavior of TTI bundling
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23


[Moved from 6.1.2 to 6.2.2]
R2-133312
Support of dynamic scheduling of TTI bundle transmissions
Panasonic
Disc

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
=>
All documents are not treated as covered by discussion in R2-133228.
CRs

R2-133252
UL grant patterns for TTI bundling
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133229
Clarification on dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
F
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133352
Clarification on TTI Bundle Shifting
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
F

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

=>
All CRs are not agreed.
Others

R2-133429
Clarification on SPS implicit release
Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

-
Ericsson explain that the proposal is co-signed by Verizon, AT&T, Softbank Mobile, eAccess.

-
Samsung wants to study further for the next meeting. Ericsson is ok to discuss again at the next meeting. ZTE ask if the Ericsson concern is the delay of implicit release by reactivation. Ericsson confirms. Huawei wants to study further about the scenario. LG think there is no big gain to keep the counter running at reactivation, but ok to study for the next meeting.
=>
Study for the next meeting.

R2-133247
Discussion on PHICH missing due to glitch
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
NSN think the specification is already clear. Samsung think the previous agreement captured in Chairman’s note is not clear. 

=>
Previous agreement in Chairman’s note of RAN2#81bis was wrong in that HARQ feedback is set to received PHICH in case there is glitch at the time of PUSCH transmission.

=>
Up to Rel-11, HARQ_FEEDBACK is not delivered to MAC and stay as NACK if there is glitch at the time of PUSCH transmission 

=>
Up to Rel-11, HARQ_FEEDBACK stays as NACK if there is glitch at the time of PHICH reception 

7.10
LTE TEI12

7.10.2
LTE TEI12 UP
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
R2-133267
Discussion on general gap handling
Samsung
Disc
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
-
LG think measurement gap and other gap are different because measurement gap is configured by RRC while other gaps are configured by UE implementation. Samsung think general gap makes UE behavior more predictable. Ericsson, ZTE agree with LG. Samsung think whether the eNB knows the occurrence of Gaps is not a problem. 
=>
No support.

R2-133268
Introducing general gap handling in the MAC specification
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed.
R2-133343
An optimization in logical channel prioritization
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Disc
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
-
This document is presented by Broadcom.
-
NSN think the UE cannot predict the grant. NSN think the retransmitted PDU is prioritized over new PDU in RLC. Samsung is not happy with specifying detail in LCP rule. CATT think the proposal is already allowed in current specification. 
=>
No support.

Not Available

R2-133394
Correction about FMS in PDCP
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.323
F
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
7
LTE: Rel-12

7.2
SI: Small Cell Enhancements - Higher Layer
(FS_LTE_SC_enh_hilayer, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: Sep.13, WID: RP-122033)

TR 36.842 v0.3.0 (R2-133041)
See way-forward approved at RAN-61: RP-131374
7.2.3
User Plane Details

Random access procedure? Power headroom reporting? BSR, LCP? Impact on DRX? Handling of activation/deactivation? Which depend on or impact the UP architecture decision.

Number of MAC entities
R2-133261
Single MAC versus Dual MAC
Samsung
Disc
-
NSN think it is not just a modeling issue. As we have selected 1A and 3C, the number of MAC entities is important for future discussion. Ericsson think there is not much difference whether the MAC is common or separate. NSN think at least LCP and BSR have difference. Panasonic think whether the MAC is single or dual depends on how independent the MAC procedures between MeNB and SeNB. ZTE think this issue is quite related to whether we support bearer split or not. CATT think if we support bearer split, we have to have dual TX/RX. Samsung think we should try to achieve common solution for 1A and 3C. NSN think for 1A single MAC is enough, but for 3C it should be dual MAC. Huawei think single vs dual MAC depends on eNB scheduling, and considering that there are dual MAC in eNB side, we should go for dual MAC approach. ALU agree with Huawei.
-
Chairman clarify that this session should discuss UP issues not impacted by UP architecture.

-
ZTE think BSR, PHR is not decided yet, so it is premature to decide. IDT think separate MAC has less impact. 
=>
Noted
DRX

Is DRX configuration independent for MeNB and SeNB?
Is DRX operation independent for MeNB and SeNB?

R2-133433
DRX for dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
-
NSN support, and want to change “independent” to “separate”. Samsung think the proposal is logical, but don’t like to make decision for now. NTT DCM support because Active Time is not aligned between eNBs. LG support.

-
ZTE ask if there is any kind of coordination between eNBs. Nokia support independent configuration, but some coordination is needed. ALU ask if the coordination means synchronization. Huawei think from UE point of view DRX should be separate, but the coordination between eNBs is needed. LG think the coordination is not needed considering the backhaul delay. QC think DRX between two eNB should be aligned as much as possible.
=>
Noted
	Working assumption
1. Separate DRX configurations should be supported for MeNB and SeNB.

2. Separate DRX operations (timers and active time) should be allowed for MeNB and SeNB.

FFS if the eNBs coordination is needed for DRX configuration




R2-133542
DRX consideration for dual connectivity
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, ALcatel-Lucent
Disc
R2-133105
Discussion on DRX for Inter Node Radio Resource Aggregation
ITRI
Disc
R2-133539
Issunes on DRX for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-133532
Design of DRX for dual connectivity
Broadcom Corporation
Disc
R2-133313
DRX procedure for dual connectivity
Panasonic
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Random Access

Which RA procedure for SeNB is supported?

· Only contention-free RA procedure
· Both contention-free and contention-based RA procedures
In RA procedure for SeNB, is RAR received from SeNB?
Is parallel RA procedure, one for MeNB and the other for SeNB, supported? 

R2-133431
Random Access for dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
Proposal1 Contention free random access and contention based random access should be supported towards MeNB and SeNB.
-
Panasonic think if the UE has always D-SR, contention based RA procedure is not needed. Ericsson think that whether to configure D-SR is up to SeNB. CATT agree with Ericsson. ZTE, Samsung think if SR procedure fails, the UE shall perform RA procedure. IDT think 3C does not work well without D-SR. NSN think the use of D-SR is FFS in RAN1, so support the proposal. LG think if the UE can receive MSG2 from the SeNB, then contention based RA procedure can be supported. NTT DCM support the proposal. Huawei support contention-free RA procedure, but want to see the need for contention-based RA procedure. Ericsson think that if the SeNB supports only contention-free RA procedure, the preamble may be run out. ALU think there are not many UEs in small cell, so reserving dedicated preamble may not be an issue. Samsung ask if there is no contention based RA procedure, how the SeNB knows that the small cell addition is completed. ZTE think dedicated preamble can be used. ZTE ask if SR procedure fails, how the UE do without contention based RA procedure. Huawei think if SR fails and UE does not have contention based RA procedure, the UE can send BSR to MeNB. 
Proposal 2 Parallel random access should be supported for dual connection.
-
Samsung, NTT DCM think it is premature to discuss this issue. LG think sending preamble to both eNBs may be power-limiting problem, so we have to wait until RAN1 decision. ZTE think the power-limiting problem can be avoided by eNB coordination such as preamble transmission in different subframes. LG think if contention based RA procedure is supported, the eNB coordination may not be possible. 
Proposal 3 MSG2 should be sent from the eNB to which the preamble was sent.
-
IDT support the proposal, and think the RA procedure for SeNB should be something like PCell procedure. Panasonic support the proposal. CATT support the proposal, and also want to have PCell-like small cell for SeNB. NSN think PCell-like small cell make sense, but this needs to be discussed in main session. Samsung ask if we support multiple TAG in SeNB. 
-
Chairman ask whether we send LS to RAN1 to inform that Msg2 is sent from the SeNB. Panasonic think that as long as contention-based RA procedure supported, the Msg2 should be sent in CSS. 
=>
Noted

	Agreements
1. Contention-free RA procedure is supported towards SeNB.

2. As a working assumption, contention-based RA procedure is supported towards SeNB.

3. Msg2 is sent from the eNB to which the preamble was sent.




R2-133315
Support of RACH procedure for SeNB
Panasonic
Disc
R2-133540
Issues on Random access for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
R2-133269
Random Access on SCell in inter-ENB CA
Samsung
Disc
R2-133289
Discussion of random access procedure for inter-node CA
HTC
Disc
R2-133359
Random Access Procedure for Small Cell Enhancements
ETRI
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Activation/Deactivation
Is Activation/Deactivation supported for SeNB?

· If yes, is special SCell (never deactivated) defined among cells served by the SeNB?

R2-133273
Small Cell Activation and Deactivation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
NSN think considering the activation delay, the activation delay due to backhaul delay may not be problem. ZTE wonders whether the Activation command and feedback need to be exchanged between MeNB and SeNB. Huawei think SeNB may have multiple cells. CATT agrees, and want to have per-eNB activation/deactivation. IDT think the problem is not delay but synchronization. LG ask what the benefit of having activation/deactivation in small cell if the UE has independent DRX per eNB. Panasonic agree to per-eNB activation/deactivation, but MeNB should not be able to control the activation/deactivation of SeNB. ZTE think if there is only one cell in SeNB, the MeNB should be able to control. Ericsson think one cell in SeNB should always be activated like PCell. Ericsson think if MeNB sends activation/deactivation command for SeNB cell, there will be synchronization problem. NTT DCM, NSN agrees. 
-
Samsung wants to see the gain of having activation/deactivation for small cells. Huawei think if there is only one cell in SeNB, activation/deactivation may not be needed. NEC wants to know first how many cells can be configured in SeNB. QC wants to confirm there is only one MeNB and SeNB. NTT DCM think we should discuss first the framework of dual connectivity. Ericsson think at least one cell is configured in SeNB, so at least one cell in SeNB should always be activated. NTT DCM agrees. LG agrees.
-
LG think we haven’t discuss the CA and small cell together.

=>
Need for activation/deactivation of small cells depend on how many small cells are configured in SeNB. 
R2-133378
UE power saving in dual connectivity
CATT
Disc
=>
The document is not treated
BSR/PHR
How does the SeNB receive BSR/PHR?

· receive via MeNB
· receive directly from UE
R2-133259
Scheduling Information handling in inter-ENB carrier aggregation
Samsung
Disc

-
Ericsson think there would be much delay if we support Xn forwarding. Huawei think both schemes are needed depending on the backhaul delay. QC think for 1A, Xn forwarding scheme is not suitable. QC think BSR scheme depends on UP architecture. QC think BSR and PHR are different in that delay is critical for PHR. Panasonic think PHR should be sent to corresponding eNB. NSN wants to have common solution for BSR not depending on UP architecture. IDT think for PHR we have to decide first whether the TDM approach is used. Samsung wants to have single solution for all UP architectures.
=>
Noted
R2-133412
Uplink scheduling and BSRs with dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
-
ZTE ask if bearer split in UL is assumed. Ericsson confirms. ZTE think the BSR depends on whether we support UL bearer split or not. Chairman wonders if the DL bearer split is supported how is the UL bearer split not supported. 
=>
Noted
	Agreements
1.  For eNB-specific bearer, UE sends BSR information related to specific bearer towards the eNB for which corresponding bearer belongs to.



R2-133541
Issues on BSR for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
R2-133534
BSR impacts by bearer split
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133538
Management of UE Transmit Power in Dual Connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
LCP

R2-133523
MAC modifications with dependency on UP architecture options
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
R2-133536
LCP impacts by bearer split
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated
MAC-related

R2-133146
Discussion on UP common issues
ZTE
Disc
R2-133211
MAC details for dual connectivity
NSN, Nokia Corporation
Disc
R2-133310
User plane details related to the SCE user plane architecture selection
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Disc
R2-133496
MAC layer aspects for dual connectivity
Intel Corporation
Disc
R2-133236
MAC Aspects of Dual Connectivity
InterDigital Communications
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Others

R2-133208
Discussion on master-slave RLCs
Fujitsu
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133209
Flow control and QoS-aware data forwarding
Fujitsu
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated
Summary of the UP ad hoc meeting

In-principle agreed CRs

R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE_CA-Core
Agreed outgoing LS
None

Comeback on Friday

None

E-mail discussion for the next meeting

Collision between C-RNTI UL grant for new tx and Temporary C-RNTI UL grant for retx (ZTE)

Comeback at the next meeting
SPS implicit release counter handling at SPS reactivation (related to R2-133429)
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