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[bookmark: _Toc198546600]6	LTE: Rel-12 and earlier releases

6.1.2	User Plane
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
[bookmark: _6.2_LTE:_Rel-12]
R2-153045	Reply LS on Type 2 Power Headroom reporting	(R1-154764; contact: Intel);	RAN1;	LS in;	Rel-12;	TEI12;
=>	Noted

R2-153791	Correction on Type 2 PH reporting	Intel Corporation	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0799		F		Rel-12	LTE_CA-Core
NOTE: TEI12 should be added in WI code since LTE-CA-Core was a REL-10 WI
-	LG think we discussed the issue at the last meeting, and RAN2 agreed to change RAN1 specification. LG think MAC spec does not need to change. Ericsson think MAC assumes there was a transmission, so the intention of the CR is correct. MediaTek think the change is aligned with last agreement.
-	Ericsson want to change “if needed” to “if available”. Intel think PCMAX is always available, so “if available” is misleading. 
-	Panasonic think the proposed change incurs change of UE implementation. 
=>	Remove “if needed”
=>	Cover sheet should be updated.
=>	With above changes, the CR0799r1 is agreed in R2-153862 (Intel).


6.2	LTE: Rel-12
6.2.3	WI: LTE Device to Device Proximity Services - Radio Aspects
(LTE_D2D_Prox-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Mar.14, closed: Mar.15, WID: RP-142043)
RAN1 TR 36.843 on D2D
6.2.3.2	User Plane
Documents in this agenda item will be treated in the UP session.
Including output of [90#26][LTE/ProSe] Rel-13 SL BSR trigger and cancellation (Huawei)

MAC

Reporting and cancellation of SL BSR

R2-153231	Report of email discussion on sidelink BSR	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
-	Ericsson wonders why the issue is discussed in R12. Chairman clarified that the issue was triggered in R12, so it’s ok to discuss it in R12.

Proposal1
=>	The UE does not report empty SL BSR. All triggered sidelink BSRs shall be cancelled in case the MAC entity has no data available for transmission for any of the sidelink logical channels.
-	AsusTek wants to limit the change to periodic and padding SL BSR. Huawei think the previous sentence covers the cancellation of regular SL BSR.

Proposal2
=>	All triggered Regular Sidelink BSRs shall be cancelled (the triggered periodic SL BSR is not cancelled) in case the remaining configured SL grant(s) valid for this SC Period can accommodate all pending data available for transmission.

Release
-	Huawei think the issue exists from R12, so want to apply the change from R12. Ericsson want to check whether there is a severe problem. LG, Coolpad is fine from R12. 
=>	Apply the change from R12.


R2-153397	Corrections for reporting and cancellation of SL BSR	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0789		F		Rel-13	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	CR is not agreed.

R2-153662	Corrections for reporting and cancellation of SL BSR	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0795		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	Tick the RAN box.
=>	With above change, CR0795r1 is agreed in R2-153863 (Huawei). 

R2-153325	Correction on Sidelink BSR transmission	Innovative Technology Lab Co.	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0787		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	CR is not agreed.

R2-153752	Clarification of cancellation of sidelink BSR	Ericsson	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0797		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
-	AsusTek ask what is 0 byte SL grant. Ericsson clarified that there was a concern on whether data available for transmission = 0 byte can be accommodated into non-received SL grant. Nokia think the NOTE is not clear. LG think Huawei CR covers this case. 
=>	CR is not agreed.

MAC others

R2-153272	Corrections to Sidelink in MAC	Intel Corporation	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0785		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

Removing MAC CE
-	ITL think removing MAC CE is not future proof. Intel want to make the spec clear, and keeping MAC CE makes confusion. ZTE supports for removing MAC CE. LG is fine with removing MAC CE. Ericsson, Huawei think there may be IOT issues with different releases. Intel think as long as the UE is standard compliant, there would be not IOT issues. ITL want to postpone the discussion to R13. Intel think it is the clean-up of R12 specification.
=>	Remove SL MAC CE

Sidelink Control Layer-1 ID
-	Nokia wonders whether the new terminology is used in RAN1 spec. Intel think there is misalignment between stage-2 and stage-3 spec. Nokia think SL Control L1 ID is a subset of Group Destination, and the change may not be just change of the name. Huawei want to keep the Group Destination. 
=>	Change stage-2 terminology, if needed.

N in SL BSR MAC CE
-	ZTE think this change is not needed. ITL think it is useful clarification. Huawei think such clarification is not specified for PHR. 
=>	The change is not needed.

zero or one MAC SDU
-	LG agree with the change.
=>	Agree to change to one or more MAC SDU.

=>	All other changes are agreed.

=>	With above changes, the CR0785r1 is agreed in R2-153864 (Intel).


R2-153774	Corrections on Prose BSR Report and SL MAC CE	ZTE	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0798		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
-	Ericsson think there is only one LCG in R12. Chairman think this CR is for R13. 
=>	CR is not agreed.

R2-153519	Miscellaneous corrections on Sidelink	ASUSTEK COMPUTER (SHANGHAI)	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0790		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

1st change
-	LG agree with the intention but want to change to “for sidelink logical channels”. Panasonic, Ericsson think the sentence in 5.14.1.3 already covers this clarification. Ericsson think there may be issue in R13 if we introduce multiple SL grant. Huawei agree with the change.
=>	Agree to the 1st change with change of “for sidelink logical channels”.

2nd change
-	LG think the 10 bytes restriction is a guideline to eNB, and prefer to have it. AsusTek think if it could be a guideline it would be good to have NOTE for eNB. LG wonders whether there is difference between NOTE and normative text. Huawei wonders whether it is captured in other place that padding PDU is not allowed for SL. 
=>	Keep it as it is.

3rd change
-	Ericsson, QC support the change. LG think in legacy “transmission” includes both “transmission” and “retransmission”.
=>	The change is agreed.

4th change
-	QC, LG support.
=>	The change is agreed.

5th change
=>	The change is agreed.

=>	With above changes, CR0790r1 is agreed in R2-153865 (AsusTek).

R2-153709	Events that trigger sidelink BSR	Nokia Networks	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0796		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
-	Ericsson think there is no functional change, and does not improve readability. Nokia think “An SL-RNTI is configured by upper layers” is confusing, so want to make it clear. LG think the first four bullets refer to the UE in mode 1, and the last bullet refers to the event the UE mode is changed from mode 2 to mode 1. 
=>	CR is not agreed.

RLC

R2-153230	Corrections for STCH in 36.322	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0108		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	CR is agreed.

R2-153399	Corrections for STCH in 36.322	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0111		A		Rel-13	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	CR is not agreed.


Withdrawn
R2-153232	Corrections for reporting and cancellation of SL BSR	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0784		F		Rel-13	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>	Withdrawn

7	LTE Rel-13
[bookmark: _7.1_SI:_Study]
7.2	WI: CA enhancements
(LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150771)
Time budget: 1 TU (+ 1TU for stage-3 UP aspects)

7.2.3	UP aspects
Stage-3 UP aspects
Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session
7.2.3.1	B5C
E.g. Header formats, …

Activation/Deactivation

Optimization for Ci field
Use of new LCID

R2-153418	Details of Activation/Deactivation MAC CE in UE aspect	Samsung Telecommunications	discussion
-	Samsung clarified that they still consider need for new LCID. The implicit configuration means that there is no need for RRC signaling. Huawei wonders why did we introduce a new LCID for DC PHR MAC CE. Samsung think the DC PHR MAC CE is an optional feature, so RRC signaling is needed. Ericsson think the situation in eCA is different from DC. ITL think even if more than 8 cells are configured, the eNB can send AD MAC CE with 1 byte. XInwei want to introduce a new LCID for new MAC CE. LG doesn’t want to introduce a new LCID. 

Discussion: whether 1 byte AD MAC CE is allowed even if highest sCellIndex is larger than 8.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex is less than 8, the AD MAC CE is 1 byte.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex is larger than or equal to 8, the AD MAC CE is 4 bytes.
=>	It is up to eNB implementation to control the highest sCellIndex is below 8 when the number of configured cells are less than 8.

Discussion: new LCID
-	Huawei, Ericsson, LG, Nokia, QC is ok with not introducing a new LCID. Samsung think there would be a big change if we don’t introduce a new LCID. Nokia, Ericsson think we already have the MAC CE whose size depends on the configuration, e.g. PHR MAC CE. Samsung think in PHR MAC CE, there is a L field, but for this case, there is no L field. Samsung think fixed size MAC CE needs different LCIDs. ITL, AsusTek, ZTE, Xinwei want to introduce a new LCID. Huawei think there is no problem of ambiguity. MediaTek agree with Huawei. Samsung think common LCID works but brings much complexity. 

Introduce a new LCID for AD MAC CE with 4 bytes
Option1: Introduce a new LCID		7
Option2: Do not introduce a new LCID	8
=>	Come back at the next meeting.

R2-153654	LCIDs for extended MAC CEs for CA enhancements beyond 5 CCs	Ericsson	discussion
R2-153324	Remaining issues on Activation/Deactivation MAC CE for b5C	Innovative Technology Lab Co.	discussion
R2-153577	Combination solution for AD MAC CE with up to 32 CCs	Beijing Xinwei Telecom Techn.	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion under R2-153418.

R2-153655	CR for LCIDs for extended MAC CEs for CA enhancements beyond 5 CCs	Ericsson	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0794		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
=>	CR is not treated.

PHR

Optimization for Ci field
Location of Type2 PH field

R2-153420	Remaining issues on PHR MAC CE in UP aspect	Samsung Telecommunications	discussion

Proposal1
=>	The bitmap in new PHR MAC CE format is followed by Type 2 PHs.

Proposal2
-	NTT DCM want to check with RAN1 whether it can be considered as simultaneous PUCCH-PUSCH transmission in case PUCCH is transmitted on PCell group and PUSCH is transmitted on PUCCH SCell group. Ericsson think simultaneous PUCCH-PUSCH transmission is configured per PUCCH group. Nokia confirms Ericsson’s understanding.
=>	The presence of PUCCH SCell Type 2 PH depends on simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH configuration of the PUCCH cell group.

Proposal3
=>	R13 Extended PHR MAC CE format is explicitly configured by RRC


New LCID for FE-PHR MAC CE
-	Huawei think there is no need to introduce a new LCID. Samsung think there are still many LCID values left. Nokia think PHR is different from AD MAC CE because PHR is UL. Thus, a new LCID is needed for new PHR MAC CE. Ericsson, LG agree with Nokia. ITL think there is no difference between PHR and AD MAC CE.
=>	New LCID is used for R13 Extended PHR MAC CE


R2-153263	PHR for CA enhancement for more than 5 CCs	Nokia Networks	discussion
-	Samsung has sympathy for the proposal. LG think it would be sufficient to rely on the highest sCellIndex not on the highest sCellIndex with configured UL. Nokia think typically there would not many SCells with configured UL, so would like to rely on the highest sCellIndex with configured UL. LG think eNB can manage the highest sCellIndex with configured UL.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is less than 8, the Ci field of PHR MAC CE is 1 byte.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is larger than or equal to 8, the Ci field of PHR MAC CE is 4 bytes.
=>	It is up to eNB implementation to control the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is below 8 when the number of configured cells are less than 8.


R2-153152	PHR format for eCA	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
R2-153593	Remaining format for eCA PHR 	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent	discussion
R2-153506	Discussion on PHR for eCA	CATT	discussion
[moved from 7.2.3.2 to 7.2.3.1]
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by previous discussion.


R2-153297	Further Extended Power Headroom Report	Nokia Networks	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0786		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153298	Further Extended Power Headroom Report	Nokia Networks	CR	36.331	12.6.0	1862		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core 
=>	All CRs are not treated.

BSR

New BSR format

R2-153651	Extension of BSR for CA enhancements beyond 5 CC	Ericsson	discussion
=>	Noted.
R2-153588	BSR report for enhanced CA 	Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent	discussion
=>	Noted.
R2-153425	BSR format for B5C	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
=>	Noted.

Discussion: maximum BS value
-	Nokia think 25 Gbps is for DL not for UL, we don’t need such high bit rate in UL. MediaTek think BS is controlled by eNB, and there would be no drastic change from legacy. MediaTek, Samsung don’t see the need for enhancement for BSR. 
=>	No enhancement for BSR.

R2-153652	New BSR mapping table for Carrier Aggregation enhancements beyond 5 CCs	Ericsson	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0792		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
=>	CR is not treated.

L2 header extension

L, SOstart, SOend = 16bit
AM RLC SN = 18bit, 16bit, 13bit
UM RLC SN = 18bit, 13bit
PDCP SN = 23bit

R2-153171	L2 enhancements for eCA	SAMSUNG Electronics Co., Ltd.	discussion

Discussion: PDCP SN size
-	Nokia think that if we increase PDCP SN size, it should be informed to other related WGs, e.g. RAN3, CT4. Nokia think increasing PDCP SN to 23 bits are too much. 
=>	Take 23bits PDCP SN as a baseline
=>	[CBF] Send LS to RAN3, CT4, SA3 to inform that PDCP SN size is increased to 23 bits in R2-153866 (Nokia).

Discussion: L, SOstart, SOend size
=>	16bits L, SOstart, SOend


R2-153299	Extending RLC header	Nokia Networks	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0109		B	Relates to R2-153296	Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core

Discussion: AM RLC SN size
-	Nokia think 16 bits fit to two full bytes, and looks nice for AMD PDU segment.
=>	16bits AM RLC SN

Discussion: UM RLC SN size
-	Samsung think we don’t need to extend UM RLC SN. Huawei, Ericsson think it is good to extend UM RLC as well to cope with multiple HARQ operation. Samsung think UM RLC is mostly used for VoIP, which does not have large amount of data.
=>	The need for extending UM RLC SN size is FFS.

=>	CR is postponed.

R2-153364	Extention of SN and SO field in RLC PDU	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0110		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
=>	CR is not agreed.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
R2-153275	Layer 2 header size to support CA with up to 32 CCs	Intel Corporation	discussion
R2-153296	L2 enhancements for more than 5 CCs	Nokia Networks	discussion
R2-153362	UP impacts due to high peak data rate of 32CCs	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
R2-153605	Impact of carrier aggregation enhancement on L2 UP protocols	Ericsson	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion under R2-153171.


R2-153363	Extention  of L field in MAC PDU	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0788		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153365	Extention  of SN field in PDCP PDU	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.323	12.4.0	0141		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153366	Extention  due to high data rate	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.331	12.6.0	1870		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153601	Extending MAC protocol header	Ericsson	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0791		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153602	Extending RLC protocol header	Ericsson	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0112		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
R2-153603	Extending PDCP protocol header	Ericsson	CR	36.323	12.4.0	0142		B		Rel-13	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
=>	All CRs are not treated.

7.2.3.2	PUCCH on SCell

SR

SR prohibit timer
SR failure

R2-153467	Discussion on SR prohibition time and D-SR failure	HTC Corporation	discussion

Proposal1
-	Huawei think SR period based on shorter SR is more reasonable. Samsung agree with Huawei. Ericsson think based on PCell is aligned with legacy. LG support proposal 1 because PUCCH SCell can be deactivated. Nokia wonders how the SR based on PCell works if the SR is not configured on PCell. LG think the only issue is when the SR is configured on both PCell and PUCCH SCell. If there is only one SR configured, it is straightforward that the SR period follows configured SR. Samsung worries about long SR prohibit time.

SR prohibit timer
Option1. based on PCell SR period	4
Option2. based on shorter SR period	13
=>	SR prohibit timer is based on shorter SR period, regardless of whether the PUCCH SCell is deactivated.

Proposal2
-	Huawei think if there is SR only on PUCCH SCell, it is overkill to release all PUCCH/SRS resource at SR failure. Instead Huawei want to release PUCCH SCell group. HTC think SR failure comes from desych, and want to release all PUCCH/SRS resource. LG doesn’t want to differentiate the cause of SR failure, so support the proposal 2. Panasonic, Samsung, Nokia support the proposal 2.
=>	PUCCH/SRS resources should be released for all serving cells when SR_COUNTER reaches dsr-TransMax.


R2-153368	Issues for SR on PUCCH Scell	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion

Proposal3
=>	When Scell with SR is deactivated, RA on PCell is triggered if there is no valid SR configured on the PCell.

R2-153228	Remaining issues on PUCCH SCell	Nokia Networks	discussion
R2-153417	Remaining issues on interleaved SR	Samsung Telecommunications	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion under R2-153467.

Fast activation of PUCCH SCell

Activation + Random Access
SR transmission before activation

R2-153226	PUCCH SCell pre-activation	Nokia Networks	discussion
=>	Noted.

R2-153369	Pre-activation SR	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion

Discussion on the need of pre-activation
-	Nokia think if PCell SR is short, there is no need to configure SR on PUCCH SCell. LG think we already decided that UL transmission is not possible in deactivated SCell. Nokia explains that the UE autonomously activate the SCell. Intel think the UE has to make DL synchronization on SCell, which may cause additional power consumption. Nokia think the UE activates the SCell later. Ericsson should avoid the UE sends something in deactivated SCell. Samsung think Nokia’s proposal is over-optimization. 
=>	No need for pre-activation. 

R2-153571	Activation_deactivation of PUCCH SCell	NTT DOCOMO INC.	discussion
=>	Noted.

R2-153509	PUCCH SCell activation	CATT	discussion

Discussion on reducing scheduling delay
-	Samsung does not want to introduce a new MAC CE to reduce the delay. Moreover, Samsung think there is not so much gain. NTT DCM explains that there would be additional delay when PUCCH SCell is activated. ALU think the frequency of PUCCH SCell out-of-synch is not that high, so does not want to optimize. Nokia think the eNB can send PDCCH order earlier. LG think the eNB can configure PUCCH on the already activated SCell. Panasonic think we can use PDCCH order.
=>	No mechanism is introduced to reduce scheduling delay on PUCCH SCell.


R2-153573	Draft LS on PUCCH SCell activation	NTT DOCOMO INC.	LS out	Related to R2-153571
R2-153415	Reducing use delay on PUCCH SCell	III	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by previous discussion.

Time Alignment

SRS resource release at TAT expiry
sCellDeactivationTimer handling

R2-153367	SRS handling for SCells in Secondary PUCCH Group	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
=>	When the TAT associated with sTAG not including PUCCH SCell is not running, the SRS resources for the SCell in the sTAG shall be released and SRS transmission on other TAGs shall not be impacted.

R2-153154	Remaining issue on TAG for CA enhancement	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
-	LG explains that proposal 3 is not correct and withdrawn.
=>	It is allowed to add a PUCCH SCell or configure PUCCH to an existing SCell in a TAG of which TAT is not running.
=>	It is left up to eNB implementation how to handle the TAT of a TAG if PUCCH SCell is added/configured to a TAG of which TAT is not running.

MAC others

R2-153159	sCellDeactivationTimer for PUCCH SCell	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
-	Samsung wonders in case 1 the eNB may not know the exact timing when the valid CQI is reported. Samsung think the eNB should deactivate the SCell first and then configure PUCCH on the deactivated SCell. CATT think we already agreed to allow configuring PUCCH on the already activated SCell. ALU think release/add is used when PUCCH is configured on a SCell. Nokia think we agreed that eNB deactivates the SCell before configuring PUCCH. Chairman think RAN2 agreed to allow configuring PUCCH on a already activated SCell. NTT DCM confirms, but explained RAN2 also agreed to revisit this issue. Huawei explained that even if the SCell is release/add, the activation status is not changed.
-	Ericsson think it would be sufficient to say that “the sCellDeactivationTimer is not applied for PUCCH SCell”. Nokia agree with Ericsson, there is no need to specify start/stop of the timer.
=>	Come back at the next meeting.

R2-153463	Managing PUCCH resources on a deactivated PUCCH SCell	HTC Corporation	discussion
=>	Noted.


7.9	WI: Dual Connectivity Enhancements
(LTE_dualC_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150490)
Time budget: 0 TU in main room (+1 TU in stage-3 UP session)
Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session
[bookmark: _7.10_WI:_RAN]
BSR and PDCP data transmission

R2-153316	PDCP data transmission for UL split bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
-	ZTE doesn’t want to make PDCP data transmission based on BSR. ZTE think the data transmission should be based on UL data indication from PDCP. Nokia think this is a kind of optimization, and want to stick to the previous agreement. Ericsson agree with Nokia. LG think proposal 1 is not over-scheduling, but waste of UL resource, so LG agree with the intention. Ericsson think fluctuation around threshold should not happen often. 

=>	PDCP data indication to MAC is based on the amount of data at the time of indication
=>	BSR triggering is based on the legacy BSR triggering rule
=>	PDCP data transmission is based on the amount of data in PDCP and the threshold at the time of UL grant reception

-	LG think the third bullet imposes additional requirement to UE implementation.
-	CATT think we have to discuss how to coordinate between two eNBs to avoid over-scheduling.

R2-153148	PDCP data indication to MAC with threshold	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
-	Ericsson think this is a modeling issue, and think there is always PDCP status available in MAC. Nokia agree with Ericsson. LG think if 0 is not indicated, the other MAC entity would not trigger BSR if the amount of data goes above threshold again. Panasonic think the current text already implies that 0 is indicated to the other MAC entity. Samsung think the proposal makes the UE behavior clear. Samsung think the more serious problem is the other MAC entity would report some value other than 0 when the PDCP data amount is below threshold. ALU think indication to the other MAC entity would be helpful for BSR in the other MAC entity. ZTE agree with ALU. 
=>	If the amount of PDCP data is less than the threshold, the PDCP entity indicates the actual amount of PDCP data to configured MAC and 0 to non-configured MAC.

R2-153568	Over allocation problem on UL bearer split	NTT DOCOMO INC.	discussion
=>	Already covered by discussion in R2-153316.

R2-153318	UL data transmission upon SCG-RLF for UL split bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
-	Kyocera think option 3 is a good choice. Samsung think option 1 is a general consequence of what we have discussed. Samsung think optimization for SCG-RLF is not needed.
=>	Upon SCG-RLF, the data transfer to the MeNB is maintained, and the data transfer to the SeNB is suspended.

R2-153327	How to capture uplink split in the relevant specifications	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	discussion
Proposal3
-	Ericsson want to have more larger maximum value. Nokia think 0 should be minimum.
=>	ul-DataSplitThreshold is defined as byte-based. Minimum and Maximum value is FFS.


R2-153089	Stage 3 Details of DC Enhancements	Nokia Networks	discussion
R2-153149	Buffer status reporting and PDCP data transmission	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
R2-153315	Delivery of PDCP PDU to RLC Layer for UL Split Bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
R2-153319	Over-scheduling problem for UL split bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
R2-153443	Remaining Issues of Supporting Uplink Split Bearers	ITRI	discussion
R2-153491	Clarifications on BSR of UL bearer split	ZTE Corporation	discussion
R2-153507	Consideration on over-scheduling issue for uplink split	CATT	discussion
R2-153520	Scheduling coordination between MeNB and SeNB	CATT	discussion
R2-153704	Discussion on UL bearer split for Dual connectivity: BSR triggers and timers	Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by previous discussion.

R2-153760	PDCP data transfer procedure for uplink bearer split	Ericsson	CR	36.323	12.4.0	0143		B		Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
R2-153329	Introducing threshold based uplink split operation into the RRC specification	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	draftCR	36.331	12.5.0					Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
R2-153336	Introducing threshold based uplink split operation into the PDCP specification 	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	draftCR	36.323	12.4.0					Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
R2-153383	Clarification of PDCP behavior for uplink split bearer	Kyocera	discussion
				Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
=>	All CRs are not treated.

PDCP discard

R2-153088	Further discussion on PDCP discard with split bearers	Nokia Networks	discussion
=>	Noted
R2-153157	PDCP Discard issue with UL split bearers	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
=>	Noted
R2-153387	Discussion on the PDCP discard issue in bear split	ZTE Corporation	discussion
=>	Noted
R2-153317	PDCP Discard Issue for UL Split Bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion
=>	Noted

Handling of PDCP discard
-	Option1. Header-only PDCP PDU
-	Option2. Leave it up to UE implementation (with a NOTE)
-	Option3. Leave it up to eNB implementation
-	Option4. PDCP Control PDU

-	Samsung think the result of SN gap is not that critical, so want to go for simplest option, i.e. option 3. Ericsson think option 2 and 3 are same. Samsung think option 2 requires UE implementation should do something. QC, MediaTek is fine with option2.
=>	Go for option 2, i.e. leave it up to UE implementation with a NOTE.

R2-153394	Draft CR_Improvement on the detection of discarded PDCP PDU	ZTE Corporation	draftCR	36.323	13.0.0	
=>	CR is not treated.

R2-153160	PDCP SDU discard in split bearers	LG Electronics Inc.	draftCR	36.323	12.4.0					Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
-	Ericsson think the NOTE does not say anything about how the UE avoids SN gap after discard. LG think there are couple of ways to avoid SN gap, and it may be difficult to list all the possible UE behaviors in the NOTE. Samsung want to change “prevent” to “minimize”. MediaTek want to reword like “It is up to UE implementation to minimize SN gap after SDU discard.” DCM propose to add “UL”.
=>	Add “UL” for split bearer
=>	Change the last sentence to “It is up to UE implementation to minimize SN gap after SDU discard.”
=>	Include in the PDCP running CR with above changes.
=>	CR is postponed.

R2-153162	PDCP reordering enhancement	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
R2-153237	PDCP Discard	MediaTek Inc.	discussion
R2-153330	On preventing PDCP SN gap due to discard timer	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	discussion
R2-153444	PDCP Discard Issue of Split Bearer	ITRI	discussion
R2-153758	PDCP data transfer procedure for uplink bearer split	Ericsson	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by previous discussion.


PDCP Control PDU

R2-153155	Transmission of PDCP Control PDU in split bearer	LG Electronics Inc.	discussion
-	Nokia think transmitting to only MeNB may delay the transmission of PDCP status report. Ericsson agree with Nokia. LG think most delay comes from X2 delay. Panasonic agree with LG. Samsung think transmitting PDCP status report only to eNB does not guarantee shorter delay. QC want to avoid special handling of PDCP status report. Panasonic think the MeNB can issue UL grant immediately to avoid delay of PDCP status report. CATT agree with Samsung. Huawei support to restrict the PDCP status report transmission to MeNB. Panasonic think if the PDCP control PDU is sent to SeNB, it may be useless due to long X2 delay. Samsung think SeNB can prioritize PDCP control PDU transmission to MeNB in X2 interface. LG think there is no PDCP in SeNB, so wonders how the SeNB can prioritize. Nokia think PDCP control PDU should be transmitted to both eNBs. CATT think for UL split bearer, the X2 delay should be low. DCM think the problem exist from R12, and wonders whether the optimization is needed.
=>	PDCP control PDU is handled same as PDCP data PDU.

R2-153326	PDCP Control PDU for UL Split Bearer	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	discussion
R2-153090	Transmission of PDCP status report at PDCP data recovery	Nokia Networks	discussion
R2-153256	Transmission of PDCP control PDUs for Split bearers	PANASONIC R&D Center Germany	discussion
=>	All documents are not treated as already covered by previous discussion.


PBR

R2-153522	Considerations on PBR of UL split bearer	CATT	discussion
-	DCM think the PBR is typically configured for non-GBR bearer. CATT think for each RB, there is a PBR. ALU think PBR is for avoiding starvation, and configuring PBR by only one eNB should be sufficient. CATT think PBR configuration is up to eNB implementation. In case two PBRs are configured, the sum of them should be equal to GBR. Nokia think we can just rely on eNB configuration. ALU think if there are two PBRs, the eNB may allocate UL grant more than needed. Samsung think even if the sum of PBRs exceed minimum bit rate, there is no critical problem. 
=>	For PBR, the UE just follows eNB configuration.

R2-153703	Discussion on UL bearer split for Dual Connectivity: QoS guarantee	Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell	discussion
=>	The document is not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-153522.

SFN/subframe offset

R2-153175	Kick off to work on SFN/subframe offset reporting	NTT DOCOMO, INC. (Rapporteur)	discussion
=>	[EMAILDISC] SFN/subframe offset reporting (NTT DOCOMO).


Withdrawn
R2-153328	Introducing threshold based uplink split operation into the PDCP specification 	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	CR	36.323	12.4.0	0140		F		Rel-13	LTE_dualC_enh-Core
=>	Withdrawn




Summary of the UP ad hoc meeting

Agreed CRs
R2-153862	Correction on Type 2 PH reporting	Intel Corporation	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0799r1		F		Rel-12	LTE_CA-Core
R2-153863	Corrections for reporting and cancellation of SL BSR	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0795r1		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-153864	Corrections to Sidelink in MAC	Intel Corporation	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0785r1		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-153865	Miscellaneous corrections on Sidelink	ASUSTEK COMPUTER (SHANGHAI)	CR	36.321	12.6.0	0790r1		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-153230	Corrections for STCH in 36.322	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	36.322	12.2.0	0108		F		Rel-12	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

Agreed outgoing LS
None

Comeback on Friday
Send LS to RAN3, CT4, SA3 to inform that PDCP SN size is increased to 23 bits in R2-153866 (Nokia).

E-mail discussion for the next meeting
Rel-13 DC: SFN/subframe offset reporting (NTT DOCOMO, related to R2-153175)

Comeback at the next meeting
New LCID for AD MAC CE with 4 bytes (related to R2-153418)
Handling of sCellDeactivationTimer for PUCCH SCell (related to R2-153159)


Agreements on Rel-13 items

CA enhancements
=>	If the highest sCellIndex is less than 8, the AD MAC CE is 1 byte.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex is larger than or equal to 8, the AD MAC CE is 4 bytes.
=>	It is up to eNB implementation to control the highest sCellIndex is below 8 when the number of configured cells are less than 8.
=>	The bitmap in new PHR MAC CE format is followed by Type 2 PHs.
=>	The presence of PUCCH SCell Type 2 PH depends on simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH configuration of the PUCCH cell group.
=>	R13 Extended PHR MAC CE format is explicitly configured by RRC
=>	New LCID is used for R13 Extended PHR MAC CE
=>	If the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is less than 8, the Ci field of PHR MAC CE is 1 byte.
=>	If the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is larger than or equal to 8, the Ci field of PHR MAC CE is 4 bytes.
=>	It is up to eNB implementation to control the highest sCellIndex of SCell with configured UL is below 8 when the number of configured cells are less than 8.
=>	No enhancement for BSR.
=>	Take 23bits PDCP SN as a baseline
=>	16bits L, SOstart, SOend
=>	16bits AM RLC SN
=>	The need for extending UM RLC SN size is FFS.

DC enhancements
=>	PDCP data indication to MAC is based on the amount of data at the time of indication
=>	BSR triggering is based on the legacy BSR triggering rule
=>	PDCP data transmission is based on the amount of data in PDCP and the threshold at the time of UL grant reception
=>	If the amount of PDCP data is less than the threshold, the PDCP entity indicates the actual amount of PDCP data to configured MAC and 0 to non-configured MAC.
=>	Upon SCG-RLF, the data transfer to the MeNB is maintained, and the data transfer to the SeNB is suspended.
=>	ul-DataSplitThreshold is defined as byte-based. Minimum and Maximum value is FFS.
=>	SN Gap handling is left up to UE implementation with a NOTE.
=>	PDCP control PDU is handled same as PDCP data PDU.
=>	For PBR, the UE just follows eNB configuration.
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