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1 Introduction

During RAN2#81 meeting, HARQ RTT timer was discussed in [1][2][3][4][5]. Some agreements were made for MIMO operation with respect to this timer:  

=>
Agree that UE is required to process a second TB for retransmission for the same HARQ process while the HARQ RTT Timer is running due to the first TB and the UE is in active time due to other reasons for MIMO and DRX case.

=>
Agree that UE shall restart the HARQ RTT Timer in this case.

However, there was no consensus of UE behaviour in the SIMO scenario and this was left to email discussion:
-
Get a common understanding of HARQ operation according to current specification.

-
Provide a CR (Rel-10) to capture the agreement on MIMO and DRX case and potential further outcome of the email discussion.

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report to RAN2-81bis and 36.321 CRs

“Companies are invited to provide their input to this email discussion no later than 25.3.2013 midnight Pacific Time. After this date, a CR covering earlier agreements as well as potential outcome of the email discussion is provided by the rapporteur. When ready, companies will be invited to provide comments to the CR. The final deadline for the email discussion is 4.4.2013 midnight Pacific Time”.   
2 Background
In this subsection, current specifications related to HARQ RTT timer are discussed. 

In the current specifications, HARQ RTT Timer is only used in the DRX section. In the MAC specification and Section 5.7, HARQ RTT timer specifies when the UE should start drx-RetransmissionTimer so that it will be in DRX Active time for retransmissions transmitted by the eNB. In addition, the following definition for that timer is given in Section 3.1 of 36.321:

HARQ RTT Timer: This parameter specifies the minimum amount of subframe(s) before a DL HARQ retransmission is expected by the UE.
In addition, the value of HARQ RTT Timer is specified in Section 7.7. of the MAC specification: 

For FDD the HARQ RTT Timer is set to 8 subframes. For TDD the HARQ RTT Timer is set to k + 4 subframes, where k is the interval between the downlink transmission and the transmission of associated HARQ feedback, as indicated in Table 10.1.3.1-1 of [2] , and for an RN configured with rn-SubframeConfig [8] and not suspended, as indicated in Table 7.5.1-1 of [11].

Currently, the minimum or maximum HARQ RTT for DL is neither specified in RAN1 nor RAN2 specifications. Specification TS 36.213 only specifies the timing relation between the PDSCH reception and the HARQ feedback transmission on PUCCH. For FDD this time corresponds to 4 ms.  There is no specified timing relation between the PUCCH transmission and the next PDSCH reception for the given HARQ process. Instead, this time depends on eNB implementation.
It can be noted that if the eNB transmits the same transport block in the subsequent subframes n and n+1, it is not clear what kind of HARQ feedback the UE would provide in subframe n+4 which corresponds to the HARQ feedback timing of the initial transmission. On the other hand, it can be expected that the UE has processed the HARQ transmission already in subframe n+4 as it has to provide HARQ feedback.
HARQ RTT Timer relation to actual HARQ RTT was discussed in [6], where a configurable HARQ RTT having a minimum value of 6 ms was proposed. In the resulting discussion, the fixed HARQ RTT of 8 ms for FDD was introduced. On the other hand, the current definition of HARQ RTT Timer was accepted in RAN2#60 based on following Stage-2 agreements captured in TS 36.300:

-
HARQ operation related to data transmission is independent of DRX operation and the UE wakes up to read the PDCCH for possible retransmissions and/or ACK/NAK signalling regardless of DRX. In the downlink, a timer is used to limit the time the UE stays awake awaiting for a retransmission; 
If the UE is in bad coverage, it can be discussed if it would be beneficial to transmit the same DL transport block more frequently than once every HARQ RTT Timer interval. 
3 Discussion

The open issues as listed in the minutes of meeting of RAN2#81 are discussed in the following.
3.1 Processing the same TB within HARQ RTT Timer value
In this subsection we discuss if the UE is required to process the same transport block within a shorter time period than the HARQ RTT Timer value. In this case, the HARQ process ID and NDI are same as in the previous assignment.

We can see at least the following alternatives for this case:

A. The UE is always required to process the same TB irrespective of HARQ RTT Timer when in active time due to other reasons.
B. The UE is required to process the same TB starting from the subframe in which the HARQ feedback is transmitted by the UE on PUCCH.
C. The UE is required to process the same TB only after N subframes have elapsed, where N corresponds to HARQ RTT timer.
D. The UE is required to process the same TB only after 2 subframes have elapsed

Question 1: Is the UE required to process the same transport block within HARQ RTT Timer value?

Furthermore, companies are invited to give their views for DRX and non-DRX cases separately, if needed. Current specifications can be understood so that HARQ RTT Timer is applicable only when DRX is configured for the UE. Thus some companies considered that the behaviour might be different in DRX and non-DRX cases. 
Finally, we assume that the processing of the same TB within the HARQ RTT does not depend on if MIMO and SIMO operation is used. However, the companies are still invited to provide input if there are any remaining open issues for MIMO case after the agreements done in RAN2#81 meeting.  

Table 1: Discussion for Question 1 

	Companies
	Comments

	CATT
	We think the different behaviour in DRX and non-DRX should be avoided. 

RAN2 has agreed that Alt-A is applied for MIMO case. To make the change simple, it is preferred to adopt Alt-A for all the retransmission cases if there is no difficulty for UE’s implementation



	ZTE
	We think there is no difference between MIMO and SIMO case. But it is not so proper to align DRX and non-DRX case. For non-DRX case actually it can already work like this way i.e. it is kind of eNB implementation since UE is required to monitor PDCCH all the time. But for non-DRX it is better not to do like this way. First of all, the initial intention to configure DRX is to save power as much as possible. It most likely will result in some kind of delay for DL HARQ. If now delay becomes one of the concern, this UE should not be configured with DRX in the first place. Then option A seems not make sense because UE simply can’t expect retransmission if it hasn’t feedback ACK/NACK. For option B, it actually make HARQ RTT timer useless. At last meeting we already agreed that UE should act on DL assignment for 2nd TB even when HARQ RTT timer is running. And if now we also agree UE is required to receive retransmission (maybe also new transmission in section 3.2) then basically UE is required to treat both TB when HARQ RTT timer is running. So maybe we should simply remove HARQ RTT timer? I don’t think we should do such big change since it is already there from Rel8 and we do need some timer to control how long UE should not awake when necessary.
So we prefer option C.

	Broadcom
	If the UE is already active and listening to PDCCH, we do not see any problem in being able to process the same TB within HARQ RTT Timer value. A restriction may impact throughput or power. From the UE implementation complexity point of view, it is desirable to allow the UE to complete decoding of a TB before retransmitting the same TB. We think that HARQ RTT Timer should only govern the UE active time in case of DRX. So we support Alt-D

	Sequans
	First, we consider this case relevant only for the MIMO case.

For the non-DRX case this is a non-issue since it is clear in the spec that the UE is required to monitor PDSCH in this case without exceptions and regardless to the reception of a TB in e.g. the previous SF
For the DRX case, our understanding is aligned with the RAN2 agreement that "UE is required to process a second TB for retransmission for the same HARQ process while the HARQ RTT Timer is running due to the first TB and the UE is in active time due to other reasons for MIMO and DRX case"

We see this behaviour as the best compromise between the need to provide the best performance, minimum delay etc. and the need of the UE to minimize battery consumption.

The bottom line - we support Alt-A


	RME
	We don’t think there is any difference in DRX or non-DRX case. So a unified requirement for UE is preferred. 

Regarding the options, we think that in Rel-8, the intention of HARQ RTT timer is about the processing requirement at both UE and eNB, so our understanding is UE is only required to process the same TB when HARQ RTT timer elapsed according to Rel-8. 

Although there might be no critical problem if we support option A, we think we should have a clear and good justification why such operation is so needed. Regarding the use case mentioned, we think as eNB has also other HARQ process in DL so we are not so clear why eNB has to pick the same HARQ process in this case. 
Therefore, we prefer option C, or we could say that UE is required to process the TB after 8 subframes, if no clear / justified use case to support option A

	ITRI
	HARQ RTT Timer was introduced for UE to save energy when DRX is configured.  It is not used to restrict eNB scheduling.  Besides, since DL retransmission is asynchronous and non-adaptive, eNB can schedule it on any time.  For UE, based on the section 5.3 of 36.321, UE needs to process the same TB when a DL assignment for retransmission is received no matter whether DRX is configured or not.  So Alt. A seems reasonable.  In order to have the same behaviour for SIMO and MIMO, we prefer Alt. A.

	Intel
	Our understanding is that the discussion in this email thread does not affect Active Time in DRX.

Our preference is Option B as it is a good compromise for UE implementation and eNB scheduling flexibility. This applies for both DRX and non-DRX, and SIMO and MIMO. Note that for MIMO, we refer to the same TB of the same HARQ process, as we have already agreed that for different TBs: “UE is required to process a second TB for retransmission for the same HARQ process while the HARQ RTT Timer is running due to the first TB and the UE is in active time due to other reasons for MIMO and DRX case; UE shall restart the HARQ RTT Timer in this case”. 

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	We consider that the original intention of HARQ RTT Timer is to control DRX Active time and PDCCH monitoring. Thus also we consider that Alternative A (and E) reflect the current standard at least for 36.321 and 36.213 specification point of view. Note that Rapporteur’s intention of Alternative A was to consider only case when the UE is in Active time due to other reasons. 

With respect to DRX and non-DRX case, we consider that there should not be any difference for DL retransmission processing. Thus also deriving UE processing times from HARQ RTT Timer definition is not meaningful approach.

	LGE
	We think that the focus of this issue is on whether according to the current specifications, the UE is required to process the received same TB for the same HARQ process within HARQ RTT. 

On one hand, the current MAC specification (which is responsible for processing the TB) says that the UE shall process the received TB regardless of HARQ RTT. On the other hand, looking at the feedbacks from other companies, there may be different UE implementation according to their interpretation of the specifications (e.g., processing the TB in non-DRX could be assumed to be the same as in DRX where the UE is not required to process the TB within HARQ RTT timer by definition).
Considering that the goal of this email discussion is to clarify the current UE behaviours and that the Rel-8/9 UEs already have been in the market and Rel-10 UEs are approaching the market, it is reasonable to take alternative C as a minimum requirement.

Note that we could discuss enhancements for Rel-11 and onward on top of the minimum requirement.

	Samsung
	In implementation point of view, we don’t see any difference between DRX and non-DRX.

In standardization point of view, we don’t think there is any written requirement for UE to process the same TB in very short time period. HARQ RTT timer controls Active Time which is about when to monitor PDCCH. The reason of RTT timer being 8 ms is because it is the normal HARQ RTT if all the HARQ processes are used continuously.

Having said that there is no written requirement, we believe the first thing we need to check is whether we want to define a new requirement and if so what would be the acceptable requirement for all UE vendors.

For us, we generally accept the usefulness of transmitting the same TBs in consequent subframes and are fine to define the requirement such that UE should be able to process the same TB even in the next TTI. However, if people think it is too risky to go that far, we think B is a nice compromise.

As said above, we think the requirement does not force UE to go to Active time. The requirement is applicable only when UE is already in Active Time.

	Pantech
	Basically, we also cannot find any reason to handle for DRX and non-DRX separately. And we see benefit with retransmission for the same TB without any ACK/NACK from UE is marginal since eNB cannot be sure whether previous (new or re)-transmission for the same TB is successfully received by the UE. Thus, we prefer Alt-B since it can allow the flexibility for eNB implementation to improve retransmission performance definitely. And for the UE implementation point of view, it can guarantee to receive the retransmission of same TB.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Alt-A. 

Strictly speaking, we think that UE is required to process the received TB, because there is no specification in the current MAC spec that relaxes not to process the received TB. It should be noted also that this behaviour (i.e., process the received TB) is not restricted by whether DRX is configured or not and SIMO/MIMO. 

	Nokia & NSN
	The case for MIMIO and non-MIMO are quite different as for MIMO there are 2 different buffers which basically equivalent to 2 different processes like defined for UL from buffering and processing point of view.

HARQ principle for LTE is N-process Stop-And-Wait (36.300), by definition the UE would not be expecting scheduling of the same process/TB before the timing of feedback for it. Hence A is at least not required. Alt-B could be a good compromise.

	Panasonic
	We agree that there is no statement in the specifications which clearly specifies that the UE is only required to process (same) TB for the same HARQ process after certain number of subframes have elapsed. On the other hand the important thing relating to HARQ operation/ soft combining are the related performance requirements rather than just only processing the (same) TB. It seems there are no performance requirements defined for the case where same HARQ process for (re)transmission is scheduled within short time (below 8ms) (e.g. section 8.2.1 of TS36.521-1). In our understanding there should be at least no performance requirement defined according to the timing of the HARQ feedback associated to the first transmission assuming that first transmission and subsequent (re)transmission of the same TB, e.g. occurring in subsequent TTI, are soft combined, as it has some impact to the available turbo decoding time. It’s our understanding that the main discussion should be whether the performance requirement is defined according to the timing of the HARQ feedback associated to the subsequent transmission. In general our understanding of the use-case of such HARQ operation, e.g. retransmission is scheduled before HARQ feedback transmission, is the case where eNB assumes that initial transmission would fail without soft-combining of successive transmission(s). Therefore, the HARQ feedback for the first transmission would generally not be utilized by the network. Hence to always DTX the first HARQ feedback would be a more efficient utilization of the resource, similarly to always send NACK without decoding may be also sufficient for the HARQ feedback for the first transmission. We think the UE behaviour for the handling of the first transmission needs to be clarified and the performance requirement should be specified for the latest transmission.

Also there should not be a difference between DRX and non-DRX case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think that option A is the current understanding. There is no different between MIMO and non-MIMO and between DRX and non-DRX.
At least the UE should do soft-combining after giving ACK/NACK feedback.


3.2 Processing a new TB within HARQ RTT Timer value?

In this subsection we discuss if the UE is required to process a new transport block within HARQ RTT Timer value for the same HARQ process. In this case, NDI has toggled as compared to the previous time this same HARQ process ID was used.

Also in this case, we can see the following potential alternatives:

A. The UE is always required to process the new TB irrespective of HARQ RTT Timer when in active time due to other reasons.
B. The UE is required to process the new TB starting from the subframe in which the HARQ feedback is transmitted by the UE on PUCCH.
C. The UE is required to process the new TB only after N subframes have elapsed, where N corresponds to the HARQ RTT timer.

D. The UE is required to process the same TB only after 2 subframes have elapsed
Question 2: Is the UE required to process a new TB within HARQ RTT Timer value for the same HARQ process?
Furthermore, companies are invited to give their views both for DRX and non-DRX cases. In addition, the companies are invited to provide input if there are any differences in MIMO and non-MIMO cases.  

Table 2: Discussion for Question 2 

	Companies
	Comments

	CATT
	We think there is no difference between DRX and non-DRX cases, and between MIMO and non-MIMO cases.
Alt-A is our preference with the following reasons:

1) HARQ RTT Timer is only for DL retransmission;

2) Alt-A is the current behaviour in spec at least for non-DRX;

2) Alt-A gives the flexibility for eNB’s scheduling, especially for some TDD configuration with less DL HARQ process;

3) It is no difficulty for UE’s implementation.



	ZTE
	If UE can expect to receive new transmission earlier than HARQ RTT timer then it basically means not all the DL HARQ processes are operating, otherwise at least one of the HARQ process will be blocked. Assuming another HARQ process is available also for this new transmission, then there is no difference in terms of data transmission itself. But if we insist that the same process should take this job then we have to modify current UE’s behaviour i.e. to require UE to process new TB when HARQ RTT timer is running.  Then it is not clear why should we introduce this modification?

Based on this, we prefer option C.

	Broadcom
	Similar to the argument in section 3.1, the HARQ RTT Timer should only govern the UE active state. Once the UE is active, it need not do any checks to ensure whether retransmissions or new transmission of the same TB are made within HARQ RTT Timer or without receiving HARQ feedback. A restriction may impact throughput or power. Also, from the UE implementation complexity point of view, it is desirable to allow the UE to complete decoding of a TB before retransmitting a new TB. So we support Alt-D

	Sequans
	As with the previious question, there is no need to discuss the non DRX case. For the DRX case, we see a clear benefit for the UE, in term of power save, if the UE is not required to recive a TB, if it is either new TB or retransmitted TB as in 3.1. for that reasone we support Alt-A.

	RME
	We think we don’t need to have different requirement for DRX and non-DRX case

Regarding the options, we think there is no much difference from UE point of view whether it is new transmission or retransmission.

	ITRI
	Similar to our previous argument, HARQ RTT Timer was introduced for UE to save energy when DRX is configured.  It is not used to restrict eNB scheduling.  So, eNB can schedule a new transmission on any active time.  For UE, based on the section 5.3 of 36.321, UE needs to process a new TB when a DL assignment for new transmission is received no matter whether DRX is configured or not.  So we prefer Alt. A.

	Intel
	We don’t think there is difference between handling retransmission and initial transmission. Therefore we prefer Option B, which is the same as our answer to Question 1.

	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
	Similar to the previous case, we consider that the intention of HARQ RTT Timer is to control DRX Active time, but not UE processing requirements for new transmissions or retransmissions. Thus we consider that alternative A (and E) reflect the current standards.

	LGE
	We think that there is no difference between cases for the same TB and new TB.

From the same reasons above, we prefer to take alternative C as a minimum requirement.

Note that we could discuss enhancements for Rel-11 and onward on top of the minimum requirement.

	Samsung
	In processing point of view, there would be not much difference between processing retransmitted TB and initially transmitted TB. UE decodes PDCCH, decode PDSCH and generate ACK/NACK. In retransmission case, soft-combining step is required in addition, but it seems not make them very much different.

Hence we think B would be a nice compromise also for this case.

	Pantech
	We also think that there is not the difference between retransmission and new transmission. Thus, we prefer Alt-B.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Alt-A.

We don’t see any difference between re-transmitted TB and new TB according to the current MAC spec, so our understanding is Alt-A (which also concurs with the above 3.1).

	Nokia & NSN
	See also answer to question 1. In principle, even new transmission is not expected from the UE side before sending ACK/NACK as the UE might be in the middle of processing the TB, it is not clear whether replacement should take place or it should be considered as an error case as it conflict with the HARQ principle in 36.300.

	Panasonic
	We think that there should be not a different behaviour for retransmission and initial transmission case. Hence similar view as for section 3.1.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think that option A is the current understanding. There is no different between MIMO and non-MIMO and between DRX and non-DRX.




3.3 Capturing agreements in TS 36.321
In this section, the companies are invited to give initial views how to capture the agreements with respect to the HARQ RTT Timer. It is clear that the agreement related to the restart of HARQ RTT Timer should be addressed in Section 5.7 of the MAC specification. However, for existing agreements for processing retransmissions in the MIMO case as well as for the potential agreements in the SIMO case, there are multiple options.

As a starting point, we can list the following alternatives:

A. Change the definition of HARQ RTT Timer
B. Add a note to either Section 3.1. or Section 5.7
C. Assume that current specification is clear and do not capture anything

Question 3: Which alternative (A, B, C,…) would be preferable to capture the agreements for the MIMO case as well as potential further outcome of this email discussion?
Table 2: Discussion for Question 3 

	Companies
	Comments

	CATT
	We are OK for A and B, and slightly prefer A since it is simpler.

	ZTE
	we should like to discuss this after we conclude first 2 issues.

	Broadcom
	The current specification does not specify any restriction on the processing of new or retransmitted TBs of the same HARQ process on the DL if an assignment is received. Since we think that HARQ RTT Timer should only determine active time of the UE, we think the current specification is clear. So we support Alt-C

	RME
	We think alt-B might be better as a definition of HARQ RTT timer has too much restrictions and may hardly reflect the discussion results. So after RAN2 make a decision for this, we may consider to adding a note to well capture the agreement. 

	ITRI
	As our previous mention, HARQ RTT timer is used to save power not to restrict eNB scheduling. Thus, the definition of HARQ RTT timer in the current specification may be not appropriate.  So we prefer Alt. A.

	Intel
	For discussion in section 3.1 and 3.2, we don’t think HARQ RTT Timer should be changed as it is related to DRX operation. 
Therefore we are OK with Option B or Option C (which means that agreements can be documented in Chairman notes).

	Ericsson, 

ST-Ericsson
	We consider that maybe changing HARQ RTT Timer definition would be clearest way forward. That is alternative A.

	LGE
	Because unclarity on whether the UE is required to process the received TB is a general issue which is not specific only to DRX, we would prefer alternative B.

	Samsung
	For MIMO case, we are generally OK with the previous CR in R2-130336, but prefer to make it clearer in the HARQ RTT definition section that it is purely DRX timer as like below;

This parameter is defined per HARQ process, and specifies for a UE configured with DRX functionality an  allowance to not monitor PDCCH after a previous (re-) transmission for this HARQ process, unless PDCCH monitoring is required for other reasons.
For SIMO case, if there is any consensus on setting UE requirement, we prefer to make it explicit somewhere. We don’t have firm opinion yet about which specification it should be.

	Pantech
	Basically, we think the NOTE is enough to indicate the allowance of implementation. The details should be discussed after this phase. Thus we prefer Alt-B.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Alt-A (and B).

We think that modifying the definition (Alt-A) is needed. In addition, as explained above, the current spec already covers all the cases clearly, but we are OK to also have the note to clarify the supported cases correctly, if needed.

	Nokia & NSN
	Either A or B is ok.

	Panasonic
	We think that this should be discussed after there is some common understanding reached for above two issues.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are OK for A or B.


4 Summary
4.1 Questions 1 and 2
In total, 18 companies have answered. All companies answered that there is no difference between processing of a retransmission (Question 1) and a new transmission (Question 2). Thus in the following, the answers are handled together.
First we like to conclude some underlying assumption based on the replies by the companies. Almost all companies considered that the UE behaviour should be same in DRX and non-DRX case for processing of the same/new TB within HARQ RTT. In addition, almost all companies considered that the behaviour should be also same in non-MIMO and MIMO case. 

Proposal 1 Confirm that there is no difference between DRX and non-DRX case in processing of the same or new TB for the same HARQ process within HARQ RTT Timer value.

Proposal 2 Confirm that there is no difference between MIMO and non-MIMO case in processing of the same or new TB for the same HARQ process within HARQ RTT Timer value.

Many companies also indicated that HARQ RTT Timer relates only on DRX related behaviour, not the UE processing requirement of DL retransmissions/new transmissions. Only one company clearly indicated opposite view. Thus it can be concluded that from MAC specification point of view, there is no requirement with respect to the minimum DL HARQ RTT.
Proposal 3 Confirm that HARQ RTT Timer definition relates only the DRX related behaviour. Thus, from the current MAC specification point of view, there is no requirement for the minimum DL HARQ RTT.
Finally, the answers to the actual Question 1 and 2 if the UE is required to process the same/new TB within HARQ RTT Timer value, varied largely between companies. The following table tries to summarize answers. 

Table 1. Summary of companies answers to Question 1 and 2
	Alternative A
	CATT, Sequens, ITRI, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT Docomo, Huawei, HiSilicon

	Alternative B
	Intel, Samsung (only if new performance requirement is specified), Pantech, NSN, Nokia

	Alternative C
	ZTE, LGE, RME (according to Rel-8, but also tighter requirements could be also discussed with a clear motivation) 

	Alternative D
	Broadcom


Because there is no clear majority view on any alternative this, the rapporteur suggests discussing this topic further in RAN2#81bis meeting.

Proposal 4 RAN2 should discuss further which are the current performance requirements for DL HARQ (re-)transmission processing for same and new TBs for the same HARQ process and whether the current standard has sufficient performance requirements
 
4.2 Question 3

The companies were invited to give their view where to capture the agreements done in RAN2#81 meeting and potentially in this email discussion. The company views are summarized in Table 2. Note that those companies that indicated multiple options are listed in many places.
  Table 2. Summary of companies answers to Question 3

	Alternative A
	CATT, ITRI, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Samsung (MIMO case), NTT Docomo, Nokia, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon

	Alternative B
	RME, Intel, LGE, Pantech, Nokia, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon

	Alternative C
	Broadcom

	Should be discussed later 
	ZTE, Panasonic, Samsung (SIMO case)


It seems that Alternative A is slightly preferable approach. To capture agreements of the previous meeting and proposals 1, 2 and 3, it is proposed to modify the HARQ RTT Timer definition in the following way:
HARQ RTT Timer: This parameter specifies the amount of subframe(s) until the UE starts the drx-RetransmissionTimer after a previous DL HARQ (re-)transmission for this HARQ process.
In addition, it is proposed to modify DRX section in the following way:
-
during the Active Time, for a PDCCH-subframe, if the subframe is not required for uplink transmission for half-duplex FDD UE operation and if the subframe is not part of a configured measurement gap:

-
monitor the PDCCH;

-
if the PDCCH indicates a DL transmission or if a DL assignment has been configured for this subframe:

-
start or restart the HARQ RTT Timer for the corresponding HARQ process;

-
stop the drx-RetransmissionTimer for the corresponding HARQ process.

The remaining issues related to Proposal 4 are left outside of the CRs. The CRs are given in R2-131254 for Rel-10 and R2-131255 for Rel-11.
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