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1. Introduction

This document contains the minutes from the RAN adhoc meeting on Inter-RAT mobility, which took place on 27 May 2009.
2. Minutes
Two options:


Option 2: UMTS-Rel6/7 UE
Rel-8 ASN.1
Rel-8 UMTS->LTE func
  No Rel-7/8 Mand features

Option 3: UMTS-Rel8 UE
Rel-8 ASN.1
Rel-8 UMTS->LTE func
  Rel-7/8 Mand features reduced
Three questions:

1) 
What is the UMTS baseline for LTE interworking ? Rel-6 or Rel-8 ?

2)
Do we ask RAN2 to investigate making more Rel-6/7/8 features optional ?

3) 
How do we evolve from the baseline in the future ? Will UE always support same AS release for LTE and UTRAN or difference is allowed ?

Discussion
Category F CR handling

-
QC wonders if option 3 would support category F CR’s for Rel7/8 ? QC thinks for option 3 it would.  Panasonic thinks this depends on what is the reduced functionality.
-
What about category F CR support for option 2 ? Ericsson thinks that at least catF CR’s that impact the Rel-8 ASN.1 would have to be supported by the Rel-6 UE. 

-
NEC highlights that some Rel-8 CR’s will have to be supported in option2 if they impact the concerning functionality.

=>
Option2: probably CatF CR’s impacting ASN.1 or impacting interworking functionality will have to be supported

=>
Option3: probably CatF CR’s impacting ASN.1 or any feature that can not be indicated as non-supported needs to be supported
-
Motorola thinks so far RAN2 is not always extremely correct on CR classification.
-
Motorola thinks that still the issue of IOT testing should be considered. 

-
Huawei thinks that catF CR’s not impacting ASN.1 and not impacting the network could be ignored in option 2.
-
Ericsson wonders how the network knows what ASN.1 is supported by the UE in option 2 ? It would be a Rel-6 UE supporting full Rel-6 ASN.1, and in addition if it indicates LTE capability, it would also support complete Rel-8 ASN.1 ?
-
Basic assumption for both options is that separate Rel-7/8 functionality (i.e. category B CR’s) do not necessarily need to be supported by the UE.

-
W.r.t. future Rel-8 CR’s, Fujitsu supports that anyway a network would have to be able to handle Rel-8 UE’s that do not support these future CR’s. QC thinks this is not directly influencing the discussion, but more normal RAN2 handling. NEC does see some relation since the Release indicator will indicate at least some minimum set of functionality also related to corrective CR’s on earlier releases.
UMTS baseline for interworking

-
NEC thinks Rel-6 is a stable release, and it would be relatively simple to add the interworking functionality to such a UE.

-
Ericsson could agree to this, but so far this has not been the road we have chosen. So far we have assumed UMTS Rel-8. Therefore Ericsson feels safer with taking UMTS Rel-8 as a baseline.
NAS

-
Vdf is wondering about the NAS situation. How do we come to a common understanding as CT groups ? Should probably sent an LS. RIM is also concerned about this. 
-
Ericsson assumes that for option3 it is a full Rel-8 UE, so also Rel-8 NAS and no CT impact.

=>
Option 2: CT should discuss whether they have Rel-6 NAS in such a UE with Rel-8 extensions, or Rel-8 NAS

=>
Option 3: Probably Full Rel-8 UE, so Rel-8 NAS.

-
Panasonic wonders if option 3 excludes NAS Rel-8 simplifications ? Panasonic thinks still NAS simplifications could be possible.
-
Huawei wonders whether life would not be complicated for NAS in option 2 ?

Testing

-
RAN5-chair comments that it would be easier from testing point of view to have a consistent release handling.

-
Panasonic could agree, but with option3, testing also has to take into account all the additional optionality which will also complicate testing (additional test branches). RAN5 chair agrees both options create additional testing complexity.
-
QC thinks that with option3, after the CR is agreed, we know what features have been made optional and then we have to go through the existing test cases and see when they apply.
General

-
AT&T wonders whether option3 does not provide the better option for operators that assume a gradual migration to LTE, and option 2 is better for operators that want to go from UMTS Rel-6 to LTE ?
-
QC agrees that for operators that want to deploy any other option from Rel7 or Rel8, option 3 makes more sense.

-
NEC thinks we should not exaggerate the importance of corrective CR’s in later releases (to features in earlier releases); otherwise the corrections would have been made in the earlier release.

How do we evolve from the baseline in the future ? Will UE always support same AS release for LTE and UTRAN or difference is allowed ?
-
QC thinks this could be discussed later. QC is open on this. QC thinks even with option 3, we could allow unsync after Rel-8. E.g. Rel-8 UMTS + Rel-9 LTE.
-
AT&T wonders if we would not loose the “key benefit” from option3 and introduce backward compatibility problems later ? QC thinks that we could consider this in future CR acceptance; it is more problematic for the past than for the future.
-
Panasonic agrees we first have to solve the past. Then we can see in the future what we want to do. This also for NAS handling.
-
Ericsson agrees with QC that Rel6/7 exist and we have to address problems. But for the future we can work on a certain understanding, e.g. not accept CR’s/mechanisms that would block independent release implementation in a UE. Such a decision should be taken quite quickly. Alternative is to keep in lock-step.
-
NEC thinks requiring lock-step would be strange if we consider UMTS features that have no relation to LTE, and LTE features that have no relation to UMTS.
-
NSN assumes that this potential future decoupling decision might even be more important than how to handle the current state. E.g. LTE operators might to want to deploy LTE Rel-9 UE’s asap. Vice-versa for UMTS operators that do not want to wait for LTE positioning. NSN would support a decoupling for future releases.
Way forward ?
-
Ideally this RAN should take a decision on a principle direction i.e. Rel-6 as baseline or Rel-8 ? Option 2 or Option 3 ?
-
ALU thinks further analysis is needed in RAN2 and CT. So we should pass to WG’s.

-
Huawei has the feeling that we go more for option 3 than for option 2. 

-
Ericsson thinks that taking option 3, all consequences can be handled by RAN WG’s. So Ericsson would prefer a principle decision to go for option 3.

-
AT&T would also prefer option 3.

-
NTT DCM thinks that if we make sufficient Rel-7/8 functionality optional, NTT DCM could also live with option 3. 
-
ALU is quite hesitant w.r.t. option 3. ALU would prefer not to agree on option 3. It could be considered as a baseline and then let the WG’s work on it. Based on WG progress, we could still revert.

-
Ericsson thinks we should not have WG’s discuss the options. RAN should have a firm working assumption.
-
NSN would prefer to have a solution now. NSN would be fine with option 3. NSN agrees that we should avoid option 2<->option 3 comparison discussions in the WG. WG should be able to focus on the details.
-
Motorola wonders if RAN can agree to make the identified features from the QC proposal optional ? NSN assumes so.

-
ALU wonders what impact to NAS QC saw for option 3 ? QC now agrees there is no impact.
-
Fujitsu points out that we should not forget GERAN.
	Adhoc conclusions:
- Go for option 3
- Ask RAN2 to work on the details in line with the proposal in RP-090584

All functionality listed in RP-090584, and potentially more based on further analysis (not limited to category B CR’s), can be made optional.

- No LS to CT; RAN chairman can report RAN decision to SA
- RAN chairman will bring up in SA whether CT should perform similar exercise
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