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Object:
Meeting minutes LTE Control Plane session
6.2
Control plane

6.2.1
RRC (36.331)

6.2.1.1 
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.
R2-090537:
E-UTRA RRC main issues
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report
=> Noted
6.2.1.2 
ASN.1 review
=> Including status reporting on ASN1 review activities [64_LTE_17] [Samsung]. 

CR’s correcting small errors found during the ASN.1 review can be submitted under this agenda item. CR’s on issues requiring more discussion should be submitted under their functional area below.

ASN.1 review outcome

R2-090169:
Report of ASN1 review [64_LTE_17]
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report


related to email discussion
=>
Noted
R2-090172:
Review issue list of ASN.1 review [64_LTE_17]
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report


related to email discussion

	Agreements:
1
It seems appropriate to also move P-Max to the section on Radio Resources (note that the IE is already included in RadioResourceConfigCommon)

2
It seems appropriate to also move AdditionalSpectrumEmission to the section on Radio Resources or Mobility control

3
It seems appropriate to also move CDMA2000-DedicatedInfo and CDMA2000-RAND to the section on Other

4
Resolve issue 169, 171 in accordance with the indicated approach.


=> 
Will be included in Rapporteurs CR
R2-090170:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications resulting from ASN.1 review [64_LTE_17] Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331
F

-
Some comments were already received which are mainly editorial. 
-
One comment received concerned a mistake in the updated CR for the leaving condition, since the leaving is when one of the conditions is met and not only when both are no longer met.

-
Ericsson wonders why for the cqi-ReportingModeAperiodic the need is set to “OD” ? This is the mechanism to disable.

=>
Will see an update by Friday including comments received so far and potential of discussions.
How to continue:
-
In order to facilitate easy tracking of further updates by delegates all further changes should be highlighted.

- 
Update at the end of this meeting in R2-090732.
- 
How/when to include remaining issues that were agreed (“<TBD>”) ? Rapporteur will provide a version by the 23rd of January which should include all required changes, and updated review issue list.
-
Ofcourse new issues can be brought to RAN2#65 by company contributions.
Withdrawn

R2-090525
On reporting the supported E-UTRAN bands by the UE
Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-090530
Proposed CR on reporting the supported E-UTRAN bands by the UE
Nokia Corporation CR 36.331
F

R2-090510:
To add band indicator for UTRAN carrier
ZTE
CR
36.331
F

6.2.1.3
Connection control 
Issues w.r.t. connection establishment/release, re-establishment, mobility or reconfiguration. 
Connection establishment

R2-090314:
Configuration failure in RRC establishment/re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.331
F

-
Panasonic assumes that a UE would ignore these messages if it cannot comply based on generic error handling. Samsung thinks this is not about not-supported extensions but about not being able to comply with a configuration signalled by the eNB.
-
Samsung indicates that we discussed before how much we want to specify UE behaviour for erroneous network configuration. At least then the assumption was connection establishment and re-establishment would signal a more basic configuration which should be no problem to be supported by UE’s. QC has the same understanding; so the UE behaviour is currently undefined for these cases.

-
If we would specify something, QC would prefer behaviour aligned with reconfiguration.

-
ZTE thinks their contribution shows these procedures have basically the same functionality as the reconfiguration procedure. Samsung thinks that having the same IE’s does not mean that the configuration can be equally complex (e.g. network does not have UE capability in connection setup case). ZTE thinks their proposal is the same as for reconfiguration failure without security activated.

-
QC wonders if there is a real problem with leaving the UE behaviour undefined ?

-
Panasonic thinks that when the UE cannot comply, one implementation would be that the UE ignores the message. Then we have timers that will bring the UE to IDLE.

-
Infineon thinks it would be cleaner to have behaviour when this case can happen. The ZTE proposals seem quite simple. Qasara agrees with Infineon.

-
Panasonic thinks we can leave it to UE implementation since it is network error. Nokia agrees with Panasonic/QC.  LG thinks having the existing timers is sufficient.
=>
Noted (not that much support); can allow one more meeting for offline lobbying.
R2-090274:
Removal of T302, T303, T305 Checking at Connection Establishment
CATT, CMCC, NTT DoCoMo
Disc

-
NSN wonders whether there is something wrong in the current specification ? Nothing is wrong, but CATT thinks the check is unnecessary. So the whole thing is UE internal modelling.

-
NSN thinks it is cleaner to keep the checking in AS so that the complete picture is in AS.

-
Ericsson agrees with NSN. Samsung has the same opinion and thinks we should keep the interface simple so no shared function.

=>
Noted
R2-090275:
CR to 36.331 on Removal of T302, T303, T305 Checking at Connection Establishment CATT, CMCC, NTT DoCoMo
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (related to previous document)
Connection re-establishment

R2-090095:
Clarification for UE based mobility behaviour during RRC connection re-establishment Panasonic Disc

=>
Updated in R2-090679
R2-090679:
Clarification for UE based mobility behaviour during RRC connection re-establishment Panasonic Disc
-
Nokia wonders if there is any point where we start reselection while in connected mode ? If not, is there any real change proposed in behaviour ? Panasonic thinks this is just for clarification.
-
Nokia thinks the behaviour in IDLE mode is already clear from 36.304. QC agrees

-
Samsung wonders if proposal 1 should not be captured separately ? Nokia thinks this is also clear since the UE is in RRC CONNECTED and does not perform reselection.
=>
Proposals are correct but assumed to already be sufficiently described in the spec
R2-090096:
CR for Clarification for UE based mobility behaviour during RRC connection re-establishment Panasonic
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (related to previous document)
R2-090516:
Deactivation, releasing or removal of unknown configuration
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
It was stated that it was clear that proposal 2 is the current behaviour.
-
QC wonders about proposal 2, why is the focus on the removal case and not the addition case. NTT DCM assumes there would be no problem for the addition case as long as the UE receives the same setup command.

-
Nokia thinks proposal 2 is in line with specified behaviour. But maybe we should clarify.

-
Panasonic sees no problem with the removal case, but the modifying something the UE does not have is a problem. NTT DCM clarifies they would do a new bearer setup. Panasonic wonders about delta signalling. 

-
Qasara indicates we have certain fields which are mandatory at setup but should not be present at modification. So the repeated message will cause a problem. ALU agrees. So if we have a problem we should make a more robust solution.

-
Qasara woud prefer solution 1.
-
Note that the assumption is that we would not have a prepared configuration in other eNB’s during a reconfiguration from the source eNB, so any RLF moving the UE to another eNB would lead to a transition to IDLE.

-
Samsung wonders whether we need something better for intra-eNB case: i.e. the eNB could always reject the re-establishment when he is not sure about the UE configuration.
-
There seem to be 2 solutions:


a) Do nothing (eNB should reject the re-establishment in case of doubt)


b) Including the TI (uses last 2 bits for re-establihsment)

-
For the DRB to release these seems to be no problem. However other cases would have to be checked carefully.
-
NTT DCM wonders about the measurement configuration. Qasara thinks at least 5.7.3. is not relevant.

-
ALU would prefer not to use the last 2 bits. ALU is open for other solutions up to the next meeting.

=>
Noted; can check whether solutions are possible which do not use the last 2 bits up to the next meeting, otherwise we stick to only having a).

R2-090130:
Clarification on cell barred in RRC connected mode
HTC Corporation CR 36.331
F

-
TMO thinks that a UE in connected mode does not check the barring status. UE is under network control.
=>
Noted
Radio Link failure detection
R2-090416:
RLF detection
Huawei
Disc

Proposal 2:
-
Ericsson would prefer to have smaller values, and not 50 and 100. Note that we have a long averaging period. Will take the NSN range from R2-090074
Proposal 3:

-
Nokia explains that they do not propose 20ms for N311 because the UE goes out of DRX. Ericsson thinks N311 could also be motivated to be smaller because you would like to get back insync asap

Proposal 4:

-
Motorola wonders what it really means. E.g. out of sync are continued to be counted after a long period of no indications ? Huawei confirms this is their intention i.e. we continue counting across gaps.

-
Motorola was assuming consecutive means without gaps in the middle. Nokia has the same understanding as Huawei is proposing.
-
Samsung’s understanding of UMTS (where the same phrasing is used) is that it is in line with Motorola’s understanding.
-
QC has the same understanding as Huawe/Nokia.
-
Nokia thought the same behaviour in UMTS was as Huawei is proposing. 
-
After offline discussions, the understanding is that the counter is not reset in case of gaps.  Ericsson thinks this is also the UTRAN solution. Motorola is fine as long as we do not optimise this further e.g. a max duration during which not to reset.
	Agreements:

Proposal 1: The editor note for T310 can be removed from TS 36.331.

Proposal 2: Define the value range of N311 to {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10}.

Proposal 3: Define the value range of N310 to {1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 20 }.

Proposal 4: Add note to clarify the meaning of consecutive used for RLF detection.

Proposal 5: Unify the wording format of “out-of-sync” and “in-sync”.


R2-090414:
Corrections to RLF detection
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=> Should see update in R2-090735
R2-090735:
Corrections to RLF detection
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090074:
Value Range for N3XX
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F

=> Noted without presentation
R2-090484:
Corrections on n310 and n311 value ranges
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

=> Noted without presentation
Release

R2-090276:
Indication of Dedicated Priority
CATT
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO wonders if the UE would not anyway follow the information broadcast in the target cell. CATT is addressing the case where dedicated priorities are present in the release message but not for the target cell e.g. indicated in the redirection info.
-
Nokia thinks even if we do not specify this, networks will do this. So Nokia sees no strong reason to clarify this.
-
NTT DCM wonders if we have any case of a UE with dedicated priorities camping on a cell for which it does not have a dedicated priorities ?  What should the UE do if there is no suitable cell on the frequencies for which the UE has priorities ? TMO assumes such cells would still be suitable. We only have a constraint that the UE should not measure on these frequencies.

-
According to TMO assumes that if the UE is camping on a cell for which it has no priority then it should consider this cell as the lowest priority.

-
Samsung wonders if there is really a realistic case.

-
QC thinks that cell selection might have to go to a carrier for which there is no priority. But is this also true for cell reselection ?

=>
Cell reselection should not reselect to carriers without a dedicated priority. Cell selection should consider all carriers and could end up at a carrier for which the UE has no dedicated priority.
-
CATT thinks we could specify that the UE removes all dedicated priorities before cell selection. TMO thinks this would seriously limit the applicability.
-
The CATT contribution solves the going to IDLE case, but not the case of a coverage hole. 

=>
If the UE, which is configured with dedicated priorities, ends up at a carrier due to cell selection for which it does not have a dedicated priority, it shall assume this carrier has the lowest priority (lower than any configurable priority).

-
QC thinks this should be captured in 36.304. TMO agrees. We should also have a similar change in UTRAN, and an LS to GERAN

=>
Will see CR for 36.304 in R2-090736 [CB CATT Frid]
=>
Will see LS in R2-090737
-
Should see a separate CR 36.331 for the renaming issue in R2-090738
R2-090738:
Indication of Dedicated Priority
CATT
CR
36.331
F
=> In principle agreed
R2-090067:
Capturing RRC behaviour regarding NAS local release
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331
F

-
LG wonders why we barr at all for this case ? QC does not really remember. 
-
ALU wonders whether NAS specifications really indicate this ? QC indicates that for AKA failure, NAS spec indicates that the cell should be barred. But for other cases the NAS spec’s do not say this.

-
Huawei wonders if we should not work with cause values and RRC takes action depending on the cause value.
=>
We allow some more time for checking; QC made a document for explanation in R2-090766
R2-090766:
RRC behavior upon NAS release indication
-
Huawei wonders again if we should not have a cause value for the modelling ? Then we would have to change NAS spec. It would be just a local cause value. It would mean adding to cause value. QC thinks that the spec is sufficiently clear with their proposal.

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if we do not have the cause value ?

=>
In principle agreed
Security

R2-090065:
AS re-keying in case of inter-cell handover
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Huawei think this has been discussed, and decided we do not need to support rekeying for inter-cell cases. QC thinks what is new is the security requirement from SA3 and the DRX argument.
-
NTT DCM assumes the source-eNB will reject the context modification. NTT DCM indicates that RAN3 does also not support a response from the next eNB. NSN thinks the source could sent the context response message after the handover.

-
ALU agrees with Huawei. We have discussed the earlier and agreed we would not have this. ALU indicates that there is only 1 specific case for this key change on the fly so it is not very frequent. We should avoid new complexity.

-
NTT DCM agrees with ALU: nothing is broken with the current spec. It would be much simpler if SA3 removes this sentence in their specs.

=>
We will not support inter-cell key change, i.e. no possibility to change the parent key at an inter-cell handover.

R2-090514:
Security configuration
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
NTT DCM thinks now that KeyChangeIndicator in re-establishment is not needed. Note also that the eNB can detect whether the UE executed the security reconfiguration or not based on the MAC-I. So the detailed proposals are no longer proposed.
-
Focus is on the table

-
ZTE indicates that inter-cell handover should never indicate “changed” in the KeyChangeIndicator based on the previous discussion.
	Parameter
	SMC
	Inter-RAT HO
	Intra-LTE HO
	Re-establishment

	integrityProtAlgorithm
	MP
	MP
	OP (Need ON)
	N/A

	cipheringAlgorithm
	MP
	MP
	OP (Need ON)
	N/A

	keyChangeIndicator
	N/A
	N/A
	MP 
	N/A

	nextHopChainingCount
	N/A
	N/A
	MP
	MP

	nas-SecurityParamToEUTRA
	N/A
	MP
	N/A
	N/A


-
NSN wonders if it is really clear for the eNB whether the UE executed the security or not from the MAC-I ? QC thinks that a target eNB that has the old context and receives a re-establishment from a UE that executed the reconfiguration will just handle this UE as an unknown UE.

-
Ericsson wonders about the SMC and the need for a KeyChangeIndicator there ?  NSN thinks that immediately after Inter-RAT handover, the MME decides whether to use the cached or mapped key. We should support this possibility. ALU thinks that it is clear when the UE went to IDLE in the middle, NAS will synchronise the keys before the AS SMC is executed.

-
NSN wonders what happens if the MME did not receive the “NAS SMC complete” ? NTT DCM assumes the MME should not trigger the AS SMC yet. NSN wonders if CT1 has really agreed these restrictions. NSN thinks CT1 is still discussing e.g. how many contexts the UE needs to have. NSN thinks it is safer to have more message including this, making the system more robust. ALU thinks it does not make the system more robust. If we specify the eKSI, then we need to specify additional UE behaviour.
-
ALU thinks that if there is a mismatch in the eKSI, then we would have to specify the UE behaviour what it should do.

-
NTT DCM agrees with ALU. More error handling new issues like how many contexts to store in the UE.  
-
NSN thinks that having a 4 bit KeyChangeIndicator has more future proofness.
=>
Table above reflects current RAN2 agreement. Ofcourse if SA3/CT1 input is received in the next meeting on the contrary we can reconsider.
R2-090558
1-bit KeyChangeIndicator vs 4bit eKSI 
Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
=>
Noted; might revisit based on SA3 input.
R2-090399:
Security Clean up - Alt1
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F

=>
Should be aligned to above decisions, e.g. no eKSI but KeyChangeIndicator

=>
Should group the algorithms in one IE.
-
ALU wonders if the restructuring is really necessary ? Could this not have been done by some conditions ? NSN thinks the proposed structure makes the different cases more clear e.g. not having the mandatory parts for cases where they are not applicable.

-
Ericsson wonders if we should really move the keNB* ? Then the list of cell identities will have to be provided twice ?

=>
CATT prefers to keep the keNB* at the current location.

-
CATT would prefer to keep the current structure as long as we don’t have input from SA3.

=>
CATT thinks 5.3.1.2 is not changed by this document so can be removed.

=>
Will introduce a “reserved value” as first enum for integrityProtAlgorithm.
=>
Will see update CR in R2-090740
R2-090740:
Security Clean up - Alt1
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F
-
ZTE wonders if the Keu-eNB* should be optional in the key-eNodeB-Star since it is not needed for S1. NSN thinks the source could just always include it. The target eNB will know when to discard it. ZTE where this will be reflected ? It should be clear from 33.401. 
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090400:
Security Clean up – Alt2
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted without presentation based on the above discussion

R2-090420:
Security parameters in SecurityConfiguration
Huawei
Disc

=>
Noted without presentation based on the above discussion

R2-090425:
CR for security parameters in SecurityConfiguration
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted without presentation based on the above discussion

R2-090112:
Reestablishment at acceptable cell for emergency call
Panasonic
Disc


=>  Updated in R2-090734

R2-090734:
Reestablishment at acceptable cell for emergency call
Panasonic
Disc

Proposal 0:
-
NEC assumes that since you are not attached on an acceptable cell, CSFB is not applicable. For CSFB a combined attach needs to be executed.

-
TMO wonder how this works ? 

-
ALU assumes that for CSFB you need to initiate some message like service request. You cannot do this while in an acceptable cell.

-
NSN wonders if we talk about CSFB to 2G/3G (RRC reconfiguration) or CDMA2000 (RRC connection release) ? NSN thinks it is clear that CSFB to 2G/3G is not applicable because you need to have security first.

-
A UE should camp on CS-supporting RAT while in any cell camping state. Panasonic thinks this would anyway just be a temporary camping on LTE.

=>
A Rel-8 UE should never initiate an emergency call on an acceptable LTE cell.

=>
CSFB is not applicable in an acceptable cell.

-
NSN assumes anyway a Rel-8 LTE network would just reject a connection request with emergency cause. QC assumes this is only applicable for an acceptable cell, i.e. in a suitable cell a Rel-8 LTE eNB would accept an emergency call and apply CSFB. NSN agrees this is a network decision.

-
TMO wonders how the eNB knows. At least after the eNB gets the context the eNB could redirect. 
-
Panasonic wonders if a CS supporting UE will never camp on an acceptable LTE cell ? E.g. if there is no CS supporting RAT around ? It seems to be clear that there is nothing the Rel-8 UE can do there.  NEC thinks according to the current spec the UE would camp eventhough it can do nothing.
Proposal 3

-
First question is whether the priorities are applicable in camped on any cell state ? TMO assumes at least common priorities are applicable. NTT DCM assumed that finding a suitable cell is the highest priority for the UE. NTT DCM was assuming that no other priorities were applicable.

-
QC wonders what if the CS supporting RAT is CDMA-2000.

=>
Priorities are not applicable in “any cell selection state”. The UE should try to find a suitable cell as highest priority. The UE does not apply cell reselection in this state. Note that this does not mean the UE discards the dedicated priorities.

=>
Question is on “camped in any cell state”: e.g. should the common priorities apply but not the dedicated  ? NEC points out that this is relevant for the UMTS/GERAN spec’s only.


-
NEC confirms we might have overlooked that there could be a contradiction between the priorities and the “no camping rule”. NEC sees this should be corrected. NEC prefers solution 2. Solution 1 cannot be used because it is based on the assumption that CSFB is possible.
-
Infineon thinks it is quite obvious that we would not apply the dedicated priorities. Also for common priorities it is not obvious that it is usefull to apply them.

	Agreements:

1) A Rel-8 UE should never initiate an emergency call on an acceptable LTE cell.

2) CSFB is not applicable in an acceptable cell.

3) FFS whether priorities/what priorities are applicable in “camped in any cell state”


=> 
Will see a CR for 36.304 for aspects 1) and 2) in R2-090742. Can see if offline progress on issue 3) is possible. [CB Frid]
R2-090069:
Activation of security
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

-
The note was already updated in R2-090170.

=>
Noted


R2-090229:
Correction to Field description of keyChangeIndicator
Ericsson
CR
36.331
F

-
ALU indicates “associated” is present in several places. ALU wonders if this change is really needed ?
-
NTT DCM is fine with the proposal, but thinks it could be intergrated in the NSN security CR.

=>
Will be included in R2-090740

R2-090313:
To remove seuritymodefailure message
ZTE
CR
36.331
F

-
Huawei thinks this is a very rare case. 
-
QC thinks that also in the proposed solution the man in the middle problem is not solved since the man in the middle can change the MAC-I.

-
Ericsson thinks it is to late for this type of changes. We probably also have to echo back the UL SN if we remove the response message.
-
Qasara thinks that anyway we have the reconfiguration response message.

-
Chairman/Ericsson think it is to late for this type of change. Nothing is broken in the current spec.

=>
Noted
Counter check

R2-090439:
Correction to Counter Check
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

-
Samsung thinks we should have normative behaviour, not a note.

=>
Noted

R2-090050:
Correction to the Counter Check procedure
Broadcom Corporation, Samsung
CR 36.331
F

-
Ericsson wonders what the UE signals if all the DRB’s pass the counter check ? It is possible to have zero entries in the response.
=>
In principle agreed
Other

R2-090515:
Intra-cell handover at bearer establishment
NTT DOCOMO
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders if the intra-cell can be combined with NAS message establishing NAS bearer, the handover complete will assume that the NAS message is delivered. However if the handover complete cannot be delivered, also the NAS message needs to be reverted ? NTT DCM assumes so.
-
QC wonders why this problem is specific to intra-cell handover ? Note that we only have reverting in the handover case.

-
NSN wonders what the consequence is if we do not allow this ? NTT DCM assumes that then the first reconfiguration might not result in an optimal confguration for the new bearer and a second reconfiguration is required.

-
Ericsson wonders how often this is really required to be used ? E.g. Ericsson assumes that in many cases we do not need to reconfigure DRX at RB establishment. So Ericsson is not sure this is very important. CATT agrees with Ericsson that in many cases a strict sync is not needed.
=>
Noted (no support)
R2-090523:
NAS Dedicated Information Size
NEC
CR
36.331
F

=>
Updated in R2-090668

R2-090668:
NAS Dedicated Information Size
NEC
CR
36.331
F

-
ALU was wondering why the first version was indicating a much higher number ? NEC clarifies they made a mistake because the quoted length concerned a NASlist rather than a NASmessage.
-
ALU thinks the figure in the CT1 LS was just tentative. If we want a size we should wait until after the next CT1 meaning.

-
QC wonders how much bits we gain by this ? Qasara clarified that unbounded will result in 3 bit less overhead if the size < 128B, and gain 6 bits additional overhead if 128< size <16384. This assuming a 1024B potential limit.
-
ZTE thinks that at least theoretically 11*max size would be larger than the 8KB we agreed yesterday.
-
NSN would prefer not to set a limit based on a non-definite limit

-
NEC thinks from an implementation point of view it would be good to have the limits.

=>
Will not agree on a limit now. Could do some offline lobbying and if clear opinion can revisit at next meeting.

R2-090113:
Need code for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon in HO command
Panasonic
Disc

=> 
Revised before presentation in R2-090566

R2-090566
Need code for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon in HO command
Panasonic
Disc
-
Note that although there is a short time of ConfigCommon misalignment, the UE will not use the sounding RS since it is disabled.

-
Samsung wonders if nothing goes wrong if the UE has the wrong common SRS-ConfigCommon in relation to the UL PUSCH transmission ? Question is whether the UE takes into account the SRS-ConfigCommon even its SRS is disabled ?
-
CATT thinks the common config is only 9 bits.

-
Ericsson wonders if parts of the control region are also allocated for sounding ?

-
Panasonic agrees with the concerning of Samsung and the UE has to be aware of the commonConfig in target cell. So the parameter should be “OD”. Ericsson is hesitant to add 9 bits.

=>
Offline discussion report R2-090768
R2-090768:
Report of offline discussion on need code for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon in HO command
-
Motorola thinks likely the sounding configuration is different across cells. So they think option 1  is ok. If you don’t signal it it means the UE does not have it for a short duration of time. Panasonic checked that you need to have the SoundingRS-ConfigCommon in order to have the PUSCH working.
-
If we have need ON and a disable, it means 2 bits overhead for 9 bits.
-
Ericsson repeats that handover command is size critical.

-
Main options seems to be 


a) Need OD


b) Need ON + setup/release

-
Can think about it ones more. Choice between a) and b) seems mainly drive by how often you think neighbouring cells have the same configuration.

-
Nokia thinks typically the configuration is the same.

=>
Will tentatively agree on option B and see CR for that in R2-090769 [CB Frid]
R2-090173:
Radio resource configuration related issues
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

Section 2.1:
-
QC has no concern on the philosophy but thinks some rewording might be needed on the text (for the remaining sentence). Some offline is allowed.

=>
Agree on the philosophy but can still discuss detailed wording

Section 2.2:
=>
Proposals are agreed
Section 3.1


Proposal 1: 


-  QC wonders if we have a case of “disable” without releasing the configuration ? Samsung thinks in all these cases we do release the configuration.


=> Agreed


Proposal 2:


-   QC wonders why we change again ?  Samsung has no strong opinion but this is the last moment in time we can do this. NSN has a slight preference to change to OR. CATT supports this change.


=> Agreed


Proposal 3:


-   QC thinks suspend/resume was deliberately chosen since activate/deactivate could lead implementers to think you throw away some configuration. NSN prefer suspend/resume. NSN thinks we also use this in 3G. Huawei would prefer to keep suspend/resume. Ericsson thinks suspend/resume is clearer

=> Not agreed


Proposal 4:


-  Samsung clarifies that the handover message can configure measurement gaps, but still the SFN might be required before actually being able to apply the measurement gaps. NTT DCM confirms this view. The statements related to deactivation at handover only applies to gaps configure before the handover

=>  Agreed
How to handle ?
=>
Rapporteur thinks it is difficult to handle this separately. Will be included in ASN.1 rapporteur CR provided by the end of this meeting (R2-090732)
R2-090426:
TTT value range
Huawei
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks the motivation for 800/200 is a bit unclear. E.g. 512 could be used.  So Ericsson would like to remove 200, 800, and introduce 512, 1024.

-
Nokia thinks keeping 100ms is better since many simulation assumptions used 50ms

-
Nokia would like to check the removing of the 200ms

=>
We remove 200 (to be confirmed), 800 from the proposal. Keep 100ms. And add 512 in addition.
R2-090427:
Correction of TTT value range
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-090743
R2-090743:
Correction of TTT value range
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090477:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on barred time - 300s vs max 300s
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.331
F

=> revised in R2-090547

R2-090547:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Barred time at local release
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F
-
Qasara wonders whether this paper should not also add the Tbarred in SIB1 ? LG is proposing this in R2-090548
-
QC wonders if this proposal means you have to signal theTbarred even if the cell is not barred ? If so it seems better to have a proposal in which we only signal the timer when the cell is barred.
-
Nokia thinks Tbarred does not need to be configurable. TMO agrees.
=>
Noted (no support)

R2-090139:
Modification to range of LogicalChannelIdentity for DRB
Potevio
CR
36.331
F

- 
ALU indicates this was discussed before and we decided to keep it as it is. Ericsson shares this view: we agreed to support max 8 DRB’s.
-
QC wonders whether then the maxDRB is wrong ? Ericsson clarifies we also discussed this and decided to leave it aligned with the NAS specs.

=>
Noted (small inconsistency is conscious decision)

R2-090415:
Corrections to Connected mode mobility
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed

R2-090160:
Clarification of SRB0
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

=> 
Noted (can look at CR in R2-090161)

R2-090161:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Clarification of SRB0
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

-
Nokia thinks the CR does not change any real behaviour. Nokia does not think the changes are really needed (SRB0 release is not handled that explicitly).

-
Also QC thinks this CR is not really essential

-
Ericsson has the same opinion.

=>
Noted (nothing broken in current text)

R2-090171:
Clarification for SMC and RRC Connection Reconfiguration as parallel procedures
Nortel
C 36.331
F

-
QC thinks there is already a note in the PDCP specification addressing this.
-
Samsung thinks in 5.3.1.1 this is already quite clear. Nortel thinks the current text is not sufficient.

-
NSN thinks current specification is sufficiently clear. QC thinks nothing is needed in addition. Only the security activation is specific and already addressed in PDCP.
-
Huawei thinks it would be good to clarify this. Ericsson sees no reason for a clarification. 

-
CATT indicates that anyway we might have to say something in 11.2

=>
We agree that it is an allowed case to multiplex SMC and reconfiguration in one TTI as indicated here, but specification is considered sufficiently clear on this already.

=>
Noted (might have something special in 11.2. if there are separate performance requirements)

R2-090411:
CR for discussion on field name for common and dedicated IE
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

-
CATT supports this proposal.
-
Panasonic thinks this document covers everything from R2-090107

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-090412:
Discussion on field name for common and dedicated IE
Huawei
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-090107:
Correction to UE actions upon PUCCH/ SRS release request
Panasonic
CR
? 

=>
Noted (already covered by R2-090411)
R2-090136:
Clarification to sending RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete message
Potevio
CR 36.331 F

- 
Panasonic thinks we should have 1 behaviour for the procedure and not destinghuish different cases. Ericsson agrees with this view. NSN also agrees.
=>
Noted
Not available/Too late/withdrawn

R2-090076
References of ciphering and integrity protection algorithms
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F

R2-090078
High, Medium and Low priority capability signaling in 36.331
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
B
R2-090079
Discussion paper on High, Medium and Low priority capability signaling in 36.331
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-090174
CR on Release Connection for Active UE perform CSG Manual Selection
Panasonic
CR 36.331
F

R2-090221
Use of SameRefSignalsInNeighbor parameter
Ericsson
CR
36.331
F

R2-090430
CR to 36.331 on choice introduction  for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon
Huawei
CR 36.331 F

=> Withdrawn
R2-090432
Choice introduction  for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon
Huawei
Disc

=>
Withdrawn
6.2.1.4
Measurements
Including measurements for SON-ANR
TTT in DRX

R2-090063:
Time To Trigger handling in case of DRX
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

-
Ericsson would prefer to only have 1 behaviour so either on timer expiry or on next on-duration.  QC sees no strong relation with the on-duration which is DRX not DTX. So the only reason to allow delay is related to UE measurement performance.

-
Nokia wonders whether we should really mandate one measurement sample after TTT. Will this not delay the reporting ? IDT has the same concern. Motorola agrees.
-
Samsung wonders what we need to meet TTT ? At least two samples that are TTT apart ? Nokia thinks that for connected mode there is no such requirement yet. Given that we do not specify when the UE takes the measurement samples, it seems complex to mandate the UE to take a sample.
-
NTT DCM is fine with the QC proposal and thinks it is inline with RAN4 status. However we could check offline. This for both aspects (additional sample + freedom to sent report).

Open:

a) Require additional sample after TTT

b) Have freedom to trigger report immediately or at next on duration

Require additional sample after TTT

-
QC thinks that if we do not mandate the measurement sample after TTT, then QC would like to freedom in reporting.

-
Samsung thinks we should have more time to check the RAN4 status.

-
Ericsson thinks triggering on TTT expiry was already excluded in RAN4. QC would like to understand why.

=>
Noted (wait for RAN4 status; might come back) [CB Frid]
R2-090075:
DRX and TTT handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F

-
When the RAN4 stuation becomes more clear, we should also select the cases where some freedom in reporting would potentially be allowed.
=>
Noted (wait for RAN4); please discuss offline
What cases should be addressed ?


- event triggered reporting 
ok ?

- first periodic report

?


- next periodic report
?


- expiry of T321

?


- leaving condition

ok ?
SON

R2-090068:
Report CGI before T321 expiry and UE null reporting
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331
F

Changes to 5.5.4.1:

-
The triggering part is already covered by R2-090170.

-
Ericsson assumes also an update should be made to 7.3 ?

-
Only thing missing in ASN1 CR seems to be the stopping of the timer when you sent a report before T321 expiry when you have collected all information.

=>
ASN.1 rapporteur should add stopping T321 timer in case of early report, and make corresponding change to 7.3

Changes to 5.5.5.:

-
Panasonic think we should have at least have the mandatory parameters then we can sent the report. If you do not have all mandatory parameters you should not include the GCI. This seems to be quite obvious: you only include the IE’s that you can “fill”.
=>
Should indicate “if at least the global cell id is obtained, include the GCI IE”

=>
Will see updated CR for change in 5.5.5. in R2-090746
R2-090746:
Report CGI before T321 expiry and UE null reporting
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331
F
-
Expiry on expiry in 7.3 will be added by ASN.1 rapporteur.

=>
Indentation of the bullet 4> is incorrect

=>
With this one editorial change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-090770
R2-090464:
UE actions related to T321
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (can be discussed offline as part of R2-090746)
R2-090465:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on UE actions related to T321
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F

=>
Noted (can be discussed offline as part of R2-090746)
R2-090073:
Maximum search time for inter-RAT cells in case of reportStrongestCellsForSON
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
C

-
T321 issue is already covered by previous documents.

-
Huawei wonders what happens if there is no neighbouring cell. Then the UE will continue cell search for a long time. So why not specify that the UE performs one cell search ?

-
Main reason why Nokia is proposing a long value is that it might take quite some time for a UE to find these cells. Nokia is fine as long as there is a limit.

-
Huawei thought this was an “on-demand” measurement i.e. UE tries once. Then there is no need for a timer.

=>
ReportStrongestCell for SON is not applicable to GERAN

=>
Second problem seems to be how this works with the first report which is sent when “some results are available” ? Maybe NOTE1 in 5.5.4.1 needs some updating

-
Would it not be equally good to have a network release the measurement ? Samsung wonders how we handle GERAN ? We don’t have MeasforSON for GERAN, so there anyway the network needs to stop explicitly ?
-
QC points out that these measurements require measurement gaps. So a network would not leave these gaps for no reason.
=>
Noted (no support)

R2-090519:
S-measure handling for reportCGI
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
F

-
NTT DCM indicates that probably this should also apply to “reportStrongestCellsforSON”.

-
QC/Huawei think was already agreed before.  Ericsson supports the proposal
-
NTT DCM wonders if this only a signalling optimisation, since if you set a lower s-measure, the UE would also perform other measurements.

-
Nokia thinks the network could disable other measurement if that is really a problem.

-
ReportStrongestCell for SON should use normal measurement gaps. So Nokia would prefer to use the s-measure normally.

=>
In principle agreed
R2-090316:
Clarification on  measResult IE
ZTE
CR
36.331
F

-
LG supports the proposal

-
Chairman wonders if there is really a problem to report it for this case. Why not report the cell quality also for that case ?

-
Nokia wonders why not sent the cell quality also for that case ? 

-
Samsung thinks this has been discussed in the past and then we did not see a reason to do something special.

-
Nokia thinks it is easier to keep it as it is (optionality increases complexity).
-
NTT DCM is fine with the current specification.

=>
Noted
Other

R2-090513:
L3 filtering for path loss measurements
NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.331 F
-
The default in 9.2.4. is e.g. used for RACH access before receiving any dedicated configuration.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-090064:
Layer 3 filtering in case of DRX
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

-
Motorola thinks the network can always turn off the L3 filtering. So is this really needed ? QC points out that the DRX situation is dynamic. Nokia wonders what the problem is with the filtering ? It does not delay the reporting since it does not delay the time when samples are taken into account. Nokia assumes some more discussion with RAN4 would be required. QC would avoid taking old samples into account which would delay the reporting in case of a sudden change.
-
Ericsson wonders about intermediate states (UE going in /out of DRX): when does the UE apply/not apply filtering. QC agrees this is quite complex but thinks this is a result of the RAN4 agreements.

-
Ericsson thinks using low values in general could solve this. They would try to avoid to make the UE “trigger happy”.

-
Nokia thinks we should see simulation results that there is a problem before taking any action, and preferably first discussed in RAN4. 
=>
Noted 
R2-090520:
Measurement configuration clean up
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
F

-
Panasonic is happy about the cleanup.

-
Panasonic wonder if for E-UTRAN we can use the default fc4 for the quantity configuration. For other RAT’s this seems required. Chairman thinks that even if we have a default in the ASN.1 still it needs to be sent.
-
Samsung notices that we now talk about “update to the signalled value”. 
-
ZTE wonders about “reset the TTT” ? Does that mean it is started ? Why not stop ? NTT DCM thinks since the measurement id is removed there is no TTT running anymore. So no real problem.

-
Samsung indicates that “reset” is probably better suitable for the “associated information”.

-
NTT DCM assumes there is no large conflict with the ASN.1 rapporteur CR. NTT DCM assumes that all changes to the rapporteur CR’s 5.5.2 and 5.5.3 can be undone. Rapporteur will check and if everything covered remove these changes in these sections from the ASN1 review CR
=>
In principle agreed. 
R2-090424:
Clarification regarding the measurement reporting procedure
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed
R2-090485:
Corrections on s-Measure
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

-
QC wonders if we should talk about “disable” or e.g. “release” ?

-
Ericsson wonders if we need a disable ? We could just set the lowest value ? Huawei points out that the procedure text has an “if s-measure is included”.

=>
CR is agreed in principle

R2-090512:
Correction on CDMA measurement result IE
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

-
Huawei thinks the pilotphase & strength is only for 1x. So some updating is needed.
-
NSN agrees with Huawei. PilotPnPhase is applicable for SRVCC (so item 2 should not be done)

=>
Can see update in R2-090747
R2-090747:
Correction on CDMA measurement result IE
Samsung
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed
R2-090531:
Alignment of measurement quantities for UTRA
NTT DOCOMO, CATT
CR
36.331
F

-
Samsung wonders for the UTRA case we have the option of reporting both RSCP and Ec/N0 ? Currently it is only one of the two.
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-090277:
Clarification of Measurement Reporting
CATT
CR
36.331
F

Proposal 1:
-
CATT thinks it would be good to list this for UL transmissions.
=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed
Proposal 3:

-
Nokia thinks the wording should be improved (UE does not know if a measurement is for ICIC). 
-
Samsung wonders whether the note is really needed. There are also other cases e.g. where we did not manage to get the GCI.

=>
Not agreed

=>
Will see update CR including proposal 1 & 2 in R2-090748
R2-090748:
Clarification of Measurement Reporting
CATT
CR
36.331
F
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090315:
Clarification on measurement procedure related to T321
ZTE
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (Already covered by earlier discussions.)
R2-090468:
Removal of cellIndex from IEs used for listing cells
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

Proposal 1:
-
Panasonic thinks the cellIndex cannot be removed. E.g. the cellstoRemove list is also based on cellIndex.

-
QC thinks cellIndex allows replacement without removal.

-
ZTE wonders what you do with cells with the same cellIdentity on different frequencies. Would be another object.

-
Ericsson thinks we have a working solution and this solution reduces the number of bits e.g. in case of replacements so no reason to change. QC/Panasonic agrees.

=>
Not agreed

Proposal 2:

-
LG points out that cellIndex is a bit confusing.
=>
Not agree (no support)

Proposal 3:

=> Not discussed since related to proposal 1.
=> Noted
R2-090469:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Removal of cellIndex from IEs used for listing cells
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted without presentation (related to previous document)

R2-090470:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Simplification of MeasGapConfig
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.331
F

-
Almost all changes are taken into account already by ASN1 rapporteur CR except for the renumbering.

=>
ASN.1 rapporteur is asked to also include the renumbering of the gap patterns.
R2-090471:
Correction on Quantity Configuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

Proposal 1:

-
NTT DCM indicates that we agreed yesterday that the quanity config should always be present. This is covered in the NTT DCM CR so no need for this.
=>
Noted

Proposal 2:

=>
Noted (already covered by NTT DCM CR)
Proposal 3:

-
Samsung indicates this was discussed when this was introduced. Network can configure all RAT’s initially and then there is no problem.
=>
Not needed

Proposal 4:

-
Nokia thinks it is a bit more clearer.
=>
Proposal 4 will be included by ASN.1 rapporteur.

R2-090472:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Correction on Quantity Configuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
=>
Noted (covered by discussion on previous document)

R2-090428:
Clarification of inter-f/RAT measurement during handover
Huawei
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered in previous discussions)
R2-090429:
Correction of inter-fRAT measurement during handover
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered in previous discussions)
R2-090466:
On the removal of the entry within the VarMeasurementReports
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.331
F

- 
Panasonic assumes we need no change.

-
It was clarified that we stop reporting at report-amount also for event based reporting, but keep the entry in the VarMeasurementReports in order to prevent that the report is immediately triggered again by the same cell.
-
Samsung clarifies that the periodic report timers is only restarted  when you have not reached reportAmount for both periodic and event based reporting.
=>
Noted: report amount is used for both event and periodic. No change seems needed.

R2-090467:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Removal of the entry within the VarMeasurementReports
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-090473:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Removal of applicable cell concept for CGI reporting
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

-
QC wonders what is broken with the current specification ? Huawei thinks it is correct that applicable cell is not used for CGI. However the change is incorrect ?
-
Nokia thinks there is no big problem with the current text and it is quite nice to keep the consistency.
=>
Noted
6.2.1.5
Broadcast

Including System information, MBMS and ETWS. 
UL/DL BW spares

R2-090223:
The behaviour of Rel-8 UE when one of the two spare values is received for dl-Bandwidt Ericsson Disc
=>
Noted
R2-090397:
Spare values in DL and UL Bandwidth in MIB and SIB2
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F
-
Ericsson thinks that if we define the spares, we still have all mechanisms as provided by the existing values. So it should only offer more possibilities ? NSN agrees but thinks these additional possibilities do not seem needed. i.e. makes the extension mechanism more complex.
-
NSN assumes that when the UE receives the value anyway: ASN.1 violation, Generic error handing, ignore message so “essential system information missing”. So a UE will not camp on this cell.

-
Motorola wonders if we could use the codepoints in the future (DL BW) ? NSN thinks for Rel-8 UE the codepoint is lost. You could use it in later releases and rely on the generic error handling by the Rel-8 UE’s.

-
Ericsson wonders why UL and DL are handled differently ? NSN has no strong opinion. They thought that anyway for the UL there seems to be this behaviour.

=>
Noted
R2-090346:
Forward Compatability of DL Bandwidth and UL Bandwidth
Motorola
Disc



=>
Noted
R2-090394:
DL Bandwidth spares
Huawei
?

=>
Noted
R2-090518:
Spare value handling for DL and UL bandwidth
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
F

-
Ericsson wonders why it is important to know even/odd ? NTT DCM clarifies that the SCH/P-BCH is on the centre 6 or 7 RB’s.
-
Motorola wonders why 15Mhz is reasonable value ? NTT DCM assumes that BW’s are extended in the future. However NTT DCM is also fine with 5Mhz.

=>
Noted
Options:

A) Specify defaults [8]

A1: 20 & 5 (DL)



A2: 5 & 5 (DL)


A3: 20 & 15/5 (DL)

B) Not define default [9]

B1: remove spares for DL and provoke ASN1 error. Usage results in “essential info missing” 
              and thus barring the cell


B2: keep the DL spares but indicate that in Rel-8 they should be interpreted as “essential info missing”
Discussion:

-
NSN thinks if we would define defaults, it seems like a lottery. Ericsson agrees that the future it is not very clear but we know that we will increase BW. Ericsson thinks we also have 2 clear examples (8 and 20)
-
Ericsson thinks we could have a bit in MIB/SIB1/SIB2 indicating that Rel-8 UE’s should go away. Why did we remove the “reserved for future use” then ?
-
Qasara thinks barring with a spare seems a simple solution. Qasara thinks that the existing BW could be used for backward compatibility in future releases with different BW’s. So such a cell would broadcast 2 BW’s.
-
Huawei thinks it would be a lottery.
=>
Only usage for default seems to be that we have Rel-8 UE’s working with a different BW than Rel-9 UE’s in the same cell. The proposals that prefer default would reduce the additional bits to be added with 1 bit since the spares could handle 2 new values for a Rel-9 UE. 
-
Huawei thinks that a future release could indicate the BW in a later SIB. QC thinks this would burden future releases. Huawei sees no big drawback.
-
Motorola clarifies that a lot of the common channel structure depends on the BW. So if the UE has the wrong BW and no precautions are taken, there is not much the UE can do.
-
CATT thinks if we define values, it might be a burden for RAN1.

-
NTT DCM thinks we could introduce extended barring IE’s so that a Rel-8 UE’s cannot access the cell (barred) but Rel-9 UE’s are still allowed.

-
Vdf wonders if it would not be better to set the value to the lowest value ?  Ericsson thinks this would reduce the scheduling possibilities to quite a small area.

=>
After offline discussion:


-
Two possibilities for DL BW:
a) Rel-8 go away







b) new BW (save 1 bit)


-
There are other possiblities to make the UE move away (e.g. SCH change)


-
Potential compromise could be removing the spares.


=>
Remove both spares for the DL

For the UL:

-
CATT points out that for TDD the UL BW will never be sent ? This is the RAN2 understanding.

-
Ericsson would be fine to remove the spare also for UL. Motorola agrees.

=>
Remove both spares for UL as well.

=>
Will see update of R2-090397 in R2-090749
R2-090749:
Spare values in DL and UL Bandwidth in MIB and SIB2
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090401:
UE behaviour when a spare value is received for dl-Bandwidth
Ericsson
CR 36.331 F

=>
Noted without presentation
R2-090349:
CR for Forward Compatability of DL Bandwidth and UL Bandwidth - Option 1
Motorola CR 36.331


F

=>
Noted without presentation
R2-090352:
CR for Forward Compatability of DL Bandwidth and UL Bandwidth - Option 2
Motorola CR 36.331 F

=>
Noted without presentation
R2-090386:
DL Bandwidth Spares
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
=>
Noted without presentation
Essential info missing

R2-090102:
Clarification for essential SIB missing
Panasonic
Disc





-
Qasara wonder what the value is of the word “assumes” ? Samsung clarifies it was already removed.

-
Should update the sentence to:

1>
the UE is unable to acquire the MasterInformationBlock, the SystemInformationBlockType1 or the SystemInformationBlockType2
=>
ASN.1 rapporteur is asked to update the sentence as indicated above,
R2-090103:
CR on Clarification for essential SIB missing
Panasonic
CR
36.331

 F

=> Noted without presentation (already covered)
R2-090480:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Removal of network action in essential system information missing section
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=> Noted without presentation (already covered)
Other

R2-090109:
Issues in handling optional IE upon absence in GERAN NCL
Panasonic
Disc

-
QC wonders if 36.304 should explain actions on absence ? Panasonic thinks 304 already defines behaviour when priority is not set. So no change to 304.

=>
Intention is agreed
R2-090110:
Issues in handling optional IE upon absence in GERAN NCL
Panasonic
CR 36.331 F

-
QC woud like to have the field description indicate that the behaviour on absence is specified in 304. 

-
Vdf wonders if this could not be addressed by putting these frequencies in a different group ? CATT thinks the Panasonic proposal brings more consistency across RAT’s.

-
Samsung thinks that since there are 2 IE’s, you cannot solve it with a specific order.

=>
CR is in principle agreed.

R2-090203:
Correction to sib-MappingInfo in SIB1
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331
F

-
Samsung agrees that the generic error handling does not address the case of a list. In UMTS we had generic error handling for a list. We could e.g. indicate that we discard that element from the list.
-
It is a bit unclear how this SIB extension would be handled by generic error handling ? I.e. is it a mandatory IE with an unknown value, or an unknown protocol extension. Should check if the generic error handling is sufficiently clear.

-
Samsung thinks the sentence should be a bit more clear. The UE should act on all information except this mapping option. Can have some offline activity to improve the text

=>
Will see update in R2-090750 [CB Frid]
R2-090116:
Neighbour cell TDD configuration for inter-frequency cases
Qualcomm Europe
Disc


-
QC proposes to add this aspect to the LS we sent to RAN4.

-
Samsung wonders what synchronous means in this case ? DL timing sync ? Yes: the same requirement as for TDD intra-freq. Samsug wonders if there is any gain: anyway the UE would have to obtain the DL timing from SCH. CATT has the same understanding as Samsung.

-
QC wonders if the timing is obtained for measurement purposes only (i.e. even without mobility to the cell). Samsung thinks so: the cell search procedure will result in identifying the cell and make the UE aware of the cell timing.

-
QC agrees that it is difficult to define “all cells on the carrier”. What does that really mean ?

-
QC’s main concern was related to the frame timing but that does not seem relevant anymore.

=>
Noted

R2-090405:
Correction of Need tags in System Information Block Type 8
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
F

=> Updated in R2-090677


R2-090677:
Correction of Need tags in System Information Block Type 8
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
F

-
Huawei agrees some clarification is needed, but thinks a different clarification might be better. The indicated parameters are mainly for the single-receiver (system time/window). So they think the field description could indicate the parameters are mandatory for a single receiver.
-
NSN thinks the problem is related to OD and stopping the “associated functionality”. ALU sees no problem with that. ALU thinks change of the field description is sufficient.

-
Motorola suggests “depending on UE capability, mobility to CDMA might not be possible without this information” in the field description.
-
Samsung wonder if the problem that OD means discontinuing NAS functionality. NSN is fine with either way of clarifying.

=>
Will add some clarification in the field description related to these two fields. Detailed wording can be discussed offline. Other changes seem ok.

=>
Will see update in R2-090751
R2-090751:
Correction of Need tags in System Information Block Type 8
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
F
=>
In principle agreed

R2-090232:
Acquisition of SI-messages in TDD
IPWireless
Disc





=> Updated before presentation in R2-090564
R2-090564:
Acquisition of SI-messages in TDD
IPWireless
Disc





-
Motorola indicates the SI-window length can be up to 40ms. Motorola thinks this should be sufficient for TDD. QC agrees with this view. RAN1 indicate that we will need 20/40ms windows to allow for 8 retransmissions.
-
IPW thinks using longer windows is possible but introduces some restrictions for TDD systems.

-
Ericsson thinks as long as we use a value of a multiple of 10ms, we have the same effective window size of all SI-messages.
=>
Noted (no support)

R2-090233:
CR on Acquisition of SI-messages in TDD
IPWireless
CR
36.331


F

=>
Noted (same topic as previous document)

R2-090060:
CR to 36.331-UE Actions on Receiving Paging Message
Vodafone
CR
36.331
F

-
Vdf wonders e.g. in the current text if both indications are present, does the UE read immediately, and again after the modification period ?
-
Huawei points out that the text proposal includes the case of receiving both indicators twice.

-
Ericsson thinks current text is fine. The branches are not excluding each other. Motorola agrees. Also note that this is an extremely rare case.
-
LG thinks current text is fine.
-
Samsung wonders if we also acquire SIB10/11 if we read system scheduling information. So then it would be sufficiently to only sent the system-change indication.
=>
Noted

R2-090062:
CR to 36.331-NAS information in System Information
Vodafone
CR
36.331
F

=>
Removal is agreed; shall be included in the ASN.1 rapporteur CR (R2-090732).
R2-090072:
System Information and 3 hour validity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331  F

-
TMO wonders how many hours of standby we gain if we accept this. Nokia is not concerned about power consumption but about unnecessary reading.

-
Panasonic assumes this is “may” behaviour ? Nokia agrees.

-
Huawei wonders if this also applies to ETWS ? Nokia has a separate paper on this.

-
Qasara wondes what is meant by “continuously” or “without interruption” ? Nokia clarifies that what is meant that the UE has followed the system information changes without the possibility to miss any change indication in a modification period. So e.g. if the UE looses service for a short time, this would already cause the UE to reread.

-
Infineon wonders if the UE needs to monitor continuously ? Is it not enough to reread the value tag just before the 3 hour timer expires ? If it is still the same the UE does not need to read the SI-messages ? Nokia agrees this is also a valid approach.
-
Main concern from Nokia is that RAN5 does not specify a stupid test case that the UE reads SI every 3 hours eventhough it has continuously monitored SI-change paging information.

-
Motorola is ok with the intention but think some rewording is needed.

=>
Will try offline to capture this aspect. Will see updated text proposal in R2-090752
R2-090752:
System Information and 3 hour validity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331  F
-
Qasara wonders about the part that are 24 hours valid ? There is another CR that adds this “unless explicitly specified otherwise”.
-
Ericsson wonders if this requires the system to wrap around the value tag in the same order ? Nokia thinks it does not impact that.

-
Samsung wonders if “checked” is sufficient clear. Samsung proposes rephrasing to “since it successfully confirmed its validity”.

=>
Intention is still agreed but will do one more attempt to improve the text in R2-090771 [CB Frid]
R2-090501:
Restriction on Modification Period
Fujitsu
CR
36.331
F

-
QC thinks this is a network error case and think no UE behaviour should be specified. 

-
Panasonic thinks there might be a possibility to extend the SFN in the future. So maybe it is good to define this behaviour for Rel-8 UE’s.

-
Ericsson thinks we have discussed this already and decided to leave this.

=>
Noted

R2-090548:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Addition of t-barred in SIB1
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F
=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-090311:
Clarification on  system information update
ZTE
CR
36.331


F

-
Nokia thinks the current specification does not disallow this behaviour. So does the added not give any additional information ?
-
QC assumes that on first entry of the cell, the UE anyway needs to obtain the system information. If this is a returning entry, then the UE anyway needs to check the value tag. So when does the scenario happen that ZTE is describing ?
-
ZTE thinks about the case where the UE enters the cell and read the value tag and it is not change, but the UE is not able to read paging information indicating to the UE that the system value tag will be changed.

-
Note that even a UE in IDLE mode can check any paging for the system information change notification, so the time that he cannot check in the current modification period when entering is very small.

-
Ericsson thinks it is sufficient with the current text.

=>
Noted (already sufficiently clear)

R2-090317:
Redundant signaling overhead on MSAP
ZTE
CR
36.331


F

=>
Updated in R2-090733
R2-090733:
Redundant signaling overhead on MSAP
ZTE
CR
36.331


F

-
NSN understands that the main gain of the proposal is to limit signalling. However NSN assumes that there will always be at most 1 24-bitmap.

-
Also NSN wonders how proposal 2 would be enforced ? Could be captured in future access link specifications.

-
Motorola wonders whether proposal 1 means that in different overlapping MBSFN areas you only have 1 subframe allocation ? ZTE confirms. Motorola thinks this is not a reasonable restriction. ZTE thinks that still multiple patterns could be configured, but the only restriction is that the have the same subframe pattern.
-
The proposal seems to allow only 3 subframes allocation to MBSFN every 40ms. This is only valid for R2-090317.

-
Ericsson thinks anyway the allocation is to restrictive: Ericsson thinks having only 1 bitmap is to limited. Ericsson thinks the gain is very limited.
-
NSN wonders if there would not be cases where we want a fourframe allocation for relay and a 1 frame allocation for MBSFN.

-
QC thinks combinig all allocations in one allocation is not always best solution, since sometimes the UE might only want to target one allocation.

=>
Noted (very limited support)

ETWS: Paging reception in connected mode
R2-090406:
Paging reception for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei
Disc

=> 
Noted
R2-090356:
Monitoring of Paging for ETWS indications in Connected Mode
Motorola
Disc


-
Qasara wonders what happens when SIB10 is not broadcast, the scheduling information is not present. So the UE only knows the delta after having seen SIB10 ? Motorola clarifies an ETWS network would always broadcast the sib10maxperiodicity.
Discussion:

-
Panasonic prefers option2 from the Motorola proposal since it has no new behaviour. They are also fine with option3.
-
NTT DCM wonders whether option3 is the current behaviour or anything in addition ? Motorola assumes no additional behaviour if the UE already reads the paging sufficiently frequent.

-
NTT DCM strongly prefers option1. They think battery consumption is not an issue since it is very likely that there is a paging occasion close to the on-duration. Furthermore it is always better if the indication is faster than 4s. IDT support this view. Huawei agrees. Ericsson also prefers option 1.

-
Motorola wonders if the 4s requirement is not a strict requirement that will be tested ?  NTT DCM thinks the 4s is a requirement but it is always better to be faster. Motorola thinks also in option 2 you can be faster. Motorola wonders what about a 2.56 paging cycle ? You might not be able to meet the 4s delay.

-
Is there not a drawback that an ETWS UE will always do this, even if in a non-ETWS network ? So far not seen as a very serious drawback
=>
Go for option 1.

R2-090407:
CR to paging reception for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei
CR 36.331 F

-
Panasonic wonders whether the UE is still allowed to omit receiving paging in the same modification period if it received one succesfull paging ? So it seems this is not applicable for an ETWS UE.
-
QC thinks maybe this requirement should be placed with the other system information change paging checking.

=>
Offline activity to see if the text proposal can be improved in R2-090753 [CB Frid]
R2-090357:
CR for Monitoring of Paging for ETWS indications in Connected Mode
Motorola
CR 36.331 F

=>
Noted
ETWS: Other

R2-090094:
Remaining issues on ETWS mechanism
Panasonic
Disc





Proposal 1:

-
QC wonders what the intention is ? E.g. will this be reflected in the specification. QC agrees with this proposal but thinks it is erroneous network implementation. 
-
LG thinks this should be captured in the specification. When you receives ETWS indication, it will start to listen to ETWS immediately. 

-
Is it clear that the UE shall flush the SIB1 buffer every 80ms ? 

-
Samsung thinks it is clear from 5.2.1.2

-
Ericsson thinks it is quite clear but is not against a clarification. Could add a constraint on the network

-
ZTE thinks it is clear.

=>
Proposal is correct but assumed already sufficiently clear.

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung wonders why we would add an additional UE requirement ?  Panasonic is thinking about the case of separate paging for SIB10 and SIB11.
-
Other case is when no SI-message is received in window.

=>
This are considered smart implementation aspects: not need to specify in more detail.

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung points out that so far we have nothing specified that the UE on receiving a second notification in the same modification period should not start acquisition from scratch.
-
QC wonders if this is specific to ETWS ? It seems also possible for other SI-messages ? Samsung thinks for the other cases there should be no paging in the next modification period when the UE start acquiring the SI-messages.

-
Panasonic agrees this can also be considered implementation issue.

=>
Not agreed.

=>
Noted

R2-090235:
Avoiding Frequent Reception of ETWS SIB
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=>
Updated in R2-090744, CR in R2-090745

R2-090745:
Avoiding Frequent Reception of ETWS SIB
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

-
LG clarifies that they assume when all segments of the SIB11 are received, the UE stops acquiring additional segments even if it sees additional ETWS notifications.
-
NSN wonders if this is a frequent occurrence ?
-
Samsung thinks this is not testeable.

-
QC wonders if it is in general clear whether the UE does not monitor paging when trying to acquire system information ?  LG thinks the UE shall start from scratch. Ericsson thinks the UE has to monitor paging. However should not be a problem for the typical case because we first page during a modification period and then we have a modification period for obtaining the SIB’s.

-
Note that even for ETWS, although the UE will reread SIB1 on a next paging, he will not discard the collected segments so far unless there is a change of message. LG thinks that when all segments are collected, the UE will forward the segments to higher layers and then the UE will start again. Samsung thinks we don’t discard currently when we forward.
-
Motorola wonders if there is no UE power concern if this ETWS paging is done for e.g. 1 hour. NTT DCM thinks this is a very infrequent event so it should be no problem. Also the paging is not repeated for a very long time, but only during some initial period.

=>
Noted (no support).
R2-090744:
Avoiding Frequent Reception of ETWS SIB
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (same issue)
R2-090092:
Validity of ETWS notification
Panasonic
Disc





Proposal 1:
=>
Everybody agrees with this assumption but should check with CT1.

Proposal 2:

=>
We agreed before that the duplicate detection at AS will only work intra-RAT.

Proposal 3:

=>
Already agreed to sent LS and proposal 1&2 above should be included (R2-090573)

Proposal 4/5:

-
QC wonders how the security information would be handled in this case ? Is the security related to a UE subscription and UE should only read ETWS in home-PLMN ?
-
What about the case that security is not used ?

=>
Can ask SA3 how the security works and whether it is usefull for a UE to receive ETWS e.g. outside the home-PLMN or on an acceptable cell ? 

=>
Sent separate LS to SA3/SA1/CT1 on how this is supposed to work in R2-090754
R2-090093:
CR on Validity of ETWS notification
Panasonic
CR
36.331


F

=>
Noted (related to previous discussion)

R2-090535:
Validity time for ETWS message Id and Sequence No
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Qasara wonders whether the SN/MsgId is common or separate for SIB10/11 ? NSN assumes separate
-
An alternative would be to only specify a number per SIB, and not have a time. Qasara thinks that if you change PLMN, anyway we have to specify how long you store the entries from the previous PLMN.

-
QC thinks the 3 hours is quite fine.

-
NTT DCM wonders why not a “shall” requirement ? NSN would like to avoid a test case.

=>
The UE should store the entries per PLMN for SIB10 & SIB11 for 3 hours.
=>
Will see CR in R2-090756 also including the conclusions from R2-090422 [CB Frid]
R2-090061:
CR to 36.331-UE Actions on Receiving SIB11
Vodafone
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed

R2-090066:
Reception of ETWS secondary notification
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

-
LG wonders how this works in inter-eNB case ? NTT DCM agrees that this can only be applicable within one cell. NTT DCM thinks this is already clear in 5.2.2.4.

-
Samsung thinks it would be better to reflect this as a network constraint in the SIB11 section

=>
Will see updated CR which clarifies this but only within the scope of a cell in R2-090755 [CB Frid]
R2-090422:
Receiving window for ETWS message duplicate detection
Huawei
Disc

-
NSN understands the proposal as the UE checking up to at least 4 stored values when receiving Msg-Id/SN.

-
NSN thinks maybe a lower number than 4 would be sufficient ?

-
Qasara wonders if we need a restriction on the number of PLMN’s the UE should store the list for ? Huawei thinks this can be left to implementation

-
Samsung wonders if the number is a “should” ? 

-
NTT DCM thinks maybe a lower number is better since it allows the network to re-use the same number again.

=>
It should be clear that the number is a “shall” requirement, and the time a “should” requirement.

=>
So overall requirement for identity storing for duplicate detecting is that the UE should store  during 3 hours per PLMN per SIB for 2 entries.
R2-090234:
Validity of ETWS SIB
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

=>
CR is in principle agreed
CSG: PCI range validity
R2-090329:
Disc doc for CSG related items in 36.331
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Proposal 1:
-
Motorola wonders why we talk about future releases. TMO has the same concern. QC is also fine with specifying e.g. “if the IE is present in a cell which has the CSG-indicator not set, the UE shall ignore the CSG identity”.

-
Motorola thinks hydbrid/open access is Rel-9, so why do we not remove the CSG-indicator. Vdf thinks this was discussed in the last meeting and then we agreed on the currently solution and indicated this to other groups.

-
NTT DCM would also like to remove the CSG-indicator. For hybrid access in Rel-9, you could a different CSG identity (i.e. first CSG-Id absent so Rel-8 UE thinks not hybrid cell, and second CSG Id present for Rel-9 UE’s). NSN supports the NTT DCM view.

-
Vdf want the Rel-9 eNB not to cause problems to Rel-8 UE’s. Vdf does not like to use different CSG id’s for hybrid and closed cells. Vdf is not happy this is discussed again. TIM would also like to stick to the previous agreement.

-
Panasonic thinks that since we have currently no clear id on the functionality, Panasonic would prefer to remove the indicator. 

-
IDT would prefer to keep the bit. Samsung prefers to keep this bit.

-
TMO is fine both ways. Huawei would like to keep the previous agreement.

-
Ericsson thinks is enough to remove the “otherwise the IE is absent”. 

=>
We remove the “otherwise the IE is absent”

Proposal 2:

-
QC thinks this is obvious because otherwise a CSG only carrier cannot use all id’s.  Motorola thinks an easier solution might be conditional presence for mixed carriers.
=>
Agreed but already included in rapporteur CR.

Proposal 3:

-
Rapporteur thinks this is handled in the rapporteur CR.
-
Motorola thinks the proposal in R2-090170 might not be complete (e.g. carrier frequency).

=>  Text in R2-090170 related to proposals 2 & 3 from R2-090329 should be removed

=>
Will see update of R2-090328 in CR format addressing proposal 1 from R2-090329 but with agreed changes, addressing proposal 2 from R2-090329 and addressing proposal 3 from R2-090329 but in the field description like proposed in R2-090358, with additions related to the frequency and 3 hours not valid if otherwise specified.

=>
Clarify the range is valid for the primary PLMN only

=>
Should be clear that it is optional for the UE to use this information.

=>
Should clarify in 36.331 what the primary PLMN is (e.g. in SIB1 field description)

=>
We will see update CR in R2-090757
R2-090757:
Disc doc for CSG related items in 36.331
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
=>
Vdf would like to keep the value 84 as well in the range. Can still keep 2 spares
-
TMO thinks the text about “no UE requirements” is not needed. QC agrees it is unusual to have this type of text. Nokia thinks the sentence can be removed as long as there is no explicitly formulated UE requirement on rcept.
=>
Remove the sentence

-
Nokia thinks this “last received” should be clarified. 

=>
Can remove the “If absent, the last”. So “The received csg applies if ….”

=>
Field description of PciRange should be updated

=>
Will see an update in R2-090806 [CB Frid]
R2-090358:
CSG PCI Range Validity
Motorola
Disc

-
QC thinks the frequency aspect is missing. Motorola agrees. 
-
Samsung thinks we should also remove the general 3 hours: we need a disclaimer that the 3 hours is only valid unless something else is specified.

-
Qasara wonders if we could have a multiple-PLMN home-eNB ? So mapping would be valid for all PLMN’s the Home-eNB belongs to. Huawei assumed that it would only be valid to the primary PLMN. QC prefers “primary PLMN”
=>
Conclusions from this document included in R2-090329 output
R2-090328:
CR for CSG related items in 36.331
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F
=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-090451:
CR for CSG-PCI-range
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-090361:
CR for CSG PCI Range Validity
Motorola
CR
36.331
F

=> Noted (already covered)
CSG: Other

R2-090517:
Removal of CSG indication
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-090545:
Correction on csg-Indication
Samsung
CR
36.331
F
-
TMO thinks we never agreed open/closed ? Is it consistent with the UMTS approach ? TMO further thinks this is editorial.

-
Assen thinks this is what we agreed for Rel-8 without using “open” “closed”

-
Nokia thinks this does not need to be explicitly indicated. Nokia thinks the current text is sufficient. In 36.304 we can have a small clarification that the UE only checks the CSG identity if the CSG-indication is set to true.

=>
Noted

R2-090452:
CR for HNB Name
Huawei
CR
36.331
F
-
TMO wonders if it should be CSGname instead of homeNBname ? Huawei is ok to keep it as it is for now. Anyway it is clear that “id” is no longer used so the change is ok for now.
-
NTT DCM wonders why we need the optionality bit ? Huawei thinks about future extensions.

-
Huawei thinks that only when the user has given a name, SIB9 has to be sent. Otherwise the CSG cell does not need to include a name.

=>
The name should follow ASN.1 conventions

=>
Some textual updates to 5.2.2.16, e.g. merge in one line

=>
Need code should be “OR” ?

=>
Instead of “if present” we should say “if included”

-
NSN wonders if now a CSG cell could not broadcast a HomeNB name. QC thinks e.g. if we change the length of the name, the first IE should be optional. You would have to include 2 names for Rel-8 UE support, but then you do not need to make it optional. Motorola thinks we could keep it mandatory.

=>
Will see update based on above comments in R2-090758 [CB Frid]
R2-090462:
Additional delivery of NAS system information
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO wonders what a non-CSG UE would do with the csg-identity ?  At least the UE should not camp on such a cell ? TMO thinks the CSG list is given to the AS, and from then on the NAS is no longer involved. CSG identities are only provided at manual search.
-
TMO wonders why all PLMN’s should be given to higher layers. Should only be given when requested by NAS for PLMN search.

-
ASN.1 rapporteur indicates the same comment was made in the ASN.1 review and forwarding PLMN’s was included in R2-090170. TMO assumes that NAS does not expect to get this information continuously. Nokia agrees.

=>
Noted. PLMN forwarding should also be removed from ASN.1 rapporteur CR R2-090170

R2-090463:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Additional delivery of NAS system information
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F

=>
Noted (already discussed)
R2-090669:
PCI range coding NSN
-
Samsung cannot remember anything about rangeSense from the LS ?
-
NSN indicates that this is the coding in GERAN. TMO wonders if this is already agreed or presented recently in GERAN ? NSN thinks it is agreed already. Huawei assumes it is clearer to specify the values directly.
-
Ericsson thinks the rangesense is not needed and only the new values should be included

-
TMO wonders if we add these values, is 20/25 still needed ? QC indicates only 1 spare is remaining given that we also have 504.

-
QC proposes to remove close-by values, and have a result which still has 2 or 3 spares.

-
TMO wonders if this is aligned with UTRAN ?  Should make sure the same values are introduced in UTRAN

=>
Result of offline exercise will be included in R2-090757
R2-090656:
CR to TS 36.331 on definition of P-Max
-
Nokia assumes that there will be a change in 36.304. TMO has separate CR.
=>
CATT thinks we should also add a reference for this Pumax to 36.101.

=>
Can have some offline discussion on the detailed wording
=>
Will see update in R2-090760 [CB Frid]
Not available/Too late/withdrawn

R2-090456:
CR for Qoffsetcsg (36.331)
Huawei
CR
36.331
F


=> withdrawn
R2-090365
Measurement Bandwidth
Motorola
CR
36.331
F

6.2.1.6
Inter-RAT Mobility
Contributions discussing Inter-RAT mobility (procedures, signalling, security, ….) should be submitted under this agenda item.
HO to EUTRAN: Resource signalling
R2-090081:
HO to EUTRA and delta configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331
F

-
Although expressing some concerns during the ASN.1 review, Panasonic is now ok with the proposal.

=>
Condition for the mobilityControlnfo seems no longer correct for the intra-LTE case. Can indicate mandatory at inter-RAT handover and intra-LTE handover, otherwise not applicable.

-
Nokia assumes that physicalConfigDedicated is now “ON” for all cases since there is a default configuration already in all cases.
=>
Cover page should be update to reflect this part
=>
Corresponding changes should be removed in the ASN.1 rapporteur CR i.e. changes to “Misc” condition.
-
Samsung points out that there was a discussion in the ASN.1 review whether e.g. also inclusion of RadioResourceConfigDedicated should be conditional because some of its subIE’s are conditional. For the moment rapporteur proposes not to do this.

=>
Will see update in R2-090762
R2-090762:
HO to EUTRA and delta configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331
F
=>
In the RRCConnectionReconfguration, 2 conditions can be merged

=>
Last condition in RRCConnectionReconfiguration seems incorrect. We only have the MobilityControl in handovers.

=>
Align HO to handover in condition table

=>
Will see update in R2-090772 [CB Frid]
R2-090220:
Default configuration at inter-RAT HO to E-UTRA
Ericsson
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered)
Other

R2-090097:
Timers and constants values used during handover to E-UTRA
Panasonic
Disc

-
Huawei wonders for how long this would really be a problem ? It would e.g. required at least 200ms for the L1 to produce any information ?
-
QC thinks the UE could wait for SIB2 before starting the re-establishment ? UE would not delay the handover.
-
Nokia thinks the time that the UE does not have these parameters should be very short. So maybe we can live without specifying this ?
-
NTT DCM thinks the Panasonic proposal is probably quite sensible. Radio link quality could go down before the UE can receive SIB2.

-
CATT wonders if we go this way, what values does the UE use immediately after the intra-LTE handover ? Panasonic assumes the values configured at that point in time (i.e. no change to the current operation).

-
Samsung wonders why not the same approach for intra-LTE. Panasonic sees no problem with using the values from the previous cell. Ericsson agrees with Panasonic.

-
Ericsson thinks one could argue that we already have this “essential information missing” case. However Ericsson is fine with default values, but we should not make the values optional in SIB2.

-
QC/Motorola think this is self correcting: UE cannot read SIB2 and would consider the cell barred. Note that this behaviour is only specified for when T311 is running.

-
Could be specified in procedure description of inter-RAT handover or in section 9.

-
Ericsson thinks we can agree easily on values because they are only used temporarily. Value can be discussed offline.
=>
We agree with principle, and will see CR proposal in R2-090763 [CB Frid]
R2-090098:
CR for Timers and constants values used during handover to E-UTRA
Panasonic
CR 36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-090230:
Removing activation of ciphering
Ericsson
CR
36.331
F

-
ALU supports this change.

-
Ericsson thinks SA3 has agreed that the NULL algorithm is not agreed. NSN thought you can use for ciphering, but not for integrity. ALU agrees. However still the text does not add anything.

-
Samsung thought the text was there to clarify we always activate security from the start.

-
Ericsson is ok to keep the text, but then we should also list integrity protection. 

-
Ericsson thinks we should never activate ciphering, because it would already be running in the source RAT.  Is it really so that ciphering is already activated in GERAN/UTRAN before having the handover ? ALU thinks maybe the situation for GERAN might be different.

=>
Noted (can think more about this)

R2-090278:
Clarifications on Mobility from E-UTRAN to GERAN with CCO
CATT
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO supports this view but thinks an update of the figure is not essential. It is anyway optional from ASN.1 already. Nokia has the same comment. 
=>
Change will be included in the ASN.1 rapporteur CR (R2-090732)
R2-090398:
Inter-RAT Security Clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.331 F

-
HTC thinks in the interRAT handover to EUTRA this IE is mandatory. So no need to check the presence. 
=>
NTT DCM thinks the change should not be made to 5.3.5.4 but in the inter-RAT section, and before the keys are derived.

-
nas-SecurityParameterFromEUTRA is RAT specific (e.g. does not exist for CDMA). Maybe this should be clarified. Samsung assumes then the IE should be conditional IE. NTT DCM thinks this is already handled by the security CR from NSN based on the Monday discussion. NSN clarifies that this aspect is not handled there. (only addresses mobility to EUTRA)/

=>
Inclusion of the IE nas-SecurityParamFromEUTRA should be conditional based on RAT type in the ASN.1.

=>
Will see update in R2-090764 [CB Frid]
R2-090129:
Clarification on security configuration for inter RAT handover to E-UTRA
HTC Corporation CR 36.331
F

=>
Noted (already covered by previous discussions)

R2-090408:
CR to 36.331 on consistent naming of 1xRTT identifiers
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
Vdf thinks there are more cases.
-
ASN.1 rapporteur indicates we have also agreed to move the RAT types to the end of the names. ASN.1 rapporteur notes that already some renamings are done.

=>
Please check if there is conflicts with ASN.1 rapporteur CR

=>
Will see update in R2-090765 [CB Frid]
6.2.1.7 
AS container handling

=> Including outcome of email discussion [64_LTE_12] on improvements to inter-node-AS signalling [NEC]

Email disc: Inter-Node AS signalling
R2-090521:
Email discussion summary [64_LTE_12] Inter-Node AS Signaling
NEC
Report

-
Samsung wonders what the general scope is of the section. E.g. the measurement configuration is part of AS configuration but not covered. So is the intention to only have parts where there is a condition ?

-
Ericsson thinks the intention is to capture the presence of all optional IE’s. The measurement configuration seems to be forgotten.

=>
Noted
R2-090522:
Inter-Node AS Signalling
NEC
CR
36.331
F

=>
Updated in R2-090667

R2-090667:
Inter-Node AS Signalling
NEC
CR
36.331
F

=>
NSN indicates that the table for SecurityConfiguration is no longer needed due to R2-090740 since the IE’s are mandatory. Ericsson agrees.

=>
Measurement is missing


=>
Have to check if the table is still correct after all the ASN1 changes from this meeting

=>
NEC will try to provide an updated CR which can then  be used as input of the email discussion in R2-090773 [CB Frid]
=>
NEC will provide an update table to the next meeting [Email NEC]
Other

R2-090224:
Removal of Inter-RAT message
Ericsson
CR
36.331
F

-
We have already removed the InterNode-message

-
NSN is fine with the CR

-
NEC thinks the motivation is a bit confusing.

-
NEC wonders where the container is specified. 

-
Ericsson indicates that if we go this way, 36.413 will refer to the containers (e.g. targetRNC to sourceRNC or targetBSS to sourceBSS…). Then we have to define directly to the corresponding GERAN/UTRAN radio message.

=>
CR is in principle agreed
6.2.1.8
Other

=> Including outcome of email discussion [64_LTE_13] on UE RRC processing times [QC]

Email Disc: Processing delay

R2-090070:
Email discussion summary on [64_LTE_13] RRC processing delay
Qualcomm Europe Report


related to email discussion [64_LTE_13]

-
It was asked why the delay between the UL grant and the connection setup complete is not reflected in the analysis ? Indeed maybe the delay analysis is not completely correct (miss 3ms)
-
TMO thinks we should meet the 100ms requirement. TMO also shares the concerns of NTT DCM and CMCC.

=> 
Noted 

R2-090071:
RRC processing delay
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

=>
QC thinks maybe the figure would be better updated to reflect that it is general for any procedure (e.g. request / response)
-
ZTE thinks it should be clear that it is the delay between receiving the request up to the UE receiving the UL grant. I.e. not the eNB transmitting the request. QC thinks this is already clear.

=>
Will see small update in R2-090774 [CB Frid]
R2-090508:
Value “N” in the RRC processing delay requirement
Panasonic, Qualcomm Europe, Fujitsu, NEC, Samsung
Disc

=>
Updated in R2-090678
R2-090678:
Value “N” in the RRC processing delay requirement
Panasonic, Qualcomm Europe, Fujitsu, NEC, Samsung. LG
Disc

-
TMO thinks the values are not challenging enough and to close to the 100ms overall setup delay. TMO proposes 10ms replacing the 15ms cases (only the combined would remain 20ms). Vdf supports this. 

-
NTT DCM is fine with the indicated values. Under typical scenarios this will still result in 100ms overall setup delay and they do not want to push behond reasonable. 10ms seems not feasible.

-
Infineon wonders about SMC+ConnectionReconf is 20, whereas the separate components would result 25ms. Is there really a gain in implementation possible ? QC points out that this is a collective views of different companies. Infineon sees no technical reason to have it faster. Infineon thinks that due to the interleaving with the security, it could even be more challenging.
-
What is the delay for a combined reconfiguration procedure ? E.g. measurement + handover + RB setup ? QC thinks we don’t need to specify. 
-
LG confirms that 15ms is the lowest value that is acceptable for their modem.
-
Ericsson thinks 10ms for single procedure should be achievable.

-
Nortel wonders how it works in the handover case ? Is the processing delay experience before the UE goes to the target cell ? QC thinks in this case the situation is a bit different. RAN4 defines the handover execution time including processing time (with reference to us) and interruption time. RAN4 includes uncertainty times for synchronisation and RACH access times for handover.
-
Nortel wonders if the assumption is that the UE stays fully operational while RRC processing (i.e. interruption time is realy only the interruption time). Samsung assumes so (we have no contraints specified).

-
Infineon thinks that 10ms is too challenging for implementation in the next years. 
-
Nokia thinks the values in this document are reasonable. Nokia could accept the 15ms times, but might be able to accept 10ms (needs checking).

-
The proposed values seems to meet the 100ms in typical (low load) deployments. TMO thinks this might push operators to need a shorter S1 delay.
-
NTT DCM thinks if he was a user, he would prefer a 10E cheaper phone than 5ms less delay. TMO thinks the 10E is probably not correct.

-
QC wonders about achievable S1 delay values ? TMO assumes 8-12ms as one-way delay. This is also due to encryption on the S1 interface.

-
CATT thinks anyway the 100ms is not testeable since it does not take any retransmissions into account. So we should just focus on the UE processing delay.

-
QC thinks we are already in late stage so we should realise that basic design of UE’s is already done. Having very tight requirements would mean some UE vendors might have to reconsider their basics which would result in delayed UE availability.

-
Infineon wonders if we could now agree on these values, and maybe in later release have smaller figures. For UMTS the same path was followed: smaller values in Rel-5. 
-
For the sake of progress, TMO is fine to agree to this. So then we should also be willing to consider smaller values in future release e.g. based on field trials. ALU is fine with this.
-
ALU points out that if we have voice calls with going to IDLE (RLF) then the 100ms is quite important.

-
Vdf hopes that UE vendors really allow improvements for future releases.
-
What about combined reconfigure procedures (e.g. measurement + RB modification) ?

=>
Leave combined procedures unspecified

-
Can think if more delay requirements need to be specified e.g. for handover with measurement/RB reconfiguration.
=> 
Agree to these values for Rel-8. Will be included in R2-090774

R2-090509:
Clarifications on RRC processing delay
CMCC
Disc

-
CATT supports this paper.
-
Hauwei wonders if this means we would select a specific TDD scenario and only specify for that ? CMCC thinks suitable configurations can be selected to test this.

-
Ericsson wonders why the processing time cannot be the minimum time up to the grant even in TDD. Ofcourse if there is no opportunity to sent a UL grant at the first TTI, then it can only be sent later.

-
Nokia/chair think in both FDD/TDD this delay would be the minimum delay up to a potential UL grant. Nokia points out we have the same aspect in FDD with DRX.
=>
Noted; probably no real difference between FDD and TDD in this respect (should anyway have CR text if further discussion is required)
Handling of “Not applicable”
R2-090117:
UE behaviour when inapplicable fields are received
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Samsung wonders if this is really needed. NSN indicates we agreed that we would not specify to much UE behaviour for network errors.
-
QC thinks the “not applicable” wording is not 100% clear. Huawei agrees with this. 

-
Ericsson wonders if we still use “not needed” ?

-
NSN thinks we could replace “not applicable “ by “the network should not include this IE”

-
Infineon thinks we could say “other the UE ignores”. Infineon wonders if not in all cases we could specify the UE continues with the current values. 
-
NTT DCM thinks we could add definition in 3.1, “E-UTRA should not include this value”

-
Infineon thinks it is easy to ignore. Would mean you have to identify all cases where you have to ignore. NTT DCM thinks we should also have no test cases for this ignore.
-
Samsung hopes that this does not mean that we end up with a lot of cases with UE behaviour undefined. Samsung would prefer to state: replace “not applicable” by “should not be included by the network”

=>
Nokia thinks it woud be ok with “otherwise the field is not present”

=>
Will see update CR in R2-090797 [CB Frid]
R2-090222:
Corrections on the use of 'not applicable' in field descriptions
Ericsson CR 36.331
F

-
Ericsson clarifies the text proposal is based on the ASN.1 rapporteur CR because the proposal is to merge this in.

-
Ericsson intends to address the normal case of absence, and just want to make sure that there is no change in the configuration then. So no conflict with QC CR.
-
Samsung thinks the current formulation seems to indicate both cases (i.e. presence and absence).

-
Huawei thinks there is only 1 case where there is a real risk of confusion. This is related to the PDCP discard timer. However Huawei thinks that people should also understand the functionality. E.g. when securityalgorithms are not allowed to be included, ofcourse you continue to use the existing values.

-
Samsung thinks in 6.1 we could indicate that the UE continuous with existing values if the IE is not allowed to be included. Or “no change in concerning functionality”.

=>
Will add behaviour for those cases where absence due to “not applicable” is not clear.

-
Huawei proposes to have a general principle that in case of these absences the UE continuous to use the existing functionality. Then we only need to identify the cases where this is not applicable.

-
ALU thinks the Ericsson proposal so that it is also clear in what cases there is no configuration present

=>
Offline activity to identity relevant cases based on R2-090222 and R2-090419

=> 
Will see updated CR in R2-090798 [CB Frid]
R2-090419:
Addition of need codes for ‘not appicable’
Huawei
CR
36.331
F

=>
Noted (will be handled offline)
Other
R2-090199:
Clarification to RRC level padding at PCCH and BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed
R2-090080:
Spare usage on BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
F

-
Ericsson wonders what the main intention is ?

-
There does not seem to be a behavioural difference. In case of synax error the UE ignores the message. But also if a non-comprehended value is received and no default is specified, the UE ignores the message.

-
Still Nokia thinks removing the spares is clearer.

-
Question was raised whether “a default defined” in 5.7.3 means an ASN.1 default or a procedural default.
-
CATT wonders about the extension marker ? Nokia had a separate CR for the SIB-Type. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed.

R2-090114:
Error handling on common channels, redux
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
QC indicates that anyway an update would be required for the “assumes it is unable to require”.
-
ALU wonders how the CR helps UE’s ? QC thinks so far the UE should continuously ignore the message. QC is also fine with only minuting this.

-
ZTE wonders what if a UE succeeded in receiving MIB/SIB1/2. Should the UE not stay ?
-
Nokia wonders if this is really helpful. Maybe we can leave this to common sense implementations. QC wonders if this behaviour is then already allowed by the spec ? Nokia assumes so. If we really want to define all cases where the UE should not “hang” on an invalid network, it could cost a lot of specification work.
-
Ericsson thinks this can be left to UE implementation. 

-
TMO assumes that anyway after some time AS would inform NAS that there is no service on the current PLMN after which NAS would start PLMN search. 

=>
Acknowledge that a sensible UE will somehow prevent it gets hooked up for ever to a misbehaving network/cell.

=>
Noted: identifying these cases will be left to UE implementation
R2-090279:
Corrections on Scaling Factor Values of Qhyst
CATT
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO supports the change but wonders if also the 0dB can go. 0dB should be kept if e.g. only medium or only high is scaled.
=>
In principle agreed
R2-090280:
Optionality of srsMaxUppts
CATT
CR
36.331
F

=>
In principle agreed
R2-090474:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Clarification on conditional presence of discardTimer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
F
-
The complete IE is only for DRB’s. So we should not make statements for individual sub-IE’s.

-
Nokia sees no big need.

=>
Noted
6.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

6.2.2.1 
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.

6.2.2.2 
Other
Non-CSG

R2-090077:
Corrections to 36.304
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.304
F

=> revised before presentation in R2-090563
R2-090563
Corrections to 36.304
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, T-Mobile
CR
36.304
F
- 
36.304 Rapporteur indicates that currently this CR does not yet reflect renamings that will be the result of 36.331 ASN.1 CR.

=>
Vdf agrees that it needs to be clarified what is a CSG cell, but would like to indicate “CSG indicator in SIB1 is set to TRUE”. Samsung proposes to clarify this in the definition section

=>
Sentence in suitability criteria can just talk about “CSG cell”

=>
Clarify a bit the first sentence in 5.2.4, and also indicate it somewhere else.
-
CATT wonders if the 5.2.4. sentence is also valid for inter-RAT cell reselection. Nokia confirms.

=>
ZTE indicates that for CDMA, we define the priority per bandclass. Sentence will be updated.
=> 
Please change title of 5.2.3.2 to singular.
=>
Will see update in R2-090800 [CB Frid]
R2-090281:
Corrections on Scaling Rules of Qhyst
CATT
CR
36.304
F

-
the wording should be “add x to y”

=>
Agreed with this change; will be included in R2-090800

R2-090410:
Consideration on some use cases of barred cell
Huawei
Disc

-
TMO would prefer not to do this to keep 36.304 in line with 25.304. TMO assumes it is anyway clear already.

-
ZTE wonder if the 3 cases are different. E.g. in case 2 the 300s timer might not apply ?

-
Huawei thinks there is an inconsistency now which should be avoided.

-
Nokia clarifies that 304 has two cases of barred: The cell is barred, and the cell is “treated as barred”. Nokia would prefer to clarify in 304 somewhere that for the additional cases in 36.331 is treated as barred. TMO thinks it is enough if 331 indicates that the cells is treated as barred.

=>
36,331 Rapporteur will add “is treated as barred” for the indicated 2 cases to the ASN.1 CR.
R2-090413:
CR to 36.304 on consideration on some use cases of barred cell
Huawei
CR
36.304
F

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-090476:
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Clarification on NAS system information forwarding
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
F

-
TMO sees no reason for change.
-
Ericsson thinks this is a beneficial clarification.

-
The proposed change is a modelling change only: it would not be AS checking whether something is changed, but NAS should check.
-
Nokia thinks we should try to keep 36.304 and 25.304 aligned. Since this is only modelling it might be better not to have this.

=>
Noted (maybe a CR to 36.331 so that the TAC is only forwarded if changed is needed)
R2-090478:
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Clarification on T_barred
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.304 F

-
TMO is fine to not have a configurable Tbarred. LG thinks we should then somewhere clarify what the value is of Tbarred. Orange is fine with fixed value and have 300s. TMO agrees.
=>
Will indicate in 36.304 that Tbarred has a fixed value of 300s.

=>
Will include in R2-090800 a statement that Tbarred has a value of 300s.

-
Samsung wonders what we do with the 300s in RRC ? Leave it for now.
CSG: Manual selection
R2-090544:
Correction to implementation of CR0009 to 36.304
T-Mobile
CR
36.304
F
-
QC wonders about the “all cells on frequency”. QC thinks it should talk about “strongest cell” aligned with PLMN selection. 
-
The manual selection should only return CSG’s that the UE is allowed to camp on. TMO indicates that we would ignore cells for CSG’s we are not allowed on. QC indicates that if the second best cell is a macro cell, then other lower quality cells are not allowed for camping.
-
TIM thinks we should do more than only reporting the strongest cell. Vdf supports this view.

-
Motorola wonders if it is realy usefull to select a weak cell.
-
QC assumes that after manual selection, the UE will stay on the selected CSG and perform a TAU on any of the cells belonging to the CSG. TMO would assume reselection to a better quality macro cell would happen, but the TAU would be aborted.
-
SA1 specifies that the manual search should consider “available cells”. So are this cells in which the UE is allowed to stay camped, or also other cells ?
-
Nokia assumes that anyway this is procedure is not used often. E.g. this is only used on initial adding the CSG to the whitelist.
-
Motorola assumes we should only select cells we actually can make use of.

-
Possibility could be to set a limit to S-criteria and x-dB below the strongest cell ?

=>
Offline discussion on what cells should be considered in the manual search.

=>
Second paragraph needs an update w.r.t. suitable cell (first attempt may be on acceptable cell).

Vdf wonders if we need to report the RAT type as well ?  
-
Nokia wonders what NAS would do with this information ? For display purposes. Can be left to UE implementation.

Vdf wonders if stored information could be used.

-
Also considered part of implementation.

-
Nokia indicates that for PLMN search we indicate this. For alignment we could indicate this also for CSG search.

=>
Will see update in R2-090802 [CB Frid]
R2-090056:
Manual CSG Selection
Vodafone
CR
36.304
F

=>
Revised in R2-090673

R2-090673:
Manual CSG Selection
Vodafone
CR
36.304
F

What if NAS indicates failure to register on the selected CSG ? 

-
TMO assumes that cells belonging to that CSG are then considered non-suitable and the UE tries to find a suitable cell.

-
QC sees no reason for additional specification: UE can resume normal cell reselection.

=>
Note
R2-090481:
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Update of Figure 4.1-1 Overall Idle Mode Process
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
F

-
TMO thinks this change is not necessary. 

-
QC wonders if there is any functional change ? LG thinks this does not introduce any change in functionality.

-
NSN thinks this is ok.

=>
Will update the figure with a separate box. 

=>
Some updates need to be made to the figure e.g. CSGids are only handled inside the box. Might also try to reflect that CSG selection is within a PLMN

=>
Similar change request should be made for 25.304

=>
The introduced sentence should be reworded.

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-090803 [CB Frid]
CSG: Other

R2-090057:
Reporting of CSG id to NAS
Vodafone
CR
36.304
F

-
First current sentence in 6.1 seems to cover this reporting. However it is not very specific.

-
CSG id is reported during manual search, and during cell selection/reselection to suitable cell.

-
Vdf wonders if it should be clarifies that the CSG-Id is only reported if the cell is suitable, not if the cell is acceptable ? 
-
Nokia wonders what NAS does with this CSG-Id ? It is assumed that this is only for display purposes. It is probably true that you do not want to display this for an acceptable cell. QC thinks NAS can filter this (NAS knows a cell is acceptable).

-
CATT indicates that the location the sentence is put in is strange.

=>
Noted (seems no strong need to have this in AS)

R2-090059:
UE Behaviour on Registration Failure to CSG
Vodafone
CR
36.304
F

-
If we accept this change, also figure 5.2.2.-1 should be updated.

-
TMO clarifies that cause #25 rejects the registration on a CSG. As a result, the UE will not put the CSG in the whitelist and the cell stays acceptable.

-
Vdf thinks that for this case, there is no reason for the UE to leave the PLMN. So the UE should still stick to the PLMN.

=>
Agree with intention but figure should also be updated.

-
TMO will capture these changes for 25.304 as well in their general 25.304 CR.
=>
Will see update in R2-090804 [CB Frid]
R2-090312:
Clarification on implicit priority between allowed CSG cell
ZTE, T-Mobile
CR
36.304
F

-
QC wonders if this means that if starbucks is on one frequency, and McDonalds on the other frequency, and I’m allowed in both, does the UE need to do “joint-ranking across frequencies” ? QC would prefer to keep this implementation dependant.
-
Nokia thinks reselection to CSG on different frequency i.e. from non-CSG to CSG but also from CSG to CSG.

-
TMO would assume that even intra-freq there is no normal reselection between 2 allowed CSG cell. E.g. for UMTS the neighbour cells would not be configured in the NCL.
-
Motorola thinks maybe there are also user preferences

-
QC thinks that for LTE, intra-freq probably normal cell reselection could be used. But not inter-frequency.

-
Motorola/TMO think this can be left to UE implementation in Rel-8.

=>
Nokia indicates that this means we should update the title of 5.2.4.8.1. to “cell reselection to CSG cell”. 

-
TMO thinks cell reselection inbetween cells from the same CSG could be normal cell reselection, but reselection to a new CSG would be autonomous.
-
QC agrees with TMO about the behaviour within a certain CSG, but thinks that normal cell reselection applies for all allowed CSG’s on the same frequency. Nokia thinks this is not possible: it would require reading BCCH before knowing the cell is acceptable. Nokia clarifies normal cell reselection evaluation is done before reading BCCH.
=>
Will have email discussion on:


- cell reselection to CSG cell 



- different if coming from CSG cell or macro cell ?



- different if going to the same CSG or different CSG


- cell reselection from CSG cell



- different for going to other CSG cell or macro cell



- different for going to same CSG or different CSG


- Is there a difference between same frequency/different frequency, e.g. how to handle 
  priority 

- Can discuss both UMTS and LTE (ofcourse as far as makes sense, align)


=> think about how to best capture in 5.2.4.8  [EMAIL QC]
R2-090507:
Suitable CSG Cell Clarification
Samsung
CR
36.304
?

=> Updated in R2-090775
R2-090775:
Suitable CSG Cell Clarification
Samsung
CR
36.304
?

-
QC thinks the cover page should be updated, e.g. not listing hybrid mode. So probably good to simplify
-
In table 4.2-1, the manual search should look for CSG’s and not for CSG cells.

-
TMO will capture this in their general CR to 25.304.

=>
Changes are agreeable and will be included in R2-090800
Withdrawn

R2-090058
Cell Reselection to CSG cell
Vodafone
CR
36.304
F

R2-090459
CR for CSG cell reselection (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304
F







