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RAN2 chairman
Object:
Draft report of LTE Control Plane session
1
Opening of the meeting (9AM)

2
Agenda / Organisation
3
Minutes of the previous meeting/Reporting from other meetings

4
UMTS/LTE common aspects

5
LTE General

5.6
Home-eNB (LTE-only)
LTE home-eNB aspects (stage-2 aspects common for UMTS and E-UTRAN should be submitted under 4.1.
(including results of email discussion on reserving/extending L1-Id;s for home cells [QC])

(including results of email discussion on home-eNB inbound mobility support [QC])
Email reports
R2-083568:
Email discussion summary: [62_LTE_C01] The need of CSG cell specific PCIs
Qualcomm Report
related to email discussion 62_LTE_C01
=> Noted
R2-083569:
Email discussion summary: [62_LTE_C02] Home eNB inbound mobility support: Remaining issues
Qualcomm
Report
related to email discussion 62_LTE_C02
=>
Noted
Usefulness of reserved PCI range

R2-083460:
CSG mobility scenarios
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
· Only benefit that NTT DCM sees is GCI reading.
· Huawei wonders if IDLE or ACTIVE is discussed ? NTT DCM is mainly focusing on ACTIVE, but same will be applicable for IDLE.

· QC thinks that the main benefit is that the UE does not have to read GCI for any cell.

· Motorola thinks that CSG UE’s would always have to read the GCI when there is a CSG-cell to check whether it is their cell (if the PCI matches).
· NTT DCM thinks that in case of dedicated target freq, there is no split in PCI and thus the only thing the UE can rely on is the fingerprint. For mixed carrier, NTT DCM thinks there might be some gain but anyway the UE has to have a very good fingerprint for the dedicated layer.

· Tmob indicates that there is no priority for the mixed carrier, so both dedicated and mixed carrier are important. Tmob also sees little gain of informing the UE.

· Tmob wants the macro to indicate nothing specific for home-eNB’s. E.g. needs to be able to use existing GSM or UMTS coverage.
· Tmob thinks the fingerprint is relatively simple, e.g. macro-TA or GPS location. Details left for implementation. Also e.g. storing details of 6 GSM carriers.
· TIM thinks we cannot only rely on the fingerprint since it is based on UE implementation. However the whole autonomous search is UE implementation.

· Motorola thinks first UE’s can have a good fingerprint. Motorola thinks that knowing the PCI range does not help much, because anyway you need to check your GCI.
· Vdf thinks the main benefit is for non-CSG UE’s. Nokia thinks a non-CSG UE would benefit somewhat in IDLE mode because it does not reselect to a CSG cell. If the UE has to be on the best cell, then there is no real gain.
· QC sees a gain for a non-CSG UE w.r.t. PCI-confusion. Motorola assumes that PCI confusion only occurs for CSG cells, not for macro cells. QC worries about uncoordinated open cell deployments.

· Panasonic think that for emergency calls, the UE will use any cell it can see. So CSG or not is probably not so important.

=> 
Noted 
R2-083561:
UE awareness of PCIs reserved for HeNBs
Motorola
Disc
· QC wonders if this paper is mainly about measurement and reporting ?  QC would agree that the measurement procedures do not benefit much from GCI knowledge, but the handover procedures might benefit.
· Tmob assumes that a footprint of 70m should be possible. TIM wonders if we intend to specify this ? Tmob thinks we have agreed on a UE autonomous search, so we would not specify.

· QC does want to rely on a fingerprint. However they don’t to remember the PCI/freq from the home-eNB as part of the fingerprint. Tmob thinks this are implementation details. Such an implementation that does not remember freq/PCI would benefit from PCI-split knowledge.
· TIM thinks we could specify the performance of the fingerprint solution.

R2-083267:
Reserving a portion of the PCI space for non-macro cells
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
=>  Noted 
	Attempted Summary:
1) Network will internally probably work with a reserved PCI range for home-cells

a) To know if GCI should be reported in addition to PCI for handover (i.e. for cells for which PCI confusion could exist)
2) There is some benefit for having additional PCI’s related to operator cell planning in mixed  
 carrier

a)   Network still has full set of PCI’s available for macro cells
3) Benefit of making the UE aware of the PCI range for CSG-cells ?

a) Not much benefit for limiting UE measurements
- UE always has to measure on all cells

- UE probably also has to report on all cells

 - Some enhancements for inter-freq possible but complex (?)
b) Not useful for GCI checking/reporting if UE has fingerprint (including freq/PCI) for all relevant CSG cells 

- UE only checks GCI from potentially accessible CSG-cells with PCI
- UE only reports GCI of accessible CSG-cells

c) Some benefits might exist for:

- When UE has to scan for “home nB indentifiers” (manual search request)
- Only checks for cell names on reserved PCI’s (but anyway only 1 cell per carrier ?)

- GCI checking when UE does not have fingerprint including freq/PCI
- E.g. in office scenario, UE has to find CSG cells himself and now only scans reserved PCI’s (include in NCL of CSG cell ?)
- When the UE does not remember the PCI as part of the fingerprint.

4) If the best cell principle is not applicable, then for non-CSG UE’s it might help cell reselection to suitable cells to know the reserved PCI range.
5) It might in general be beneficial if a macro cell does not have to broadcast any information related to CSG cells.


-
NTT DCM thinks that we should keep the Rel-8 timeframe in mind and the test cases, and realise that all this type of optimisations in Rel-8 would be quite cumbersome. Tmob agrees with this. 
-
QC also agrees with the timeline importance. However also the implementation should be considered, and if implementations largely benefit we should consider.
Idle mode reselection

R2-083555:
Cell selection reselection in CSG-only coverage
Huawei
CR
36.304
· Nokia agrees with the intention, but thinks the text proposal should be enhanced. Nokia thinks this is not needed, because a CSG cell with is non-accessible already meets the other two criteria and by that is an acceptable cell

=>
Intention is agreed but text proposal is not considered necessary (in principle already clear in 36.304)
R2-083554:
Criteria of Cell Reselection from macro cell to CSG
Huawei
Disc
· IDT wonders if the concept of best cell can really be applied ? IDT agrees that the concept of ping-pong needs to be solved, but doesnot know if this is the way.
· Tmob would prefer to have the reselection parameters coming from the CSG cell itself. Tmob clarified that we already used this principle for PLMN thresholds.

· It seems important to first try to agree on whether we have best cell principles or not.

· Motorola wonders if the assumption is that the cell reselection parameters are controlled by the operator or the home-owner. Tmob assumes that the operator would configure the limits, and then SON might determine the detailed values. 

=>
Might go into the direction of having the cell reselection parameters not coming from the macro cell
R2-083194:
CSG related correction to 36.304
T-Mobile
CR
36.304
Proposal 3:

· Already covered in the spec.

Proposal 4

· QC wonders if this works on a mixed carrier ? Tmob assumes so. QC thinks a non-CSG UE on a macro cell might blow the home-cell away. QC assumes that on a mixed carrier, you should probably prefer inter-freq reselection above intra-freq reselection in case of a mixed carrier. So will make the behaviour for the mixed carrier FFS.

· Nokia assumes that this is already the behaviour today. No 300s is started because no TAU is triggered.

· Any limitation for non considering the cell not accessible will be reconsidered when the best cell changes.

=>
It should be clarified that the restriction is re-evaluated when the best cell changes

-
QC wonders how this works with manual selection ? Manual selection is a kind of overwrite of normal procedures.

Proposal 5:

-
TIM thinks this is not a decision we can take ourselves. So TIM would like to keep the note.

Proposal 6/7
-
Ericsson wonders how long the UE has to look for other cells ?

-
Tmob thinks that one motivation for this is that the macro cell will be able to provide better positioning information to the emergency centre.

-
Nokia thinks this is a kind of optimisation.

-
TI assumes CSG cells have small coverage so the positioning information might even be better. Tmob thinks that the home-cell can be moved.

=>
Can reconsider in the future

	Agreements:
1) Align the CSG related definitions with TS 22.011
2) Remove “UE” and FFS in the definition of the CSG whitelist
4) UE continuous to consider other intra-frequency cells as candidates for cell reselection when the best cell is a non-suitable CSG cell (FFS for mixed carrier). Need to clarify re-evaulation in case best cell changes (see above)




=> Need to see update CR in R2-083764 [CB]
Connected mode

R2-083493:
Home-eNB handling in Rel-8
Samsung
Disc
=>
Update in R2-083610

R2-083610:  
Home-eNB handling in Rel-8
Samsung
Disc
· Will we have no inbound handover support, or support inbound mobility by using measurement gaps.

· Tmob thinks that active mode mobility into CSG cells should be removed from Rel-8 to speed up the work, and consider it for Rel-9.

· TI wonder if a network would be swamped with reports from non-accessible home-cells ? Network should probably already before have moved you to other layer.
· Vdf supports the Tmob view for not having it in Rel-8. NTT DCM supports this view in Rel-8, as long as we state that we don’t have any specific UE handling for inbound in Rel-8. 

· AT&T wonder how we much we would delay Rel-8 if we want it in ? 

· Tmob is also concerned about the work in CT1 and other groups. TIM thinks a limited solution should be in Rel-8.

· Tmob thinks that since GSM and UMTS don’t support inbound mobility, they think it should be acceptable for Rel-8.
· QC would still like to have some hooks.

· Samsung wonder if no inbound mobility means also no home-eNB <-> home-eNB mobility ?
· Tmob thinks we have less time than we all hope. NTT DCM completely agrees. 
· AT&T thinks Rel-8 should not go past Dec2008.

· Nokia think Rel-8 timeline should be highest priority, so would be fine removing inbound handover.

· Panasonic would like to prioritise Rel-8 timeline and would be ok to remove inbound handover. Motorola also supports this.

· TIM is ok to first work on the IDLE more procedures
=>
For home-eNB work, we will prioritise work on IDLE mode behaviour before working on inbound handover.
R2-083268:
Optimized handover in the presence of PCI confusion
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
=> Noted
R2-083479:
Measurements on CSG cells
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
=> Noted (also inbound mobility)
Other

R2-083266:
Mixed Open/Closed HeNB Deployments
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
· Tmob wonders whether this is really essential. Can the open heNB not be handles as a normal basestation.

=>
Offline discussion can continue
Not available/Late

R2-083589:
Network support to ensure UE autonomous CSG discovery after change of macro cell identification T-Mobile/Huawei
5.7
SON (Self Optimising Networks)

5.7.1
Radio protocol extensions

Radio signalling extensions for SON.

Email
R2-083119:
SON ANR email report
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
Report
related to email discussion 62_LTE_B02
=> Noted
R2-083443
Measurement structure for SON-ANR
Samsung ?
Proposal 1:

· Nokia thinks that s-Measure could limit all neighbourcell measurements, even the SON-ANR. It just means that when the network wants to trigger a SON-ANR measurement, it has to set a high S-measure. QC thinks this means that you have to set back the S-measure after the SON-ANR. So why not exclude the SON-ANR measurements ? Motorola agrees with Nokia.

=>
Smeasure is applicable to all measurements, event based and periodic, and thus also SON-ANR.

Proposal 2:

-
NEC thinks this is not necessary.
-
Nokia clarified that “ReportStrongestCell is only applicable for GERAN and UTRAN. So no BW needs to be indicated.

=>
Not needed

Proposal 4:
-
Event based or periodic ? Ericsson thinks periodical is a bit simpler and more integrated.

=>
Use periodical reporting

Proposal 3:

-
Nokia wonders how the “report CGI” and “ReportStrongest cell separated ? Samsung clarifies for report CGI you use report quantity “none”, and for ReportStrongestCell you indicate the quantity that needs to be reported.

=> 
Agree to introduce ‘none’ within triggerQuantity & reportQuantity and indicate via a separate IE that the CGI is to be reported
Proposal 5:

-
Samsung explains that the report amount would be set to “1” for SonANR. Nokia wonders if it is a “can” or “shall” ? Samsung thinks a network constraint could be discussed. Ericsson thinks for CGI a value other than 1 does not make sense. For ReportStrongCell it could be usefull. Ericsson thinks you could use some UE’s to report for a while.

-
Nokia thinks that for the new cell case, several UE’s would be requested but they only report once.

=>
Will set a network constraint to maxreport==1 for the CGI measurement.

-
What about a constraint for ReportStrongestCell ? Nokia thinks it limits testing. NEC supports the periodical reporting with more than 1 report.

-
Samsung indicates that there is no “Purpose” indicated in the text proposal. So for CGI with “quantity” = none, we could set the count to 1. However ReportStrongestCell is a normal measurement on a frequency. 

-
Samsung clarifies that “maxCells” is used for configuring the maximum amount of cells reported, like in other cases. Ericsson is happy with this.
-
CATT wonders what happens after sending the report when the count is set to 1, what happens. Does the UE remove the measurement id. Samsung saw no need to optimise SON-ANR measurement, so an explicit release is still required.

-
QC wonders how the max search time is handled ? Samsung assumed that the special duration timer is only applicable for the CGI reading, and that for “ReportStrongestCell”, RAN4 would specify performance requirements. QC wonders whether based on this the UE would know when he can stop the measurement ? Or should the UE continue until he has detect a cell ? Nokia assumes that we could apply the measurement gaps for ReportStrongest. Then RAN4 could specify some performance requirements.
-
Nokia assumes that the RAN4 specified UTRAN/GERAN cell detection requirements would be applicable to this.

=>
We will limit the reporting for the Strongest cell case also to maxreport == 1 report for now, and have an FFS on if higher values need to be supported.

=>   Agree to Support periodical reporting within reportConfigEUTRA and ReportConfigInterRAT rather than at the highest level by means of a RAT independent reportingConfiguration
=>
Nokia wonders if it is clear that the CGI reading is only based on natural DRX. This should be added.

=>
Will see updated text proposal tomorrow in R2-083765 [CB]
R2-083118:
SON ANR Text Proposal based on email discussion Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation) TP ?

R2-083265:
Reporting multiple and prior-observed CGI values in response to CGI Request
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Other

R2-083362:
Cell reselection parameters tuning
NEC
Disc

R2-083538:
RLF analysis
Huawei
Disc

6
LTE Stage 3

6.1
User plane

6.2
Control plane

6.2.1
RRC (36.331)

6.2.1.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. endorsement of latest overall rapporteur CR covering changes agreed so far, open issue list and potential further rapporteur update proposals.

R2-083406:
E-UTRA RRC main issues
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report
=>
Noted: comments can be indicated to the rapporteur offline.
R2-083404:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331
=>
Agreed as basis for further work
6.2.1.2
System information broadcast

Scheduling

R2-083218:
System information scheduling
ZTE, CMCC
R2-083115:
System Information Offsetting
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Motorola wonders if they would have the same periodicity, they would end up in the same with the same SI ? Nokia clarifies we can have multiple SI’s with the same periodicity.

· Additional SIBs could be required for ETWS (maybe even 2), home-eNB name,…

· Motorola assumes that the segmented approach for ETWS as proposed by Nokia, this would not cause this problem (only 1 segment per period).

· Motorola wonders why we would send multiple SI’s with the same periodicity. Nokia explains it could be related to capacity of 1 TTI.

· Motorola thinks we could extend the shortest repetition period if it does not fit. Ericsson agrees with this: in case of a low BW cell, probably the SIB2 periodicity would need to be extended.
· Ericsson assumes a window size of 1ms up 5ms or higher.

· Ericsson assumes SIB2 would go to 320ms in a low BW system.

· ZTE thinks that for TDD, we would typically have larger windows. Currently the max window is 40ms. Ericsson thinks this was related to smart network with concatenation.

· Ericsson can understand that for TDD the need might be larger. But still they see little need to do anything.

· Samsung things in the past we clearly agree we have no offsetting mechanism.

· The ZTE proposal seems simplest, however insufficient motivation is shown so far. NTT DCM agrees with this.
=> 
No convincing arguments to have any additional mechanisms at this point in time. More concrete examples (real SIB’s/frame configuration and HARQ retransmissions) should be brought. If something is needed, probably we should the mechanism from R2-083218. So as of now, we still have no additional mechanism in Rel-8.
R2-083217:
Scheduling issue for window size of 1ms
ZTE, CMCC
Disc
· In the offset=6 approach, we can schedule up to 19 SIBs with 1ms windows.
· Panasonic thinks the UE will not be able to receive SIB2 after SIB1 reception. So more time is needed. So alternative 2 will cause some delays.

· Nokia thinks it could be considered a network error if the network uses a 1ms configuration and not everything fits in the first 5 subframes. Ericsson supports this approach.  ZTE thinks in that case we should clarify in the spec.

=>
We could indicate that the network should not use a 1ms window and have an SI end up with a window equal to subframe corresponding to a SIB1 transmission.

· Samsung wonders whether we are going to list all invalid network configurations.
=> 
Will see a text proposal in R2-083734
R2-083734:
Scheduling issue for window size of 1ms
=> Text proposal is agreed
SI update
R2-083162:
System Information Change Notification for Connected Mode UEs
Ericsson TP 36.331
Proposal 1:

· QC wonders whether it is important to have the UE monitor 1 occasion per pagingcycle, or can the UE take all monitorings the same pagingcycle ?  Ericsson thinks it is nice to have some time diversity. NTT DCM prefers the proposed approach also considering ETWS.

· Panasonic thinks ETWS is a capability. So maybe a UE not supporting ETWS could monitor modicationPeriodCoeff occasions anywhere in the modification period ? However no strong opinion.
· Samsung wonders if the UE successfully reads the paging message, the UE does not need to continue reading the subsequent default paging cycles. However this is not reflected in the text proposal. Ericsson thinks this could be clarified. QC thinks for ETWS this would not be good.
· Nokia would prefer to keep the UE flexibility of what paging.

· Motorola thinks we have not agreed yet on ETWS via paging. So may we should not anticipate this.
· QC wonders how much the time diversity is important.

· CATT indicates that after handover the UE will not know the modification period. So we might have to define something special for that case.Samsung indicates we already have a requirement that the UE has to obtain the modification period.

Proposal 2:
· ZTE wonders for the UE in DRX mode, can it take the paging occasions during on-duration ? Ericsson agrees that this is the intention, but if your DRX is so long that it is longer than the on-duration periodicity, you might have to wakeup more often.
· ZTE wonders if there no overlap between the on-duration and the paging occasions, the UE will  have to wake up additionally ? Ericsson confirms.
Proposal 3:

-
If you set to 8 and 1.28s paging cycle, then the modification period equals the SFN period.

-
Nokia wonders why we cannot have a fixed value of every SFN period for the modification period ? Panasonic thinks this was already discussed several times. Panasonic thinks we should not discuss again and now go with the agreements we have made. NTT DCM also assume we don’t reopen this. NTT DCM would be ok to have a fix to 3s but not 10s, e.g. related to access control (fast rapid train entering area).
	Agreements:
1. For UE’s in connected mode that check the SI-change based on paging, the UE checks modificationPeriodiCoeff paging occasions in every modification period for a paging message. (FFS if further distribution should be required for time diversity)
2: UEs in RRC_CONNECTED may choose any paging occasions configured by the network in the modification period
3: We propose that the modificationPeriodCoeff can take the values 1, 2, 4 and 8.




-
Samsung thinks we should have the requirements in a different section (no shalls in the used section)
=>  Will see an updated text proposal in R2-083735
R2-083735:
Text proposal capturing agreements on System Information Change Notification for Connected Mode UEs
· TI thinks the UE could check the value tag for any system information, not only the first time after the modification boundary.  Ericsson thinks the UE should check from the beginning of the modification period. Nokia agrees to this.
· Samsung thinks maybe this would have better be captured in a normative section. Ericsson could not find a good normative section.

· Samsung thinks that if you check based on the value tag, you have to assume the information is not valid after the modification period boundary.

· Panasonic thinks only the UE behaviour for paging needs to be captured. The UE implementation based on value tag does not really need to be captured. QC agrees with this.
· Infineon thinks that we should clarify that

· if the UE does not receive any paging after the number of paging checks, the UE can assume there is no change.

· If the UE receives one paging with/without change indication, he knows whether there is a change it does not need to check subsequent pagings in the same modification period.
· Motorola thinks we should maybe only 1 mechanism.

· W.r.t. the SIB1 mechanism, Motorola would prefer to remove the “after the modification period”. 

=>
Will try to come to update text proposal (can leave the “after the modification period”) in a normative section clarifying the black bullets above in R2-083761
R2-083316:
Connected mode UE monitoring paging for system information change detection Panasonic ?
Proposal 2:
· Panasonic proposes the DRX on-duration location is based on C-RNTI. Ericsson thinks the C-RNTI is not used for paging.
· Samsung thinks we already agreed a long time ago that there could be additional wakeups for this.
· A smart network should anyway configure this way and enable the UE as much as possible to only have to check the paging occasions that are in on-duration.
Proposal 3:

· Motorola wonders if this means a new PDCCH format ? Panasonic would like to add an indication in the current PDCCH. Motorola thinks this would mean a new PDCCH format
· Panasonic thinks we could still use format 1C. Also Panasonic is not sure we have agreed it is in the paging message. Samsung thinks this was clearly described. Ericsson thinks it is clear we use the paging message.
Proposal 4

· Ericsson wonders how often the UE would really need to read system information, paging information and unicast ?
· Motorola agrees with this proposal, but we might not need to capture it (more RAN1 issue).

· Samsung assumes that RRC should just specify what the UE should read. There should be sufficient freedom to implement it with this restriction.

=>
Nothing needs to be captured, but it is true that it seems possible to meet the current reception requirements with these reception restrictions.
=>
Noted
R2-083263:
Various issues at system-information update
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
Proposal 1:
· Ericsson thinks if the UE is not able to receive SIB1, it will probably also have problems with receiving other information.

· Motorola thinks the current assumption is still that changes would be infrequent. So maybe we should wait for the response from RAN1.

· Chairman asks what “outage” are talking about ? RAN1 seems to have discussed this issue today, and we will receive LS soon. Ericsson had understood that if the PUCCH changed, the impact would be quite severe.

· We will wait for the response LS from RAN1

Proposal 2

· QC thinks it would be good to not have to check all the details of the SIB before knowing if there is change. However related to proposal1.

· Ericsson thinks it depends on the frequency of changes.

=>
Noted
SI change during connection establishment

R2-083317:
System information change handling during RRC connection establishment procedure Panasonic

· Huawei wonders what delay would be cause for Alt1 ? Depends on how long the RACH procedure would take. Motorola thinks this could be a long delay. Huawei thinks alt1 results in bad performance.

· QC was wondering whether this RACH is a specific problem for connection establishment, or a general problem. Panasonic agrees this is not specific for connection setup.
R2-083560:
System Information Change during connection setup procedure
Motorola
Disc ?
-
Tmob wonders whether the problem that is attempted to be solved is so severe that all this type of mechanisms are needed ? 
-
Ericsson wonders if it is only RACH resources ? RACH resources are probably not such a problem (increase of parameters not a problem, in case of decrease the eNB can temporarily keep the old configuration).

-
TI agrees with Tmob. We should wait for RAN1 before taking action.

Chairman points out that there is also R2-083143 in the user plane which proposes that any RACH change is only updated after the RACH procedure is completed. This at least seems to solve the at least preamble updates. Maybe this should also be deferred until after RAN1 input.
Proposal 1:

- 
W.r.t. proposal 1 from Panasonic paper, Samsung thinks that currently there is no statement that the UE should stop considering connected mode related SIB changes during T300. Only IDLE mode related SI changes are not required to be followed.

=>  Deferred until we get the RAN1 response.
General

R2-083192:
Introduction of Home Basestation Identifier on BCCH
T-Mobile
TP
36.331
· Tmob assumes a 5s or more typical periodicity.
· Huawei wonder how long it will take for a UE to read the textstring from 50 home-eNB’s. Tmob assumes that this will take 50*5s, but anyway it is operator configurable. If there is this high penetration of home-eNB’s, maybe the frequency should be higher.
· Ericsson thinks UTF-8 is more than 8 bits per character. So the resolution SIB could eb something like 128bytes. Tmob thinks only the first byte of UTF-8 is to be used, not the further enhancements.
· CATT wonders if we have this, do we still need the CSG-indictar in SIB1. Tmob thinks we still need this since the SIB1 is much easier to find, and providing this text string is optional.
· CATT thinks that the scheduling information for SIB9 is also in SIB1. Tmob assumes that if the owner does not want broadcast any textstring, also SIB9 would not be indicated.

· Tmob clarified this is only used for manual selection and display a text string on the display (SSID of WLAN).
· Samsung wonders if this only deployed for home deployments or generally for CSG. Tmob agrees that it would be good to have a name not including home-eNB. 

· Tmob clarified this would be requested by the user while the UE is in IDLE.

· Nokia wonders what the SA1 requirement was for the name ? E.g. using 8 bits of UTF-8, we could not e.g. use Japanese characters. If this is the coding, why not use the seven bits we use for SMS.

· Tmob indicates 22.011 does not indicate only the first byte.

· NTT DCM wonders whether it is possible to have SIB9 for non-CSG cells. Tmob assumes it is conditionally on the CSG cell. NTT DCM wonders how about an open femto cell. Tmob assumes nothing special for an open CSG cell.

=>
Agree on the text proposal, but with FFS in the coding tabular, and changing the name of the identifier to “HNBID”
=>
Send LS to SA1 to ask for the coding details in R2-083737
R2-083249:
Definition of Cell Identity and CSG Id for SIB1
Vodafone
Disc
· QC wonders how the CSG-id can include the eNB-Id ? If there are different eNB’s part of the same CSG, how does this work ? Vdf clarifies that they probably made an error in this respect. So the CSG identity should be the first 27 bits, but the 20 bits do not correspond to the eNB id. So we would not have a eNB-Id in this proposal.
· Tmob wonders how this relates to the proposals in SA1 to have the TA as the CSG ? Vdf thinks there are a lot of problems with such an approach. However Vdf agrees that that option is still on the table as well.
· Tmob thinks we need more than 256 home-cells under a CSG. Probably 16K is more correct.

· Tmob assumes we would have small and large CSG’s. E.g. for home only a few cells below, and for Starbucks many. So 2-4 classes.
· Tmob thinks there are 3 proposals on the table in CT1, and this would be a fourth.
· Tmob thinks so far CT1 has not really considered minimising overhead for the macro.

· Vdf will submit the same paper to CT1.

· QC thinks maybe a joint  meeting with RAN3 would be usefull. Nokia wonders whether this would really be usefull.

=>
Noted
R2-083337:
Reporting Serving Cellid to higher layers
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331
· Nokia thinks it is obvious to the UE that when it receives NAS information, this should be forwarded to higher layers.

· QC thinks it would be good to make this explicit.

· Samsung thinks it is an AS identifier, so it would be good to clarify.

=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083384:
PLMN per carrier for UTRAN and E-UTRAN Neighbor cell lists
Ericsson TP 36.331
· Ericsson received an offline comment that we already can steer the UE with the dedicated priority setting, so this information could be considered redundant ? Tmob thinks this is not needed since we now have the UE dedicated priority, and if the UE does not have a priority for a certain layer, that layer is not considered for reselection.

· Nokia agrees with Tmob (was already discussed before).

=>
Noted

ETWS
R2-083116:
System Information Segmentation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-083573:
Considerations on ETWS mechanisms
Qualcomm
Disc

R2-083542:
System Information for ETWS message
Huawei
TP
36.331

Not available/Late
R2-083182:
Time to read SIB2 after handover
Ericsson
Disc



=> Withdrawn
6.2.1.3
Connection control

Whatever is left to do after the RRC adhoc.
ACB

R2-083461:
Establishment cause and access class barring clarification
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331
· ZTE asked with the “active flag” is in TAU. NTT DCM clarified this is an indication that the UE would like the EPS bearers to be established.
· W.r.t. further issues: the first issue is asking for confirmation that the way proposed by NTT DCM (e.g. indicating mobile terminating access) is ok.
· Tmob wonders whether the “high priority access” is really a suitable setting per call. E.g. some of the Tmob employees have AC=15, but not all there calls should be high priority access ? Then NTT DCM wonders how you would specify “high priority” ? 
· Tmob assumes a normal call would use normal causes, but high priority calls could use the high piorirty access. So it should not be fixed linked to the access class of the UE. This is in principle covered by the first question.

· Also the third “further issue” is also in the text proposal already.
· What do we do with the text proposal ? NTT DCM thinks the text proposal is an improvement (ASN.1 not consistent with procedure)
· Tmob would prefer to wait for the outcome of the LS before starting to correct mechanisms.
· ALU thinks we should well clarify the context in the LS.

· First clarification that we need to have this from SA1 whether high priority access handling is necessary to support.

· QC thinks we have agreed that the highpioraccess would only be an issue for AS. So maybe we should not link to the establishment cause.

· Infineon thinks that the high priority access classes should maybe only be used for ACB, not for an establishment cause ? Why prioritise if the rest is already barred.
· Why did we introduce high priority ? Was it requested by anybody ? 
=>  Agreed continuation after offline discussion:


1) Decouple the ACB handling from the establishment causes for now

2) Discuss on Thursday whether we want to keep the establishment cause “highprio”


3) Agree on updated text proposal based on 1) and 2) in R2-08????


4) If we want to keep the “highprio” establishment cause, 3 questions to ask to

    CT1/SA1:

a) 
Ask CT1 whether they can provide a mapping to “highprio”, and whether this would be a per call setting
b) 
Ask CT1 to provide mapping for of TAU  “active flag” case 

c) 
Ask CT1/SA1 whether it makes sense to prioritise 11-15 over emergency calls in ACB (really needed to ask ?) 
5) If we do not keep the “highprio” establishment cause, question only b&c need to be 
 asked
=>
Revisit on Thursday (should we keep the high priority access cause ?):

-
NTT DCM thinks this is usefull and is also happy with the current mapping of all ACB11-15 to this value, but CT1 can discuss the mapping further.

-
Tmob is fine to keep it, but would not like to have a fixed mapping.

-
The issues a),b), c) are valid issue to be discussed in CT1, but this can be done without LS from our side (we already indicated the establishment causes.

=>
We will need to see the updated text proposal in R2-083738

R2-083738:
Establishment cause and access class barring clarification
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-083469:
Review of AC barring-Decision of Barring Status
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-083470:
Review of AC barring-Clarifications on barring timers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
=> updated to R2-083609
R2-083609:
Review of AC barring
=> Noted
Handover failure

R2-083183:
RRC Connection Reconfiguration failure
Ericsson
Disc
· QC wonders about the case of UE not being able to decode the message. Should the ASN.1 decoder inform RRC to perform a re-establishment. This is the Ericsson intention and they also remove the status message. QC indicates that this would not be specific for a reconfiguration message, but applicable to any message. Samsung thinks so far we have no general error handling defined for LTE.  Samsung assumes on the more realistic error cases and not e.g. RRC CONN SETUP. QC thinks the case of getting a message DCCH but the ASN.1 cannot decode. We will not focus on this case for now in this discussion.

· Samsung wonders what the proposal is for the setup case: we cannot apply the re-establishment. Can we limit the discussion to the reconfiguration case ? QC wonders why only for reconfiguration ? At least we cannot apply it when we have no security.

· Samsung wonders about the cause value. Is this really needed ? Ericsson thinks this is a specific case and it would be good to indicate. Samsung thinks the network knows what happens. NSN wonders how the eNB would have to react on the message.  Ericsson thinks it is important to understand whether the UE had a T304 expiry, or a configuration problem.
· The cause could also be in the complete, but it is easier to have it in the req (4 bits left). Or we split the cause in between req and complete (radio failure/error).

· Samsung wonders what the “reverting to system information” is ? You will have a L1 configuration in the re-establishment message. Samsung assumes the dedicated part of the L1 confguration is just thrown away, the UE acquires the common part from system information, and then receives a new dedicated part of the L1 configuration durig the re-establishment.

Proposal 3:

· Nokia wonders about the “failed to decode” ? When does this “failed to decode” happen ? I.e. only after the UE has recognised it is a reconfiguration message. Ericsson would prefer to remove the status message. Samsung thinks we need to discuss this general error handling in more detail, so this would only be applicable for the reconfiguration case. Motorola thinks the status should be discussed separately.
Proposal 4:

· Nokia would prefer not to have this, unless networks really want this. NTT DCM support the proposal. NTT DCM would like to know RLF, handover failure, other failure. Samsung wonders if the general thinking is that the network cannot derive this from the sequence of events ? NTT DCM thinks this is difficult.
· Samsung wonder whether is more for logging. NTT DCM agrees this is more related to OAM.

· Ericsson would strongly like to have a kind of cause in the req for some diagnostics. Nokia does not understand why we want this for a very rare case. Nokia would prefer to only have this when it is clear what it is used for. Nokia thinks that when you have no cause, maybe the next reconfiguration may fail again, but when the network detects this for a few times, the network can detect this.
· We agree that diagnostics info is not relevant for the expensive bits in the req, but we should think if there is information relevant for the re-establishment. ALU thinks that when the re-establihsment is rejected, it would be good to already have something in the req.

· Ericsson thinks that in real-life that these errors will happen very often.
	Agreements related to reconfiguration:

1) In case UE is not able to comply with the configuration provided by the eNB for any reason, UE needs to provide a failure indication to the network.

2) It is proposed to use RRC Connection Reestablishment procedure in case of RRC Connection Reconfiguration failure.

3) It is proposed to use RRC Connection Reestablishment procedure if the UE recognised a reconfiguration request message and cannot comply.
4) Introduce a failure cause in the RRC Connection Reestablishment Request message. (2 bits; values are FFS)
Status message removal is not agreed


R2-083435:
Failure handling
Samsung
?
Proposal 3:

-
Motorola wonders what the “delta signaling” is ? Samsung claries the UE throws away the dedicated part of the physical configuration.

Section 2.2

· Main proposal from 2.2.is that the UE does not go into any handover processing until it has completed all the processing.
· Infineon would prefer to work offline on this.

· QC wonders why in the proposal, the MAC/RLC is reset after the complete message. Samsung admits this is an error. The intention is to have a clear order in the reconfiguration procedure.

· Infineon thinks an alternative might be to have the abnormal cases separately.

· QC is ok with the proposed way forward. Obviously there is this confusion.

· Infineon wonders why we need 5.3.6. still if we go this way ? Samsung thinks this would be possible, but to limit the changes this was not proposed. Also we normally have a section for all the main IE’s. 
	Further agreements on the reconfiguration failure handling:

3)  In order to simplify the handling upon handover (i.e. the reverting), clarify that during connection re-establishment delta signalling does not apply for the physical layer configuration

=>  Agree on the merging for some mobility control information actions to the reconfiguration section, as proposed by the second text proposal 
- should include the agreemenst from the Ericsson paper

- should correct the indicated error on MAC/RLC

- should remove inter-RAT parts


=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-083739
R2-083739:
Failure handling
· QC thinks we might need to be more carefull in the future about what excluding “the physical layer configuration is”.
· Nokia wonders whether it should be captured that the UE applies the physical channel configuration from the broadcast for the re-establishment. This should probably be included in 5.3.7.2.. Samsung thinks that it is clear from the general requirement on what the UE needs to have read in connected. OK.
· Motorola would prefer alternative 1

· Infineon has a clear preference for alternative 2. He thinks this could be somewhat easier.

· Samsung thinks functionality the 2 are quite the same. Rapporteur has a slight preference for alternative 2. LG prefers alternative 2. Nokia is fine with alternative 2.

=>  Go with alternative 2.

· The name of the establishment cause is not used consistently.
· The condition for handover needs to be corrected

=>  Text proposal alternative 2 is agreed with these 2 changes.
R2-083166:
Reconfiguration Failure Handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331
Proposal 5

· Proposal 5 is remaining

· QC wonders if this is intended to be a complete list ? NSN indicates that the intention was to have a complete list. Main point is that they do not want to store the old physical channel configuration.

	Agreements:

Proposal 5: Old configuration in case of RRCR or HO failure includes: Measurement configuration, RLC/MAC/PDCP bearer configurations and security configuration. UE should also memorize C-RNTI for re-establishment procedure. Old configuration does not include RLC/MAC buffer/segmentation information due to RLC reset. As well as RoHC state is reset. UEs are also allowed to keep performed measurements to speed up collecting good quality measurement information.


=> Should also be captured in R2-083739

MAC-I in re-establishment

R2-083180:
MAC-I calculation at RRC connection re-establishment
Ericsson
TP
36.331

R2-083457:
Short MAC-I for re-establishment request
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331
R2-083556:
Security at RRC Connection Re-establishment
Huawei
Disc
Based on ?:

- PCIs, C-RNTIs, PCIt with source key

- PCIs, C-RNTIs, (PCIt) with target key (is key dependant on C-RNTt?)
- PCIs, C-RNTIs, eNBid, special key derived in source
AS/NAS

R2-083332:
NAS message for Bearer release
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
TP
36.331
-
ALU brings up the handover case. Samsung wonders if there is a difference between the S1/X2 handover ?  ALU assumes not.

-
Ericsson thinks there is some confusion about the status also in SA2: for dedicated release we have a NAS message, but for RB release at handover we do not have a NAS message. It does not seem consistent. Will not sent any LS but wait for SA2/CT1.

=>
Can agree on the text proposal for RRC

R2-083570:
AS-NAS interaction during RRCconnection establishment procedure
Qualcomm
Disc
· ALU wonders about the service request case ?  QC explains that in case of the service request there is no retransmission at the NAS layer. In that case the service request is just aborted before another attempt is done.

· ALU wonders what happens if the connection attempt is aborted; probably this means that we should contrinue the wait timer anyway then during IDLE.

Proposal 1

· ALU thinks this depends on whether we can continue the wait time after the connection aborting. QC thinks that in some cases, NAS has a backoff timer itself (e.g. 3411 for TAU). However for DETACH it might not be a good solution.
· ALU thinks it would be nice to keep NAS and AS decoupled. So ALU thinks we should keep the wait time running after the CONNECTION ABORT.  It would mean that while the wait timer is running, you ignore further NAS messages.

· Nokia what happens when the next message if for a different cause, e.g. the emergency call request. ALU thinks for the emergency call might need to be handled separately, but all other cases could be handled as described.

· Samsung thinks we have the same issue with the ACB timers which could also be running in IDLE.

· So basic proposal by ALU:

- Continue wait time after connection abort


- Ignore any NAS message received while the wait timer is running
· Infineon wonders why you ignore the message ? Would it not be more logical to postpone the connection establishment ? ALU agrees this might be better but also more complex. So discarding might look as message loss and should be sufficient.

· NTT DCM clarifies that for ACB the emergency call is already handled separately.

· NTT DCM wonders why not align with ACB handling. So when the wait timer is started, inform NAS about the failure, and assume that NAS will retransmit on expire of the wait timer ? QC agrees to this.

· Samsung wonders how this is handled in UMTS ? QC thinks this is not well handled in UMTS.

· Chairman asked why we did not align “wait time” handling to “ACB” handling in the first place ?  In both cases the NAS message is not transmitted over the air.

· If we align to ACB handling, AS would no longer do the retransmission. Nokia supports this approach.

· Infineon wonder if we then still need the abort ? Nokia thinks this would not be needed anymore.  Infineon thinks that apart from the wait time, the NAS would never ask for an abort during RRC connection establishment (RRC connection establishment will never take that long). Ericsson thinks the service request case spans only 5s. Also for the “user hangs up” we might need the abort. Maybe also for the emergency call.
· Assumption is that if we receive an emergency call, the check on T303, T305 or the wait time should be ignored. When such a connection establishment is succesfull, the timers can be stopped.

· On the ACB timer handling, we have agreed we would not specify the detailed AS/NAS interaction (e.g. explicit indication on timer expiry or not in an implementation, or continuous attempts from NAS).

· Ericsson wonders what happens if a NAS timer expires during the wait/ACB timers ? At least from AS point of view, if NAS attempst while the timers are running, he would be rejected again. Samsung thinks in our current specification, the new connection request would be rejected.

	Agreements:

1) We will align “waittime” handling to ACB timer handling, i.e. inform NAS immediately of failure, timer continues running in IDLE, and no retransmissions from AS.

(assumption is that NAS will take action when the timer expires)

2) if we receive an emergency call request while any of T303/T305/Wait time is running, the check on T303, T305 or the wait time should be ignored. When such a connection establishment is succesfull, these timers are stopped.


=> Will need to see text proposal R2-083740
R2-083740:
TP for AS-NAS interaction during RRC connection establishment procedure
· LG thinks that the T302 checking should be done regardless of whether the ACB information is present in SIB2. The condition should probably be moved completely out.
· There is also an error in the if/else structure has to be carefully considered.

· ZTE wonders if the barred status is cleared when T302 is expiring ? The next request after T302 expiry would no longer result in a cell barred response to higher layers.

· ALU wonders if NAS is informed. Also ALU wonders about the MAC reset for the reject case.

=> 
Will see text update in R2-083762 [CB]
R2-083571:
NAS abortion during RRC_CONNECTED state
Qualcomm
Disc
· There is some doubt about the maturity of the CT1 specifications. So maybe these issues should be brought to CT1 first.

=> 
Noted
Other

R2-083318:
Paging monitoring in case of the reception of RRCConnectionReject message
Panasonic
· Agree that we need to receive paging when T302 is running.
=>
Will be included in the text proposal R2-083740
R2-083333:
MNC MCC in RRC connection establishment
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
TP 36.331
· Tmob supports the document and the optionality for the plmn-Identity.

· The optionality for the MCC was only for the multi-plmn list. So it would be an error not to have the MCC in this case. 

=> 
Samsung thinks that we should work with a condition in the asn1. for the plmn identity, not just optional.

=>
Should also clarify that for the plmn-identity in the registerdMME, the MCC shall always be included.

=>
Will see text update in R2-083741
R2-083741:
MNC MCC in RRC connection establishment
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-083120:
Small RRC correction
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
=>
Noted without presentation (already discussed in common session)
R2-083572:
Handling of integrity protection check failure
Qualcomm
Disc
· After considering the general failure handling now agreed for reconfiguration failure, QC now prefers solution 3. NTT DCM also support solution 3.

· ALU wonders if we have a clear understanding what could cause this failure ? 

· Panasonic assumes that in case of security alignment, the security is misalignsed. Is it not very likely that than also the re-estabilishment will fail due to short MAC-I. QC agrees if this is a problem related to the key. If the desync is due to COUNT, then the re-establishment might succeed.

· Tmob assumes that with a solution 1, a fake basestation would not release. So we should not consider solution 1.
· QC thinks solution 3 is the most simple from a specification point of view.

· ALU wonders what if this is a IP failure of the SMC ?  We already have agreed separate behaviour for the initial SMC.

· IDT thinks that solution 2 might be the best behaviour because it will not hit very often. IDT thinks from system complexity, also solution 2 is simpler.

· TI assumes solution 3 needs to be indicated in RRC, where solution 2 would be specified in PDCP.

· QC thinks that a weak point of solution 2 is that you need 2 consequtive RRC failures which could take a long time considering the amount of RRC traffic. Note that QC proposes the re-establishment already after 1 IP failure.

· Ericsson has no strong preference between 2 and 3, but from the network point of view solution 3 might be a bit nicer since you get an indication.

· Motorola assumes solution 2 would be fine given that it is not very frequent.
· Motorola thinks this can happen due to key-mismatch, count-mismatch and attack. Motorola would prefer to go to IDLE. Maybe in Rel-9 we should have a reset of PDCP.

· Ericsson assumes this takes place in HFN desyncronisation or PCI confusion. Therefore Ericsson assume solution 3 is nicer. NTT DCM also thinks it would be good for the eNB to be aware of this asap. It would also be preferable for the network to be aware of this asap, so that the S1 connection can be released.

· Tmob wonders what happens in case of a fake basestation ? The UE will continue attempting re-establsishments. Seems little difference with solution 2 in this respect.

=>
Offline discussion on solution 2 or solution 3
=>
Revisit on Thursday:

-
It was indicated that the offline discussion is converging towards solution 3, but some issues are remaining. E.g. related to malicious UE trying to get correct UE’s kicked out.
-
QC clarified that there might be cases that a malicious UE sends a re-establishment request message to try to kick out a valid UE.

=>
Email discussion on potential security issues surrounding re-establishment, and the handling of IP failure (solution 2 or 3). GJTODO [QC]
R2-083163:
Dedicated signaling of Connected Mode RRC Timers
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· Nokia wonders what the new issue is in proposal 1. Currently we do not have these connected mode timers in SIB2.
· Samsung indicates that so far we either have UE specific or cell specific values. Is there really a need to now introduce a type which is cell specific and UE specific ? Motorola would prefer to only have them common (SIB) signalled or dedicated signalled. QC also would prefer to avoid this type of handling (UMTS measurement conf in CELL_FACH also has these problems).

· Main question is whether we really need dedicated values. Motorola wonders why ? Ericsson thinks it could depend on the services running or UE capabilities (e.g. some UE’s supporting CDMA and others not). Panasonic thinks that different T311 does not help in this case. Nokia assumes this a quite far optimisation.
· NTT DCM also thinks dedicated configuration is usefull. E.g. different T311 depending on service. Nokia thinks this is quite an optimisation.
· Nokia would like prefer to only have common values. Tmob supports this. NTT DCM did use different values for T314 and T315. NTT DCM would be quite happy with only dedicated. QC agrees with this.
· NTT DCM thinks having the timers in SIB2 causes quite some overhead.
· Panasonic would prefer to keep the current principle of only common or only dedicated.

· We are discussing T301, T310, T312, T311.

· Infineon wonder where the timers would be signalled if we use dedicated signalling ? NTT DCM assumes it would be signaled in the setup & reconfiguration. NTT DCM is mainly concerned about T311.
=>
Reconfirm that all 4 timers are in SIB2. (already in RRC)

-
Remaining question is whether T311 should be possible to signal with dedicated signaling ?

-
Infineon thinks it is not a big deal to implement this. QC would like to avoid this. So either SIB or only dedicated.

-
Ericsson wonders what happens at inter-RAT handover and an RLF quickly after succesfull handover ? Samsung assumes the same situation applies as in intra-LTE: UE should acquire system information.
=>
Noted (not much support)
R2-083184:
Connection release without security
Ericsson
Disc
=> Noted without presentation (part of offline discussion)
R2-083348:
Terminology issue related to Handover Command
NEC
TP
36.331
· Infineon thinks it might be better to only use the IE name
=>
Will change to the title of 5.3.6.1 to “reception of the IE”. This will be included in R2-083739.
R2-083359:
UE action upon unsuccessful RRC connection establishment
Infineon
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083474:
Removal of unnecessary re-establishment of RLC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
· Ericsson agrees that one purpose of the re-establishment is the reset of state variables. However an other purpose is to deliver remaining SDU’s to higher layers which is somewhat beneficial.
=>
Noted
R2-083167:
E-UTRAN Neighbour Cell Lists and Neighbour Operator coordination
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Tmob thinks for the border case the network does need to get measurements, for handover to other freq or even other RAT. Also in Europe there is regulation for a large border area. 

· Vdf thinks that in the border case the other operator cells are low power so we could blacklist them.
· Tmob thinks that also for IDLE mode with equivalent PLMN, the lists could not include many cells.
· Vdf thinks only allocations in blocks would be sufficient.

=> 
Noted; very little support for optimisations.
R2-083466:
Initiation conditions of RRC Connection Re-establishment
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
· Since we agreed the restructuring, only 3rd proposal is remaining. So question is whether before re-establishment procedure (or other procedures), the UE has to acquire system information ? What happens if the UE cannot acquire the system information.

· Samsung indicates that in 5.2.2.4 this is already covered.

=>
Noted (no further clarification needed).
R2-083235:
RRC state upon reception of a RRCConnectionRelease message
Infineon
TP
36.331
=> Replaced by R2-083236
R2-083236:
RRC state upon reception of a RRCConnectionRelease message
Infineon
TP
36.331
=> Noted (already covered by R2-083404)
R2-083334:
Corrections to RRC connection release
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
TP 36.331
=> Noted (already covered by R2-083404)
Not available/Late
R2-083468:
Introduction of Dedicated Paging for CS fallback
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

6.2.1.4
Measurements

Whatever is left to do after the RRC adhoc (e.g. is support for combined measurement reporting really essential for Rel-8 ?,…)
Measurement events

R2-083121:
Considerations about possibly unnecessary measurement events
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
· Ericsson thinks that there is a prioritisation paper, and A5 and B1 are in that list. So Ericsson would prefer to discuss these events in that context.

· Tmob supports this simplification.

· Ericsson would prefer not to remove these events

· Nokia wonders what the use cases for A4/A5 and B1 are ? Ericsson thinks that A4/A5 are usefull for SON, for observability and for preparation for RLF, and possibly for handover.

· NTT DCM thinks that probably these events are not so important, but if the benefit can be proven they are ok to keep them. By configuring appropriate parameters for A3, A4 and A5 can be avoided.

· Huawei thinks the events should change.

· Samsung indicates that for ICIC A5 would be important ?

· Motorola supports simplification, but wonders why remove B1 and not B2 ?

· Ericsson thinks that for GCI reading, A4 is quite interesting. Ericsson thinks that A4 could also be used for DRX adjustment.
· In Samsungs understanding A5 was for going to lower priority, and A4 for going to higher priority.

· Nortel would prefer to keep the events.

· NTT DCM would be fine to support a negative offset for A3

=>
Noted
R2-083165:
Clarification on Event Evaluation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331
Proposal 1

· ZTE wonder why use both cell specific offset and frequency specific offset ? NSN thinks that this enables working with a smaller range for the cell individual offset.

· CATT thinks that in 36.304 we only use one of the two offsets. So if we accept this, 304 should be corrected.

· CATT thinks that Ocs function can be achieved by Off in event A3. Nokia thinks this is a different offset: it is the offset for the event evaluation.

Proposal 2

Proposal 4

· LG wonders if this really needs to be captured: this is an error case clearly. Nokia thinks it would be good to indicate this e.g. to avoid unnecessary test. Samsung thinks it will be quite difficult to have all not supported cases indicated.
· Ericsson think that the E-UTRAN the RSSI could be different for all cells on the carrier. Nokia thinks the UE can only do 1 RSSI measurement on a carrier. 

=> Can be discussed in the future.

Which alternative to use ?
· NTT DCM thinks the parameters could have better names.
	Agreements:

1: Both frequency specific offset of the serving frequency (Ofs) and Cell specific offset of the serving cell (Ocs) shall be defined in MeasObjectEUTRA.
2: The value ranges of both parameters are proposed to be the same as for offsetFreq and cellIndividualOffset in MeasObjectEUTRA.

3: Clarify that for detected cells for Ocn the UE shall apply zero offset.
4: Event A3 should not be used for intra-frequency case with measurement quantity of RSRQ
5: Text proposal  from alternative 2 is acceptable


=> Text proposal can be provided in R2-083742
R2-083742:
Clarification on Event Evaluation
· CATT asks how to set the servingcelloffset if the obect is used to configure another frequency ?  Probably these should be ignored. 
-
Probably need to add condition that the servingCellOffset is only included for the intra-freq object. Might have to remove the default
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083289:
Some issues on Measurement
CATT
TP
36.331
Proposal 1: Remove Ocs from Equation A3-1 and A3-2.

=> Based on previous discussion, we keep it.

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson wonders whether the MeasObjectEUTRA really contains the serving freq ?

-
Ericsson wonder how we handle the measurement BW.

-
LG thinks it is obvious you need to link an object and a reporting configuration for a measurement

-
Ericsson is ok to have a serving frequency measurement object. However in the past we agreed something else.

-
LG thought that the NULL object was used in case of a reconfiguration to remove an object. It would be a temporary situation. Samsung assumes that as soon as a measurement object or the reporting configuration is removed, the measurement id would be removed automatically.

=>
We will always have a reporting configuration and measurement object for any of the measurement events Ax-Bx. So for any “working” measurement, both the object and reporting configuration needs to exist.

Proposal 4: RAN2 to clarify whether intra-frequency object can be configured with Event A4/A5.

· Nokia assumes this is possible (maybe not so usefull). It is true that they were originally mainly intended for inter-freq.

Proposal 5: Revise the style of description of 5.5.2.8.

=>
Agreed
=>
Will see a text proposal reflecting the conclusion from proposal 2 and proposal 5 in R2-083743
R2-083743:
Text Proposal about Measurement Correction
· The style change is not performed since it considered ok to leave it for now.

· Samsung wonders if the “explicitly configured” is really needed ? 

· The situation is that we can have a measurement object or a reporting configuration that is not used. However the measurement identifies are cleanup automatically. So there cannot be a measurement id not linked to both a object and a reporting configuration. 

=>
Do not need the additions “explicitly configured” (twice)

=>
Last sentence should remain, only the “(or to a “NULL” object)” should be removed.

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-083763
R2-083763:
Text Proposal about Measurement Correction
=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083546:
Combined RSRP & RSRQ reporting
Huawei
TP
36.331
· Panasonic wonders if there is really a benefit ?
· Motorola wonders if “both” is meant or “either” ? Huawei indicates they mean “either”.

· Nokia thinks the network could configure 2 events for this.

· Ericsson supports this a little
· Nokia thinks there should be a big request/support to add things at this stage.

=>
Noted
R2-083547:
Clarification for the Usage of S-measure
Huawei
TP
36.331
Proposal 1/2:

· Nokia thinks it might be good to clarify this part of 5.5.3.1 a bit. (no strong opinion) 
· Motorola thinks no text change is really needed.

Proposal 4:

· Nokia wonders what is the intention ? Different S-measure inter-freq/inter-RAT/intra-freq ?

· Nokia thinks that for Rel-8 we could leave this out. QC thinks that if the doing any measurements would move the UE out of DRX, then it is not important to have different thresholds for different frequencies.

=> 
Not much support

=>
Noted
Measurement reporting

R2-083463:
Measurement reporting
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
Proposal 1

=>
Understanding is already that each cell has a separate TTT.

Proposal 2

· Ericsson assumes that if we talk about 2 measurement id’s, there are 2 reports. 

· Chairman clarifies that for one measurement id we already today have only 1 periodic reporting timer.

· NTT DCM would like to concatenate reports.

· Proposal 2 we already have today within 1 measurement id.

· Nokia thinks the reporting for the second cell should maybe not be delayed up to the next periodical timer expiry and this is achieved with the current text.
=>
Noted
R2-083329:
Discussion on measurement reporting
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Proposal 3 is still remaining (coordination across different measurement ids)
· Nokia thinks this is an optimisation for periodical reporting. Nokia thinks that event triggered reporting is anyway most important in real networks.

· LG thinks this could also be used for event based triggered reporting. Nokia wonders in what scenarios would events happen simultaneous.

· Nokia thinks we would have to specify quite many things.

=>
Noted (no support)
R2-083216:
Combined measurement reporting
ZTE
Disc
· Panasonic thinks we should be very carefull with delaying reports.

· Nokia supports that view, as well as Motorola

· Will introduce complexity a to how much delay would need to be introduced for different cases. ZTE thinks the one parameter can configure this.
· Huawei supports this. QC thinks this is quite complex, e.g. related to Time To Trigger.
=>
Noted
R2-083306:
Measurement validity and DrX dependant measurement criteria
Panasonic
?
-
Nokia supports proposal 1.

-
Nokia thinks it is indeed good to discuss interactions between measurements and DRX. Nokia assumes for the reporting, there is no strong need to do something for Rel-8 since. probably long periodical reports will be used.  However would e.g. the TTT be influenced by the DRX ? Maybe it would be good to try to finalise this in the next meeting.
-
Motorola thinks RAN4 has discussed this and has agreed on different performance requirements for DRX. Behond that Motorola thinks there is not much to be done.
-
Nokia thinks RAN4 has not really considered the reporting. Can continue to think about this.

=>
Proposal 1 and text proposal are agreed.
Other

R2-083177:
Alignment of periods for gap pattern, DRX, sys info and paging for a UE in connected mode Ericsson
Disc
=> revised in R2-083584 to add co-sourcing company

R2-083584:
Alignment of periods for gap pattern, DRX, sys info and paging for a UE in connected mode Ericsson, Panasonic
Disc
· QC support this simplification in general. However they are not sure about 80ms.  Maybe we should not indicate a number to RAN4 and ask them to pick the number which would not be sliding
· NEC also supports this as long as RAN4 there is no problem

· Chairman indicate that going to higher frequency makes the overhead (4 subframes before/after) a bit higher.

· Nokia understands that from measurement performance, 80ms is slightly worse than 120ms.

· Nokia wonders whether the SFN issue is really very complex ? If this is very complex, then they are ok to send the LS but it will not speed up Rel-8.

· Motorola wonders how important this really is ? Problem is only at the SFN wrap around ?

· Huawei also support this.

=>
Can sent an LS to indicate a preference and ask them is it is possible

-
On the LS:

-
80ms should only be given as an example. Panasonic thinks also 128 could be indicated as an example
=>
Will see update on the LS on Friday in R2-083744
R2-083411:
Neighbouring cell lists within measurement object
Samsung, Broadcom Corporation
?
· CATT indicates that the optoinality flag in the MeasObjectCDMA2000 IE for the “cellsToAddModifyList” is lost. This should be corrected.

=>
Text proposal is agreed with this one change
R2-083178:
Need for separate filter coefficients for RSRP and RSRQ
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· Nokia agrees on the basic principle.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083176:
Reporting of  detected cells for Inter RAT UTRA
Ericsson
Disc
· Panasonic thinks that in UMTS we only have the detected set cell reporting for intra-freq. So this is a new procedure for the UMTS platform and has impact on the current UMTS UE design.

· QC wonders whether this would be optional or mandatory. QC thinks RAN4 has already agreed we cannot make it mandatory, since the UE should be able to rely on the NCL. They would be ok to make it mandatory, but think it would not be in line with previous RAN4 agreements if it would be mandatory.
· Nokia agrees this is not in line with current RAN4 agreements. Nokia thinks it is to late for this type of change.
· Ericsson thinks that most of the UE vendors support this anyway.

· TI would prefer not to have this. RAN4 would also have to restart measurement performance requirements.

· Tmob sees benefits but it is not wise to mandate this.

· Motorola thinks this has very significant battery impact and it is to late for this.

· QC wonders what the UE should do with a detected set cell ? Understanding should be that the UE does not report (we don’t have any blacklisting in connected mode).

=>
Noted (probably not for Rel-8)
R2-083320:
Gap Activation by Handover Command
Panasonic
?
· IDT wonders whether we really want to remove the option ? Even in UMTS today the network can do this ?

· TI thinks if we don’t see much use, why not prevent it ? Nokia agrees with this.
· Panasonic is mainly concern about SFN desynchronisation due to 120ms pattern. They would have no concern anymore if we would have the 80ms pattern

· QC wonders how this proposal relates to the agreement that the UE continues inter-freq measurements in case of intra-freq handover ? Nokia thinks the measurement configuration could be there but if the UE does not have the gaps, the  UE would not actually do the measurements.

=>
Wait for RAN4 reply.
R2-083328:
Clarification on Measurements
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331
· Samsung would prefer to have the last sentence rephrase to “measurement procedures distinguish the following types of cells:”.
=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change.
R2-083543:
UE ICIC report
Huawei
TP
36.331
Not available/Late
R2-083319:
Measurement validity and DRx dependant measurement criteria
Panasonic
?
=> Withdrawn
R2-083563:
Measurement Reporting for Simultaneous Events
Motorola
Disc

6.2.1.5
Inter-RAT Mobility

Issues affecting only 36.331, both for mobility from and handover to E-UTRA e.g. how to specify NACC, further details regarding message contents and associated procedures. Redirection to UTRAN/GERAN CS domain.
Handover from E-UTRAN
R2-083446:
Inter-RAT HO/ CCO failure handling
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331
· Huawei has a very similar document.
Proposal 2

-
Motorola wonders if this means different T311 values ?  NTT DCM was assuming the same value for all cases. Then Motorola support this.

Proposal 3

-
Tmob wonders if we should not prioritise selection on the target RAT ?  Samsung indicates that currently intra-LTE inter-freq handover, we have not contraints on the UE selection. This proposal is aligned with that. Samsung clarifies whether the UE should be constraint and then we decided not to do it.
-
Nokia thinks that when the coverage of the source RAT was the reason to trigger inter-RAT, then anyway the UE will probably not find cells on the source RAT.

-
Tmob thinks the goal should be to get the service back asap. Today they see terminals that try to long to stay on 3G. Nokia agrees with the intention to have the service up asap.

Proposal 4:
-
Samsung is fine, but could also understand to have a different timer. Nokia thinks that since there is only 1 timer that is configurable, there is no problem to use the same timer. Samsung was thinking that at T304 expiry it is not clear in what procedure you are, but this is a detail. Nokia thinks if the behaviour is the same, there is no problem

-
ZTE wonders whether there is really a T304 ? The timer would normally be set by the source cell. 

-
So for mobilityFromE-UTRAN, this would mean that we would add this T304 to the handover command. Same for CCO.
-
Huawei wonders if there are no problems with coding.

-
QC assumes that e.g. in case of UMTS, we have a SyncA procedure. This procedure can determine whether the handover is succesfull or not.  Anyway, QC is ok with T304.

Proposal 5

-
NTT DCM assumes that this proposal more or less mandates SMC before CCO. Samsung wonders whether this is not anyway the current status ? NTT DCM indicates that SA3 indicate redirection without security is ok, but we have not really decided for the CCO.

Proposal 6

· ZTE asks what is this “cell detection” ? NTT DCM intended to only say that the UE finds a suitable cell.

· Samsung thinks this point was discussed at the adhoc, and then the assumption was that the failure behaviour would be specified in the source RAT specifications. So GERAN would have to specify the condition for success for the CCO. Nokia agrees with this.

· Nokia is overall very happy about this paper.

Proposal 7

	Agreements (mobility from E-UTRA)
1) The MobilityFromEUTRAFailure procedure can be removed.
2)  In case of inter-RAT handover failure, the same procedure as for intra-LTE handover failure can be applied, i.e., the UE starts T311 and performs the RLF handling procedure.
3) The suitable cell selection after inter-RAT handover failure can be left to UE implementation (the same handling as for RLF and intra-LTE handover failure).
4) T304 can be reused for inter-RAT HO failure detection. The corresponding “CondA” is FFS (to be specified by target RAT).
5) The failure handling for inter-RAT CCO can be the same as for inter-RAT HO.

6) T304 can be reused for inter-RAT CCO failure detection. The corresponding “CondA” is FFS (to be specified by target RAT)
7) The timer value for T304 should be sent by the MobilityFromEUTRACommand.


=> Text proposal ??
R2-083450:
Procedural specification of inter-RAT mobility
Samsung
 TP
36.331

Handover From E-UTRAN:
· Proposals 2,5,6
Proposal 2:

· Ericsson would be ok to support this proposal. However Ericsson thinks that there is more than 1 msg to be sent at CCO to GERAN. There would be several messages. Alternatively we could ask GERAN to make one message.

· Ericsson still slightly prefers alternative B but not strong opinion.

=> Agree on option A.

Proposal 5

-
Ericsson thinks that if we have agreed to A, this is a consequence

-
NTT DCM wonders how the UE would know the target RAT ? I.e. how would the UE know how to decode the transpartent container. NTT DCM assumes we need a CHOICE including a message per RAT.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 6:

-
Chairman assumes this would only be applicable to the CCO case. Samsung thinks we have something similar in UMTS.

-
Ericsson thinks this might be a bit premature (how would the source know) ? Tmob agree with the concern.
=>
Can think about this further
R2-083172:
Failure handling at mobility from E-UTRAN
Ericsson
TP
36.321
=> Noted
R2-083237:
Failure handling of mobility from E-UTRA
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

=> Noted
=> Will have text proposal reflecting all these MobilityFromEUTRAN agreements in R2-083745
R2-083745:
Text proposal for inter-RAT HO/CCO (FromEUTRA) failure handling
=> Text proposal is agreed
Handover To E-UTRAN

R2-083450:
Procedural specification of inter-RAT mobility
Samsung
 TP
36.331

Handover To E-UTRAN part
1) Re-establishment in case of failure ?

- 
ZTE thinks that the handover failure should be defined in the other RAT. We don’t prepare multiple cells for the inter-RAT case. So the source RAT should specify.
-
E.g. UMTS today says return to the UMTS configuration. So we in our spec’s would only say that in gthe case of T304 expiry, we apply the failure handling as defined in the source RAT.

-
Nokia wonders if we even have a T304 ? What is the condition of success ? CondA or CondA within a certain time ?
-
Ericsson thinks we could start with T304. In this case however the source RAT would not know the time. NTT DCM thinks that if we want to use dedicated preambles, we need to give a T304. 

-
Ericsson points out that GERAN<->UTRAN, there are no timers specified in the source RAT. So you have to read the target RAT spec’s to know roughly how long it can take. So we could have T304 from the target side, but still the value needs to be coordinated.

=>
Could keep failure detection still FFS for now.

2) Only align procedures or even integrate with reconfiguration procedure ?

- 
Nokia thinks it would be quite good to try to integrate the two procedures.

-
Infineon wonders what the gain is ? Infineon would prefer to keep them separate.

-
Ericsson has a slight preference to keep them separate.

=>
Keep the procedures separate and first see how the remaining changes turn out. We can discuss  in Jeju if we still want to merge the procedures.
=>
Agree that we align the structure to the outcome of the intra-LTE handover structure

=>
Will see update text proposal for the Handover To E-UTRAN to align to intra-LTE handover structure in R2-083746 [CB Samsung]
R2-083173:
Details of Hand Over Failure for Inter-RAT hand-over to E-UTRAN
Ericsson
Disc
=>
Noted


Re-establishment in case of handover failure and CCO failure ?
Other
R2-083291:
Measurement signalling for UTRA
CATT, CMCC
TP
36.331
Proposal 1

-
Samsung assumes the figures are relative figures ? The absolute difference is probably quite small ? CATT confirms.
Proposal 2:
· ZTE asks if the main gain is to save 2 bits ? CATT confirms 2 bits per cell.
· QC wonders how the UE can destinghuish with the current structure whether it is a TDD of FDD UMTS cell ? CATT assumed that the UE can use the DL freq to deduce this. QC wonders if this works ? Are there not cases where the same freq can be used by FDD and TDD ? Can study this futher.

	Agreements ??

1) Adopt alternative b).

2) Adopt the revision in section 2.1.2.

=> Agreed on the text proposal


R2-083299:
Procedure for HRPD pre-registration / 1x Registration from idle mode
Nortel
Disc
· In the CR the intention is to clarify that the UE should not send the information before SRB2 is established.
· Maybe it is cleaner to say that “the UE shall not trigger the transfer until SRB2 has been established”. Rapporteur would prefer to capture it in the initiation section.
· This has to be mandatory UE behaviour so it shall be a “shall” requirement.

=>
Allow offline discussion on how to best capture this and see text proposal in R2-083747
R2-083747:
TP on CDMA (pre) registration from idle mode
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-083300:
RAT priority for CDMA2000
Nortel
CR
36.331
· Samsung wonders if the terminology is aligned to what we have for GERAN ? Nortel clarifies the terminology is slightly different (e.g. GSM has no band-class).
=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083301:
1xRTT CS Fallback support
Nortel
Disc
=> Withdrawn
R2-083586:
NACC from E-UTRAN to HRPD
Motorola
TP
36.331
· Tmob assumes that if we agree to this we would also get the NACC to UMTS. It is already quite late so we should not add this type of features so late.
· Motorola thinks there are some significant differences. E.g. for CDMA2000, the eNB already needs to know the broadcast info from the CDMA cell for the handover. So there is no additional information to be collected by the eNB.

· Tmob wonders if normally the preregistration is performed, this is only an optimisation for an infrequent case ?
· Motorola thinks other scenarios are e.g. resource shortage at target side i.e. no traffic channel available in the target RAT or UL interference problems. Tmob thinks that if you cannot get a traffic channel on the target cell, redirection should be fast enough.
· QC thinks that this is a kind of “cheap addition”. NTT DCM thinks that if this is a cheap addition, UMTS NACC is also a cheap addition.
· Verizon thinks the cost/benefit is positive for this proposal

· Nokia wonders towards what RAT we are doing the NACC to ? HRPS or 1x ? Motorola indicates they currently only focus on HRPD. 1x might be considered later. Motorola would be fine to clarify this in the text.
· NACC to HRPD: 
Who supports ? [4]




Really unhappy [1]/[2]

· Tmob is very concern about the timelines if we start adding things.
=>
Noted
R2-083587:
Update to the Reception of SystemInformationBlockType8
Motorola
TP 36.331
=> Updated in R2-083691

R2-083691:
Update to the Reception of SystemInformationBlockType8
Motorola
TP 36.331
· Samsung thinks we agreed not to have these general statements in the system information w.r.t. store and act. Can work offline.

=>
Text proposal update in R2-083749
R2-083749: 
Update to the Reception of SystemInformationBlockType8
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083321:
Measurement Behaviour for CS Fallback
Panasonic
?
· Tmob supports this proposal.
· Huawei agrees that only 50-80ms can be gained, so there is not much reason to do alt2 or alt3.

=>
Agree that we should not pursue alt2 or alt3 for Rel-8
6.2.1.6
Other

E.g. general failure handling, UE capability,…

R2-083385:
NAS requested local release
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· (R2-083670 was shortly presented)
· Samsung thinks normally we don’t indicate when this is triggered by upper layers. 

· ZTE wonders if this case is different from IP failure on NAS level ? Ericsson thinks this is quite different (untrusteable network)

· Tmob wonders why the 300s is within brackets ? 
· ALU wonders if NAS will apply the same procedure in case of NAS IP failure.

=>
Text proposal is agreed, with moving the motivation for triggering the procedure to a note, and removing the brackets from “300”
R2-083292:
Proposed CR to 36.331 REL-8 Correction to RB Suspension
LG Electronics Inc.
TP 36.331
=> Noted

R2-083484:
Testing and debugging support
Motorola
TP
36.331
Proposal 2

· QC thinks normally this type of functionality is for logging and debugging, and what is included in the container is proprietary. So it will not really help the eNB.

· Motorola thinks the “success” of this type of information will depend on how much willingness there is amongst vendors to have this and standardise it.
General

· Nokia wonders if this is debugging signalling not really used in commercial networks ? Motorola agrees it would not be used during commercial operation. Maybe the UE’s should even be put in a specific mode.

· Nokia is a bit worried how we would test this debugging tools. Why can normal debugging tools be used ? Is this really necessary for Rel-8 ?
· It is not really in the direction we are moving with LTE where we try to limit the UE impact/support for misbehaving networks.

· Motorola clarifies it is more an attempt to get a standardised debugging interface ? 
=>   Noted (very limited support)
R2-083552:
Idle mobility related considerations in 36.331 
Huawei
TP
36.331
-
Only proposals 1 and 2 are relevant

Proposal 1:

- 
The value range should be 0..7s for all RAT’s

-
For all the parameters we should add an “N” (GERAN, UTRAN) to align with 36.304

-
The ASN.1 is not in line with naming convention

-
CATT indicates that 304 indicates this Treselection was not sent on system information. Nokia thinks the intention was to only broadcast 1 and the values for the different RAT’s were scaled. It would mean we have to send a scaling factor per RAT.

-
Tmob understood we do send Treselection per RAT, but we can scale them. The note indicates that not actually “Treselection” is sent on BCCH, but e.g. TreselectionGERAN.
Proposal 2:

-
Samsung wonders if 304 already specifies this ? Tmob clarifies that this is indicated in 36.304 without specifying what timer is expiring.
-
Samsung thinks we should specify the action also in the procedure text: the table is so far only a kind of summary.

	Agreements:
1) Add Treselection values for UTRA and GERAN in SIB6 and SIB7 respectively.
2: At T320 expiry, the UE only discards the cell reselection priorities information provided via dedicated signalling.


=> Will see an updated text proposal for 1) and 2) in R2-083750
R2-083750:
Idle mobility related considerations in 36.331
=> Agreed
R2-083553:
Mobility state detection criteria in active mode
Huawei
TP
36.331
· ASN1 is not conformant
· QC wonders if there is some procedure behaviour to be specified in 5.5.5.2 ? Huawei agrees that the explanation of the parameters seems to be missing. 
· Huawei explains that at least there is the diference between IDLE and CON regarding cell reselection versus handovers.

Proposal 2:

· Ericsson wonders how the THOmaxhyst is used ? Tmob indicates that this is an additional period before leaving high mobility.

· Samsung wonders what the status is for the IDLE mode parameters ? 

· Ericsson wonders how you leave high mobility ? THOmax is a sliding window, and if durig Tmaxhyst the max is not met, the UE can leave the higher state.

Proposal 3/4:

- 
Tmob wonders whether the “should” should be a “shall”. Huawei thinks this can be achieved by talking about cell changes for both IDLE and Connected.

-
It was questioned whether the intention is to remember in both directions ?  Answer was “yes”.

-
Nokia wonders if this really works ? E.g. what if the dedicated signalling indicates a much larger time that the UE was using in IDLE ? 
=> 
Can think how this works in the future

Proposal 5

· Motorola wonders why this is needed ? Huawei thinks that when we don’t have this, you would count a few more handovers. Nokia thinks this does not seem critical (load based handover should no be that frequent).

=>
No support

Text proposal:

=>
Will need to see updated text proposal for 5.5.5.2 with explanations/behaviour
=>
ASN1 needs to be made conforming the guidelines.
	Agreements ??
1) Active mode mobility state parameters should separate from the idle mode parameters and signal to UE in dedicated signaling, preferably in the IE MeasurementConfiguration.
2) Define the speed state detection parameters as shown in Table 1 for RRC_CONNECTION.


=> Update text proposal shall be made available in R2-083751
R2-083751:
Consideration on mobility state detection criteria in active mode
· In this CR, the same IE group is used for ACTIVE and IDLE.However the one in dedicated are only applicable in ACTIVE ,and the ones in SIB are only applicable in IDLE.

=>
Instead of spelling out the criteria for state detection and state transmition, we should refer t 36.304 and indicate that instead of cell reselections, handover should be counted.
=>
Text proposal is agreed with the above change.
R2-083540:
Interaction between Redirection and UE default and specific priorities
Huawei
Disc
R2-083541:
Counter Check
Huawei
TP
36.331
=> We receive incoming LS in R2-083684 exploring the real need for the COUNTER-CHECK procedure. We should wait for that discussion to settle before introducing the procedure.
R2-083483:
Generic error codes for Reject messages
Motorola
TP
36.331
· QC wonders “where the document came from and where it is going” ?
· Motorola wonders what the purpose of 5.7 is ?

· Samsung clarified that we have a similar chapter in UMTS on generic error handling. E.g. MsgType not recognised, semantic errors,… This was discussed in previous adhoc and then we agreed we should first understand message extensions before we fill this. In general we should not specify detailed UE handling for network error behaviour, so probably it is more limited than in UMTS.

=>
Noted
R2-083322:
Miscellaneous corrections to 36.331
Panasonic
?
=> Noted (everything already covered).
Not available/Late
R2-083485:
S-TMSI versus random value UE identity
Motorola
TP
36.331

6.2.1.7
PDU contents details

Inputs regarding general message/SIB contents and information structure (e.g. parameters and their placement) should be submitted under this agenda item, with the exception of L12 configuration aspects (see 5.4). 
(including results of email discussion on Timer values [Ericsson])

Email

R2-083164:
Report on email discussion on value ranges of RRC timers
Ericsson
Report
related to email discussion LTE_RRC_Timer
· ALU wonders how we would extend the ranges if required ? We could keep spares, or could add ellipses. Samsung assumes we should not conclude here now at least not for 8 values. So we could have 7 values, and then later see depending on the extension mechanism.
· Nokia thinks the value range for many timers is very large.

T300:

- 
Nokia indicates that the longest values indicate the UE is for 4s performing RACH access which seems very long. But we also need to cover backoff.

-
NTT DCM indicates the NAS timer is 5s, so this timer should be shorter. However it probably makes sense to keep on trying during that time. Why stop earlier. Nokia would be worried about a UE on the edge of cell that is doing this for 4s w.r.t. battery consumption

T304:

-
Panasonic thinks we now concluded that T304 is also used inter-RAT. So maybe larger values are required. NTT DCM wonders if we need two value ranges for that or different timer ? 

T310

-
NTT DCM would prefer 4s, and thinks we do not need 0 or 50ms. QC would prefer to see lower values available.
-
Problem is that we do not know the filtering/counting. Samsung indicates that we received an LS that indicates they evaluate the situation over 200ms.

=>
Keep T310 open.

T311:
-
NTT DCM would like to see larger values (up to 60s), and we do not need a value < 1s.

-
LG thinks that the value should span system information reading, so values below 1s are not so usefull. Nokia assumes SIB2 repetiton rate is not 1s but lower.

-
Nokia wonders if we have values like 60s, does the application really survive ? 

-
Chairman wonders if 60s is not to large, considering that CT1 does not recover if there is no UL data ? NTT DCM thinks that the elevator case should be considered. QC agrees that there might be good use of larger values.
-
Tmob thinks lower values can be removed
-
DCM would prefer 1,3,5,10,..
T312

-
TI would like to be disable T312, so would like to keep the value “0”
	Agreements:
1) 7 values per timer, no default; might have 8th value depending on decision for extension mechanism.
2) Values:

T300: [100, 200, 400, 600, 1000, 1500, 2000, spare]
T301: [100, 200, 400, 600, 1000, 1500, 2000, spare]
T304: [50, 100, 150, 200, 500, 1000, spare, spare]

T310: FFS
T311: [1000, 3000, 5000, 10000, spare, spare, spare, spare]

T312: [0, 50, 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000, spare]




=> Rapporteur will included these values
Other
R2-083186:
Identification of E-UTRA Cell
Ericsson
TP
36.331
· Tmob wonders if we have to show the split between eNBid and Cid ? Samsung thinks we have the same approach in UMTS where the UE does not know. Tmob still thinks this needs to be clear from somewhere, but maybe not in our specs.
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-083169:
Optimisation of the GERAN neighbour cell list
Ericsson
TP
36.331
Proposal 4:
· Already agreed that we do not need this due to dedicated priorities.
Proposal 7:

-
Ericsson indicates that if a continuous ranges is indicated, not all ARFCN’s are used. So the UE will have to find the carriers that are actually used. Nokia thinks this might take a long time, so wonders if this is really usefull.
-
Ericsson indicates that it is already possible today with a distance of 1 (but size only 32). By using multiple groups, you could even go to 128 already now.

-
Vdf thinks never continuously ARFCN’s are used.

=>
Will not have proposal 7
	Agreements:
Proposal 1:
The GERAN neighbour cell list is encoded using a sequence of GERAN BCCH carrier frequency groups. The maximum number of groups is restricted to 16.

Proposal 2:
Avoid defining a strict upper limit for the number of GERAN BCCH carrier frequency in each group. Different encoding options may have different upper limitations. If the chosen encoding does not support the in-tended size of the group, the group may be split in two (with identical cell reselection parameter values).

Proposal 3:
For each GERAN BCCH carrier frequency group in the sequence, a set of cell reselection parameters are provided, including values for the geran-CellReselectionPriority, ncc-Permitted, q-Rxlevmin, threshX-High and threshX-Low parameters. The provision of these values is optional, except in the first group, where a com-plete set of values shall be provided. In the following groups, the values from the previous group are used as de-fault values for those parameters where an explicit value is not provided.

Proposal 5:
Include the "variable bitmap format" as a third option in the GERAN-CarrierFreqList field type for EUTRA RRC. The size of the variable bitmap could be limited to a maximum of 16 octets, corresponding to a frequency range of slightly more than 25 MHz.

Proposal 6:
Leave it FFS if also some of the "Range N formats" (N = 128, 256, etc.) of the "Frequency List" IE [44.018] should be included, possibly as a replacement of the "explicit list of ARFCN values".

Proposal 8:
The field type identifier GERAN-DL-CarrierFreqList is changed to just GERAN-CarrierFreqList.


=> Will see a updated text proposal in R2-083755
R2-083755:
Optimisation of the GERAN neighbour cell list
=> Text proposal is agreed
R2-083264:
'Need OP' fields in RRC ASN.1
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331
· Text proposal includes the changes which are considered “non-contersial” and are described in section 2.
General

· Samsung wonders if we use conditional in the UL. Samsung assumes that normally OP should be used. QC is not sure but agrees that in general it should be OP.

· Samsung thinks that in the UL we talk about what the UE shall do. So we should really have clear conditions. In UMTS we have always clearly specified the UE  behaviour.

· Nokia agrees UE behaviour should be very clear. 

=>
Have no conditions for UL. Can reconsider if it becomes to much of a burden.

Proposal 1

-
Motorola indicates that this information is not always present. So procedure text should say “forward if present”, and condition should be “OC”. Samsung wonders why condition “OC” ? It should just be optional ? 
-
QC assumes that “OC” means “only do something when it is received, and if not received do nothing special”. 

-
Samsung thinks “OC” was really intended to continue existing functionality. Samsung thinks we could use “OP” for these cases. TI agrees

-
QC would prefer a new code that says “optional”. So we could have “OO” for his, indicating “no action if not received”.

-
Samsung thinks also for the case the IE is present, we also sometimes do not have procedural text.
=>
Should use OP for the case there is no action on no receipt. So should update the clarification that also this might mean no action on “absence” if nothing further is specified.

=>
For this specific case we should OP.

Proposal 4:

-
LG thinks more discussion is needed.

-
Since we have concluded that there is an inter-RAT message also for CCO, message should be mandatory (should be reflected in merged text proposal already)

Proposal 5:

=>
Should be “OP”

Proposal 6:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 7

-
No longer relevant

Proposal 8/9:
-
Can take with future contributions if required

Proposal 10:
-
QC thinks we could assume that UE variables have no “need” fields. Nokia would agree to that.

=>
Assumption will be that the need is not used.

Text proposal:

-
CATT thinks paging message should be kept OC. QC agrees that the text proposal needs to be revisited.

-
Not all cases of OC will change to “OP”. E.g. NCL will remain “OC”.

=> 
Will need to see updated text proposal in R2-083757 [CB]
R2-083491:
Values of RRC multiplety and type constraints
Samsung
Disc
maxCellMeas:

· Should also cover the UMTS whitelist. Should thinks about this further.
maxDRB

-
Ericsson indicates RRC already indicates 8. Ericsson thinks we have agreed 8 as a fixed value. This was also Nokia’s understanding.
-
Samsung thinks we do not necessarily have to limit the signalling to the capability in the first release.

-
ALU indicates SA2 have agreed 11 values.

maxEARFCN
-
Tmob wonders if 3.5Ghz is covered ?

maxFreq

-
Will take 8, because used in SIB5

maxMeasId

-
Nokia indicates RAN4 is discussing this.

maxPageRec

-
NTT DCM thinks that more values should be supported. With a 720 bit TB, we could have up to 12 paging records.

maxUTRA-Carrier
-
CATT thinks that for FDD it could be 8, but for TDD it should be 16.

	Agreements:
maxAC: should be defined as 5, and update in accessClassBarringList
maxCellBlack: 16
maxCellIntra: 16

maxCellInter: 16

maxDRB: 11 (add note that this is for alignment with SA2)
maxFreq: 8

maxGERAN-Carrier: 32
maxMCS-1: 16

maxPageRec: 16
maxPNOffset: 512

maxRAT-Capabilities: 8
maxSIB: 32

maxSI-Message: 32
maxUTRA-Carrier: 16




=> Will see text proposal in R2-083758 [CB]
6.2.1.8
UE specific RRM information at handover

What UE specific information needs to be exchanged between source and target eNB at handover ?

R2-083250:
UE History Information issues
Vodafone
Disc
Proposal 1:

· Tmob wonders if it would not be relevant also to indicate the RAT type ? Currently the UE history information is only used for intra-LTE

· If we have the global cell identity, in principle a target eNB should have sufficient information

· Huawei wonders what action the target eNB would take based on this ? Would not also the “cause” for the handover be sufficient.
=>
Noted, not really needed

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic assumes that 1s granularity is not really needed.

=>
Agreed; will be handled by rapporteur.
6.2.1.9
Methodology

Methodology issues e.g. related to new tabular/ ASN.1 format, protocol extension mechanism (including results of email discussion on ASN.1 extensions [Ericsson])
ASN1 extensions

R2-083323:
Report on email discussion on ASN.1 extension mechanisms
Ericsson
Report related to email discussion LTE_RRC_ASN1ext ("RRC_ah_ASN1")
· Chairman wonders if we would have could have multiple UL CE for one message in one release ? Ericsson indicates that technically it would be a possibility, but maybe not so usefull. Important think for Rel-8 would not be that we indicate the Rel-8 in BCCH, but that we allow CE to UL messages.
=> 
Noted
R2-083423:
Protocol extension proposals
Samsung
?
· Ericsson was a bit suprised that the CE mechanism is removed from System Information. The SIB’s cannot be critically extended, but the container message could ?
· Even if we remove it, we could still extend at messageclass level

=>
Should keep the critical extension for the system information message

-
Ericsson’s understanding was that all TB sizes are multiple of 8. Nokia thinks RAN1 is still discussing this.

=>
Agreed with this one change, and except section 8.
R2-083232:
ASN.1 extension mechanisms
Infineon
Disc
· So main argument is to use extension markers so that we do not always need to use CE of NCE.

· Samsung thinks we should conclude on how often we are going to use the CE mechanism. This will determine how sophisticated the NCE/extension mechanisms need to be. E.g. if we expect a CE for every releae, then the NCE/extensions only have to handle small changes within a release.

· Infineon wonders if we are really going to introduce a CE for every release, or only when really makes sense due to structure/overhead.

=>
Noted
R2-083324:
Use of ASN.1 extension marker versus traditional NCE and VLEC extension mechanisms Ericsson
Disc
Proposal 1
· Ericsson thinks that still some selection of where to apply this shall be considered.

· Samsung thinks we should be carefull: e.g. if it is likely that an enumerated is to be exchanged, introducing spares might be easier.

Proposal 3:
-
Intention is to add the NCE to every message.

Proposal 4:

-
Ericsson thinks that the VLEC could be added multiple times in a message. E.g. in the reconfiguration message, in each of the top level IE’s.

-
Infineon wonders how many bits are save compared to the extension mechanisms “…” ? Infineon thinks that “…” has the same overhead as the octet container if we ensure we only add one (container) IE in case of extension.
-
Ericsson agrees that the “…” might even be a bit nicer (you hide more).
-
Samsung indicates that the VLEC’s were only introduced for very late corrections (extensions to one release after the next release was already frozen.)
-
Main question seems to be when do we intend to use this mechanism ? Proably for a late release if we did not want to create a CE for the next release.
	Agreements

Proposal 1: It is proposed to allow use of the extension marker in as a general tool to prepare for the extension of the ENUMERATED type. When the extension marker is used, it should replace the current use of predefined spare values.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to allow use of the extension marker in as a general tool to prepare for the extension of the CHOICE type.
Proposal 3: It is proposed to define the EUTRA RRC specific NCE according to the example in section 2.5 as a general tool to add extensions at the very end of a message, or at the very end of the content enclosed in the OCTET STRING type.
Proposal 4: It is proposed to insert the “…” to add extensions in the SEQUENCE type in the case those are not located at the very end of a message.


=> Ericsson will try to come with a text proposal for the next meeting.
FDD/TDD
R2-083290:
Differentiate FDD and TDD in LTE ASN.1
CATT
Disc
R2-083511:
Handling of FDD and TDD in RRC specification
Ericsson
Disc
Discussion on both documents:

· So Ericsson proposal is to keep as much as common, and only branch where the changes are.
· QC thinks we should not agree on any mechanism and see on a case by case basis which of the proposals from CATT we apply.

· CATT would also prefer to keep the difference at a low level. Motorola wonders why ? 

· MAC, RLC and PDCP should remain the same. So the main discussion is around L1. So it depends on how much changes we expect in the future for L1 changes.

· QC thinks we can take it at a case by case basis looking into the L1 details.

· CATT thinks that not only L1 differences exist, but also some MAC differences. Even in RRC that are some differences (e.g. SI window).

	Agreements:
1) For parameters that are same for FDD/TDD but with values possibly being different, or having different interpretation Group 1 A) and B), it is proposed to use same parameter with separate definition of value ranges hardcoded in ASN.1.

2) For other cases, we need to see on a case by case basis on what level in the message the distinction is made.


Other
R2-083181:
General aspects on the RRC message transfer syntax
Ericsson
TP
36.331
=> Agreed
R2-083335:
Section numbers for RRC messages and IEs
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
Disc
· Ericsson thinks this discussion took place already and decided not to do this. However we do have a section number for each main category, so you could use that. NEC thinks this might be usefull. Nokia thinks this should not happen due editorial overhead. QC originally liked this but is fine to continue without it. Motorola think it might be nice.
· Infineon wonders why numbers are easier to use than names ?

· Rapporteur assumes that we are not going to use the references. E.g. 304 refers to names. So it would be good to avoid the additional editorial overhead, but ensure that we have clear names.
· Should have section numbers [4]

· Should not have it [7]

=>
Will not add it.
R2-083336:
Rules for use of Transaction id for RRC messages
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
TP 36.331
· Motorola wonders whether this is informative: this are guidelines for ASN1 specification
· Samsung wonders if it goes in Annex A or separate ? This can be left to rapporteur

· ALU clarified we have no example of rule 4 currently.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083408:
Specification of conditions regarding message contents
Samsung
?
· Samsung would prefer to in general avoid the case of “UE behaviour is undefined”, since we anyway do not want to define UE behaviour for it. Maybe an annex could be inserted if really needed. Ericsson would prefer to still have it in the procedure text for these cases. QC is fine either way, but thinks it should be possible to indicate that a certain combination of parameters is not allowed. This is an important characteristic of the spec.
· Main concern from Samsung is that we do not introduce too many of these cases, thereby limiting the readeability. Therefore Samsung thinks it would be nice to separate these cases and limit them as much as possible.

=>
Can see this on a case by case basis.
=>
Main mechanism for specifying restrictions on parameters will be in the field/condition description in the tabular.

Not available/Late
R2-083325:
Update of ASN.1 extension mechanisms
Ericsson
TP
36.331

6.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

6.2.2.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only. E.g. open issue list, potential rapporteur update proposals.
R2-083113:
Considerations on various open items in 36.304
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Report
36.304
· Rapporteur indicated that this is not only editorial changes.

· Rapporteur indicates that R2-083114 also proposes how the equal priority is handled.

Section 2.1

=> Proposal from contribution is agreed


Section 2.2

=> Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.3

-
IDT is fine with removing the FFS, but thinks a statement is needed to only consider the cell for acceptable camping
=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.4

-
QC is ok, but we might need to have some more thinking about it.
=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.5

=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.6

- 
Tmob would like to align the other way around (RRC to 304). Nokia would be ok with this. QC is also ok, but did we not already decide this a long time ago. Samsung wonders if this is not duplication CCO functionality. 

=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.7

=> 
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 2.8
-
Tmob thinks that for SIMless emergency calls, the UE id 0 should always be used.

=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed

Section 3 
-
IDT would prefer to keep the note since RAN4 is still working on it. Nokia thinks that if RAN4 agrees on something it can still be considered.
=>
Proposal from contribution is agreed, including Note removal
R2-083114:
CR on Considerations on various open items in 36.304
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.304
· Rapporteur indicated that the main additional change is in 5.2.4.5 related to equal priority layer handling.
=>
ETWS abbreviation is incorrect

5.1.2.2

=>
Tmob thinks that the change in 5.1.2.2. (removal of without) is incorrect. So should stay.

5.2.4.3.1

-
NTT DCM thinks Qhyst and S values do not scale well (dB values) Tmob thinks this depends on the scaling factors. NTT DCM wonders if we know in what direction we want to scale, or do we want to scale in both directions ?

-
Samsung wonders if we really agreed to scale Sintrasearch and Snonintrasearch ? Samsung thought this was not agreed. Nokia will check minutes. Samsung remembers because they strongly disliked (anyway “may” values, and in general this are very high values).
=>
Should check

5.2.4.5

-
Changes w.r.t. equal priority layers should be undone.

7.2

=>
There is an error with “49” in the table, and in the 3rd row of the FDD table an incorrect “8”. Actual Ns=3 should be removed

=>
Will see text update in R2-083760 [CB]
Not available/Late
R2-083522:
CR for closing various open items in 36.304
Nokia Corporation
CR
36.304

6.2.2.2
Other

R2-083191:
Lifetime of cell reselection priorities
T-Mobile, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.304
Proposal 1:

-
Motorola points out that as a result, the UE needs to read SI every time we go from connected to idle ?

-
IDT wonders why this is really needed ? Tmob wonders what the UE has to do in the RLF case ?  Nokia thinks it is already clear that for cell selection, the priorities do not apply.

-
Proposal 1 is probably not needed, but should make it mandatory that cell selection does not consider the dedicated priorities. However that also does not work because it means clearing the priorities at connection release immediately.
Proposal 2

· Tmob thinks AS can detect the “leaving”. What about when the UE is “emergency camped” ? Tmob assumes that in that case the UE does not have any dedicated priority.
· If the UE always performs a TAU in the new PLMN, then anyway he will receive the new dedicated priorities. So maybe no need for this ?
· Question was asked about emergency camping on the PLMN from which you received the priorities ? To be clarified. Probably if we are emerging camping we should 
clear.
=>
Can think a bit more about both poposals
R2-083193:
Support for Manual CSG ID Selection
T-Mobile
CR
36.304
-
Section 5.5 title should be renamed to “support for manual CSG selection”.
-
ZTE wonders what will be seen on the screen ? Only the “home-eNB identifier” ? MMI requirements are out of scope for 3GPP but probably only the home-eNB identifier.
-
Nokia thinks last sentence in 5.5. is not needed because it is normal behaviour. Tmob thinks it would be good that the special handling is then stopped.

=>
In principle agreed with renaming of section 5.5.
R2-083213:
Reselection bias avoidance, and hysteresis Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.304
=> Noted (no longer relevant)
R2-083288:
Some editorial corrections to 36.304
CATT
CR
36.304
=> Updated in R2-083752

R2-083752:
Some editorial corrections to 36.304
CATT
CR
36.304
1st change: 

-
Huawei thinks that since the state transitions are already in a specific order, no further clarification is needed. Motorola would still like to have it.

2nd change/3rd change need to be revisited  based on Nokia CR

4th change not longer relevant

=> In principle agree on a CR for the first change (adding “and not exceed NCR_H”).
R2-083432:
Corrections to Discontinuous Reception for paging
Research in Motion Ltd
CR
36.304
· Nokia wonders about the IMSI modulo: did SA3 not want something around 5000 ? QC also remembers this. The high bits of an IMSI are not that different from one UE to another UE.
· RIM think that the current formula just uses 10 bits. 

· NTT DCM thinks that the less number of bits you transfer, the more secure the IMSI remains.

· CATT thinks that if in the future longer DRX is introduced we might have some problem. Tmob assumes that there is no need for a longer DRX.

=>
Can agree to the first change

=>
Can come back to the second change tomorrow [CB]
R2-083490:
Paging occasion calculation
Samsung
Disc
=> Noted (no longer needed)
R2-083539:
Cell reselection to an equal priority layer
Huawei
CR
36.304
· QC thinks this is not really important, but an optimisation for some specific cases.
· Huawei thinks that for double coverage scenarios with the same priority, it is not really good that the serving freq has to be below a certain quality before reselecting to another freq.

· Nokia assumes this is not really essential for Rel-8.

· However Nokia agrees that some improvement is needed.

· TIM wonders if it is really good to introduce this in another release ? Nokia thinks this is only a power optimisation.  So Nokia is not sure if it is usefull, but anyway it seems possible.
=> 
Noted (No addition thresholds for Rel-8)
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