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Home-eNB (LTE-only)
LTE home-eNB aspects (stage-2 aspects common for UMTS and E-UTRAN should be submitted under 4.2.)
R2-086284:
CSG related stage 2 agreements from RAN2 63bis
Qualcomm Europe
CR 36.300 (0053)

R2-086317:
Backward and forward compatibility for inbound CSG handover
Panasonic
Disc

5.7
SON (Self Optimising Networks)

5.7.1
Radio protocol extensions

Radio signalling extensions for SON. 

=> Including email discussion outcome: RAN2/3 joint email discussion on related to SON-ANR stage-2 update and whether having LAC/RAC/TAC and multi-PLMN reporting is really essential for Rel-8 [NSN].
Son-ANR email discussion

R2-086272:
Email discussion report on ANR reporting
Nokia Siemens Networks
Report
=>
Noted

R2-086273:
TP on ANR reporting
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
TP
36.331

=> 
Revised in R2-086793
R2-086793:
TP on ANR reporting
Nokia Siemens Networks
TP
36.331

=>
No “need” conditions

=>
racId is already included in GCI for GERAN

-
QC wonders what “if possible “ means ?

-
Samsung thinks it means we have a new triggering condition for sendig the report i.e. T321 expiry.

-
Want the UE to send the report asap if all information is available, and if not everything can be obtained only at T321 expiry.

=>
Samsung thinks a new trigger condition should be added on T321 expiry.
=>
Will see TP update in R2-087285 [CB Frid]
Other
R2-086417:
Definition of “Idle Period”
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=> Updated in R2-086819
R2-086819:
Definition of “Idle Period”
Ericsson
TP
36.331

-
Huawei wonders if it is really a good idea to list these times ? Should the UE not do the measurement whenever he can. We could e.g. only list the activities that are higher priority. Ericsson thinks that that is what they do.
-
Nokia thinks the 200ms period is not applicable in DRX and power optimisations are allowed (UE measures during something like 40ms per DRX). There is no strict specification of this behaviour. So it might be better to define RAN5 test cases. We could request RAN5 to provide such test cases.

-
Motorola also prefer to leave this to RAN4/5. Panasonic agrees.
-
Ericsson thought this text can be seen as a help for RAN5.
-
QC understands that RAN5 has difficult to specify this so it would  be good to have guidance in the core specification.

-
Nokia is ok to give some guidance in an LS. Problem is that it is not very strictly specified when the UE performs measurements.  Nokia thinks that maybe RAN2 could define scenarios in which the UE should be able to read, and then we indicate that to RAN5. E.g.DRXx, good enough radio quality, ….. then obtain GCI within x secs.

-
QC thinks it might be sufficient to indicate what other activities the UE should prioritise.
=>
Will try to send an LS to RAN5 indicating what activities the UE is allowed to prioritise above performing SON-ANR measurements, and possibly having some scenarios in R2-087286. Will go for email if not possible. [CB Frid]
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 related to non-controversial corrections.
R2-086562:
Updated CR including agreements on need codes
Rapporteur (Samsung)

=>
Noted

R2-086563:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications, further rapporteurs update
Rapporteur (Samsung)
=>
Agreed as basis for further work.
6.2.1.2
Connection control 
Issues w.r.t. connection establishment/release, re-establishment, mobility or reconfiguration. E.g. is there a strong need to have a signalling connection release request procedure ?

=> Including email discussion outcome: continued email discussion on RLF detection including considerations on DRX [Nokia].
RLF handling

R2-086184:
Email report on RLF handling
Rapporteur

-
Not so much real discussion

-
Ericsson thinks we should take the discussion in RAN2 and see how far we can come. E.g. we could maybe decide on the UMTS filtering as a baseline ?

=>
Noted

R2-086419:
LTE Radio Link Failure Detection
Ericsson

-
Motorola wonders how we can talk about specific value ranges if we do not understand the basic mechanism in RAN4 ? Motorola thinks it would be a simple decision if we have the RAN4 details.
-
Ericsson assumes that the indications from L1 are always relative stable (e.g. averaged over 200ms, or over longer time in DRX). 

-
NTT DCM wonders what the value is having N310 if we have T310 ? NTT DCM thinks with timers we are more independent of DRX and data activity.
-
Ericsson thinks having timers might also delay the RLF e.g. when not in DRX.

-
NTT DCM assumes if we have a counter approach, the optimum counter value will depend on the DRX ?

-
NTT DCM thinks RLF should be detected in some kind of absolute time, and not some fuzzy timing. 

-
Samsung wonders what happens if T310 is shorter than the DRX cycle ? 
-
It was questioned how often we get the in-sync / out-of-sync indications ?   Ericsson indicates that there is discussion in RAN1 where the assumption is that the RLF status should be reported once every DRX period, and during each frame where the UE is active (still under discussion).

-
Motorola assumes that in DRX there is no hurry to declare RLF from a user perception point of view. NTT DCM thinks e.g. if there is a DL packet awaiting, you would like the UE to detect RLF in about the same time in RLF regardless of DRX.
-
Motorola thinks that you should not declare DRX to quickly. E.g. we should not declare RLF at one indication.
-
NTT DCM gives the example of a T310 of 2s; do you want to base it on 3 indications in case of 1s DRX, and 200 indications in case of continuous activity.

-
One criteria should also be that we want the same reliability of detecting RLF regardless of the DRX state.
=>
Noted

R2-086636:
Radio problem detection
Huawei

-
Motorola assumes that the L1 sends a In-Syn or Out-Of-Sync every measurement averaging period. Ericsson indicates RAN1 assumes that there is an indication every frame. Motorola indicates RAN4 is assuming differently.
-
NTT DCM assumes that the Qin and Qout are mainly for hysteresis so that the indications do not flip to frequent.

In-Sync detection

-
Motorola wonders if proposal 2 is exactly the same as in non-DRX ? Huawei clarifies that the UE is still in DRX, but does measure. Nokia indicates that RAN4 is currently discussing this.
=>
Noted

R2-086746:
RLF detection
NTT DOCOMO

-
NTT DCM also submitted this contribution to RAN4.

-
This proposal is similar to the UTRAN mechanism for out of sync, but with N301 set to 1.

-
Ericsson assumes that in this solution, the T313 would be configured depending on DRX ? So if you are active, the timer would work counter-productive.
-
NTT DCM thinks the same timer value can be applied, but are open if companies want to have scaling. However NTT DCM sees some problems with scaling (frequently changing DRX status).
-
Samsung thinks that in UMTS in-sync is detected a dedicated channel establishment. Here we only detect it after we have gone out of sync. NTT DCM confirms that they only propose T3xx for recovery.
-
Nokia indicates that 1&2 are the same as UTRAN almost.
-
Nokia thinks in-sync will have to progress further.
=>
Noted

R2-086653:
L3 filtering for Radio Link Failure Detection
 Motorola

-
QC wonders if Qin/Qout are also used for GSM ? Motorola assumes it is based on the same mechanism. 
-
Ericsson wonders if the increment step if configurable, e.g. based on DRX ? Motorola sees no reason to have a configurable.

=>
Noted

Discussion:

-
Infineon prefers the GERAN approach.

-
Motorola indicates the GERAN approach has not been presented in RAN4. Seems a bit vague.
Questions:

-
Do we get both in-sync and out-of-sync indications ? Do we get an indication every measurement period ? Every frame ? Is it based on a sliding window / subsequent windows ?
-
What happens if the quality level is inbetween ?

-
How often do we get indications in DRX ?

-  
Are all out-of-sync indications roughly equally reliable irrespective of how they were obtained ?

-
Is in-sync detection purely based on Qin, or also on CRC ?

-
Should we strive to have RLF detection times always the same, or can/should it depend on UE activity ?

=>
Should send an LS, indicating our questions and listing the alternatives we are considering. In R2-087102
Configuration handling at re-establishment (other aspects (L1/MAC in common session))
R2-086564:
Use of delta signalling upon re-establishment
Samsung

[proposals 3,5,6,7,8]

=>
Agreed on proposals 3
Proposal 5:

-
CATT wonders what happens if new power classes are introduced ? Samsung assumes the UE can always go to his maximum if not limited.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 6

-
ZTE wonder is there is no dedicated RACH configuration ,the UE will select a common preamble ? Samsung assumes this is clear from the MAC. ZTE thinks that also for handover, higher layers could indicate a dedicated preamble 0 to lower layers. 
-
QC thinks we should not increase the size of the handover command unnecessarily.

-
ALU thinks we should add a reference to the MAC spec.

=>
Will indicate in the field description that in case of absence contention based access is applicable, and add a reference to the MAC spec.

Proposal 7

-
Ericsson thinks the existing condition “handover” could be used.

-
Panasonic wonders if we can move the security configuration under the mobility control info ?

-
Huawei assumes it would be good to keep it separate. QC would prefer to keep it separate

=>
Agreed but using existing condition “handover”

Proposal 8

-
NSN supports this proposal

-
NTT DCM points out that also the AS configuration in the container needs to be updated. Can included the C-RNTI in the AS context or the AS configuration ? Samsung thinks the context is information not configured to the UE, so the C-RNTI should be in the AS configuration.

=>
Agreed , and include in the AS-configuration.
=>
Will see a text proposal update in R2-087103
R2-087103:
Use of delta signalling upon re-establishment
Samsung
-
NTT DCM proposes not to make changes to 5.3.5.4 since NTT DCM already handles this
-
Field description for physicalConfigDedicated should be corrected.

-
NSN wonders whether C-RNTI does not need to be imported and ue-info import can be removed ?

-
remove field description in the AS configuration for UE information

=>
Text proposal update in R2-087276
R2-087276:
Use of delta signalling upon re-establishment
Samsung
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086202:
Actions upon initiation of RRC connection re-establishment
IPWireless, NextWave Wireless

[proposal 2 only]
-
QC prefers to keep the current situation, i.e. no checking.  Panasonic agrees. TMO agrees.
-
Assumption is that connection reject handing / RACH persistency handling is sufficient.

-
TMO thinks this can be consider like an incoming handover.

-
Samsung points out we have a similar situation in UMTS

=>
Noted

SAE bearer id / DRB

R2-086536:
DRB id in Handover command
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell

-
CATT assumes that during handover you can only release some DRB’s. 

-
There does not seem to be any reason to change the DRB-Id at handover

-
Panasonic also support to always keep the DRB-ID the same. So fixed mapping between DRB-Id and SAE-bearer Id.

-
NTT DCM wonders that if we have a 1-to-1 relation, we have to do a handover at HFN wrap-around. Seems so. 
=>
Agree that we only configure the DRB-Id at SAE bearer setup, and agree to text proposal 2. Later agreed to include in R2-087195.
R2-086328:
Issues in changing DRB identity
Panasonic

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-086181:
ID change due to DRB reconfiguration
Infineon

=> Noted (already covered)
R2-086301:
Clarifications on SRB/DRB configurations
Qualcomm Europe

Proposal 1:
-
Infineon wonders what is really the proposal ?  Infineon prefers a consistent naming between SRB and DRB. Maybe logicalChannelIdentity is the better name, but it should also be changed in the DRBaddMod list.
-
Some editorial issues on ASN1.

=>
Agreed, but also change the field name in the  DRBAddModList

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic supports this proposal. AlU thinks this is not needed.

-
Infineon sees no problem

=>
Not agreed

=>   Should see update text proposal for proposal1 in R2-087105
R2-087105:
Clarifications on SRB/DRB configurations
Qualcomm Europe
=>
Text proposal is agreed
ACB

R2-086160:
TP to 36.331 on Access barring and informing upper layers
IPWireless, NextWave Wireless

-
NTT DCM assumes in the last “else” string, that only applies to MT calls ? IPW clarifies that the final else covers both proposals 1 and 3.
=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086470:
ACB for Emergency Call
CATT

-
NTT DCM supports this proposal
-
Samsung wonders if the additional indents are really needed ? Can we not only have an additional “else” ?

=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086619:
On the testability of the Access Probability Factor
NEC

-
HTC thinks testability can be addressed in RAN5. NEC agrees but understand from RAN5 that currently they think this is impossible to test and therefore do not plan to test it. 
-
NTT DCM is aware of the RAN5 problem due to the randomness. NTT DCM thinks the proposal makes sense, but wonders if we have only 5% deviation can we still guarantee sufficient randomness ?
-
Infineon wonders if other specs had not the same problem ? NEC indicates they found one similar feature (counting in MBMS) but it is not tested.
-
Motorola/Nokia wonder if this is really needed ?
-
NTT DCM is fine if this is not specified here, but we should try to have a test case in RAN5.
-
NEC thinks RAN5 has concluded it is not possible to test this if the core specs do not help. However one way forward is to accept that we do not have a test case.
=>
Will not take any action unless requested by RAN5.
NAS recovery

R2-086745:
Connection recovery by NAS and RRC connection release cause
NTT DOCOMO

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson assumes that not all operators might want to have this. Therefore on/off control might be usefull. NTT DCM thinks it is adding unnecessary options to the system. ALU also understood that many operators though this is not necessary always applied. ALU thinks the problem is also mitigated by not keeping UE’s in connected mode for very long.

-
NTT DCM thinks the current TAU barring could already be used for this. However this would also barr normal TAU’s. Ericsson thinks it would be strange to use this.
-
ALU wonders whether a NAS based mechanism really works ?  NTT DCM thinks the parameters could e.g. be updated every TAU.

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung wonders if we really need to distinghuish between “normal” and “mobility from E-UTRAN” ? I.e. do we need to specify the interface in so much detail ? NTT DCM agrees they both could be “other”.

-
Infineon wonders if the intention is to have NAS specify the NAS action on every cause ?
-
Infineon wonders if it is not confusing to talk about release causes even if no release cause was received ? Samsung thinks anyway the signalled NAS release cause might not always be relevant for NAS.

=>
Agreed with one change.
Proposal 4:

-
NSN indicates that NAS should know when not to include the registeredMME. 
=>
Not agreed

	Agreements
1)  The UE RRC shall indicate RRC connection failure to the NAS, when one of the followings occurs, so that the NAS recovery procedure can be initiated by the NAS.

- when an RRCConnectionReestablishmentReject is received upon RRC re-establishment,

- when the selected cell, to which RRC re-establishment is being performed, becomes no longer suitable,

- when T301 has expired,

- when T311 has expired, or

- when the UE has selected a cell from another RAT during T311.

2) From RAN2 point of view, for avoiding spike-loads we do not see a strong need for on/ off control. So far RAN2 has not introduced any on/off control. 
3)  For all cases that lead to leaving RRC_CONNECTED, an RRC connection release cause value, to be indicated to the NAS, shall be defined. The cause values proposed in Table 2 shall be adopted. Normal release and Mobility from E-UTRA can both be handled with release cause “other”.
5) The T311 value range should be extended to {1, 3, 5, 10, 15, 20, 30} seconds, with one spare value.


=>
Update text proposal in R2-087106
R2-087106:
Connection recovery by NAS and RRC connection release cause
NTT DOCOMO
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086606:
NAS service recovery procedure indication - TP to 36.331
NEC

=>
Noted (already covered)
Security: Counter-Check

R2-086632:
Counter Check Implementation
Huawei

=>
R2-086830
R2-086830:
Counter Check Implementation
Huawei

=>
Text proposal is agreed; later update due to ASN.1 error in R2-087278
R2-087278:
Counter Check Implementation
Huawei
-
The value “0” should be used for the response message instead of the request message
=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087280
R2-086217:
TP proposal to capture counter check
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=> Noted (already covered)
Security: Other

R2-086660:
Clean-ups on security capabilities
Huawei

=>
Text proposal is agreed 
R2-086668:
Removal of index increase indicator
Huawei

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086664:
COUNT for SRBs
Huawei

-
Samsung would prefer to say that we “maintain a count” for each RB.
=>
Agreed with small update in R2-087272 
R2-086298:
Removing security related FFS
Qualcomm Europe

=>
Agree on the text proposal for proposal 1.
Other
R2-086183:
Miscallaneous corrections to RRC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Section 2.1:

-
Samsung wonders what the situation is for reporting CGI ? Is separate issue.

=>
Agreed

Section 2.2:
-
Samsung wonders if the capability transfer before handover to E-UTRAN is still not open ? Samsung wonders what the general assumption is when coming from another RAT ? Is the UE signalling LTE capabilities in the source RAT ? Maybe we can indeed do without any capability signalling, i.e. handover is based on basic capabilities, and after the handover the eNB requests the capabilities from the UE (if not provided by MME).

=>
Can remove both message in the note, but keep it in the open issue list
Section 2.3:

=>
Agreed

Section 2.4:

-
Ericsson thinks there is no reason to reduce. Nokia points out that it is e.g. used in DRB-ToAddModifyList. 

-
Infineon thinks from NAS more than 8 would be possible in the future, but then we would have large problems in AS ?

-
Samsung thinks protocols should be a bit flexible. We could even signal 16 for the same cost.

=>
Not argeed
Section 2.5

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see slightly updated text proposal in R2-087273
R2-087273:
Miscallaneous corrections to RRC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086255:
Inclusion of PLMN identity to the IE ‘Registered MME’
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation

-
ALU indicates the “OP” was already removed.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086297:
The need for RRC Connection Release Request
Qualcomm Europe

=>
Noted; no connection release in Rel-8

R2-086327:
Consideration on removing RRCConnectionReestablishmentReject message
Panasonic

=> Updated in R2-087104

R2-087104:
Consideration on removing RRCConnectionReestablishmentReject message
Panasonic, NTT DCM
=> We keep the reject message
R2-086472:
Distinguish UTRA FDD and UTRA TDD modes in RRC Connection Release Message
CATT

-
Ericsson assumes that from the sync channel you can detect whether it is TDD of FDD. So do we really need to inform the UE ? CATT would like to avoid blind detection of the sync channel. Ericsson thinks the UE can automatically detect based on the sync channel structure.
-
QC assumes the network knows the capability of the UE.  A UE that supports both modes should be able to detect which one it is.

-
After offline discussion, it seems the proposal can be agreed

=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086531:
Action upon T300 expiry
Sunplus mMobile Inc.

-
Samsung would prefer a somewhat higher level statement like “consider the connection establishment to have failed”. Ericsson proposes to only state “perform actions as indicated in 5.3.3.6”

=>
Change to “perform actions as indicated in 5.3.3.6”
=>
Updated text proposal is agreed in R2-087116
R2-086571:
Connection control related miscellaneous corrections
Samsung

Only proposals 2,3,4

Proposal 2:

-
ALU would prefer to keep the “this implies that” since it is just indicated in a note. Samsung indicates that for some IE’s we have no procedure text description. So there is no bullet in the procedure text from which it implies. Can offline think about the formulation.
=>
Agreed
Proposal 3:

-
QC indicates during T300 there is no RLC-AM. For the other timers, the bearers are suspended and the bearers are re-establsihed before the timers are restarted. So there should be no RLC unrecoverable detection.

=>
Nokia wonders what the “detect radio link failure” brings in 5.3.11.3 ?  Bullet can be removed. Samsung proposes to strike through the left sentence above the bullet. Will remove the sentence, and change next sentence to “consider radio link failure to be detected”

=>
Agreed with these changes

Proposal 4

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see text update proposal in R2-087110

R2-087110:
Connection control related miscellaneous corrections
Samsung

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086612:
Clarification of the UE capability information transfer
NEC

-
CATT wonders if this is a 1 step or 2 step approach ? I.e. will the network first ask what RAT’s are supported and after that ask for specific capabilities ? Up to enB implementation

=>
Samsung proposes  to align all bullets on wording and the use of the italics for “UE-RadioAccessCapRequest”
=> Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087115
R2-086669:
Clarification on UE actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei

-
Samsung thinks the renaming of sections was already agreed in a previous NTT DCM contribution ? NTT DCM confirms that apart from the first change in 5.3.12, all other changes are already covered.  CATT thinks e.g. 5.3.11.3 is not covered by NTT DCM. NTT DCM will include all cases.
-
Indeed no problem during T311. Also the redirection case seems correctly captured now.

-
Ericsson wonders about the last change in 5.3.12.

=>
Noted

R2-086670:
Issues regarding RRC connection re-establishment procedure
Huawei

-
Only proposal 1 & 2 need to be discussed.
Proposal 1 (first sentence in 5.3.7.3 & last change in 5.3.7.3 in text proposal)

-
QC assumes that in general during T311 the UE selects a suitable cell. We allow the selection of an inter-RAT cell because it is suitable. If the UE is allowed to select an acceptable cell we loose this benefit. Huawei wonders whether this means that when the UE selects an acceptable cell, T311 should continue running ?

-
Nokia clarifies that the cell selection is supposed to find a suitable cell. Only if the UE finds no suitable cell, it will select a suitable cell. So Nokia thinks the text proposal is ok because when we refer to cell selection, it should already be clear that the UE first tries to find a suitable cell.

-
Ericsson thinks this level of detail can be left to UE implementation.

-
Ericsson assumes that during T311 the UE would not select an acceptable cell. Note that with the NTT DCM CR we have increased the timer quite a lot.

-
Vdf thinks the UE should even try re-establishment on an acceptable cell. Infineon wonders if we really want to go this way; e.g. a different PLMN, barred cell ? Infineon wonder if we should not have a special cell selection for this case. Nokia thinks with the current 36.304, UE cannot perform a re-establishment on an acceptable cell.

-
Panasonic points out that it would be extremely unlikely that an acceptable cell would be prepared.

-
HTC thinks maybe the T311 timers table also needs a change. Can be checked.

=>
Can add “suitable” in the beginning in 5.3.7.3 (will not clarify further)
Proposal 2 (first strike-through in 5.3.7.2):
=>
Agreed

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-087171
R2-087171:
Issues regarding RRC connection re-establishment procedure
Huawei
=>
Agreed
R2-086141:
TP to 36.331 on Handling of absent ul-Bandwidth field in MobilityControlInformation for TDD cells IPWireless, NextWave Wireless
-
CATT supports this proposal

-
Samsung thinks these aspects can in general be removed from the procedural section since they should be clear from the field description

-
IPW is fine with removing the text since field decription is sufficient clear

=>
Noted

R2-086157:
text proposal for T304
ZTE

-
LG thinks this is not needed because anyway at re-establishment  all timers are stopped. Not there.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086166:
Usage of IE and field
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=>
Update in R2-087108

R2-087108:
Usage of IE and field
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
It was questioned whether we could have a definition of “field” and “IE” in the spec ?

=>
Should include a carification of field and IE. Where to put this can be discussed offline

-
ALU wonders if this is really necessary ? Will it not just lead to confusion because people will not use it consistently ? Infineon agrees with this concern; we could use IE all over irrespective of whether we mean the field or the type.

-
Samsung thinks in the procedure text we use upper or lower case, and based on that it should be clear what we use.  Samsung thinks this should be sufficient

=>
Issue can be discussed offline. Might see update in R2-087172
R2-087172:
Usage of IE and field
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Agree on the principle of using the different names
=>
Definitions can be discussed offline; will see update in R2-087364 [CB Frid]
R2-086296:
NAS abort of RRC connection establishment procedure
Qualcomm Europe

-
Ericsson wonders why we need to indicate to higher layers ? QC just added the general text. NSN thinks the last sentence is not needed

-
Nokia wonders about the other sentence. Why is that needed ?

=>
Noted

R2-086573:
Clarification on inclusion of registeredMME
Qualcomm Europe

-
Vdf thinks the note is a bit confusing since this might be a converted MME-Id. So the second part of the sentence is better removed. QC thinks we still need to indicate that if there is no previous MME (either converted or not), then nothing is provided. More carefull wording can be considered.
-
Motorola indicated that upper layers do not provide the IE.

-
Infineon wonders if this is really needed. ALU think it is more something for the stage-2.

=>
Noted

R2-086640:
Clean-ups on 36.331
Huawei

Only text proposal 3,4,5,6 need to be discussed.
3rd change text proposal

=>
Agreed
4th change text proposal

=>
Agreed
5th change text proposal

-
QC thinks the trigger is also needed when the algorithm is not provided.
=>
Not agreed

6th change

-
Panasonic assumes these parameters are normally different. CATT thinks this can be kept the same often. Ericsson assume it can often be the same and it save 26 bits. ZTE thinks this is not needed. NSN supports the procedure.

=>
Agreed
=>
Will see update text proposal in R2-087173
R2-087173:
Clean-ups on 36.331
Huawei
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086471:
Handling of T302,T303 and T305 Stop
CATT

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung thinks this is a specification, not an implementation. 

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson thinks the current text is sufficient clear. CATT would prefer to have these references.

=>
Noted
R2-086711:
Small change on reconfiguration failure
LG Electronics Inc.

-
Samsung assumes that the UE has not applied anything from the security configuration, so there is no reversing
-
Anyway a smart implementation will not revert when going to IDLE.

=>
Noted

R2-086714:
Inter-RAT cell selection during re-establishment
LG Electronics Inc.

-
So LG wonder whether we should really allow selection of an Inter-RAT cell ?
-
Nokia thinks this has been discussed several times, and we agreed to the way it is now. 
=>
Noted

R2-086719:
Clean-up on Reception of RRCConnectionReestablishment
LG Electronics Inc.

Changes in green:

=>
Can be agreed

Changes in yellow

-
QC does not understand why this should be removed.

-
Eriscson would prefer to keep it since it is not incorrect and makes the desired behaviour clear.

=>
Agree to changes in green and update proposal can be provided in R2-087174
R2-0867174:
Clean-up on Reception of RRCConnectionReestablishment
LG Electronics Inc.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086720:
Cell selection during re-establishment
LG Electronics Inc.

-
First proposal was already agreed.
-
Panasonic thinks there is no re-esatblishment on an acceptable cell.

-
QC thinks we should not specify detailed behaviour for emergency call. 

=>
Noted
Not available/late
R2-086292:
Support for on-the-fly key change in RRC
Qualcomm Europe

R2-086537:
EPS bearer handling in RRC connection release
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell

R2-086717:
correction on Radio Link Failure related actions
LG Electronics Inc.

6.2.1.3
Measurements
=> Including email discussion outcome:  ICIC measurement [Huawei]
ICIC measurement

R2-086591:
Email 63bis_LTE_B13 ICIC measurements
Huawei

-
ZTE thinks we should state “if the reportOnleave is set for the corresponding measurement id”. Huawei thinks there is on misinterpretation possible. Samsung thinks it is sufficiently clear.

=>
Text proposal is agreed
Other
R2-086565:
Measurement related clarifications
 Samsung

Proposal 1
-
ZTE thinks that we will not use the purposes “reportstrongestcelforSON” for GERAN. We will only use this for UMTS/CDMA. ZTE assumes that ncc-permitted should also be considered for SON. Nokia thinks the current text is correct: should not consider NCC-permitted for SON.

=>
Agreed but maybe change needed for GERAN; can discuss offline if different handling for NCC-permitted should be applied.
Proposal 2

-
Panasonic shares the view that this should be resolved, and is also fine with this TP.

-
QC wonders if there is a problem that neighbouringMeasResults can only store up to maxReportCells ? So we cannot remove ? Samsung thinks the IE can contain up to 32 cells. Panasonic shares QC’s understanding.

-
Samsung wonders what the alternative is ? Do we want to have a temporary variable ? QC thinks the limit can be immediately applied when you do the ordering ? In Panasonic’s text proposal considers the limitation immediately when ordering

=>
Not agreed (will look at Panasonic text later)

Proposal 3

=>
Field description should clearly indicate that this field is only used when the report amount is larger than 1.
-
Vdf would like to have a much bigger range.
=>
Ericsson proposes to have following values for the reporting interval 120, 240, 480, 640, 1024, 2048, 5120, 10240. 4 bit value.
=>
Agreed with these changes

Proposal 4

=>
Agreed

Proposal 5

-
CATT thinks there is a dependency with proposal 6. 
-
Huawei explains that if there is no speed dependant scaling for intra, but there is for other RAT’s, then the mobilityStateParameters need to be included, but not the speedDependentScaling in SIB3.

-
Nokia wonders if this really happens ? Nokia thinks anyway you could put the hysteresis to 0, and scaling to 1.

=> 
Agreed
Proposal 6

-
TMO thinks this was explicitly discussed before and agreed. Samsung has no strong opinion but was thinking it would be good to align IDLE and CONNECTED.
-
TMO thinks that different RAT’s might operate on different frequencies and then benefit from different scaling.
-
Samsung wonders what the current situation is ? Per frequency for intra-LTE, and per –RAT for UTRAN ? TMO thinks the operator knows what UTRAN frequencies are targeted. Huawei assumes we should also have the active mode scaling done per RAT. However there is no text proposals
-
Nokia thinks it might be good to have aligned behaviour for IDLE and CONNECTED.  NTT DCM would be happy not to have the scaling per RAT/freq in CONNECTED mode. It will be quite difficult to introduce this in the measurement configuration structure. TMO is also happy to keep it at the current situation.
-
Samsung wonders why not only the Treselection is specific per RAT, why also the scaling factor ?
=>
Not agreed

General

=>
Should use the correct baseline version

=>
We should text update in R2-087178
R2-087178:
Measurement related clarifications
 Samsung
-
“min30 and min60” should be corrected
=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087361
R2-086329:
Clarification for Measurement Reporting
Panasonic

=> Revised 6957 => Revised in 7109

R2-087109:
Clarification for Measurement Reporting
Panasonic

Proposal 1:
-
Nokia thinks “serving cell” should be used.

-
Huawei wonders if we have procedure text for all mandatory parameters, or is this clear from the presence in ASN.1 ?

=>
Not needed

Proposal 2:

-
Can think about a small change to remove the incorrect mentioning of “all” neighbouring cells

=>
Intention is agreed but should think further about formulation.
Proposal 3:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 4:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 5:

=>
Already covered before

Proposal 6:

-
CATT thinks it is not necessary. Panasonic thinks it is nice for consistency.
=>
Agreed

Proposal 7

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087179 [CB Frid]
R2-086474:
Corrections on Measurement
CATT

-
proposal 1 already covered
Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed
Proposal 3:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 4:

-
Samsung wonders if we really need this ? CATT points out that TDD is already using a different name. Samsung would prefer to call both “CellIdentity”

=>
Will change name of utra-TDD case to “CellIdentity”

Proposal 5:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 6:

-
QC indicates that with the change it is not possible to only signal one of them. CATT assumes you could just set to fc0 ?

-
Ericsson wonder if it is realitistic to have more than 1 ? CATT thinks this cannot be excluded.
=>
Can think offline how this best captured in ASN.1

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087180
R2-087180:
Corrections on Measurement
CATT
=>
Make both measurement quantities “OD”

=>
Agree to the text proposal with this change in R2-087275
R2-086330:
Resetting event and periodical reporting
Panasonic

-
ALU thinks if there is a required UE behaviour, we should clearly capture it.

-
Samsung thinks a statement could be included in the section related to the swapping. Samsung thinks we should not address locally stored information, but focus on configured parameters.

-
QC points out that there we cannot address the reconfiguration case.

=>
Should see mandatory text in R2-087181
R2-087181:
Resetting event and periodical reporting
Panasonic
-
Samsung wonders whether it is now really clear what we are resetting since there is an “e.g.” ?
-
Should update to reset only the 3 indicated timers for the concerning measurement id’s (remove the i.e.)

-
Samsung indicates that so far we have not indicated any timer for TTT in RRC. So this is more “associated information”.

=>
“Reset reportInterval, T321 and any other information associated to this measurement id e.g. TTT timers.”

=>
Will see an update in R2-087268
R2-087268:
Resetting event and periodical reporting
Panasonic
- 
change to “whichever one is running”
=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087299
R2-086331:
Periodical measurement reporting
Panasonic

General

-
QC is wondering whether we really need s-measure in Rel-8 ? Since RAN4 now already adapts the measurement performance with DRX, the needs seems to be reduced. Ericsson thinks that stil there is no strong need to have measurements in that condition.

-
Panasonic wonders if normal periodical reporting can be removed from Rel-8 ? QC prefers not to remove this. NTT DCM is ok to remove. Ericsson prefers to keep.

Proposal 1-4:
-
Periodical reporting when above S-measure: Nokia thinks we could continue reporting. The network can detect from the serving cell quality that the UE did not measure

=>
Periodical reporting above S-measure: Continue reporting

After offline discussion:
-
Proposal after offline discussion is to always continue periodical reporting even if measurement is not made due to Smeas or gaps. The network can detect this by checking the reported serving cell quality. It would mean that for periodical reporting, the report would be empty (apart from serving cell), and for event based periodical reporting the contents would just be the cellstriggerlist contents.
=> 
Agree that periodical reporting is always continued even if measurement is not made due to Smeas or gaps. The network can detect this by checking the reported serving cell quality. It would mean that for periodical reporting, the report would be empty (apart from serving cell), and for event based periodical reporting the contents would just be the cellstriggerlist contents.

Proposal 5:
-
QC proposes what is the new part ? Currently the first report is sent when the first result is available. QC was assuming that the timer was started after the first report.
-
Nokia sees no strong reason to change. Anyway it is implementation when the measurements are really coming to higher layers so in practise there will not be much difference.

-
Panasonic concern is that the UE might not find any cell on the measurement object and it might not sent any report. Samsung assumes that a measurement result might also mean that no cells are detected. This is also a measurement result. 
-
Nokia thinks a serving cell measurement is always available.

-
Note that applicable cells for neighbouring cells does still not include the serving cell.

=>
Can add a note to indicate that also the availability of serving cell measurements can start the periodical reporting.

Proposal 6:
-
LG wonders what this adds ? It is a clarification what to include in the report
-
ZTE wonders if this means that if the UE stays in the same place, it might still result in varying reports based on what the UE measures ?  ZTE thinks it is a little bit strange. The UE could e.g. report (1,2), (3,4), (1,2), (3,4),….
-
LG thinks this is the current behaviour already since we have no history.

=>
Agreed (as long as you set the timer long enough there is no problem)

Proposal 7:

=>
Agreed (already current behaviour)

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087184

R2-087184:
Periodical measurement reporting
Panasonic
=>
NOTE 2 should be removed (will be captured by NSN document)
=>
ZTE wonder about NOTE3; “or measurement gaps are not active”

=>
Agree on the text proposal with removing NOTE2 and update of NOTE3 in R2-087356
R2-086165:
DRX and TTT
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
Ericsson agrees on the principle but wonders about the “no longer than DRX cycle”? So maybe some reformulation is needed.

-
NTT DCM thinks we should not extend to the DRX cycle, but up to when the next measurement sample is available from lower layers. Nokia thinks this cannot be mandated. Nokia thinks we have to allow reporting only based on one measurement sample if the TTT is shorter than the DRX.
-
Motorola wonders when this can happen (TTT < DRX) ? Nokia thinks this could happen e.g. if the long-DRX is 1s. Motorola assumes the TTT would be set in relation to the long DRX configuration so we have nothing special to do.

-
QC wonders why we want to allow to receive this additional measurement ? Each reporting should provide sufficient reliability. 

-
Motorola thinks it could be left to UE implementation to immediately send a report when he knows no new report is coming in the TTT.

-
NTT DCM understands that RAN4 has discussed this extensively and agreed that the measurement report should be triggered after the TTT has expired and one additional measurement sample is obtained.
-
NTT DCM wonders whether this is only for TTT < DRX. NTT DCM thinks this could always be applied.

-
QC wonders why RAN4 has agreed on this way forward.

=>
Should check with RAN4. If possible offline agreement, can see updated text proposal in R2-087185 [CB Fri]
R2-086164:
Correction to S-measure value range
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

=>  Proposal 1 (“97”) is agreed
-
Samsung supports the proposal to have one IE for all places. 

=>
Replacement is agreed. Can discuss a more generic naming

=>
Will also change the range for RSRQ from 0..34)

=>
Add a reference to RAN4 specs in field description

=>
Update field description also so that no spares are left.

=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087186
R2-087186:
Correction to S-measure value range
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086496:
Value range of rsrqResult
Fujitsu

=> Noted

R2-086416:
The need for filter coefficient
Ericsson

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086293:
Additional condition for clearing VarMeasurementReports
Qualcomm Europe

-
Maybe we should only remove the measurement reporting entries for the corresponding measurements ?

-
Samsung is ok with the principle but the wording should be a bit aligned to other cases.

=>
Principle is agreed; will be included in R2-087181.
R2-086295:
L3 filtering in case of DRX
Qualcomm Europe

=>
Withdrawn
R2-086302:
Concluding optionality for Measurement Bandwidth
Qualcomm Europe

-
Ericsson proposes to have a default of 6dB for the dedicated signalled configuration, and the UE. See R2-086415
=>
Noted

R2-086415:
The use of measurement bandwidth
Ericsson

-
QC agrees with the default. 

=>
“serving frequency” should not be added to the field description of the MeasObjectEUTRA.

=>
Inclusion in MeasObject will be mandatory, but still field description will allow will be to use 6 RB.

-
Nokia thinks the name should be updated to the RAN4 name of “neighbouring cell BW”

-
Nokia wonders if it is correct that the SIB3 field description is not updated. Ericsson thinks so (UE in IDLE mode should be more capable of measuring wider BW). Motorola thinks also 6 RB measurement is allowed in IDLE. QC has the same understanding.
-
Motorola thought for intra-freq is always 6RB. Can be discussed offline.

=>
Should add same field description in SIB3 & SIB4

=>
Will see text proposal update of R2-086415 in R2-087188
R2-087188:
The use of measurement bandwidth
Ericsson
-
In offline discussion it was agreed not leave the specification of UE allowed measurement BW to RAN4.
-
It was commented that the default for the connected mode IE is not needed.

=>
Should remove the default for the connected mode object
=>
With that change the text proposal is agreed in R2-087271

R2-086391:
Aligning Values In MeasObjectCDMA2000 To Other RATs
Nortel

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086418:
Value ranges of RSRQ, s-Measure, timeToTrigger and reportInterval
Ericsson

-
Only sMeasure and TTT are remaining
-
sMeasure will be covered by the Nokia CR on RSRPrange. NTT DCM wonders if we need the 1dB range ?
TTT

-
Nortel points out that there is alignment to the DRX values. Why is this done ? Ericsson assumes that a smart UE could align TTT and DRX.

-
NSN has proposal on TTT with UTRAN ranges. However no big preference.

=>
Should talk about “ms”….

=>
Should define a subIE

=>
Will be included in R2-087186

R2-086461:
Considerations for Value Range of Periodic Report Interval
Vodafone
TP
36.331

-
NTT DCM sees no strong need for large values like 1 and 2 hours. NTT DCM thinks it is sufficient to go to several minutes. TMO agrees
=>
Propose to add: 1, 6, 12, 30, 60min
-
QC thinks nothing is needed in stage-2 if we agree on this ? Vdf would still like to have something in stage-2

=>
Additional values will be included in R2-087178
R2-086294:
Measurement related actions at mobility
Qualcomm Europe

Proposal 4 already covered by Panasonic.
Proposal 1,2,3:

-
Samsung is quite happy about the current text. Should only change if there is really a problem. Nokia agrees.

-
NTT DCM thinks we could clarify what the “source cell” corresponds to in case of re-establishment.

-
QC wonders what we do in case of handover failure: does the UE revert the mapping, or perform a second remapping ? Can check up to the next meeting if something really needs to be clarified

-
Panasonic thinks it is clear from 5.3.5.6 that you revert in case of handover failure. NTT DCM agrees. This is the common understanding.
=>
Noted

R2-086548:
Measurement related action upon handover
LG Electronics Inc.

Only proposal 3 (text changes in section 5.5.6.1):
-
NTT DCM would prefer keeping the current text.

=>
Noted 

R2-086677:
Miscellaneous clarifications for measurement
Huawei

-
Huawei proposes to only discuss the last sentence proposed to be added (in NOTE in 5.5.6.1)
-
Samsung wonders in general what the intention is on SFN need for configuration parts. Do we want to describe all cases ? Samsung thinks it might be better to have general statement that certain configurations are only applicable when the SFN is known.

=>
Can think about a general formulation for the next meeting.

R2-086158:
Text proposal on ANR measurement
ZTE

Proposal 1:
-
ZTE assumes that NCC-permitted should be considered also for SON. So the cases can be aligned.

=>
Proposal 1 is agreed; will be included in R2-087178

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed; will also be include in R2-087178.

R2-086715:
Handling of NumberOfReportSent
LG Electronics Inc.

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung thinks this issue has been discussed before, and what we have today is the intended behaviour: i.e. when a new cell is added, we will report it the number of report times. Ericsson agrees that the current behaviour is ok.
=>
Not agreed


Proposal 2/3:

-
Panasonic wonders what is really proposed; the current text seems ok. Ericsson thinks the current text is ok.
=>
Noted
6.2.1.4 
PDU contents details
R2-086130:
TP to 36.331 on UE Tx antenna selection
IPWireless, NextWave Wireless
TP
36.331

-
There seems to be no RAN1 progress on this issue in 36.213. New text proposal are in preparation.

=>
Will not capture this in the Ericsson L1 document and treat this issue when an update becomes available of this document in R2-086995
R2-086995:
TP to 36.331 on UE Tx antenna selection
IPWireless, NextWave Wireless
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086256:
TP for “Time to Trigger” value range
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
TP 36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-086335:
Cell Selection Criterion for detected Neighbour Cells
Panasonic
TP
36.331

-
NTT DCM thinks it is sufficient to only have it per carrier. Nokia agrees. Erisson also agrees. Panasonic is ok to only have it per carrier. However we do thus not concern about medical facility ? NTT DCM thinks that anyway the serving cell can indicate a specific value.
-
Samsung wonders what an operator should do if Pmax is not the same in all neighbouring cells ? Ericsosn thinks we also have the cell specific offset already.

-
CATT wonders if the intra-freq information should not be placed in SIB3 ? Panasonic thinks only common parameters for intra-/inter- should go in SIB3. CATT thinks in the past we sai that a system can work without SIB4. NTT DCM agrees with SIB3.

-
Ericsson noticed that the max power for GERAN is not included currently. 

=>
Also include the max power for GERAN

=>
Agree on the proposal but only for a per carrier configuration of Pmax and Qrxlevmin , SIB3 and SIB5

=>
Will see text update proposal in R2-087190
R2-087190:
Cell Selection Criterion for detected Neighbour Cells
Panasonic
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086388:
ReportConfig EIs missing value ranges
Nortel, Alcatel-Lucent, Motorola
TP
36.331

=> Noted (already covered)

R2-086413:
The value range of Sintrasearch, Snonintrasearch, Threshserving_low, Threshx_low, Threshx_high
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Should introduce subIE’s for these parameters
=>
Can see update text proposal in R2-087191
R2-087191:
The value range of Sintrasearch, Snonintrasearch, Threshserving_low, Threshx_low, Threshx_high
Ericsson
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086414:
Optionality of IEs in RadioResourceConfigCommon
Ericsson
TP
36.331

Only proposal 3 is left

-
NSN supports the proposal
=>
Agree with proposal 3 and should see text update in R2-087192
R2-087192:
Optionality of IEs in RadioResourceConfigCommon
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086421:
Range of EARFCN
Ericsson, CATT, T-Mobile
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-086475:
Clean up of TDD IEs
CATT
TP
36.331

-
Proposal 4 already covered

=>
Agree to proposal 1,2,3, 5, 6,7
=>
Need to see text update in R2-087193
R2-087193:
Clean up of TDD IEs
CATT
TP
36.331
=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086476:
Restructure of SIB3
CATT
TP
36.331

-
Ericsson supports the proposal
=>
neighbourcellconfiguration can be left where it is since it is covered in another text proposal

-
Huawei wonders if this is not in conflict with another text proposal ?

-
CATT would like to add further clarification w.r.t. linking between Qhyst part and t-reselectionscaling part. 

-
Need for parameters can be checked; also field description seems duplicated

=>
Can offline discuss the update based on the above. Will see text proposal update R2-087194

R2-087194:
Restructure of SIB3
CATT
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086575:
Logical channel configuration needed when RB mapping changes
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331

-
Infineon wonders if there is no situation in which we want to change the mapping, but do not want to indicate the RLC configuration. QC thinks there is no such configuration. Then Infineon wonders it is not better to include the logical channel id in the logical channelconfig ?
-
Samsung wonders if we really need flexibility for this mapping ?

=>
Will have a fixed mapping to a logical channel id for the DRB

=>
Will see text update in R2-087195 (align with ALU)

R2-087195:
Logical channel configuration needed when RB mapping changes
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331
-
Also includes result of R2-086536
=>
Condition on RLC configuration should be on Logical Channel Conf.

=>
One condition code can be removed

=>
Samsung proposes to keep the condition names short so that they do not swap over.

=>
Will see update in R2-087274
R2-087274:
Logical channel configuration needed when RB mapping changes
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086577:
Clarification to units of accessProbabilityFactor
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086655:
Discussion on value ranges of some cell reselection parameters
Huawei, CMCC
TP 36.331

=>
Noted (everything is covered)
Not available/late
R2-086257:
Definition of Key Indicator
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Coporation
TP
36.331

6.2.1.5
Inter-RAT Mobility
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). Security issues ?
Security: Inter-RAT general
R2-086740:
Inter-RAT security handling
NTT DOCOMO

=>
Update in R2-086831

R2-086831:
Inter-RAT security handling
NTT DOCOMO

=>
Noted (for information only)
Security: Inter-RAT from E-UTRAN

R2-086742:
Signalling of NAS DL COUNT in mobility from E-UTRA
NTT DOCOMO

-
NTT DCM agrees that a possibility would be to include a NAS container.
R2-086254:
NAS DL COUNT in MobilityFromEUTRACommand
Nokia Siemens Network, Nokia Corporation


Options:


1) Directly in MobilityFromEUTRACommand by eRRC


2) NAS Container from MME included in MobilityFromEUTRACommand
Discussion:

-
ALU wonders whether we need no procedural text for the IE in the NSN solution ? NSN thinks it would be sufficiently described in 33.401.

-
NSN thinks we could have a NAS container for both handover directions. NTT DCM agrees.
-
NTT DCM assumes maybe no additional container is needed. 

=>
Will have new NAS container and ask CT1 to define the contents.

-
Samsung wonders if it could be the same as the container in the reconfiguration ? E.g. is the contents different from a NAS perspective ? NSN assumes CT1 will define the container content directly, i.e. no real NAS message.
-
CATT wonders if this is also used for handover to GERAN ? Probably (cc: GERAN)
=>
Agree on the text proposal from R2-086254

Security: Inter-RAT to E-UTRAN

R2-086262:
Security parameter for Inter-RAT HO to EUTRAN
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
-
NTT DCM asks if the proposal is again to have a special bitstring ? Yes. 

-
NTT DCM wonders if we should leave the decision to CT1. NTT DCM is fine with taking a working assumption but we might need to reconsider based on the response.

-
QC wonders why we would like IP over this container ? NTT DCM is fine about the assumption. Ericsson assumes that it is not sufficient with AS IP. Then the target eNB could highjack the connection. NTT DCM does not see a strong need.
-
Samsung wonders why we do not include all directly in AS ? Ericsson thinks it is NAS parameters.

=>
LS should bring up the issue of NAS MAC-I for both directions and ask SA3.
=>
Can agree to add an additional container
=>
LS will be provided in R2-086837

What is in the securityConfiguration for this case ?

-
NTT DCM assumes it is included, containing the algorithms and NCC either optional or with “0”. In principle the eNB could choose any value it likes (cyclic counter). Samsung thinks SA3 indicated the NCC should always be included. ALU assumes that at least the UE should always be able to know the value.
-
Ericsson wonders if a KSI/KeyIndicator is usefull ? NTT DCM assumes there is no use for an AS parameter, and the container will include the KSI. Ericsson thinks this can depend on the intra-LTE discussions.

=> Agree to text proposal from R2-086262
R2-086735:
Inter RAT Handover restriction
Samsung

-
ALU agrees it is a possible approach. Something would need to be specified in the stage-2. However ALU is also fine with the current restriction.
-
QC wonders when CK/IK is not available ? E.g. during initial attach.

-
Ericsson thinks the current restriction is easier to implement in the RNC without involving the CN. Samsung thinks it is unnecessarily restrictive.

-
Huawei has a preference to keep the current condition.

=>
Noted

Security: KeyIndicator and other aspects
R2-086743:
Intra-LTE security handling
NTT DOCOMO
-
NTT DCM agrees that we need at least a 1 bit indicator to point out in a handover if a Kasme change is taken into account.

R2-086425:
NCC and KSI details
Ericsson

R2-086642:
Discussion on the usage of key indicator case
Huawei

R2-086426:
Presence of security IEs in HO
Ericsson

R2-086671:
Clarification on the IE securityConfiguration in HO case
Huawei

R2-086501:
Removal of the KeyIndicator from the IE SecurityConfiguration
Alcatel-Lucent
=> Updated in R2-086826
R2-086826:
Removal of the KeyIndicator from the IE SecurityConfiguration
Alcatel-Lucent
R2-086739:
Key notification at Inter RAT Handover
Samsung
TP
36.331

Main questions:

- Need to have KeyIndicator for intra-LTE handover (seems so) ? Is this KSI (4 bit) or 1-bit change ?

- NCC 2 or 3 bits ?

Question 1: is the “key change indictator” a KSI, or only a 1 bit indicator, absence of NCC ?
-
Ericsson wonders if absence of NCC is really sufficient ? ALU assumes that it just means that if the NCC is absent, it means a Kasme change and the assume NCC value should be “0”.
-
Samsung thinks that SA3 indicates that the NCC could also have other values. ALU thinks we could specify a value to be assumed by the UE.
-
NTT DCM thinks KSI and NCC are quite independent parameters and prefers not to couple.
-
Huawei assumes we only need 1 bit. ALU agrees. Samsung thinks 1 bit is sufficient normally, but thinks there might be a case with AKA and TAU conflict. 

-
Ericsson thinks there might be a problem after an inter-RAT handover and there is a handover before the cached context is taken into account. ALU thinks it can always be handed with 1 bit.

-
NTT DCM thinks the MME should wait for a timer for the TAU from the UE. Only if the timer expires the MME should take further action like initiating an AKA.

-
Ericsson thinks we should not make all these assumptions. Ericsson would feel much safer if the KSI is signalled (with type bit).
	Agreements:
1) Will need some kind of keychange indication in intra-LTE handovers
2) Will for now include a 1 bit KeyChange indicator

3) NCC length of 2 bits, mandatory included in every handover (M in security container)
4) Should capture NCC behaviour in RRC



=> 
Sent LS to SA3/CT1 asking for confirmation on a 1 bit keyIndicator, or whether KSI type/value should be signalled. In R2-086837
=>
Will see a text proposal in R2-087197
R2-087197:
TP to 36.331 on Intra-LTE security handling
-
Ericsson think they are ok but would like to be allowed to come back if there are problems.
-
QC wonders about a “shall” in 5.3.1.2 ?

=>
Change to a “should” 

-
QC wonders whether the field description of the KeyChangeIndicator could be improved ? 

=>
Will add “or the Kasme associated with the latest KeNB”

-
ALU wonders if we have key change in re-establishment ? This could in principle be supported by the network for the re-establishment in same cell case. ALU proposes we only discuss the “FALSE” case.

=>
We only have FALSE behaviour with nothing to check for the re-establihsment case
=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087363
R2-087363:
TP to 36.331 on Intra-LTE security handling
=>
Text proposal is agreed
Other
R2-086259:
Clarification on Cell Change Order to GERAN
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation TP
36.331

=>
Note is probably better included in 5.4.3.5

-
Ericsson wonders what point the UE should reach w.r.t. 44.060 when T304 can be stopped ? NSN assumes 44.060 indicates when the CCO should be considered successful. Samsung indicates that in UMTS we had the condition in the UMTS spec, so maybe there is an issue with 44.060.
=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086260:
Support of CCO from GERAN to EUTRAN
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NEC TP 36.331

-
There is a typo in first line of 5.4.6.4 since it talks about cell reselection and should talk about CCO
=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087198
R2-087198:
Support of CCO from GERAN to EUTRAN
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NEC TP 36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086543:
TP to UTRAN/GERAN capabilities in UE Capability Information
HTC Corporation
TP 36.331

UTRAN

-
Infineon wonders why the INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO is included ? CATT agrees this is a bit strange. 
-
Samsung assumes that source adapt to target, so we cannot change the format.

GERAN

-
Ericsson wonders why CM2 and CM3 are not proposed to be included ? HTC thinks that the contents is largely covered.

=> 
Keep open until next meeting; can be discussed by EMAIL DISC. In the same discussion we can also discuss inter-RAT LTE capability change for direction to E-UTRAN. [Ericsson]
R2-086661:
Clarifications on T304 usage
Huawei
TP
36.331

-
Samsung assumes in this table we do not need to cover the handover case for the expiry. It is used for the handover to E-UTRA.
-
Erisson agrees that a UE can go back after CCO from E-UTRAN failure to the previous cell with a re-establishment.
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086713:
Restructuring MobilityFromE-UTRA
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

-
Quite a lot of changes but nothing seems to be currently broken.
-
NSN thinks there is a risk that the proposed ASN.1 currently makes it clear that CCO is only to GERAN. However this is not clear from the new text proposal. NSN prefers the existing ASN.1 struture.

-
Huawei agrees with NSN.

=> 
Noted
R2-086679:
Corrections related CDMA2000 systems in TS 36.331
Huawei

=>
Updated in R2-087182

R2-087182:
Corrections related CDMA2000 systems in TS 36.331
Huawei

-
ALU thinks the change is correct, but it might be better to strike through the sentence altogether in 5.4.4.3 (paragraph above editors note)


=>
Text proposal update in R2-087199
R2-087199:
Corrections related CDMA2000 systems in TS 36.331
Huawei
=>
Text proposal is agreed
Not available/late/Withdrawn

R2-086145:
Optimization of Registration for 1xRTT CS Fallback
KDDI
TP
36.331

=>
withdrawn
R2-086332
Remaining issues on inter-RAT aspect
Panasonic
TP
36.331

R2-086589:
Broadcast parameters for CS Fallback to 1xRTT
Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331

=>
Withdrawn
6.2.1.6
Broadcast

Including System information (e.g. where to signal EARFCN ?), MBMS and ETWS. 
Default UL BW

R2-086797:
The use of ul-Bandwidth
Ericsson
TP
36.331
R2-086576:
Format 1c for SIB1 and SIB2
Qualcomm Europe

R2-086607:
Default UL-Bandwidth - TP to 36.331
NEC
TP
36.331

Discussion:

-
QC thinks it is clear you do not want to use 1C for the NCL’s. However sees no problem to limit for SIB1/2.
-
Ericsson would like to be able to use 1A for SIB1/2. Ericsson also notes that there is only a problem when UL BW is larger than DL BW which is an almost non-existing scenario.
-
Samsung sees some problems with the RAN1 solution. E.g. for connected mode UE e.g. after handover, should it decode the “fake” or the “real format” 1A size ?

-
CATT indicates this is a FDD specific problem.
-
CATT thinks it does not only concern SIB1/2, because other SIBs might be included in the first SI.

-
NTT DCM points out that the QC contribution was already discussed in RAN1 this week and RAN1 agreed not to limit to 1C.

-
Motorola wonders why not include the UL BW in the MIB ? Ericsson thinks it is a waste for a very infrequent case.

-
NTT DCM assumes that when the UL and DL BW’s are different, the network has to use 1C.  Or you have to use 2 1A PDCCH’s.
-
Ericsson thinks that the network will use 1A when the UL BW <= DL BW, and then the UE will use the default and it will produce the correct size. QC is fine with that. QC is fine with a guess if that guess is always correct.
=>
Agree on specifying a default. 

What would be specified ?

-
Should include in the MIB section.

-
NTT DCM assumes that the first time the UE read the SIB1/2 in that cell during IDLE, this condition would be applicable.

-
When the UE reads SIB2 he will always apply the value read from SIB2

-
At handover this behaviour should not be applied. Also at system information change we already agreed that the UE can continue to apply the old value until he receives new ones.

=>
Can see updated text proposal from R2-086797 in R2-087200
R2-087200:
The use of ul-Bandwidth
Ericsson
TP
36.331
-
QC thinks we agreed a burden on the network that a cell will always apply only one format 1A.
-
It should be clear from the proposed text that the value is only applied until SIB2 is received.

=>
Last sentence should be a bullet 3>

=>
Text proposal is agreed with this change in R2-087359
Mandatory SIBs

R2-086333:
UE behavior in the case of essential SIB missing
Panasonic
TP
36.331

-
QC does not understand the relation between the TP and the proposal.
-
Samsung wonders if the intention is to consider another cell after finding out the barring ?

-
QC agrees that reading SIBs and suitability check is part of suitability check. So the UE will continue looking for another cell.

-
Ericsson would prefer to indicate “while T311 is running in the text proposal”
-
Nokia wonders how the UE knows the cell does not transmit MIB/SIB1/2 ? E.g. could also be due to bad radio conditions ?
R2-086749:
Need for SIB1/2 presence
NTT DOCOMO
Disc


-
Huawei supports the proposal.
-
CATT wonders how we capture this in the specification ? NTT DCM thinks it can be handled by considering cells barred if the SIBs are not provided.

Discussion:

-
Nokia wonders if we have to specify UE behaviour for network error cases ? I.e. do we have to specify this barring ? 

-
Panasonic is fine to leave it to UE implementation

-
Infineon wonders about the re-establishment case. Panasonic thinks it would be good to clarify also for that case that the cell is considered barred.

-
QC thinks it would be nice to have the same behaviour in IDLE and CONNECTED.

=>
If we have the text proposal, we should mention “during T311”

=>
We agree in principle with the text proposal with some changes.

-
What about handover case ? Is there anything to clarify ? What if the UE cannot find MIB/SIB1/SIB2 eventhough they are provided
=>
Will see text proposal update of R2-086333 in R2-087202, and can think if handover case needs to be addressed explicitly
 R2-087202:
UE behavior in the case of essential SIB missing
Panasonic
TP
36.331
-
handover is considered network error case and no UE behaviour is specified
=>
Text proposal is agreed
Other Non-ETWS

R2-086390:
CDMA Neighbor Cell List
Nortel, Motorola
TP
36.331

-
Nokia wonders whether we can now include many more CDMA cells (16*16) ? In theory yes.

=>
Nokia would like to see a statement that the overall limit. Nortel is ok with 32. Nokia is ok,

=>
Nokia points out that no sequence of sequence should be used.

=>
Should see text proposal update in R2-087201
R2-087201:
CDMA Neighbor Cell List
Nortel, Motorola
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086112:
"TP to 36.331 on Intra-frequency cell reselection control
when highest ranked cell was barred" T-Mobile
TP
36.331

=>
Updated in R2-087176
R2-087176:
"TP to 36.331 on Intra-frequency cell reselection control
when highest ranked cell was barred" T-Mobile
TP
36.331
-
Samsung wonders why this is needed, and not the IFRI for CSG ? TMO thinks that there will be much less barred cells in this case, so the impact of allowing should be less.
-
Vdf agrees that the need to introduce the IFRI in this case is more important.

Proposal 2:
-
Panasonic thinks for Rel-8 a fixed value could probably be accepted to allow a simpler implementation. TMO assumed having the same as in UMTS is the simplest. 

-
Vdf would prefer to have the same flexibility as in UMTS. NTT DCM would be fine with a fixed value. 

-
Nokia support this feature. 

-
Panasonic thinks the flexibility is not used in practice in UMTS.

=>
Will remove the timer configurability for now. Operators can propose one value in the next meeting. If this is really not possible, we will introduce the flexibility.

=>
Normally we do not have condition related to a value. Can think about this.

=>
Will see update text proposal in R2-087207
R2-087207:
"TP to 36.331 on Intra-frequency cell reselection control
when highest ranked cell was barred" T-Mobile
TP
36.331
-
Samsung thought we would have an enumerated with one value, make it optional with the same condition.
=>
IE should be mandatory, i.e. remove condition.

-
Motorola wonders if we set it mandatory present, the CSG cells always have to set it to “allowed”.

=>
Will see update in R2-087269
R2-087269:
"TP to 36.331 on Intra-frequency cell reselection control
when highest ranked cell was barred" T-Mobile
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086420:
Location of the Uplink EARFCN parameter
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086579:
Introduction of network protocol version
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

-
NTT DCM wonders what happens if we implement some features early on the network side ? QC thinks we can use the magic sentence. Samsung would assume it is only about transfer syntax, not functionality. QC agrees with that intention.

-
NSN prefers not to introduce this in this release. It is better to think about this later. Could e.g. also consider bits for features when it is needed. 

-
Ericsson agrees with NSN.

=>
Noted 

R2-086747:
MIB size and forward/ backward compatibility
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:

-
Panasonic supports the proposal.

-
Motorola agrees that RAN1 has indicated there is no reason to make it smaller. However Motorola assume that e.g. in case of handover, the UE can acquire the MIB quicker if it is smaller, e.g. in 2 retransmissions. NTT DCM thinks the difference is very minor and it is more beneficial to have more spare bits.

=>
Agreed
Proposal 2:

-
NSN proposes to remove all spares. NTT DCM points out that 2 spare values does not bring any additional overhead.
-
It was questioned whether it would not be wiser to consider the cell barred in case a spare is used ? NTT DCM thinks then we are not backward compatible.

-
Should the UE really consider 20Mhz as the default ?

-
Samsung wonders if a future release could not have a smaller BW. NTT DCM agrees this would not be possible.
-
Nokia wonders what kind of extensions we are considering ? Are we focussing on LTE-A ? What the extensions are used for is FFS.

=>
Agreed, but not defined behaviour for the spares yet  Intention is to specify behaviour up to March. UE behaviour is FFS when spares are received

Proposal 3

=>
Agreed

Proposal 4:

=>
All remaining bits shall be set to Zero by the Rel-8 eNB and ignored by the Rel-8 UE.
=>
Will see a text proposal update in R2-087203
R2-087203:
MIB size and forward/ backward compatibility
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331
-
There is a statement in 8.4 that spares shall be set to zero. 
-
Samsung thinks receiver behaviour should be captured because of general error handling.

=>
Addition to field description for dl-bw should be removed (already captured in editors note)

=>
Remove field description for spare

=>
Will these 2 changes the text proposal is agreed R2-087279
R2-086748:
UL bandwidth handling
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

-
Also here we should not define the interpretation/behaviour for the spares.

=>
Update will be included in R2-087203

R2-086114:
Condition for aquiring SIB9 from serving cell
Infineon
TP
36.331

-
Can we remove the request for upper layers in relation to manual search ? Infineon thinks we also do not explain how PLMN search works. TMO is fine with the text proposal.
-
Is it mandatory for a CSG cell to broadcast SIB-9 ? TMO thinks this is not mandatory (Manual search will display the CSG-Id).
-
TMO thinks the mandatory part is that if there is a CSG, it shall be reported to NAS in case of manual search.
-
Panasonic wonders is this requirement is only for CSG cells in the whitelist. Infineon indicates that this was the wording before. In principle thinks Infineon thinks nothing is needed in RRC since we now also do not indicate PLMN reporting requirements. Anyway a smart UE implementation will take his user into account.
=>
We agree to the text proposal but new added line is also removed in R2-087204

R2-086231:
Relieving redundant bits of radioframeAllocationOffset for future use
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP
36.331

-
Ericsson thinks this is a network misconfiguration and no UE behaviour needs to be specified. Anyway the extension possibilities will be very limited anyway because it stil has to work for a Rel-8 UE.
=>
Noted

R2-086300:
Increasing time domain space for SI windows
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

=> revised in R2-086794

R2-086794:
Increasing time domain space for SI windows
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

-
Ericsson thinks we have agreed now 4 times to introduce enhancements. QC thinks RAN2 has not done any quantative analysis.
-
Chairman thinks this type of scheme could possibly be introduce in a later release. QC thinks this will be limited possibilities.
=>
Noted

R2-086672:
Corrections on system information
Huawei
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:

-
editorial “SI messages are still valid”

=>
Agreed with one change

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 3-1:

-
The intention with these sentences was to exclude MIB and SIB1. 
=>
Value tag does not cover MIB, SIB1, SIB10, SIB11
=>
systemInfoModification in paging will not be used for ETWS SIBs

=>
Propsoal is agreed with some small reformulation (e.g. not talk about SI’s)

Proposal 3-2

=>
Agreed

Proposal 3-2

=>
Not agreed

Proposal 4:

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see text update in R2-087206
R2-087206:
Corrections on system information
Huawei
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086168:
RV Determination for BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331
=> Noted (will be captured in User Plane)
R2-087189: 
Text proposal in response to LS R2-086988 on sub-frame reservation for
 relays    
- 
LG wonders if this is really needed ? Ericsson thinks this was extensively discussed in RAN1. 
-
Huawei wonders if this is really needed for a feature that is not even agreed. Nokia agees: why is this needed ?
=>
Updated in R2-087267
R2-087267: 
Text proposal in response to LS R2-086988 on sub-frame reservation for
 relays    
-
Huawei thinks it is clear we are deciding for the future. Huawei thinks we have spent quite a long time to get a small overhead. And now we increase them again. 
-
Huawei wonders if the same cannot be achieved with changing the order of the subframes ? Ericsson thinks there is probably an infinite number of possible changes possible. However there is only 1 proposal on the table.

-
AT&T supports the proposal. TMO would like to have this over by this meeting.
-
Nokia indicates that R2-087358 is also available now.
R2-087358:
Text proposal to adapt MBSFN sub-frame reservation for
relays
- 
There is a 16bit gain with this proposal

-
Samsung prefers the simplest change so R2-087267.
-
LG thinks the current text is the simplest and find another solution for relay. LG wonders if RAN1 considered the combination of MBMS and relay ?

-
Motorola wonders what is disliked about the Nokia proposal ? 

=>
Will try to finish it in this meeting, and select one of the two solutions on the table tomorrow. [CB Frid]
ETWS

R2-086792:
Visibility of ETWS related IEs at RRC and duplicate detection
NTT DOCOMO
Disc


Proposal 1:

-
Huawei thinks the IE’s were not proposed by SA2 as certain, but just examples. Ericsson had the same understanding that the status was not clear yet in CT1.
-
NTT DCM explains that CBC is used for ETWS over GERAN and UTRAN, but then similar CBC IE’s will be used for ETWS over LTE.

-
NTT DCM thinks we have not much time to wait for the higher layers. So NTT DCM is trying to get similar proposals agreed in different WG’s. NTT DCM hopes this can be conditionally agreed to save time.
-
Nokia wonders where the 2-bits are for deciding if the warning needs to be displayed ? NTT DCM explains that the primary notification is in the warning type (6 +2 bits).

-
Ericsson is fine to be pragmatic and try to agree on a text proposal

-
Samsung wonders what the difference is between the Warning Type and the Message Identifier. NTT DCM explains that the Message Identifier is identifying the source of the message.

-
NTT DCM agrees that some duplication of information is introduced by having the MsgId/SerialNumber also for the primary notification. However this is introduced for the duplicate detection.
-
NSN wonders why not a more container approach is used with a layer between CBC and UE. NTT DCM thinks then a new protocol would be required (but they agree it would be cleaner).
-
Ericsson thinks we could agree conditionally.
-
QC wonders if the MsgId is valid across cells ? NTT DCM agrees that serial number and message ID would be valid across cells. However each cell can decide on its own segmentation.

=>
Offline comments can be provided to NTT DCM. Should try to come up with an acceptable text proposal hopefully close to the final result in R2-087208
R2-087208:
TP to TS 36.331 on Visibility of ETWS related IEs at RRC and duplicate detection
-
Ericsson thinks this CR should be taken with a lot of “faith” depending on what other groups will approve in the coming meetings.
=>
The notes should not be “notes” but mandatory text

=>
Text proposal is agreed with changing the notes to mandatory text (Huawei might still come back during Thursday) in R2-087357
R2-086674:
Duplication detection for receiving ETWS
Huawei
TP
36.331

=> Updated in R2-086814
R2-086814:
Duplication detection for receiving ETWS
Huawei
TP
36.331

-
Huawei proposes to only have 6 bits for the duplicate detection
-
Panasonic wonders whether the duplicate detection has to work inter-RAT ? Huawei assumes this is required. Panasonic understands that this is not required, but may be possible.

-
NTT DCM sees no gain to reduce to less than 4 bytes. We also use these IE’s today in BMC.
=>
Noted

R2-086638:
Paging reception for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei, NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

R2-086334:
Remaining issues on ETWS mechanisms
Panasonic
TP
36.331

R2-086535:
Correction to ETWS reception
HTC Corporation
TP
36.331

R2-086280:
Validity of SIB11
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

R2-086283:
Avoiding Frequent Reception of SIB11
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

R2-086115:
Actions upon asynchonious change of scheduling information
Infineon
TP
36.331

R2-086154:
Transmission of ETWS primary notification
ZTE
TP
36.331
6.2.1.7
Other

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

=> Including email discussion outcome: BCCH/PCCH/CCCH error handling [NSN]
Processing delay

R2-086197:
UE RRC procedure performance requirements
T-Mobile, Vodafone, Orange
TP 36.331
R2-086299:
RRC processing delay
Qualcomm Europe
TP
36.331

-
TMO thinks the S1 delays was before estimated to be between 2-15ms. QC thinks it would be strange to aim for RRC processing delay below S1 propagation delay. TMO indicates that there are also slower interface technologies as well.
-
Nokia things this are very low numbers and they might not really that visible to the user. Nokia is worried about the relative cost, also if we see HARQ processing times allowed (which should be quite a bit faster). Nokia thinks the QC proposed values are more realistic.
-
Motorola also prefers the 10ms

-
It was questioned what happens when the reconfiguration includes multiple IE parts listed ? Can we add the delay together ? Nokia was assuming we would only have 1 processing delay for the whole processing of a reconfiguration

-
Samsung thinks for the RRC reconf/setup, 10ms is really tight and it would be nice to have more processing time allowed. Samsung is ok with 10ms for other messages. Samsung would prefer 15ms for reconfiguration/setup.

-
Panasonic prefers to have an email discussion up to next meeting.
=>
Have email discussion up to next meeting EMAIL DISC QC.
BCCCH/PCCH/CCCH error handling
R2-086270:
Email discussion report on BCCH/PCCH/CCCH error handling
Nokia Siemens Networks
Report of email discussion [63bis_LTE_B02]
=>
Noted

R2-086268:
Text proposal based on e-mail discussion 63bis_LTE_B02
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
TP
36.331

Proposal D,F already covered

Proposal A:

=>
Agree

Proposal B/C:

=>
Agree (will be covered by R2-086566)

Proposal E:

=>
Agreed

Proposal G:
=>
Agreed

Proposal H:

=>
Agreed

=>
Will see updated text proposal in R2-087261 with no text for 5.7

R2-087261:
Text proposal based on e-mail discussion 63bis_LTE_B02
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086566:
Generic error handling
Samsung
TP
36.331

-
QC is a bit worried about the dedicated channel proposal. The proposed behaviour seems to correct erroneous network implementation. Samsung indicates it is similar to what we have today in UMTS. QC thinks we can avoid UE-network out of sync situation to be unnoticed.
-
NSN supports the proposal from Samsung. 

-
Ericsson wonders about the case of SIB in SI: the SIB is not contained in an octet string. So you cannot really skip a non-comprehended SIB, but have to skip the whole SI.
=>
This will have to be updated (will ignore the SI)

=>
Will see text update for this one change in R2-087262
R2-087262:
Generic error handling
Samsung
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is ageed
CSG PCI range
R2-086277:
Encoding the size of the PCI split reserved for CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe
Disc 36.331

-
Ericsson wonders whether dedicated only carriers would not be indicated separately ? QC wonders how this SIB would be populated in this case. If there is another mechanism, QC is fine. However so far we do not have such an other mechanism.

-
Vdf thinks a start value should be signalled

=>
Can agree to the proposed number range is reasonable (504 FFS)
R2-086238:
TP for PCI reserved
Huawei
TP
36.331

-
Proposal 5.2.2.16.1.1. is withdrawn; already rejected in UMTS
=>
Information should be placed in SIB4

R2-086712:
Set of PCIs for CSG cells
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

=> Updated in R2-086942
R2-086942:
Set of PCIs for CSG cells
LG Electronics Inc.
TP
36.331

-
Motorola wonders if CSG cells will be synchronised ? If no, there is no interference problem.
-
Vdf thinks that anyway it is unlikely that in the same place we wil use continuous PCI’s even if the allocated range is continuous.

=>
Noted
Discussion

-
NTT DCM wonders why we need a PCI-start. Even in country boarder we could only have 1 range. TMO agrees with NTT DCM. 1 bit (lower/high) should be sufficient


=> Agree on PCI start, PCI number, included SIB4



=> PCI number according QC; 


=> PCI start 9 bits


=> Will see text proposal in R2-087263
R2-087263:
Encoding the size of the PCI split reserved for CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe
Disc 36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
Blacklisting

R2-086463:
PCI Allocation and Blacklisting at Country Borders
Vodafone
TP
36.331

=> Updated in R2-087210

R2-087210:
PCI Allocation and Blacklisting at Country Borders
Vodafone
TP
36.331

- 
TMO thinks there are other requirements related to e.g. field strength requirements. TMO thinks it is sufficient to work with best radio principle and have the eNB take action. So TMO thinks this is only a small optimisation, and in addition 3GPP does not have the mandate to define these PCI ranges.
-
Vdf thinks we have the same mechanism in GSM.
-
Vdf would like to have the values 64 and 84
=>
Noted (is covered by the above agreements)
R2-086402:
Range Encoding Proposal for  Physical Cell Identities
Ericsson
TP
36.331

-
Additional proposal is to have low/high end.
-
TMO thinks even only high/low is sufficient

=>
PCI split & blacklisting:


- StartPCI(9) + range (QC corrected for Vdf values)

=>
Note that for blacklisting, it should be in all places where we currently use blacklisting of eUTRA

=>  Will be included in R2-087263

R2-086278:
Range Encoding Proposal for  Physical Cell Identities and Qoffset
Qualcomm Europe
TP

CSG other

R2-086774:
CSG ID coding
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Updated to R2-087007
R2-087007:
CSG ID coding
Ericsson
TP
36.331

-
Vdf supports the proposal. Vdf wonders if there is a size constraint for the SIB1 ? Ericsson agrees it is a fairly significant increase but still thinks there is no particular problem. QC thinks anyway only a small cell will sent this out. TMO thinks anyway 6PLMN sharing is unlikely.
-
NSN wonders if we really need both C-ID and CSG-ID. Did CT1 not agree differently. TMO indicates that CT1 has now also agreed to this approach.
-
Vdf wonders if this means that we can indicate in the LS that we have the signalling support for hybrid mode ? Vdf thinks in the UMTS session they came to the same conclusion. So Vdf would like to say that there is signalling support but further impacts are not worked out in detail for Rel-8. So Vdf would like to remove the condition. TMO is fine with removing the condition.
=>
Text proposal need to be update in R2-087265
R2-087265:
CSG ID coding
Ericsson
TP
36.331
-
Nokia wonders if we will have UE behaviour for all combinations of CSG ID and csg-Indication setting ? E.g. CSG=TRUE, no CSG. Vdf thinks this is an invalid option. What about CSG=FALSE, and CSG. Vdf thinks this is a hybrid mode cell. Nokia wonders already in Rel-8 ?
-
Nokia assumes some behaviour will have to be defined. Vdf assume a Rel-8 UE wil ignore the CSG.

-
Could add in the field description of the CSGidentity that it is ignored by the UE is the CSG-Indication is not set. TMO thinks this is not needed, because 36.304 is clear. Only if the CSG-Indication is set, the CSG identity is examined.

=>
Text is agreed
R2-086235:
TP for HNBID (36.331)
Huawei
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086239:
TP for csg indication
Huawei
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
Other

R2-086410:
References to 36.304 missing in SIBs
Ericsson
TP
36.331

-
TMO would have prefer to see the parameters update in 36.304. Nokia thinks it is difficult to use the ASN.1 names in 304 for equations. So Nokia is quite ok with this approach.

=>
Some editorial comments
=>
Will see text proposal update in R2-087266
R2-087266:
References to 36.304 missing in SIBs
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086424:
UE capability constraints
Ericsson
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086264:
Text proposal to clean up Paging
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
TP 36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086478:
Miscellaneous Corrections to 36.331
CATT
TP
36.331

Proposal 1 is already covered.

=>
Agree on proposal 2,3,5,6,7,8

Proposal 4:

-
Ericsson thinks the UE-related information is already removed. Can accept the text proposal and this will go in the merging

=>
Agreed

Proposal;

=>
Not agreed

=>
All text proposals apart from “1st modification” and “5th modification” are agreed
R2-086741:
ASN structure to generate Short MAC-I
Samsung
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agree

R2-086666:
Consideration on some use cases of barred cell
Huawei
TP
36.331

=>
Withdrawn
R2-086718:
Procedure flow with SI reading and re-establishment
LG Electronics Inc.
TP 36.331

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson thinks that this is already discussed and the text proposals are not really needed.  Nokia 

=>
Not needed

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia thinks this might be ok,
- 
Samsung thinks 5.2.2.3 is more about “what”, and 5.2.2.4 is about “when”.

=>
Noted
R2-086266:
Text Proposal to close some open issues in TS36.331
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (everything covered)
R2-086538:
Miscellaneous Editorial corrections on RRC
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331

Proposal 1:

=>
Not needed (covered by “upon detecting radio link failure”).

Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 3:

-
Already covered in R2-087115

=>
Not needed

Proposal 4:

-
NSN deliberately refered to the RAN3 specification.

=>
Not needed
Proposal 5:

=>
Agreed

=>
Updated text proposal in R2-087281
R2-087281:
Miscellaneous Editorial corrections on RRC
Alcatel-Lucent
TP
36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086499:
SRB Specified Configuration
Fujitsu
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (already covered)
6.2.1.8 
AS container handling
Additional information to be exchanged between source and target eNB at handover ? Clarifications on included contents ?....
=> Including email discussion outcome: conditional inclusions of parameters in the AS container [NEC].
R2-086604:
Email discussion summary [63bis_LTE_B05] Specification of conditional inclusions in handover preparation container
NEC

=>
Noted
R2-086605:
Specification of conditional inclusions in handover preparation container
NEC
TP 36.331

-
Counter proposal in R2-086422
Proposal 2:

=>
Agreed in R2-087283

R2-086422:
Miscellaneous updates regarding inter node messages
Ericsson
TP
36.331

-
NEC is fine with this way forward.

-
NEC wonders tpc-PDCCH information really needs to be mandatory ? Ericsson thinks it is mandatory because otherwise delta signalling is not possible

-
NSN supports the proposal in general. NSN assumes the table is not the final result and further updates will be needed. NSN thinks an email discussion would be nice.

-
Samsung wonders up to what level the table would go ? Samsung thinks an alternative would be to capture what does not have to provided (since almost everything needs to be provided).

-
Ericsson proposes to stay at this level; elements below normally have a reason to be optional.

=>
Text proposal is agreed

=>
Will have EMAIL DISC to improve the table.[NEC]
R2-086675:
Measurement configuration IE during handover preparation
Huawei
=>
Noted (already covered)
6.2.1.9 
Methodology

Methodology issues e.g. related to new tabular/ ASN.1 format. 
=> Including email discussion outcome: handling of “need” in ASN.1 [ALU] (only if something still needs to be discussed)

=> Including email discussion outcome: ASN1 review workplan [Samsung]

Need
R2-086541:
Report of email discussion on Need
Alcatel-Lucent (Rapporteur)
Report

=>
Noted
R2-087209:
Results from offline discussion on Need
Proposal 1:

=>
Can agree to this proposal, with updating the table 6.1-1 and the section 5.2.2.2.

=>
We ask the rapporteur to change all “OC” to “ON” in the final CR.

-
Will still have to agree on how to capture conditional IE’s with optional continue behaviour.

Proposal 2/3:
=>
Text proposals for 2/3 are agreed
R2-086542:
Way forward on Need
Alcatel-Lucent
Agreed are proposals: 1,2,3
Already handled: 

Proposal 3

-
There is some behaviour specified on absence in 304.

Proposal 5:

-
CATT thinks this could be mandatory and add a note that this IE is not applicable for FDD.

=>
Make mandatory and indicate applicability

Proposal 7:

=>
Make ON

Propsal 8:

=>
Make ON

=>
Text proposal for these cases will be provided in R2-087366 [CB Frid]
=>
Remaining cases as part of the ASN.1 review.
R2-086570:
Further discussion on need codes
Samsung
TP
36.331

=>
Noted (no longer needed)
ASN.1 review

R2-086567:
Review in preparation of ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report

Report of email discussion [63bis_LTE_B03] 
=> revised in R2-086803
R2-086803:
Review in preparation of ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report
=>
Update in R2-086943

R2-086943:
Review in preparation of ASN.1 freeze
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report

Timeplan up to next meeting:

- 
Only up to Christmas (time after is short)


- Have at least one conference call


- Have collection of comments before


- 1.5 week available for companies to review

-
Ericsson proposes also to review chapter 10 on inter-node messages. Samsung thinks this can be added to the 6th task (“other”).
-
LG would also like to participate in the review. Can be discussed offline.

=>
Noted. Rapporteur will provide mode detailed timeplan to involved companies.
Other
R2-086513:
TP on agreed changes in ASN.1 naming
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
TP 36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed

R2-086569:
PDU specification guidelines and their use
Samsung
TP
36.331

=> Agreed proposals: 1, 2, 3, 4,5,6, 7
Proposal 7:

-
CATT clarifies that DEFAULT can only be used for the lowest level IE.

=>
Text proposal is agreed

=>
ASN.1 review will try to come with “guideline annex”

R2-086574:
Removal of SEQUENCE OF SEQUENCE construction from ASN.1
Qualcomm Europe
TP 36.331
-
Samsung thinks we already discussed this already in June in the adhoc. In Samsung understanding, e.g. the PLMN-IdentityList is in accordance with what was agreed then.
=>
[CB Frid]
6.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

6.2.2.1 
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.
R2-086186:
Idle Mode open issues Nokia
Disc
=>
Noted
6.2.2.2 
Other

In principle agreed CR’s:

R2-086404:
Correcting the UE behaviour when Sintrasearch and Snonintrasearch are not provided Ericsson CR 36.304
0020

-
Speed dependant scaling on coversheet

-
RAN should not be ticked

=>
CR is agreed with these two changes in R2-087287 CR0020R1
Email
R2-086185:
Email report on Idle Mode Papers
Nokia
Disc

Section 2.1:

-
Nokia explains that it is already clear that if you receive dedicated priorities, you do not apply the priorities from system information in 5.2.4.1. TMO thinks no further clarification is needed.
=>
No action

Section 2.2

-
TMO wonders if 1 is really needed (seems like a network error case), but is fine with 2 and 3. However TMO is also fine in having 1. QC agrees with TMO.

=>
Proposals 2&3 are agreed

Section 2.3

-
TMO wonders if blacklisting is only for cell reselection ? Nokia assumes for initial cell selection it will not be applicable. Maybe if stored information is present but do we need to capture that ?

=>
Text proposal update is agreed
Section 2.4

=>
Will be captured in the CR
Section 2.5

-
TMO thinks nothing is needed. Can refer to 23.122.

=>
Can try offline to capture

Section 2.6

=>
Has been submitted separately

Section 2.7:

-
QC wonders if we should really include UTRAN requirements in the E-UTRAN spec ?

-
TMO thinks this are clearly E-UTRAN requirements: LTE requires that a UE behaves as if in the other RAT in this respect.

=>
Will include a sentence indicating that the UE shall apply the behaviour according to the other RAT

Section 2.8

-
We had a paper from Panasonic which handles the LTE frequencies.
-
The Ericsson CR changed the Thresh for all RAT’s is already changed to a relative value.

=>
Problem is already resolved.

Section 2.9

=>
Resubmission

=>
Can see CR in R2-087288CR0044 [CB Frid]
Non-CSG (mainly)
R2-086188:
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Miscallaneous Corrections
T-Mobile, Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Interdigital
CR
36.304
(0026)

=>
Still some alignment needed with text proposal from Ericsson on 36.331 names.
-
Ericsson wonders on what version these changes are made ? Nokia indicates it should be 8.3.0.

=>
Changes should be on version 8.3.0.

=>
TreselectionEUTRAN: “the parameter can be configured per frequency”

=>
Other comments can be provided offline Nokia

=>
Will see CR update in R2-087289 CR0026R0 [CB Frid]
R2-086094:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Definition of
T-Mobile, NTT docomo, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.304
(0021)

=>
CR is agreed in R2-087290CR0021R0

R2-086096:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Introduction of Pcompensation
T-Mobile, NTT docomo, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.304
(0023)

-
Ericsson thinks that GERAN/UTRAN might need further clarification but can be handled separately.
=>  Remove “read in SIB1”
=>
With this one change, the CR is agreed in R2-087292CR0023R0

R2-086405:
Clean-ups of 36.304: Pcompensation and CSG cell handling
Ericsson
CR 36.304 (0033)

Change to 5.2.4.1 and 5.2.3.3 need to be discussed
-
TMO thinks change to 5.2.3.3 is not really needed since it is clear from autonomous searh description.

-
TMO thinks it should not be modelled as half cell reselection / half cell selection. TMO thinks it is a cell selection. QC thinks this is a reselection: that is why we have an implicit priority.

=>
Noted

R2-086403:
Correction of the reselection formula for offset used for PLMN selection
Ericsson
CR 36.304
(0032)

=>
CR is agreed in R2-087293CR0032R0

R2-086610:
Support of emergency calls in LTE Rel-8
NEC
CR
36.304
(0038)

=>
Update in R2-086985

R2-086985:
Support of emergency calls in LTE Rel-8
NEC
0038R1
36.304
-
TMO wonders how the UE knows what a CS-supporting RAT is ? NEC thinks this is implicit for 2G/3G. TMO indicates that UMTS can be operated without CS. NEC wonders if this is a practical case ? TMO indicates that at least one network vendor is supporting this deployment.
-
Ericsson thinks the UE can see from system information whether a UMTS network supports CS.

-
QC wonders if this is a “may” requirement ?

=>
Some reformation required in R2-087294CR0038R1
R2-087294:
Support of emergency calls in LTE Rel-8
NEC
0038R1
36.304
=>
CR is agreed
R2-086750:
Removal of cellReservationExtension
NTT DOCOMO
TP
36.331

=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086751:
CR to 36.304 on Removal of cellReservationExtension
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.304 (0042)

=>
CR is agreed  in R2-087295CR0042R0
R2-086128:
Correction to range of nB in TS 36.304
Vodafone
CR
36.304
(0025)

-
Category should be “F”
=>
CR is agreed with this change in R2-087296CR0025R0
R2-086578:
Clarification of definition of SnonServingCell,x for cdma2000 RATs in TS 36.304
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
(0036)

-
QC thinks Snonservingcell is defined for other RAT’s (it is Srxlev).

-
Ericsson thinks we included a celar definition of the Srxlev calculation for each RAT.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-087297 CR0036R0
R2-086609:
CR to 36.304 on blacklisted cell
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0037)

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-086190:
Aligning names of 36.304 to 36.331
Rapporteur of 36.304 (Nokia Corporation)
TP 36.331

=> Will see update in R2-087360
R2-087360:
Aligning names of 36.304 to 36.331
Rapporteur of 36.304 (Nokia Corporation)
TP 36.331
=>
Text proposal is agreed
R2-086479:
Clarifications on Speed Dependent Scaling
CATT
CR
36.304
(0034)

=>
Updated in R2-087183
R2-087183:
Clarifications on Speed Dependent Scaling
CATT
CR
36.304
(0034)

-
Scaling should be done continuously and not only when entering.
=> Only change to the references should be made.

=>
Will see update CR in R2-087300 CR0034R1 [CB Frid]
CSG
R2-086095:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Intra-frequency reselection allowed/not-allowed concept
T-Mobile, Vodafone
CR
36.304
(0022)

=>
Updated in R2-087175

R2-087175:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Intra-frequency reselection allowed/not-allowed concept
T-Mobile, Vodafone
CR
36.304
(0022)

-
Motorola wonders if this means that a CSG shall can set the IFRI ? Does this mean the UE can not discard the cell based on the PCI ?Nokia agrees with Motorola that something should be clarified.
-
Motorola would prefer to have a statement that “a UE shall ignore the IFRI of a CSG cell”.
-
NTT DCM has some concerns with the IFRI absence for CSG cells but is ok to accept for the sake of progress.

=>
Will see CR update in R2-087351CR0022R1
R2-087351:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Intra-frequency reselection allowed/not-allowed concept
T-Mobile, Vodafone
CR
36.304  CR0022R1

=> CR is agreed
R2-086650:
CR 36.304 for intra-frequency reselection indication
Motorola
CR
36.304 (0039)
=> Noted (not needed)
R2-086279:
Implicit priority for CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
(0029)
=>
Updated in R2-087291
R2-087291:
Implicit priority for CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
(0029)
-
ZTE wonders whether there can be more than 1 CSG frequency ?
-
QC clarifies that on a mixed carrier, the carrier gets the highest priority if an accessible CSG cell is the best cell.

=>
Some rewording might be needed for 5.4.2.5./5.4.2.4 
=>
Will see update in R2-087352CR0029R1
R2-087352:
Implicit priority for CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
(0029)
-
ZTE wonders why “select” is used in 5.2.4.8.1 and not “reselect to” ? It does not seem to matter. However the UE is already camping on a cell. 
=>
Will model this as “reselection” and thus use “reselect”

=>
Replace start of 5.2.4.8.2. by “while a UE….”

=>
CR s agreed with these 2 changes in R2-087368CR0029R2
R2-086192:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Support of registration procedures as outcome of a manual CSG ID selection
Panasonic, T-Mobile, Orange
CR
36.304
(0027)

=>
Updated in R2-087177
R2-087177:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Support of registration procedures as outcome of a manual CSG ID selection
Panasonic, T-Mobile, Orange
CR
36.304
0027R0
-
QC wonders if still the manual search will only result in accessing best cells ? This is the common understanding.
-
Huawei wonder if there is a better place to put this than the table. TMO explains that the same change has been agreed for UTRAN.

=>
CR is agreed in R2-087353CR0027R1
R2-086113:
Proposed CR to 36.304 [Rel-8] on Support of UE autonomous search for E-UTRAN CSG cells when camped on other RAT than E-UTRAN
T-Mobile, Vodafone, Orange, Telecom Italia CR 36.304 (0024)

=>
CR is agreed in R2-087354CR0024R0
R2-086546:
Cell selection from CSG cell
HTC Corporation
CR
36.304
(0035)

Only discuss new section 5.2.3.4

-
QC assumes that when the CSG entry is removed, the UE is in ACTIVE. 
-
Also in general when a cell becomes unsuitable due to BCCH change, a UE has to perform cell selection. 

=>
Noted
R2-086234:
CR for CSG definitions (36.304)
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0028)
-
UTRAN session accepted this with some changes: e.g. last sentence of CSG cell was removed.

=>
Huawei will provide update in alignment with UMTS agreements in R2-087355 CR0028R0 [CB Frid]
Not available/late/Withdrawn

R2-086336:
Manual allowed CSG list update
Panasonic
Disc

R2-086337:
CR on Manual allowed CSG list update
Panasonic
CR
36.304
(0031)

R2-086651:
CR to 36.304 on definition of high quality criterion
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0040)

R2-086682:
Correction to Definition of homePLMN
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0041)

R2-086762:    CR on speed scaling factor for CDMA2000
Huawei, Nokia, Nokia-Siemens-Network, Verizon
CR
36.304
(0043)













