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Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #83bis was held in Ljubljana, Slovenia, hosted by the European Friends of 3GPP (note: No other 3GPP WGs were co-located). This RAN WG2 meeting had 2 parallel sessions: UTRA session (see agenda items 8-11; Tue - Thu) and LTE UP session (see agenda items 6.1.2/6.2.2 on Tue, 7.2.3 on Wed afternoon, 7.10.2 on Thu afternoon and Annex G). All other topics were treated in the main session.
· 183 participants (registered before the meeting: 199).
· 687 Tdocs allocated with 671 available contributions.
· 18 incoming liaison statements (1 on UTRA, 12 on LTE; and 5 on joint aspects): all of them were treated.
· 14 outgoing liaison statements (1 on UTRA, 7 on LTE; and 6 on joint aspects), 2 of them to be agreed by email.
· 12 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #83bis (see Annex F).
· Among xxx change requests (CRs) in total: xxx CRs (xx CRs for UTRA 25.xxx specs, xx CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, xx CRs for joint 37.xxx specs) were agreed in principle (x of the xx implicitly). They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #84 for final agreement.

Note:
The sequence in which the different topics appear in this report is related to the agenda of the meeting. However, the Tdocs do not necessarily appear in the sequence as they were treated in the meeting.

1
Opening of the meeting

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #83bis on Monday morning 07.10.2013 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host, the European Friends of 3GPP (EF3), Marta Martinez Tarradell (Intel) welcomed the delegates to Ljubljana, Slovenia and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms in the Grand hotel Union:
Main RAN2 room:



Grand Union Hall (ground floor),
planned for 220 participants, Mon-Fri

RAN2 LTE UP ad hoc room:
White Hall (1st floor),



planned for 80 participants, Tue-Thu
RAN2 UTRA ad hoc room:

Silver Room (1st floor),



planned for 40 participants, 
Tue-Fri noon*
*: not used on Friday
1.1
Call for IPR

Henning Wiemann (TSG RAN WG2 chairman) made the following call for IPRs and reminded the delegates of their obligations with respect to IPRs:
	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The delegates were asked to take note that they were hereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2 Chairmen.

1.2
Network usage conditions
The PCG has laid down the following network usage conditions that were shortly presented by the RAN2 chairman:

	1. Users shall not use the network to engage in illegal activities. This includes activities such as copyright violation, hacking, espionage or any other activity that may be prohibited by local laws.

2. Users shall not engage in non-work related activities that consume excessive bandwidth or cause significant degradation of the performance of the network.

Since the network is a shared resource, users should exercise some basic etiquette when using the 3GPP network at a meeting. It is understood that high bandwidth applications such as downloading large files or video streaming might be required for business purposes, but delegates should be strongly discouraged in performing these activities for personal use. Downloading a movie or doing something in an interactive environment for personal use essentially wastes bandwidth that others need to make the meeting effective. The meeting chairman should remind end users that the network is a shared resource; the more one user grabs, the less there is for another. Email and its attachments already take up significant bandwidth (certain email programs are not very bandwidth efficient). In case of need the chair can ask the delegates to restrict IT usage to things that are essential for the meeting itself.
1.
DON’T place your WiFi device in ad-hoc mode 

2.
DON’T set up a personal hotspot in the meeting room 

3.
DO try 802.11a if your WiFi device supports it 

4.
DON’T manually allocate an IP address 

5.
DON’T be a bandwidth hog by streaming video, playing online games, or downloading huge files 

6.
DON’T use packet probing software which clogs the local network (e.g., packet sniffers or port scanners)


2
General

RAN WG2 chairman: THANK YOU to companies that request TDoc numbers and submit contributions early before deadline (really appreciated). Will start to refrain from treating late documents.

2.1
Approval of the agenda
R2-133050
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #83bis, Ljubljana, Slovenia, 07.10.-11.10.2013; Ericsson (RAN2 chairman); Agenda; 

=>
Approved
Time-schedule is only indicative (i.e. topics might move forward/backward!):

	Schedule
	Main room
	LTE Breakout room
	UMTS room

	Mon 09:00 -> 12:30
	[2],[3],[4]
	
	

	Mon 14:00 ->
	[5.2] Other Joint Rel-12

[5.3] TEI12 Joint

[5.1] WLAN/3GPP
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Tue 08:30 -> 16:00
	[6.1.1] LTE Rel-8/9/10 CP
[6.2.1] Rel-11 CP
	[6.1.2] LTE Rel-8/9/10 UP
[6.2.2] Rel-11 UP
	[8] UMTS Rel-6/7/8/9/10

[9] UMTS Rel-11

	Tue 16:00 -> 
	[7.2] SCE Higher Layer
	
	[10.2] HetNet Mobility

	Tue ~19:00
	Offline ad-hoc on WLAN inter-working (?)
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Wed 08:30 -> 10:30
	[7.5] D2D

[7.7] Congestion Mitigation 

[7.1] HetNet Mobility
	
	[10.2] HetNet Mobility

	Wed 11:00 -> 12:30
	
	
	[9.4] TEI-11

[10.1] FEUL

	Wed 14:00 -> 16:00
	
	[7.2.3] SCE-HL (UP)
	

	Wed 16:30 ->
	
	
	

	Wed ~19:00
	Offline ad-hoc (?)
	
	

	
	 
	
	

	Thu 8:30 -> 10:30
	[7.3] BeiDou LTE

[7.8] eIMTA

[7.6] Group Communication 

[7.2] SCE Higher Layer

[7.10.1] TEI12 LTE CP
	
	[10.5] HNB

[10.4] SIB enhancements

[10.6] TEI12

Comebacks

[10.3] BeiDou UMTS @ 16:30

	Thu 11:00 -> 12:30
	
	
	

	Thu 14:00 -> 16:00
	
	
	

	Thu 16:30 ->
	
	[7.10.2] TEI12 LTE UP
	

	Thu ~19:00
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Fri 8:30 ->
	Left-overs, Comebacks
	
	Comebacks and leftovers

	Fri: 14:00 -> 

until 16:30
	Left-overs, Comebacks (Joint topics), [12][13][14]
	
	


Offline sessions

The intention is to stop the official LTE CP, UP and UMTS meetings on Tuesday and Wednesday no later than 19:00. If needed, this will allow offline discussions.
2.2
Approval of the report of the previous meeting
R2-133051
Draft report of RAN2 #83, Barcelona, Spain, 19.08.-23.08.2013; ETSI MCC; Report; 
CBF: Approval of the report of the previous meeting (MCC)

R2-133722
report of RAN2 #83, Barcelona, Spain, 19.08.-23.08.2013; ETSI MCC; Report;
=>
Agreed in R2-133723
2.3
Reporting from other meetings
2.3.1
RAN-61

Mandating FGI bits

RAN decided to postpone the RAN2 CRs mandating FGI #9 (SRVCC to GSM) and #23 (GERAN measurements), with the intention to approve them in RAN#62. RAN5 was tasked to prepare the corresponding testing CRs for the two features for RAN#62.

In general, RAN decided that (RAN2-)CRs aiming to mandate FGI bits will be approved 6 months after IOT availability has been declared in RAN.

Rel-11 Features

Operator survey in RP-131263 was used as an input to decide which Rel-11 feature will be made mandatory.

	#
	FDD
	Proposal
	#
	TDD
	Proposal

	1st
	CRS interference handling
	Mandatory
	1st
	CRS interference handling
	Mandatory

	2nd
	Multiple-TA
	Mandatory
	2nd
	SS and common channel interference handling
	FFS

	3rd
	EPDCCH
	Optional
	
	DL CoMP with 1 CSI process
	Optional

	4th
	SS and common channel interference handling
	Optional
	4th
	Multiple-TA
	Optional

	5th
	DL CoMP with 1 CSI process
	Optional
	5th
	EPDCCH
	Optional

	6th
	Wideband RSRQ measurements
	Optional
	6th
	Wideband RSRQ measurements
	Optional


-
Action for RAN2: Provide REL-11 RAN2 CRs to RAN #62 in Dec.13 to make "CRS interference handling (FDD)", "Multiple-TA (FDD)" and "CRS interference handling (TDD)" mandatory (compare RP-131381).
Additional UE categories

RAN-61 discussed a proposal to add new UE categories (RP-131162):

1) New UE categories to take into account the additional peak rates achievable with 3 DL CA or with other techniques being studied in Rel-12 (e.g. 256 QAM).

2) Decoupling of UL / DL categories to take into account that requirements for DL and UL are not necessarily evolving at the same time and may differ depending on the specific applications. 

The proposal was postponed to RAN#62.

New Carrier Type

RAN decided to stop NCT work (close current WI) and to continue discussion in RAN on use-cases and requirements for a New Carrier Type in LTE (beyond Rel-12).

Small Cell – Physical Layer

SI was extended of one quarter with the intention to study on the completion of the following areas:

-
Higher order modulation, i.e., 256QAM, in the downlink transmission

-
Support of semi-static small cell on/off mechanisms for interference avoidance and coordination among small cells 
adapting to varying traffic

-
Further assess the radio interface based inter-cell synchronization.
Small Cell – Higher Layer

SI was extended of one quarter with the intention to complete the evaluation of U-plane architecture solutions for the dual connectivity feature. Priorities and time allocations for the work in RAN2 and RAN3 in the next quarter were agreed in RP-131374.

3GPP/WiFi interworking

SI was extended of one quarter with the intention to allow further convergence. Three solutions have been identified, as summarized in RP-131236 (as defined by RAN2).

RAN agreed the following guidance for RAN2:

-
Deployments scenarios with and without ANDSF shall be addressed by the SI.
-
RAN2 should communicate with SA2/CT1 once solutions details that may have CN impact have been worked out sufficiently. By RAN2#83bis meeting RAN2 should identify potential issues with end-to-end solutions to be clarified with SA2/CT1

-
The solution for WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking should be testable.

-
RAN2 should complete the work in the Study Item for each of the 3 solutions.

SI on MTC Signalling enhancements

RAN closed SI on MTC signalling enhancements (see approved SR in RP-131081 and TR in RP-131150). A WI proposal in RP-131356 was noted.

ProSe, GCSE and UPCON

In RP-130924, RAN was requested to inform SA#61 which of the listed features of ProSe, GCSE and UPCON RAN would target to complete in Rel-12. After discussion on existing items as well the approval of new items, RAN endorsed the response document in RP-131335.

RAN endorsed the Public Safety related use-case priorities for Rel-12 in RP-131377. RAN WGs were asked to take these priorities into consideration in their study and design work on LTE Device to Device Proximity Services (LS in RP-131405).
UMTS Heterogeneous Networks

The SI was extended till RAN#62 to close few open study area such as Combined Cells, NAIC and E-DCH decoupling. The TR was approved in RP-131186.

A follow-up RAN2-led WI was approved in RP-131348 with focus on mobility improvements: Small cell discovery, high speed UEs, dense small cells, range expansion & Multiflow.

DCH enhancements

The SI was completed and the TR was approved in RP-131344.

A follow-up WI was approved in RP-131357, with focus on DCH enhancements toward UL&DL Frame Early Terminations. RAN2 impact from Q1 onwards.
Scalable UMTS SI

The SI was extended by one quarter to complete the remaining open issues (no RAN2 impact).
Time budget

Details on time budget allocation can be found in RP-131408 (status after RAN-61).
RAN#62 will also discuss the possibility to increase WG processing power to help address more items that are relevant to the industry.
2.3.2
SA-61

(as reported by the RAN chairman)

Rel-12 prioritization for SA2
The Rel-12 prioritization for SA2 was endorsed in the SA work-plan in SP-130506. In essence, SA decided to continue to work on all features with some limited reduction in features’ scope and time budget allocation in order to fit all. No hard decisions were made, including for some of the items that the week before had not been approved in RAN#61. This means that those proposals may come back for approval in RAN#62, but at least by that time more progress would be achieved in SA2, so that RAN can make a more informed decision.

UPCON
SA decided that the Rel-12 scope of UPCON would be reduced to a number of sub-features, of which (A) Traffic Differentiation, (C) Congestion Detection and (D) Congestion Reporting (using the classification seen in RP-130925) may require support from RAN, depending on the solution chosen. SA has asked SA2 (in SP-130502) to identify for each of the three sub-features what it wants RAN to do in support in Rel-12, and communicate the results and its latest status on UPCON in time for decision making at RAN#62.

Rel-12 LTE-HRPD SON

Based on the RAN3 feedback (SP-130421), the SA2 CR to add the interface description of E-UTRAN-HRPD Inter-RAT SON was approved (SP-130423).

Reports
TSGs:

-
RAN: SP-130470 (pre-report on system level features) and SP-130494 (regular report)
-
CT: SP-130461
-
GERAN: SP-130425
SA WGs:

-
SA1: SP-130409
-
SA2: SP-130471
-
SA3: SP-130369
-
SA4: SP-130344
-
SA5: SP-130469
Others
The four LTIs for ITU-R from RAN were approved by SA as well and will be sent to PCG. Final document numbers are: SP-130495, SP-130496, SP-130497, SP-130498 (only SP-130497 was slightly modified by SA)

2.4
Other

Rapporteur changes

Spec


former rapporteur


proposed new rapporteur
25.301


Martin van der Zee (ST-Ericsson) 
Martin van der Zee (Ericsson) => Approved
25.306


Martin van der Zee (ST-Ericsson) 
Martin van der Zee (Ericsson) => Approved
34.109


Martin van der Zee (ST-Ericsson) 
Martin van der Zee (Ericsson) => Approved
Chairing of UTMS Sessions

In this meeting not all UMTS sessions will be chaired by the UMTS Vice Chairman. Instead, the following delegates volunteered to chair UMTS sessions as follows:


Nicola Puddle

Work Item on UMTS Heterogeneous Networks
These will be official sessions and agreements may be taken as if they were chaired by a (vice) chairman.
Isolated impact analysis

Note that an isolated impact analysis is required for Rel-11 CRs. 

Only corrections where there is a proven problem are allowed for frozen releases (Rel-8 to Rel-11).

Document format

Please remember to provide documents in Word® 2003 format!
RAN2 WG compendium

R2-133052
RAN WG2 compendium v21.0; ETSI MCC; Info; 
Latest version can always be found at ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/Org/RAN2_Compendium/ 

3
Incoming liaisons
Note: LSs were moved to the respective agenda items if any.

3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
Low priority access

R2-133058
Reply LS to S2-132325 on LAPI for NNSF (R3-131606; contact: Huawei); RAN3; LSin; cc: RAN2; NNSF = NAS Node Selection Function; LAPI = low access priority indication; note: S2-132325 was only sent to RAN3 (not to RAN2); REL-12; TEI12, NIMTC-RAN_overload; 

=>
Noted

High priority terminating calls

R2-133059
Reply LS to C4-130835 = R2-132263 on High Priority mobile terminated calls (R3-131613; contact: Alcatel-Lucent); RAN3; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-12; TEI12; 

=>
Noted

SSAC in Connected

R2-133063
Reply LS to R2-133014 on Access control for UEs in RRC CONNECTED mode (S2-133550; contact: NTT DOCOMO); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; related to CR R2-1313013 of RAN2 #83 which was in principle agreed; REL-12; TEI12, SSAC; 

=>
Noted
3.2
LTE relevance
RRC/ASN.1

R2-133055
LS on RRC parameter names with and without extension in L1 specs (R1-134009; contact: Ericsson); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; LTE_CA-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, TEI11; 

-
Samsung thinks that this is in accordance how we use this. Samsung thinks we could provide a quick feedback.

=>
CB Today: A draft reply LS on “on RRC parameter names with and without extension” can be provided in R2-133607 (Ericsson)

R2-133607
draft reply LS on “on RRC parameter names with and without extension” to RAN1; Ericsson

· => 
The LS on “RRC parameter names with and without extension in L1 specs” to RAN1 is approved in R2-133626
EARFCN extension

R2-133054
Reply LS to R2-130875 and R4-124948 = R2-124396 on extending E-UTRA band number and EARFCN numbering space (GP-130844; contact: Renesas); GERAN2; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-RF; 

-
Presented by NSN

=>
Noted. We will wait for RAN4 to discuss and reply.
Carrier Aggregation

R2-133060
LS for PCell interruption for SCell activation (R4-134552; contact: CATT); RAN4; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

=>
Related document will be discussed in the UP session. 

=>
Noted.
Wideband RSRQ Measurements

R2-133053
Reply LS to R4-126987 = R2-130015 on wideband RSRQ measurement (GP-130835; contact: Ericsson); GERAN; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-RF; 

=>
Noted

CoMP

R2-133061
LS on CoMP interference averaging (R4-134554; contact: Samsung); RAN4; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 

=>
Noted

UPCON

R2-133057
Reply LS to S2-133070 = R2-132280 on User Plane Congestion (R3-131600; contact: Cisco); RAN3; LSin; cc: RAN2; note: RAN2 answered the LSin R2-132280 from SA2 in R2-133030; REL-12; UPCON; 

=>
Noted

SDDTE

R2-133067
LS on Mitigating excessive signalling from frequent small data (S2-133860; contact: Ericsson); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; SDDTE = Small Data and Device Triggering Enhancements; REL-12; MTCe-SDDTE; 

-
Ericsson suggests to work on a draft reply LS offline during the week. ZTE would like to have some discussion at some time. ALU wonders what a reply we can give considering that there are no input documents. Huawei agrees. Intel would also like to postpone this to the next meeting. LG thinks that the time budget in the next meeting will be tight. LG thinks that this could be discussed in a possible WI. 

-
ZTE would like to include further details if possible. NSN thinks we should not try to elaborate more on the possible metrics. Ericsson agrees with NSN. 

=>
CBF: A draft reply LS on “Mitigating excessive signalling” to SA2 can be provided in R2-133608 (Ericsson) which indicates that “parameters to be considered useful require further discussion in RAN2 during a potential WI phase and should therefore be left FFS in the SA2 specifications for the time being”. (Ericsson)

R2-133608
Draft reply LS on “Mitigating excessive signalling” to SA2; Ericsson

R2-133652
Draft reply LS on “Mitigating excessive signalling” to SA2; Ericsson
-
Change second paragraph to “RAN2 previously discussed which kind of assistance information could be useful at the eNB in RAN2#83 and provided a reply in R2-133033. In this meeting RAN2 concluded that parameters require further discussion in RAN2 during a potential WI phase and therefore should not be mentioned in the SA2 specifications for the time being.”

· =>
With this change the LS on Mitigating excessive signalling to SA2 is approved in R2-133729
3.3
UMTS relevance
R2-133069
LS on RAN1 input to Further EUL Enhancements TR (R1-134027; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
=>
Noted

=>
Text proposals will be discussed and possibly agreed in the UTRAN session.
UTRA session:

-
Ericsson: TPs from R1-132716, R1-132746, R1-133954 are included in the RAN2 TP discussed over email discussion.

-
NSN: for R1-133928 we think that in 5.4.5 we think that the measurements on the secondary are always configured.
=>
We will add "If measurements are configured at the end of the sentence" and with this change we agree to the TP in R1-133928 which will be included in TR 25.700
-
Ericsson: for R1-133929 we suggest to add simulation assumptions in the Annex.
=>
The TP in R1-133929 is agreed and will be added to the Annex of the TR 25.700
4
Joint UMTS/LTE: Rel-11 and earlier releases

Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session.

Corrections to joint LTE+UMTS functionality in Rel-8 to 11. E.g. “Multiple Frequency Bands per Cell”, …

(SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-111373)

(eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-121204)

Also e.g. SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core, rSRVCC-GERAN.

Including output of [83#10][Joint/MFBI] Discuss the need for inter-RAT capabilities (Huawei)
MDT

R2-133399
Clarification on MDT data discard; NSN, Nokia Corporation, Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-11; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core; 

-
LG thinks that also 36.331 should be aligned with respect to “shall discard” upon power off or upon detach. DT agrees. Samsung and MediaTek think that there was no security requirement for the one shot measurements and therefore they don’t need to be discarded upon power off and detach. Huawei agree with MediaTek.

-
Intel would like to allow the UE to keep it beyond 48 hours in 25.331. 

R2-133385
Clarification on MDT Accessibility Measurements discard; Huawei,HiSilicon,NSN, Nokia; CR; 25.331; F; REL-11; eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core; 

=>
Add in section 13.4.54 of 25.331 that the “UE may keep the information beyond 48 hours”.

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133609
Positioning

R2-133131
Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-7; LCS_LTE, LCS3-GNSS-UTRAN; 

-
Intel agrees that something needs to be done (P1/P2). 

-
Intel thinks that also GERAN needs to be aligned. QC agrees that also GERAN will need to do corrections there but thinks that we decide this here independently and then inform GERAN2. 

-
NSN thinks that the changes are correct but wonders whether any implementations have been done based on earlier releases. QC agrees that it is a difficult question. QC thinks we should at least clarify in earlier releases that those will not work if implemented. 

-
Samsung thinks that if we accept that there is no existing implementation, we could make a few better decisions such as having one large IEs rather than combining two smaller fields. QC agrees that this could be considered. 

-
NSN thinks we could obsolete it in earlier releases and only support of from Rel-12 onwards. 

-
Ericsson would not like to do any such updates to Rel-7 as it will screw up ASN.1. Ericsson thinks that Rel-12 could be sufficient.
	Agreements
1: 
The assistance data elements in 3GPP specifications (i.e., LPP 36.355 and UMTS RRC 25.331) will be corrected so that the definitions correspond to the latest version of the Galileo ICD.
1a:
We should optimize the ASN.1 so that it matches the updated Galileo specification

2:
The affected Galileo assistance data elements in LPP 36.355 and in 25.331 will be corrected starting at Rel-12.

3:
A note should be added to earlier specifications that the earlier Galileo capable Releases (according to Draft ICD) shall not be used.


-
NSN thinks that RAN3 will be impacted as well. 

=>
CBF: A draft LS on “Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements” to RAN3 and GERAN2 can be provided in R2-133610 (QC)

R2-133610
Draft LS on “Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements” to RAN3 and GERAN2
-
Intel would like to state that we decided to correct this from Rel-12 since RAN2 assumes that no UEs implement any of the earlier versions and that there is no market need for an implementation before Rel-12 UEs become available.

=>
Add that “RAN2 is aware that the applied corrections are not backwards compatible. However, RAN2 assumes that no UEs implement any of the earlier versions and that there is no market need for an implementation before Rel-12 UEs become available. It was therefore decided to implement the corrections only from Rel-12.”

· =>
With this change the LS on “Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements” to RAN3 and GERAN2 is approved in R2-133653
R2-133133
Correction to Galileo Assistance Data Elements; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.355; F; cat.A CRs?; REL-9; LCS_LTE; 
R2-133134
Correction to Galileo Assistance Data Elements; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 25.331; F; cat.A CRs?; REL-7; LCS3-GNSS-UTRAN; 

rSR-VCC

R2-133065
Response LS to GP-130562 = R2-131561 on Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN (S2-133836; contact: Ericsson); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; R2-131561 was sent from RAN2 #82 in Fukuoka; REL-11; rSRVCC-GERAN; 
[Moved from 3.1 to 4]
LSin: Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN  from SA2 (Chairman)

=>
Noted.
R2-133478
Transfer of UE EUTRA capabilities at handover from GERAN; Ericsson; Disc; REL-11; rSRVCC-GERAN; 

-
NSN wonders what UE capabilities the target eNB may assume regarding PS handover. Category 1? Anything else? Ericsson thinks that nothing else can be assumed. Only if the eNB sees an incoming rSR-VCC handover, it may assume also support for FGI3 and 5.

-
Intel thinks that GERAN2 will decide on MFBI in their next meeting. 

-
Samsung wonders the MFBI proposal would imply that the UE needs to make the band selection rather than the target. Huawei thinks that the eNB should follow the UE selection. 

-
NSN wonders whether it is essential to support MFBI in this scenario. Ericsson would tend to agree with Intel that we better postpone the MFBI discussion until GERAN agreed on that aspect. Ericsson intended to show how this could be solved. 

-
DCM wonders why RAN2 is now progressing with this solution. Ericsson thinks that SA2 took the GERAN radio interface limitations as well as CN impact into account and therefore proposed to follow this approach. 

-
ZTE wonders whether the eNB would have to assume Rel-8? Huawei thinks it is not important to assume a release. Ericsson agrees. 

=>
RAN2 will adopt the solution recommended by SA2. 

-
Intel wonders whether already for Rel-10 we might exceed the size limitations. If we support it for PS HO, we should maybe do it from Rel-10. Ericsson thinks that PS HO is different from rSR-VCC as there are no impacts on our specifications. NSN thinks that the eNB needs to know what to expect. Ericsson proposes to capture this in 36.300. NSN wonders whether this will be from Rel-8. Ericsson thinks we don’t have a Release for an eNB. Huawei agrees with Ericsson that there is not much need to clarify it in our specifications. 

=>
We will capture the VoLTE related features to be supported for rSR-VCC in 36.331. A CR can be provided in the next meeting. 

=>
Discuss which FGIs the eNB may assume for rSR-VCC (3, 5, …?)

=>
Can discuss further regarding PS HO support.
=>
CBF: A draft reply LS to SA2/CT1/GERAN2 on “Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN” can be provided R2-133611. It should indicating that UE that support SRVCC GERAN to EUTRA shall support at least Category 1. Should also indicate that we wait for GERAN2’s decision on MFBI. (Ericsson)

R2-133611
Draft reply LS to SA2/CT1/GERAN2 on “Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN”; Ericsson

-
Intel thinks we concluded that PS HO requires further evaluation. 

=>
Change A1 to: “With the adopted solution, a target eNB will assume a minimum set of UE EUTRA capabilities supported by an rSR-VCC capable UE. RAN2 intend to capture in RAN2 specifications the RAN AS features that a “CS to PS SRVCC from GERAN to E-UTRA” capable UE shall support.”

=>
Change A2 to: ” The same solution might be applicable for GERAN to E-UTRAN PS handover but companies felt that a more careful evaluation should be performed.”
· =>
With these changes the LS to SA2/CT1/GERAN2 on “Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN” is agreed in R2-133696
R2-133480
Enabling SRVCC and PS HO from GERAN without forwarding UE-EUTRA-Capability; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; B; REL-11; rSRVCC-GERAN; 

-
NSN would like to capture that this is only for GERAN2 to LTE handover. 

-
NSN would like to clarify the capabilities so that the eNB knows when to expect capabilities and when it shall not. Ericsson suggests to clarify in 24.008. 

=>
Clarify the field description of “ue-RadioAccessCapabilityInfo” so that it is clear what is required for which handover (depending on source RAT). 

-
Samsung is OK with this CR.

-
Samsung thinks we should capture this also in 24.008.

-
Samsung thinks we have to update stage-2 (36.300). 

=>
Can provide updated CRs to the next meting also taking into account GERAN decision on MFBI. 

=>
Postponed

R2-133481
Enabling SRVCC and PS HO from GERAN without forwarding UE-EUTRA-Capability â€“ Alternative for MFBI support; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; B; REL-11; rSRVCC-GERAN; 

=>
Postponed
R2-133383
UE capability handling during GERAN to EUTRAN mobility; NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-8; LTE-L23, rSRVCC-GERAN;

withdrawn
R2-133492
E-UTRA UE Capability size problem in UTRAN and E-UTRAN; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23;
=>
revised in R2-133602
R2-133602
E-UTRA UE Capability size problem in UTRAN and E-UTRAN; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc
-
Sony wonders what is really the problem on the UTRAN. Sony thinks that the network can already tell the UE to omit the E-UTRAN capabilities in the RRCConnectionSetupComplete. DCM would like to do to use RRCConnectionRelease with redirection and therefore they want the UE to send it during the RRC Connection Establishment. 

-
DCM wonders whether the only problem is delay and not connection failures. DCM also sees an increased risk for failures. Intel thinks that the Connection Setup Complete is sent by RLC AM and losses will be corrected. 

=>
Companies in RAN2 do not consider the E-UTRA capabilities to be a problem for the UTRAN radio interface. Can discuss further offline. 

-
NSN thinks that the memory size of the MME is not that critical. Even if the capabilities are 1 kByte per UE, an MME could still serve many UEs with a reasonable amount of memory. NSN is not sure why SA2 raised this issue. 

-
Huawei think we already replied that we are not able to put a limit on the capability size. 

-
Ericsson thinks that we should still be careful not to increase the size of the capabilities too much further. We should keep that in mind. 

=>
Companies do not think the capability size is a real issue for MME implementations. We have not received any reply from CT1 stating any such concerns and we agreed earlier that we do not intend to limit the size of the capabilities. 

MFBI

R2-133560
Summary of email discussion [83#10] JointMFBI Discuss the need for inter-RAT capabilities; Huawei; Report; result of email discussion [83#10]; REL-9; TEI9, LTE-RF; 
Proposal 1: MFBI capability signalling is introduced for inter RAT case

Proposal 2: 

- UMTS: introduce a capability bit to indicate LTE MFBI support from Rel-10;

- LTE: introduce a capability bit to indicate UMTS MFBI support from Rel-9

-
QC thinks that in the UMTS network the capability would not yet be known when the UE wants to perform a Reject. Huawei and Sony thinks that the problem QC raises is not specific to MFBI. 

	Agreements
1
MFBI capability signalling is introduced for the inter RAT case

2a
UMTS: introduce a capability bit to indicate LTE MFBI support from Rel-10;

2b
LTE: introduce a capability bit to indicate UMTS MFBI support from Rel-9

3
RAN2 acknowledges that there might be problems with Reject and Redirect in case the UE does not support MFBI while the target cell uses MFBI. However, no solution to this problem could be identified.


R2-133564
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI10,LTE-RF ; 

-
Huawei indicates that ASN.1 corrections are needed and will update the CR accordingly (back-porting capabilities to earlier release).

-
Sony thinks it would be good to see also a Rel-11 CR. 

-
NSN wonders whether we really need to do this in Rel-10. Ericsson thinks that maybe a Rel-11 CR with magic sentence would also be enough. Then we would not need to mess around with extending Rel-10 ASN.1. Huawei would also be OK with that if companies want to avoid dummies in Rel-10 and if we are sure that it can be done. Sony think that it would be the typical way for band-related functionality.

=>
An updated Rel-11 CR with magic sentence can be provided R2-133612 (Rel-10) and R2-133613 (Rel-11). 

-
If the UE supports LTE MFBI it should also indicate this in the UMTS capabilities.
R2-133612
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI10,LTE-RF ;
=>
Adjust the inter-operability to the structure: “If the UE is implemented according to this CR but the NW is not…”

-
Nokia and NSN wonder why we need a new capability bit given that the feature is mandatory from Rel-10 anyway. Huawei thinks that there will also be Rel-9 LTE UEs that intend to use this feature. 

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133654
R2-133613
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-11; TEI10,LTE-RF ;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133655
=>
Can discuss until next meeting whether 25.307 requires updates for inter-RAT MFBI capabilities.
R2-133565
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.306; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI10,LTE-RF ; 

-
Sony thinks that it should clarify that it is only applicable if the UE supports E-UTRA. 

=>
Clarify that this only applies for a UE supporting E-UTRA.

=>
CBF: An updated inter-RAT MFBI for 25.306 CR can be provided in R2-133614 (Rel-10), R2-133615 (Rel-11) (Huawei)

R2-133614
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.306; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI10,LTE-RF ;
=>
Adjust the inter-operability to the structure: “If the UE is implemented according to this CR but the NW is not…”
=>
Add magic sentence

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133656
R2-133615
Introduction of capability bit for E-UTRA Multiple Frequency Band Indicators; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.306; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-11; TEI10,LTE-RF ;

=>
With the same changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133657
R2-133561
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-9; TEI9, LTE-RF; 

-
Ericsson points out that one OPTIONAL is missing.

=>
Discuss how to place the OPTIONAL bits

=>
Discuss whether to better place this in the inter-RAT capabilities

=>
CBF: An updated 36.331 CR can be provided in R2-133616 (Rel-9), R2-133617 (Rel-10), R2-133618 (Rel-11) (Huawei)

R2-133616
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-9; TEI9, LTE-RF;
=>
Adjust the inter-operability to the structure: “If the UE is implemented according to this CR but the NW is not…”
=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133658
R2-133617
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI9, LTE-RF;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133659
R2-133618
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-11; TEI9, LTE-RF;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133688
R2-133562
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-9; TEI9, LTE-RF    ; 

=>
Clarify that this only applies for a UE supporting FDD UTRA.
=>
Align according to the decision of where to place the corresponding IE in 36.331.

=>
CBF: Updated 36.306 CR can be provided in R2-133619 (Rel-9), R2-133620 (Rel-10), R2-133621 (Rel-11) (Huawei)

R2-133619
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; F; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-9; TEI9, LTE-RF    ;
=>
Adjust the inter-operability to the structure: “If the UE is implemented according to this CR but the NW is not…”
=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133689
R2-133620
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-10; TEI9, LTE-RF    ;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133690
R2-133621
Introduction of capability bit for UTRA MFBI; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.306; A; related to email discussion [83#10]; REL-11; TEI9, LTE-RF    ;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133691
-
ZTE wonders what we do about GERAN. Huawei thinks we should inform GERAN2 

=>
CBF: A draft LS on Inter-RAT capability signalling for MFBI to GERAN2 can be provided in R2-133640 (Huawei). 

R2-133640
draft LS on Inter-RAT capability signalling for MFBI to GERAN2; Contact Huawei

· =>
The LS on “Inter-RAT capability signalling for MFBI” to GERAN2 is agreed in R2-133692
R2-133076
Further corrections on MFBI related issues; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-RF; 

-
Sony wonders whether the UE may rely on a certain NW behaviour? If so, should we specify this? Sony thinks that in case of NW sharing one of the overlapping bands could have a different dedicated priority than another. Huawei thinks that for LTE we decided not to write this explicitly in the specifications even though the NW is expected to provide the same dedicated priorities. 

-
Ericsson wonders why the text was introduced as notes. It should be procedural text. 

=>
Change notes to normative text. 

=>
Remove the references to the earlier agreed CRs (R1, R2). 

=>
Correct editorials on cover page

=>
Change “i.e. regardless of the ARFCN” to “i.e. independent of the ARFCN”

=>
CBF: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133622 (Rel-10) (Huawei)

R2-133622
Further corrections on MFBI related issues; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-RF;
-
Intel wonders why the note was not converted into normative text. Huawei indicates that some companies had concerns. Intel thinks it is normative in LTE specifications. 

=>
Change notes to normative text
=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed R2-133693
R2-133077
Further corrections on MFBI related issues; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; A; REL-11; TEI10, LTE-RF; 

=>
CBF: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133623 (Rel-11) (Huawei)
R2-133623
Further corrections on MFBI related issues; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; A; REL-11; TEI10, LTE-RF;
=>
With the same change the CR is in principle agreed R2-133694
5
Joint UMTS/LTE: Rel-12

Note that, according to work item approval and time budget discussions at RAN-58, RAN2 is not expected to work on other (e.g. RAN1- or RAN3-led) Joint Rel-12 WIs than those listed in the following sub-sections.
5.1
SI: WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking

(FS_UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: Sep.13, WID: RP-122038)

TR 37.834 v0.3.0 (R2-132249)

Guidance from RAN-61:
-
Deployments scenarios with and without ANDSF shall be addressed by WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking SI

-
RAN recommends that RAN2 communicate with SA2/CT1 once solutions details that may have CN impact have been worked out sufficiently.

-
By RAN2#83bis meeting RAN2 should identify potential issues with end-to-end solutions to be clarified with SA2/CT1

-
The solution for WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking should be testable

-
RAN2 should complete the work in the Study Item for each of the 3 solutions

R2-133476
TR 37.834 v1.0.1 on Study on WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking; Intel Corporation; TR; 37.834; 

=>
Update is agreed in R2-133627 v1.1.0
R2-133474
Next steps for WLAN/3GPP radio interworking SI; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

-
QC thinks that for solution 3 the behaviour is clear and the options are clear. For solution 1, however, there is only a list of input parameters but not description of how they should actually be used. IDT thinks that also for solution 3 there are difference between the solutions proposed by QC and Huawei. 

-
Huawei thinks we need to investigate and describe how Solution 1 works without ANDSF.
Interworking with ANDSF

Primarily for Solutions 2&3

R2-133100
Clarifying RAN and ANDSF based WLAN interworking; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

-

R2-133192
The details of WLAN IW Solution 2; NSN, Nokia Corporation, Deutsche Telekom; Disc; 

-
NSN indicates that the WTSI and the RSRP threshold could be merged (WTSI could be realized by RSRP threshold). Vodafone thinks the WTSI is not needed.  

-
Discuss how ANDSF can take precedence over the RAN rules for selected traffic. 

R2-133442
Interworking of RAN solutions 1, 2 and 3 with ANDSF; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

=>
Solution 2 and Solution 3 can use the same ANDSF interworking.
	Working assumption
In Solution 2 and 3 the RAN rules/steering can restrict access network availability. E.g., if ADNSF allows two accesses the RAN rules/steering may indicate any of the two as not available – even the one for which ANDSF indicated higher priority. 

=>
Text should be improved… maybe by just adopting the already agreed text for Solution 3 in the TR.


-
Huawei thinks that Solution 3 would be primarily for Connected more whereas Solution 2 could be used for IDLE mode. 

-
Ericsson suggests that we work on these detail offline during the week and come up with a flow chart describing how it works. 

-
MediaTek thinks we assumed that the RAN does not know the UEs ANDSF configuration. 

R2-133200
Interaction between ANDSF policies and RAN policies; Vodafone; Disc; 
R2-133440
RAN-ANDSF Interworking; Ericsson; Disc;
Offloading granularity

Primarily for Solutions 2&3

R2-133233
CN impacts of RAN2 solutions for WLAN/3GPP interworking; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133234
Draft LS on CN impacts in RAN2 solutions for WLAN/3GPP interworking; Samsung; LSout; 

-
Intel thinks that the majority of companies would prefer APN level offload for Solutions 2 and 3 as discussed offline. DT would like finer offloading such as bearer level. QC thinks that the RAN only knows bearers. Huawei thinks that on WiFi the UE does not know bearers. It only knows APNs and IP Flows. Huawei thinks that the RAN could indicate all bearers that belong to one APN. The RAN would need to know the APNs. Ericsson thinks the UE would need to know which bearers not to offload. 

-
Samsung would like to avoid additional complexity in the UE. Samsung agrees with Intel that we should agree to support per-APN level offloading and discuss the signalling later in the WI phase. MediaTek would support the intention and assumes that the intention is to steer IMS and non-IMS traffic separately. Samsung thinks that the Emergency and IMS APN should never move to WiFi. But the best effort could be moved. DT would require finer granularity than per-APN. Vodafone thinks that that can be done by using ANDSF with IFOM. 

-
Chairman thinks that the intention is to ensure that the UE does not DETACH which would happen if all traffic is offloaded to WiFi. 

-
TI agreed with DT that we should try to have finer granularity even if ANDSF is not available. Vodafone thinks we should not support any traffic differentiation unless ANSDF is used. 

-
Huawei thinks that we need at least per APN offload since there will be traffic that cannot be offloaded to WiFi (e.g. IMS depending on interworking solution)

-
Intel thinks that we should agree on this baseline.
Show of hands: For the case that ANDSF is not present we intend to support…

a) per bearer offload:
6

b) per APN offload: 

12

c) per UE offload: 

7

-
DT thinks we cannot exclude any of the options now. 

	Agreements
1
If ANDSF is not present, we could use traffic routing (e.g. per APN or per bearer) to keep certain traffic on LTE to ensure that the UE does not DETACH. The level of traffic routing is FFS and should be checked with SA2. 

2
If ANDSF is not present and only per-UE offloading is supported, there should be means to ensure that the UE does not DETACH (in case of LTE). It is FFS how this could be achieved.


=>
We will ask SA2 whether any other alternative than per-APN offload would be feasible in Rel-12.
Predictability and Testability

Primarily for Solution 1, How are the parameters used? What are the rules? (also for solution 2)

R2-133426
Open issues of solution 1; NEC; Disc; 

-
MediaTek thinks that many companies think that radio thresholds should be used and that should be specified with a certain purpose in mind. The usage should not differ between Solution 1 and 2. ALU agrees that rules could be provided in either way. 

-
MediaTek thinks we should specify the thresholds and the usage of the thresholds (rules) in RAN2.

-
MediaTek thinks that ANDSF is a kind of baseline and if there are problems with testing, we need to solve it. MediaTek thinks that even if ANDSF offers a very flexible functionality, we might decide to specify tests that cover only a subset of functionality which is considered most important. MediaTek thinks that we should not try to replace ANDSF just because there are currently no test cases. We should rather specify the test cases. AT&T agrees to that. Orange also agrees. 

-
Nokia thinks that there were attempts to agree test cases for ANDSF but it was not agreeable. Nokia thinks that we should check with SA2 and CT1 whether they intend to cover ANDSF by test cases. Huawei thinks that ANDSF cannot be tested as everything is specified as “UE may…”. That is why Huawei would prefer to specify at least the RAN related aspects in RAN specifications. TI thinks we should make sure that RAN5 tests it. 

-
Ericsson is concerned that the local operation environment concept makes it even more difficult to predict the ANDSF behaviour. 

-
Intel thinks that the broadcast load should be compared to a threshold. Intel thinks that it could be randomized to avoid ping pong. AT&T agrees. NSN does not want to broadcast the cellular load. NSN wonders what granularity would be considered. NSN would rather like to use an offload preference. Ericsson thinks we should rather achieve this by RSRP thresholds. Orange thinks that different operators have different requirements and might want to use different parameters. Orange would not like to broadcast the load of their NW but if other operators like to do that, they could. Vodafone agrees with Ericsson that we should rather focus on things as RSRP and other thresholds where it is clear how the UE uses it. Vodafone would also not like to broadcast the load of the NW. MediaTek tends to agree with Ericsson that it is important to define rules that ensure predictability. This applies to Solution 1 and 2. 

-
Intel thinks that we don’t need to discuss the rules but just make to be sure that test cases can be defined. 

=>
We should describe intended UE behaviour for Solution 1 and 2.
-
Huawei could like to ask CT1 whether a UE without user preference and with a Local Operating Environment which does not preclude any access network, the UE shall behave as described above. Intel think that an answer would not help since we should anyway support ANDSF. 

=>
We can indicate in the LS to SA2/CT1 that all solutions are supposed to be testable and since they are supposed to interwork with ANDSF, RAN2 thinks that also the ANDSF functionality should be testable.
R2-133438
WLAN 3GPP radio interworking-UE predictability and testability; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133473
Further description and text proposal for solution 1; Intel Corporation; TP; 37.834;
Measurements and other Traffic Steering Metrics

Generally important aspects not specific to one solution

R2-133157
Limitations on WLAN measurements for WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 

-
Ericsson thinks that from Broadcom’s evaluation it seems that the measurements are actually pretty accurate. Broadcom thinks that other chipsets could be much worse. Nokia also agrees that the measurements look quite good but the problem is that there are no requirements. BlackBerry thinks we should not make any assumptions on the WiFi radio interface side. 

-
AT&T wonders whether it only depends on the chipset?

-
TI wonders whether there is any chance to specify measurement accuracy in IEEE. Orange thinks that this might happen as part of carrier grade WiFi activities. 

-
NSN think that SA2 and WiFi alliance have not considered RSSI measurements. Ericsson indicates that this is not really in SA2s scope so far since they focus on higher layer aspects. 

-
MediaTek thinks that the main problem is actually interference. So, we may need to decide whether we need filtering. 

-
Nokia thinks that the testability requirement applies also to this aspect and Nokia wonders how we can test this without having requirements. 

	Agreements
1
If RAN2 decides to develop WLAN measurement solutions, RAN2 should take into account the lack of control over WLAN radio sensitivity calibration and WLAN measurement performance requirements.

2
If WLAN radio signal/quality thresholds and/or measurements are introduced, the granularity should match the accuracy to be expected (e.g. just a few levels that are likely to be distinguished correctly by typical WLAN implementations)

3
Testability should be evaluated further.


Performance evaluation

R2-133479
Performance benefits of RAN based solutions for WLAN/3GPP interworking; Intel Corporation; Disc;

=>
revised in R2-133604
R2-133604
Performance benefits of RAN level enhancements for WLAN/3GPP interworking; Intel Corporation; Disc
-
LG thinks that estimated throughput is used as steering metric which many companies raised concerns about. LG would not like to make conclusions based on such a metric. NSN agrees with LG that we have not discussed this threshold parameter. Intel indicates that this is not mentioned in the text to be captured. NSN thinks that this is what the results are based on. 

-
NSN wonders what the benefit is of capturing this is. Intel thinks it is a nice conclusion of the study and good to show to SA2 and others. Intel clarifies that the intention is not to steer the selection of a solution with these results. It is just supposed to be one particular result for one particular deployment and configuration.  

-
Intel would also be fine not to capture the results in the TR and only agree on proposal 1 and 2. Nokia wonders whether we should really make this conclusion based on this simulation which seems to assume very specific parameters. Intel thinks that even without these simulations we could probably conclude proposal 1 and 2. 

-
TI thinks that we should such a conclusion at a later point in time when we really wrap up the SI. TI also thinks that this statement is not really important for SA2 now. 

=>
Postpone the conclusion on performance… should be considered in the next meeting.
-
AT&T supports having a joint meeting with SA2 and CT1 in San Francisco. BlackBerry would support this as well. Cisco agrees. 

=>
CBF: A draft LS to SA2 and CT1 on WiFi 3GPP interworking capturing the questions collected above can be provided in R2-133628 (Intel)

=>
Intel will provide a draft LS which can be discussed in the offline evening session on Tuesday evening.
R2-133628
Draft LS to SA2 and CT1 on WiFi 3GPP interworking; Contact: Intel

=>
In the first paragraph change to “three solution directions which”

=>
Remove “if services may be better performed in another access”

=>
Change to “testable UE behaviour?”

=>
Change “Is it feasible to develop testable requirements  for ANDSF to ensure consistent UE behaviour?” to “If not, is it feasible to develop testable requirements  for ANDSF to ensure consistent UE behaviour? When could that be achieved?”

-
Nokia suggests to ensure a focused LS by removing “RAN2 seek SA2 input on CN impacts of identified RAN solutions and questions as described above.”. BlackBerry, IDT and AT&T would like to keep it.

-
DT wonders what roaming is referred to in Q4. Vodafone thinks it is “Wifi roaming”. Intel thinks it refers to “3GPP roaming”. DT suggests to remove the sentence. Orange thinks it is unclear now whether this refers to ANDSF or other cases. 

=>
Change Q4 to “Question 4) Is there an issue with RAN rule/command affecting access network selection decision in case of cellular roaming (user in VPLMN configured by Home PLMN with ANDSF)?”

-
NSN thinks that the sentence is very wide. Ericsson agrees that we have maybe not even defined the solutions detailed enough so that they could answer this. Intel and Huawei also prefer to remove the sentence. 

=>
Remove “RAN2 is interested in SA2 input on CN impacts of identified RAN solutions and questions as described above.”

· [Joint/Wifi] One week to approve the LS to SA2 and CT1 (Intel)
- The intention is to clarify the text (so that it becomes understandable from SA2/CT1 point of view) but not to add or remove questions. The final LS can be provided in R2-133697
-
MediaTek thinks that the solutions are actually quite similar and companies should try to have a mind set to find commonalities of the solutions.
Possible Way Forward

Not the main focus in this meeting but good to keep in mind

R2-133171
Standardization Issues for WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-133102
Benefits of UE reporting for WLAN interworking in Solution 3; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-133544
UE based vs Network based Solution; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133101
A combined approach to Solution 1 and 2 for Idle mode; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-133490
Solution supporting deployment with and without ANDSF; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, AT&T, InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-133545
Differences and Similarities Solutions 1 & 2; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

Other

R2-133144
Discussion on three solutions for access network selection; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-133151
The Discussion on Solution 1 and 3; Coolpad; Disc; 
R2-133167
Steering of data radio bearers; Acer Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-133158
IDC issues on WLAN measurements for WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133172
Considerations on WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-133202
Support for Traffic Offloading for IDLE Mode UEs; AT&T, InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-133240
Next Steps on WLAN/3GPP Interworking; Motorola Mobility; Disc; 
R2-133286
Three Solutions with and without ANDSF; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133288
Removal of FFS in  Solution 3; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133291
CN Impact of Three Solutions; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133340
RAN assistance on ANDSF information provisioning; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-133361
Impact analysis for solution 2; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133362
Text proposal on WLAN 3GPP radio interworking solution 2; LG Electronics Inc., Kyocera, Acer Incorporated; TP; 37.834; 
R2-133421
Simplified solution 3; NEC; Disc; 
R2-133432
WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking Impacts to Core Network for Discussion with SA2/CT1; AT&T - InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-133436
Draft LS on WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking Issues for Clarification; AT&T; LSout; 
R2-133437
WLAN 3GPP radio interworking-TP for solution 2; Ericsson; TP; 37.834; 
R2-133451
How solutions 1, 2 and 3 work without ANDSF; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133445
Dedicated signalling for solutions 1 and 2; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133462
End-to-end issues in WLAN 3GPP Radio Interworking Solutions; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-133463
Draft LS on end to end issues with regard to WLAN 3GPP Radio Interworking; BlackBerry UK Limited; LSout; 
R2-133470
WLAN measurement for solution 3; Acer Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-133506
Clarification of RAN rule and ANDSF policy in Solution 2; Kyocera, LG Electronics Inc., Acer Incorporated; Disc; 

Text Proposals

R2-133648
Text Proposal on WLAN/3GPP radio interworking solution 1; Intel Corporation, Samsung, AT&T, InterDigital Communications, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI, Broadcom, Cisco, Mediatek, Blackberry; TP

-
DT thinks that the text gives the impression that the cellular load has been agreed to be included. 

=>
Change to “enhanced with e.g. the following RAN parameters”

-
TI would like to put some of the text into the actual description rather than just in the illustrative description. TI would like to have an email discussion. 

=>
With this change the TP is agreed in R2-133698

R2-133649
Text Proposal on WLAN/3GPP radio interworking solution 2; Intel
TP
37.834
-
Orange would like to use the other solution 2 TP instead which was co-signed by many companies. NSN would support that. 

=>
Remove: “If ANDSF is present, the UE will not move traffic to an access network not indicated by ANSDF as a possibility (i.e. not indicated or indicated as forbidden).”

=>
Remove “for certain IP flows”
R2-133721
TP for RAN and ANDSF based WLAN interworking; Orange, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, Teliasonera, LGE, Acer, Kyocera
-
Intel thinks this seems to mandate a certain UE implementation and it should be clarified that this is an illustration. 

=>
Change to “Below flowcharts are an illustrative representation of the steps performed”

=>
Change “e.g. according to ANDSF or provided by RAN” to “e.g. according to ANDSF or, if ANDSF is not present, provided by RAN”

· [Joint/WiFi] One week on TP for RAN and ANDSF based WLAN interworking (Orange)
- final version can be provided in R2-133725

Late or withdrawn

R2-133444
How solutions 1, 2 and 3 work without ANDSF; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; see R2-133451 instead;
withdrawn
R2-133446
Discussion on group communication scenarios and requirements; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

withdrawn

R2-133586
Discussion on details of solution 1; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
[Late]
5.2
Other Joint Rel-12 WIs/SIs

Input to any other Rel-12 Joint UMTS/LTE WIs/SIs not explicitly listed above. Note that TEI12 should be submitted in 5.3.

(EHNB_enh3-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-12, started: Sep.12, target: Dec 13, WID: RP-130741)

EHNB_enh3-Core

R2-133298
Draft LS on Agreements Related to CSG RAN Sharing; TeliaSonera; LSout; REL-12; EHNB_enh3-Core; 

-
ZTE wonders whether there is anything missing in RAN3 or SA2 specifications. TS thinks that there is a SA2 TR which explains possible ways to implement and TS thinks it would be helpful to include it in that one at least. ZTE thinks that the “mechanism” outlined in the draft LS seems to describe pure NW implementation option. ZTE does not think this needs to be described in specifications. ZTE thinks that this should be discussed in RAN3. It is not our task to tell RAN3 how to do this. Huawei thinks that there would be no harm sending this LS. NSN thinks we should send an LS if there is a need for it.

-
QC thinks we should not go into details. If we want to send an LS we could just indicate that it should be taken care of by proper NW configuration.

-
Chairman thinks we did not discuss the solution but rather confirmed that it would in general be possible to cope with pre-release 12 UEs. 

=>
No need to send an LS. 

=>
Noted

UEPCOP

R2-133068
Reply LS to R2-133034 on UEPCOP considerations (S2-133863; contact: Ericsson); SA2; LSin; LS01; to: RAN2; UEPCOP = UE Power Consumptions Optimizations; FS_MTCe_RAN was completed in Sep.13; NSN drafted a reply in R2-133194 and ZTE discussed a reply in R2-133563; REL-12; MTCe-UEPCOP, FS_MTCe_RAN;
[Moved from 3.1 to 5.2]

-
ALU wonders whether we should treat them at all or just reply to SA2 in the way we agreed for SDDTE (further study is needed but no time allocated now). ZTE thinks that here we have some documents on the table with some suggestions. NSN thinks that all we could do is to conclude that no gains are to be expected. Intel would support to discuss it briefly. Vodafone would prefer to conclude that this is not feasible for Rel-12. 

=>
Noted

R2-133563
Considerations for a Reply LS to SA2 on MTCe-UEPCOP; ZTE Corporation; Disc; LS01; Considerations for a possible Reply LS to R2-133068 = S2-133863; REL-12; FS_MTCe_RAN; 

-

R2-133193
Further analysis of extended DRX cycle for UEPCOP; NSN, Nokia Corporation; ?; REL-12; FS_MTCe_RAN; 
[Moved from 5.3 to 5.2]

-


Discussion: 

-
Vodafone thinks the longer DRX cycle would delay transmission of SMS to the UE. 

-
Sony thinks that the answer that ZTE proposes seems more correct, i.e., it does not come for free but it could be feasible when we can avoid SIB1 reading. NSN wonders how that would be possible. QC agrees with ZTE and Sony that we could make it work for up to 10.24 seconds in Rel-12. NSN would like to agree that beyond 10.24 is not feasible for Rel-12. MediaTek agrees with QC and Sony that up to 10.24 would be feasible for Rel-12. Intel agrees with QC. 

-
Samsung would agree with ZTEs response but think that even extending beyond 10.24s would be feasible in Rel-12. 

-
ALU wonders what power saving we expect from extending the cycle up to 10.24.

-
Huawei agrees that extending up to 10.24 might actually consume more power. 

-
IDT think that we could adopt up to 10.24. Nokia thinks we don’t know all aspects. E.g. how frequently would a UE need to do measurements. 

-
QC thinks that for UMTS it would be reasonable to extend DRX cycles up to 40s and that seems to result in power saving. NSN thinks that in UMTS we can already support 5s. Huawei thinks we would have the same issue as for LTE if we extend the cycle further as UEs would need to read SIB. QC would at least like to reply that also UMTS would require further evaluation.
=>
We reply that “Further evaluation would be needed to evaluate the UE power consumption for extended DRX cycles up to and beyond 10.24s which could not be achieved in the Rel-12 SI”. 

=>
CBF: A draft reply LS on UEPCOP to SA2 can be provided in R2-133625 (ZTE)

R2-133625
Draft reply LS on UEPCOP to SA2; Contact: ZTE

=>
Reply that “RAN2 would need to further evaluate the power consumption saving achievable with extended DRX cycles up to and beyond 10.24s. But currently RAN2 has no time budget allocated to perform this evaluation. RAN2 thinks that, considering the current workload, specifying RAN aspects for extended DRX cycle values beyond 10.24s may not be feasible in the Rel-12 timeframe. Therefore, RAN2 did not discuss whether enhancements to the RRC system information would be needed or not, in case DRX cycle values were extended.”

· =>
With these changes the LS on UEPCOP to SA2 is agreed in R2-133695
R2-133194
[DRAFT] Reply LS on UEPCOP considerations; NSN; LSout; LS01; draft reply LS to R2-133068 = S2-133863; REL-12; FS_MTCe_RAN;
5.3
Joint TEI12

Small Technical Enhancements affecting LTE and UTRAN Rel-12 and that do not belong to any Rel-12 WI. 

Note: A TEI proposal should be treated for only one meeting cycle and involve only one WG. Otherwise, a WI should be proposed at RAN plenary!

RACH

R2-133159
RACH access failure problems: 'aggressive RACH' and 'Chiba' issues.; Sony; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

-
DT has also observed the same Chiba problem in their E-UTRA network not only in UTRA.

-
DT supports addressing these issues. 

-
AT&T would also support this

-
Nokia thinks that in the last meeting we concluded that we should get some measurements showing what the actual problem for aggressive RACH. Samsung thinks the same applies for the Chiba problem where the root cause was not yet clear. Ericsson agrees that for Chiba there could also be a propagation delay problem. The aggressive RACH seems to be due to overload. DT thinks that the Chiba problem happens primarily due to limited UL power in low frequency bands. Sony thinks that it could be UL power or delay and we should find a solution to both. For the UE it is the same effect. 

Chiba: 

-
Samsung thinks that DCM has mainly talked about the delay issue and that can be addressed on the NW side. If it is UL coverage, one might need a different solution but we should make sure we really understand the issue before designing a new solution. DCM confirms that in their case the problem was large delay. DCM think they cannot solve that by NW configuration. DCM would need to know from the UE that the problem happened and could then configure the NW accordingly. 

-
DT thinks that we need something in addition to the NW configuration. 

-
NEC would like to see more evaluations of the root cause of the issue. 

-
Ericsson thinks that it is not only about RA response window but also that the preamble is received too late in the eNB. 

-
DT thinks that limited UL power needs to be addressed.

-
LG thinks one should primarily consider MDT to find where these problems happen and then aim to fix it by NW configuration. DT thinks that today it is actually so that customers complain directly. 

-
MediaTek thinks that the proposals here are quite generic and could agree to try to adopt them. 

-
Samsung thinks that the company that brought up the problem does not see a need anymore for a solution. Why are we still trying to find a solution. Samsung thinks that the NW could anyway observe that there are UEs transmitting at the edge of the window and then the NW should try to configure a different preamble format. NEC wonders how to do if UL power is the problem. 

Proposal 1: 

-
Nokia thinks that this is dangerous if the current cell is actually congested. DT thinks that the NW needs to be able to de-configure this so that UEs don’t move to the second best cell when the best cell gets congested. Nokia thinks that during congestion the Chiba UEs would no longer work. DT thinks the UEs that entered the second best cell would not reselect back even if the best cell would change the broadcast indication. 

=>
Can discuss further offline.

=>
Should consider more detailed analysis of the problem and existing solutions.

· [Joint/RACH] Chiba issue and aggressive RACH (Sony)
-
more detailed analysis of the problem (Chiba: Latency vs. UL power; Aggressive RACH: ???) and existing solutions
R2-133316
Random Access Issues; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

R2-133405
RACH transmission failure issue; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; REL-12; TEI12; 
R2-133422
Consideration on Chiba issue; NEC; Disc; REL-12; TEI12; 
R2-133374
Aggressive RACH issue; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
[Moved from 7.10.1 to 5.3]

CRs:

R2-133160
Correction to PRACH transmission failure handling; Sony; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

R2-133161
Correction to PRACH transmission failure handling; Sony; CR; 36.321; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

R2-133162
Correction to PRACH transmission failure handling; Sony; CR; 36.304; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

R2-133164
Correction to PRACH transmission failure handling; Sony; CR; 25.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

R2-133165
Correction to PRACH transmission failure handling; Sony; CR; 25.304; F; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 4 to 5.3]

6
LTE: Rel-11 and earlier releases

6.1
LTE Rel-10 and earlier release WIs
Changes to functionality introduced in Rel-8, 9 and 10 even if change is proposed only for Rel-11!

(LTE-L23, leading WG: RAN2, REL-8, started: Sep. 06, closed: Dec. 08, WID: RP-080747)

(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100661)

(LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100959)

(LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100196)

(LTE_Relay-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-110911)

(MBMS_LTE_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: March 11, WID: RP-101244)

(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100360)

(eICIC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100383)

(SONenh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-101004)

6.1.1
Control Plane

Positioning

R2-133136
Capability indication for inter-frequency RSTD measurement support for OTDOA; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE; 

-
LG supports proposal 1 and 2. BlackBerry as well. Intel as well however Intel wonders what we do for Rel-9. Intel thinks that there was different understanding for Rel-9. Some companies thought that the NW may configure inter-frequency RSTD on best effort basis. QC agrees that a Rel-9 would need to use the Rel-10 capabilities. Otherwise we could include the capabilities in Rel-9. QC is not sure whether we want to do a late change for Rel-9. 

-
QC clarifies that a NW could provide all assistance information to a Rel-9 UE and hope that the UE makes use of it. 

-
Sequans supports proposal 1.

-
Sequans wonders whether for the second proposal the eNB does not know whether the UE has to do positioning. Somehow the positioning server should indicate that to the eNB. QC thinks that the eNB would know that the UE has an emergency call. Sequans thinks that we should support this also for other use cases. QC considers the emergency cases as most critical. 

-
Huawei thinks that the new capability is not needed. The NW should ensure that all emergency calls happen on the carrier where OTDOA is supported and that the UE is not handed over to another carrier during the ongoing call. QC thinks that it should be possible to execute the emergency call on any frequency if the UE supports inter-frequency RSTD. That could avoid possible issues with a failed inter-frequency handover at the beginning of the emergency call. 

-
Huawei would be fine with proposal 1. 

-
CATT thinks that this is not essential for Rel-10. The NW could use other mechanisms instead. QC considers it essential for these use cases and other positioning mechanisms might not be available or sufficient. 

-
Chairman wonders whether the UE should indicate in RRC for which band it supports OTDOA rather than just one bit. QC agrees that this could be good. QC thinks it is not required to have a matrix though. NSN wonders whether it is likely that the UE supports it on one band but not in another. QC does not know. 

-
ALU supports proposal 2 as otherwise the only other option is to handover the UE always for emergency calls which is not good either. Samsung agrees with Huawei that the Proposal 2 is not needed. Verizon thinks the handover is not a good option since in the future most UEs will support inter-frequency RSTD and then there is no need for the NW to handover all the emergency calls. 

	Agreements
1
Add an inter-frequency RSTD measurement support indicator to the Rel-10 LPP OTDOA ProvideCapabilities message [TS 36.355].

2
Add an inter-frequency RSTD measurement support indicator to the Rel-10 RRC UE-EUTRA-Capability IE [TS 36.331].


R2-133137
Correction to missing capability indication for inter-frequency RSTD measurements; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.355; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE; 

-
Sequans wonders how this relates to CA. A carrier might be considered as inter-frequency RSTD if a carrier is not configured but considered as intra-frequency once it is configured as intra-frequency. QC thinks that could be discussed. Sequans thinks that the LPP capabilities would need to be updated whenever a carrier is configured or de-configured for the UE. NSN thinks that the serving cell is always the primary serving cell. The positioning server needs to know the primary frequency and whether it should provide information for other carriers as well. QC thinks the UE will provide its capabilities based on the current radio configuration when the session starts. 

=>
Can discuss field description of supportedBandList (what it really indicates). 

=>
Update cover page

=>
CB: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133630 (QC)

R2-133630
Correction to missing capability indication for inter-frequency RSTD measurements; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.355; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE;
=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-133139
Addition of inter-frequency RSTD measurement capability indicator for OTDOA; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE; 

-
Huawei wonders why there is no IE in the common capabilities. QC wonders whether this is needed and would create overhead. Huawei thinks that a single mode UE would only provide the common capabilities. 

=>
Add the IE also to the common capabilities. 

-
Huawei and Ericsson think that “otdoa-UE-assisted-v10b0
ENUMERATED {supported},” can be removed. 

=>
Remove “otdoa-UE-assisted-v10b0
ENUMERATED {supported},” 

-
NSN wonders whether we need to distinguish the case where a UE supports OTDOA or not. 

=>
Can discuss offline. 

=>
CB: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133631 (QC)

R2-133631
Addition of inter-frequency RSTD measurement capability indicator for OTDOA; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE;
-
NSN and Huawei wonder why the UE would not be able to support OTDOA on all bands. 

-
Huawei thinks that the positioning server needs to know which bands the UE supports at all. QC thinks that in the last meeting we agreed that the UE could indicate those bands in LPP in which it supports OTDOA. Verizon thinks that it might not always be possible to test OTDOA for all bands. Huawei thinks that we have other features where we do not distinguish per-band capabilities either. NSN thinks that this is not a fix but enhanced functionality. Ericsson thinks that without the band list we should clarify that a UE supports OTDOA in and across all bands it supports. That would be OK for Ericsson  but might be more difficult for the UE to ensure. QC thinks that this cannot be guaranteed and it is not realistic to assume that the UE will support RSTD measurements on all bands. Verizon would also be fine to indicate that a UE is expected to support RSTD on all its bands. NSN would be OK with that as well. SEQUANS would also support that. 

-
Huawei and NSN think that this does not need to be tested per band.

-
NSN indicates that they do not co-sign this version of the CR

=>
CB: Can come back to inter-frequency RSTD (QC)
=>
revised in R2-133651

R2-133651
Addition of inter-frequency RSTD measurement capability indicator for OTDOA; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LCS_LTE;
=>
Change “OTDOA-PositioningCapabilities-v10b0” to “OTDOA-PositioningCapabilities-r10”

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133730
R2-133471
Clarifications to OTDOA assistance data delivery; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-9; LCS_LTE; 

-
NSN thinks that it was discussed extensively when LPP was introduced that the reference cell does not need to be the UE’s serving cell. 

-
NSN thinks that the performance requirements apply primarily for synchronous deployments. Intel think they apply to both and thinks they cannot be fulfilled in an asynchronous deployment if the reference cell is not the serving cell. 

-
QC thinks that the current specifications are correct. QC thinks that the “clarification” would actually imply that inter-frequency OTDOA can be configured where the serving cell does not have any OTDOA support. In such a case the UEs serving cell would not at all be included in the assistance information. QC agrees that it is difficult to obtain the SFN of the cell but we need to find a solution for it. 

-
Huawei agrees with NSN that the reference cell does not need to be the serving cell. QC also agrees. 

-
Ericsson wonders whether it is a correction or an enhancement. Intel thinks we need to make sure that the requirements can be fulfilled. 

-
QC thinks that the UE might have to obtain the SFN from the reference cell. 

=>
Can discuss further offline
=>
Noted

R2-133472
Clarifications to OTDOA assistance data delivery; Intel Corporation; CR; 36.355; F; cat.A CRs?; REL-9; LCS_LTE; 

=>
Postponed

Carrier Aggregation

R2-133188
Clarification on supportedBand; NSN, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

=>
Change “BandCombinationParameters-r10” to “supportedBandCombination”
=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133632
R2-133577
Clarification on Scell incusion in neighbour cell measurements; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

-
ALU thinks that a neighbour cell would be reported by the A4 event while the cell is not configured for carrier aggregation. But once it is configured as SCell, the cell will no longer be reported and then the network is not able to update it measurement lists. Also the UE would need to update the “cell triggered” list and the “applicable cell” list. ALU wonders whether the UE would remove the cell from the “cell triggered” list once it is added as SCell. 

-
MediaTek agrees with ALU that these restrictions make UE implementation a bit more complicated. However, MediaTek would be OK to stick to the previously agreed UE behaviour. 

=>
CB: Can discuss further “Clarification on Scell incusion in neighbour cell measurements” offline and come back later. (LG)

-
LG reports that companies agree that the results are only included in the neighbour cell list for A3 and A5. However, it should be investigated how the cellsTriggeredList should be handled upon SCell addition for A3, 4 and 5. Nokia wonders whether it really matters how the UE behaves with respect to the cellsTriggeredList. LG thinks that this might be the case.
	Agreements
RAN2 confirms that…

1
Currently UE shall include SCell in measResultNeighCells only for event A3 and A5 where SCell is considered to be neighbouring cell by the exception rule. 

1a
An SCell measurement may then occur twice in the measurement report (once as neighbour and once as serving cell)


Other

R2-133189
Default configuration during handover and reestablishment; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; REL-10; TEI10; 

-
NEC supports the observation.

-
ALU and Samsung think that section “5.3.1.1” describes the general principle and that does not need to be changed. But it could be OK to remove the “only possible”. ALU thinks that the text added in the earlier CR meant that the NW can only use full configuration. But the UE may in addition use specified behaviour to revert back. 

=>
RAN2 confirms that the current wording can be misunderstood. Can discuss offline how to clarify.
R2-133166
ASN.1: UE actions on absence in "conditional presence" statements; Samsung; Disc; REL-10
LTE-L23, TEI10
-
CATT agrees to the described behaviour. CATT would like to rather clarify the UE behaviour. Samsung suggests to agree to the proposal and to work on the details in the email discussion. 

-
NSN is fine if the intention that the NW removes a hanging configuration. But the current text does not clearly state what the UE shall do and in which case. Therefore, it is difficult for the NW to behave “correctly”.
	Agreements
1:
When the network in delta signalling omits a field with need code “ON”, the UE takes no action related to the configuration indicated by this field or any of its sub fields. 

2:
When the network does not act in accordance with the guidance from a conditional presence statement, the UE behaviour is undefined.


· [LTE/RRC] Conditional presence statements (Samsung)
-
To Discuss a draft CR until next meeting

R2-133347
Clarification on Minimum Transport Block Size of Msg3; CATT; CR; 36.300; F; REL-10; TEI10; 

-
Ericsson thinks that it is not necessary to capture these details in Stage-2. It could rather be removed completely from stage-2. CATT would be fine with that as well. 

-
CATT understands that the difference is due to the 24 bit CRC. 

-
Intel thinks we can do it from Rel-11

=>
Not agreed.
R2-133349
Clarification on Minimum Transport Block Size of Msg3; CATT; CR; 36.300; A; REL-11; TEI10; 

=>
Remove “and is at least 80 bits”
=>
Update cover page

=>
CB: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133633 (Cat F, TEI11) (CATT)
R2-133633
Clarification on Minimum Transport Block Size of Msg3; CATT; CR; 36.300; F; REL-11; TEI11;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-133183
Clarification regarding UE release of blacklisted cells in case of overlapping PCI ranges; Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI11; 

-
NSN and Intel think that the proposed CR is less clear than the current text. Ericsson agrees. 

-
Intel thinks the CR would change the behaviour of the UE. ALU agrees. Samsung did not intend to change the behaviour. 

-
Ericsson thinks that this is an informative note that can anyway not change the normative UE behaviour.

=>
Not agreed.
=>
Should discuss offline so that everyone has the same understanding of what is currently in the specification

R2-133263
Clarifications on Measurement; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

Proposal 1:
-
Nokia thinks that 11.1 already clarifies that the limit is 32 (UE capability related constraints). Huawei thinks that this causes actually confusion whether the limit in 11.1 or in 36.133 applies. Nokia thinks that 11.1 specifies what the NW is allowed to configure whereas 36.133 specifies on how many the UE has to measure. Nokia agrees that the NW may configure more than what 36.133 requires it to measure on. Nokia agrees with the proposal. 

Proposal 2:
-
BlackBerry thinks that we captured earlier that if the NW configures more frequencies, the UE behaviour is unspecified. Samsung and Nokia agree that the NW cannot predict on which of the configured frequencies the UE would actually measure. QC agrees and wonders whether it is really wise if the NW configures more than what the measurement capabilities require.
-
DT thinks that proposals 1, 2 and 3 are obvious from the specifications. Huawei has observed IOT issues. 

	Agreements (Confirmation or earlier agreements)
1
RAN2 confirms that the eNB can configure more cells (according to 36.331, section 11.1) for a frequency than the minimum measurement requirements in TS 36.133. 

2
RAN2 confirms that the eNB may configure more frequencies (according to 36.331, section 11.1) than the minimum monitoring requirements in TS 36.133. However, the NW does not know on which of the configured frequencies the UE will measure. 

3
RAN2 confirms that cell storage requirement is specified in TS 36.331.

4
RAN2 confirms that the cell indicated by the “cellForWhichToReportCGI” is counted in the “minCellperMeasObjectxxx”.


-
Nokia thinks that Proposal 4 and 5 could require a clarification in the specifications. 

-
QC wonders whether we can really change Rel-10 if there seem to be legacy issues in the field. Huawei points out that they observed that the UE reports no CGI if the NW configured already 32 cells but it does report CGI if the NW configures only 31. Ericsson wonders whether the physical cell identity for which the UE was requested to report CGI already was included in the 32. Huawei confirms. 

=>
Should discuss whether 4 and 5 above can be agreed or whether the network should count the report CGI cell as one of the 32. 

R2-133266
Clarifications on Measurement; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 

=>
Postponed
R2-133646
Clarifications on Measurement; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; cat.A CR?; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23;
=>
Move “Note 1” into the table to make it normative and call it “NOTE”. 

=>
Consider improving the text of the Note in the table. 

=>
Update Inter-operability to and consequences if not approved 
=>
Can come back in the next meeting.

=>
Postponed
6.1.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session. See Annex G.
R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE; CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 
R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE; CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE; CR; 36.321; A; REL-11; LTE_CA-Core; 
R2-133249
Discussion on the collision between TTI bundle and Msg 3; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133427
Collision of TTI bundle and Msg3; Ericsson; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 
R2-133152
Discussion on priority between msg3 and other UL grant; ZTE; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23,TEI10; 
R2-133153
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant; ZTE; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; LTE-L23,TEI10; 
R2-133154
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant; ZTE; CR; 36.321; A; REL-11; LTE-L23,TEI10; 
R2-133355
TTI Bundling and Msg3; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133377
Discussion on collision between TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-10; TEI10; 
R2-133487
Discussion on TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-10; TEI10; 
R2-133230
Collision between Msg3 and TTI bundling; CATT; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 
R2-133231
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 
R2-133232
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling; CATT; CR; 36.321; A; REL-11; TEI10, LTE-L23; 
R2-133277
The HARQ operation for TTI bundling and Random Access procedure; ASUSTeK; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23;
6.2
LTE Rel-11 WIs
Changes to functionality introduced in Rel-11.
(LTE_CA_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Mar.13, WID: RP-121999)

(MBMS_LTE_SC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: June 10, closed: Sep.12, WID: RP-120258)

(LTE_eDDA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-120256)

(LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 09, target: June. 13, WID: RP-120859)

(eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120860)

(SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-111355)

(COMP_LTE_DL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111365)

(COMP_LTE_UL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111365)

(LTE_TDD_add_subframe, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 12; closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-120384)

(FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-110709)

(LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec. 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120871)
6.2.1
Control Plane

CoMP

R2-133302
Capability signalling for CSI processes; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; COMP_LTE_DL-Core; 

-
Nokia thinks this still needs to be discussed in RAN plenary. Ericsson thinks it was settled in the previous meeting. QC accepts the Ericsson proposal. Nokia thinks it is also related for IOT availability. 

-
Nokia is not willing to take the decision in RAN2 since it is not clear whether the UE can set the bit in all band combinations if it passed IOT for some band combinations only (since no IOT was available for the others). Nokia thinks that we could send an LS to RAN1

=>
Can discuss offline whether to send an LS to RAN1 and/or RAN.
-
Ericsson proposes to discuss it further at the next meeting.
Rel-11 Capabilities

R2-133182
Capturing mandatory/optional agreements on Rel-11 UE features; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, TEI11, LTE-L23; 

=>
Revised in R2-133703
R2-133703
Capturing mandatory/optional agreements on Rel-11 UE features; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, TEI11, LTE-L23;
-
SEQUANS wonders why the split is needed. DCM explains that it is already possible in signalling anyway. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the 36.306 CR should reflect this more clearly. 
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-133181
Capturing mandatory/optional agreements on Rel-11 UE features; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.306; F; REL-11; LTE_CA_enh-Core, COMP_LTE_DL-Core, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Core, TEI11, LTE-L23; 

-
Nokia wonders whether the intention is that RAN4 specifies in 36.133 for which band combinations it is mandatory. DCM thinks that the RAN4 specifications do not say what is mandatory or not. 

=>
Clarify that this applies to carrier aggregation band combinations with UL serving cells in different bands. 

-
Samsung wonders whether for the case of redirection the NW would need to know the support in IDLE mode. QC agrees with Samsung that whether or not the NW tries to redirect the UE might depend on the support in IDLE mode. It may also prioritize different frequencies for cell reselection depending on whether or not the UE supports the feature in IDLE. DCM agrees with that. NSN wonders what was agreed in RAN plenary. NSN also wonders whether it is really important for the NW to know. 

=>
Can discuss whether “rsrqMeasWideband” should only apply to CONNECTED or also to IDLE and in particular whether the NW needs to know whether the UE supports it while in IDLE.

=>
In section 4.3.5.3 move the added text behind the first sentence. 

=>
CB: An updated 36.306 CR on “Capturing mandatory/optional agreements on Rel-11 UE features”  can be provided in R2-133635 (DCM)

R2-133635
Capturing mandatory/optional agreements on Rel-11 UE features; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.306; F; REL-11; LTE_CA_enh-Core, COMP_LTE_DL-Core, eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Core, TEI11, LTE-L23;
-
Change “This field defines whether the UE can perform RSRQ measurements with wider bandwidth as specified in [16].” To “This field defines whether the UE can perform RSRQ measurements in IDLE and RRC_CONNECTED with wider bandwidth as specified in [16].”
=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133727
-
Nokia thinks we should inform RAN plenary that we agreed that Wideband RSRQ measurements capability bit applies also for IDLE mode and that it can indicate split TDD/FDD capabilities. 

=>
A draft LS on Wideband RSRQ measurement capability can be sent from the next RAN2 meeting.
Other

R2-133071
Measurement result reporting in case of CGI reporting; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
Samsung wonders what the general understanding is. Is the UE not allowed to include optional information unless there is such a note. QC did not do a general check. QC observed that RAN5 specifications do not allow including these fields. Based on the procedural text, NSN thinks that the UE shall not include them. But NSN also thinks that one could interpret this that the UE is allowed to include it. Therefore NSN agrees with Samsung that we should agree a general principle. Huawei observed that some UEs observe measurement results with CGI reporting but the measurements happen to be not accurate. Samsung thinks we should not introduce a note for every case where RAN5 test cases have a problems. 

=>
Not agreed

=>
The UE is allowed but not required to include the optional fields. If the UE includes measurements, they shall fulfil the measurement requirements. 

=>
A draft LS to RAN5 on “Measurement result reporting” indicating that the UE is allowed but not required to include the optional fields can be provided in R2-133636 (QC)

R2-133636
Draft LS on “Measurement result reporting” to RAN5; QC

=>
Change to “RAN2 asks RAN5 to modify their test specifications to allow the UE behaviour described in this LS if required”
· =>
With this change the LS on “Measurement result reporting” to RAN5 is agreed in R2-133647
R2-133072
measResultLastServCell for SON-HOF report; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
Samsung thinks that before the timer expires the UE received the measurement configuration and performed the swapping operation. Samsung wonders whether the UE has to continue measuring on the source PCell even if that was on a different carrier. MediaTek thinks that the UE should only include what it has available. Chairman wonders how old the included measurement is allowed to be. MediaTek think we agree earlier to leave this to UE implementation. 

=>
Change to “source PCell” instead of the proposed sentence. 

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133637
=>
We will also see a Rel-10 CR in the next meeting
R2-133190
'UE should' vs 'UE shall'; NSN. Nokia Corporation; Disc; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
CATT sees no difference from a NW behaviour point of view. NSN thinks that we could either say nothing or have “shall” instead. There is no point to say “should” as the NW does not know that the UE does. 

-
BlackBerry would be fine with the proposal. Ericsson agrees as well. Huawei agrees as well. 

-
QC wonders whether it really matters whether or not the UE releases it. The next time the NW wants to use e.g. the ACK/NACK format, it has to configure it again anyway. If the UE kept the old IE it will be overridden. 

=>
RAN2 agrees to the proposal. 

R2-133191
Clarification on otherwise behaviour; NSN, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

=>
Update cover page to avoid the impression that we adjust specifications to implementations. 

=>
CB: An updated CR can be provided in R2-133638 (NSN)

R2-133638
Clarification on otherwise behaviour; NSN, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11;
=>
revised in R2-133708
R2-133708
Clarification on otherwise behaviour; NSN, Nokia Corporation; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-133103
Corrections of the 3GPP2 references in TS 36.331; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11; 

-
NSN thinks that the version number if sufficient to have in the reference table. NSN sees no need to include it everywhere where the reference is used. Ericsson points out that they followed the MCC recommendation to specify it also in all IEs. But Ericsson would also be open to simplifications. QC would support the NSN proposal. 

=>
CB: An updated CR on “Corrections of the 3GPP2 references” can be provided in R2-133639 where the version of the 3GPP2 specification is only shown in the reference section. The version number should be removed from all occurrences in the remaining document. (Huawei)

R2-133639
Corrections of the 3GPP2 references in TS 36.331; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-11; TEI11;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-133475
Corrections to 3GPP2 specification references; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
[Moved from 7.10.1 to 6.2.1]

6.2.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session. See Annex G.
R2-133530
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundles; Ericsson; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133247
Discussion on PHICH missing due to glitch; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133250
Discussion on TTI bundling; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133252
UL grant patterns for TTI bundling; Samsung; CR; 36.321; F; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133255
On the behavior of TTI bundling; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; REL-10; TEI10, LTE-L23; 
R2-133312
Support of dynamic scheduling of TTI bundle transmissions; Panasonic; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133228
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling; CATT; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133229
Clarification on dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133351
TTI Bundle Shifting; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133352
Clarification on TTI Bundle Shifting; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.321; F; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 
R2-133429
Clarification on SPS implicit release; Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-11; TEI11, LTE-L23; 

7
LTE: Rel-12

7.1
WI: HetNet mobility enhancements for LTE
(HetNet_eMOB_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: March14, WID: RP-122007)

Since the time budget is limited to about one slot (~2 hours) per meeting, it is suggested to discuss sub-feature sequentially. As agreed during RAN2-83, we will focus on "Improved recovery from RLF" since that got little attention in the previous meetings. Secondly, we will aim to progress on "Improve overall HO performance with regard to HO failure rate and Ping-pong".
7.1.1
Improve overall HO performance with regard to HO failure rate and Ping-pong
7.1.1.1
Mobility information upon IDLE->CONNECTED
How accurate information is required for which use case? How can the information be transferred (e.g. will the eNB get a complete history before the RRCConnectionReconfiguration used to setup the DRBs? Is it possible to re-use existing functionality such as e.g. MDT/RLF reporting?
R2-133296
Investigation of mobility information; Ericsson; Disc; 

-
MediaTek wonders whether the UE should include inter-RAT cells. Ericsson does not have a strong view. 

-
NSN would like to understand the use cases first. MediaTek think there could be several use cases. One use case is to prevent fast moving UEs from entering small cells. But it could also be used in the context of EDDA, i.e., how quickly to release RRC Contexts. NSN thinks we should re-discuss this together with the UE based solutions. Intel agrees. Nokia thinks we already agreed to have the information. Now we can discuss what information that is before going to the next topic. MediaTek agrees with Nokia. 

-
Ericsson clarifies that a very simplistic algorithm was used and even with that it was possible to estimate correctly in more than 80% of the cases if 8 cells were reported. Intel would like to see an analysis with a better estimation and a more realistic deployment model. MediaTek thinks that even if expect a bit less accuracy in a realistic deployment this seems to be still quite good. 

-
Panasonic supports this proposal. LG would also support this approach.
R2-133113
Mobility information reporting when entering connected state; CATT; Disc; 

-
Huawei thinks that the Rel-8 MSE is not very accurate and we should better rely on the NW estimate only. 

-
ALU thinks that the benefit of providing the MSE could be that it is provided early in particular if the value “low” is reported. An some cases this will be sufficient. 

-
MediaTek thinks that one information would be sufficient and MediaTek thinks that the MSE bit would be sufficient. NSN thinks we could report at least the MSE. We could then report the history if the NW requests it. Ericsson agrees with Huawei that only the history information could be sufficient. Samsung supports the CATT proposal. LG agrees as well and thinks that providing the MSE could always be sufficient in macro networks. 

-
Nokia wonders whether we need to assume that history information can only be reported after RRCConnectionSetupComplete. ALU explains that RRCConnectionSetupComplete is size critical and should therefore not include a large information. 

-
ALU thinks that the MSE will be erroneous in a known direction. It will never indicate “slow” if it was actually “fast”. So, if the UE reports “slow” the NW can probably trust that it was slow. 

-
Nokia wonders whether it is acceptable that the NW needs to configure Rel-8 MSE in SIB in order to get the estimate. Ericsson agrees that this adds additional complexity that would not be needed if the NW is only interested in the history. NSN thinks that in a Het-Net deployment the NW would need to configure an MSE anyway to achieve decent performance. 

R2-133384
Granularity of mobility information; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

	Agreements
1a
The UE reports an indicator of availability of visited cell history

1b
The UE reports the mobility state estimated by MSE if MSE was configured

2
The network may retrieve the visited cell history upon receiving the indication (1a)

3
The visited cell history comprises cells visited while the UE was IDLE

FFS whether the visited cell history comprises cells visited while the UE was CONNECTED

4
The visited cell history comprises time of stay and physical cell IDs of the visited cells
FFS what the granularity of the time information is

FFS how many cells the history information should cover and whether the NW can request the number it would like to be reported.


R2-133106
Providing Mobility Information Upon IDLE to Connected; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133423
On mobility information during RRC connection setup; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133448
UE mobility information upon Idle to connected transition; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133546
Provisioning of mobility info for connection setup; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Late]
R2-133582
How to provide UE mobility information; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.1.1.2
UE based solutions for mobility robustness
Including output of [83#12][LTE/Het-Net] Evaluate UE based solutions for mobility robustness (ALU)

The discussion will be based primarily on the outcome of the Email discussion.
R2-133449
Report of email discussion [83#12][LTE/Het-Net] Evaluate UE based solutions for mobility robustness; Alcatel-Lucent (rapporteur); Report; result of email discussion [83#12]; 

-
NSN thinks we should try to take a decision. Ericsson agrees that we should make decisions but wonders whether we should postpone it to offline. NSN thinks that have done enough offline and email discussions. 

=>
Can discuss offline aiming to narrow down as much as possible. 

=>
CB: [Het-Net] We will come back later during the week to see whether we can make a decision. 

X)   Only rely on NW based solutions (no need for any of the below)

A)
Decision on solution directions for UE based HO performance improvement:

A.1) HO parameter Scaling based on target cell type

A.2) Solutions based on radio channel conditions

A.3) Early HO command 

A.4) MSE based enhancements (based on weighted counting)

Indicative show of hands: Which company supports… (Multiple allowed)

X)

13

A.1)
15

A.2)
5

A.3)
10

A.4)
12

=>
We exclude A.2

Indicative show of hands: If we go for a UE based solution, which company supports… (One vote allowed)

A.1)
12

A.3)
10

A.4)
8

-
Nokia wonders whether TTT scaling in A.1 would really be scaling or jus providing a TTT per target cell like for A3 offset. 
R2-133184
Gradient based scaling, further information; Samsung; Disc; 36.331; 
[Moved from 7.1.1.1 to 7.1.1.2]

R2-133589
Gradient based scaling, further information; Samsung; Disc; 36.331; 
[Moved from 7.1.1.1 to 7.1.1.2]

R2-133306
Robust mobility in HetNet environment; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 
R2-133346
Detailed descriptions on Proposal #14 in [83#12]; ETRI; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 

R2-133605
Detailed descriptions on Proposal #14 in [83#12]
ETRI
Disc

R2-133504
Stage 3 signaling for fast handover using RSRP/RSRQ with SToS/Ping-pong avoidance; Intel Corporation; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 
R2-133505
Stage 3 signaling for mobility state estimation using RSRP; Intel Corporation; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 
R2-133507
Optimal TTT values to reduce handover failure; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133508
Mobility State Estimation Enhancements using RSRP; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133147
Analysis on Updated Early HO CMD solution; ZTE, Panasonic, ITRI; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 
R2-133547
Frequently Used Cells; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133550
Signalling analysis for Gray-listing - input to email discussion [83#12]; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 
R2-133553
Specification impacts for Gray-listing and eMSE - input to email discussion [83#12]; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 
R2-133584
Categorization of UE based solutions; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133439
Solution to improve the observability of UE based MSE; Huawei; Disc; 
R2-133469
General discussion on HetNet Mobility solutions; NEC; Disc; 
7.1.2
Improved small cell discovery/identification
As agreed at RAN2-83, RAN2 waits for further input from RAN4 about relaxed measurement requirements before deciding how to progress with the remaining solution proposals.

R2-133242
The assistance information for small cell discovery; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-133376
MSE Based Inter-frequency Measurements; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 
7.1.3
Improved recovery from RLF
7.1.3.1
Early T310 Termination

Should understand how much more reestablishments (towards unprepared cells) would happen if pico cells would always configure a shorter T310. Investigate whether a short T310 should be applied rather than triggering reestablishment immediately when Qout is met. Also investigate whether Oout is usually triggered before or after A3/TTT. What are the actual outage times (in s) per HOF with and without this enhancement?

Including output of [83#13][LTE/Het-Net] Early T310 termination (QC)

The discussion will be based primarily on the outcome of the Email discussion.

R2-133073
Email discussion summary: [83#13][LTE/Het-Net] Early T310 termination; Qualcomm Incorporated; Report; result of email discussion [83#13]; 

=>
Noted

R2-133075
Risk of short T310; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

-
Samsung and Intel think that the significant increase of RLFs occurring with the early T310 termination indicate that there are many false alarms. Intel thinks that fast moving UEs should not apply early termination as there would be a chance that the UE finds the macro cell again before declaring the normal T310. 

-
ALU thinks that different simulations have used different trigger criteria which makes the results difficult to compare. 

-
Chairman wonders which cells should really configure a short T310 or an early termination. We saw HOF issues only for small cells under the coverage of a macro cell (P2M handovers). So, only pico cells under coverage of a macro cell should use this. Then there is also no problem with coverage holes. And it can also be used for all UEs that are connected to this small cell… no matter which speed. Maybe in those cells it is sufficient to configure a shorter T310 value and it might not cause false alarms. ALU thinks that also M2P have increased HOF rates. 

-
Ericsson agrees with Samsung that the model used in these simulations is quite pessimistic and that it is in fact possible to transmit PDCCH and receive measurement reports from the UE even while T310 is running.

-
ITRI wonders whether it is likely that the UE does not find a neighbour (macro) fulfilling an A3 while moving out of a pico cell. 

-
Ericsson thinks that just shortening the T310 does not seem like a very promising in all case. 

-
ALU thinks one should terminate the earliest after TTT expiry and after a chance to send the measurement report. 

-
MediaTek thinks that early T310 termination could actually be useful. 

-
QC thinks that other companies’ results show that early termination results in large interruption time since the target is not prepared. But if the target cell would fetch the context it can be ensured that it is prepared. But since early termination has a gain in outage time this should result in an overall gain of interruption time. Samsung has not observed any such technology potential. 

-
Intel thinks that early termination could be promising for slow moving UEs. 

-
Samsung thinks that we should not make conclusions based on the pessimistic models. 

=>
A too short T310 value seems to increase the false alarm rate

=>
A too long T310 value may increase the outage time

-
Chairman thinks that the feature is not very complicated. So, maybe the bar for introducing it is not too high. 

-
QC thinks we could consider that the target cell is always prepared or can prepare itself by context fetch. 

=>
Can be discussed further based on the observations and discussions

=>
Should consider how many changes would be required in implementations (and specifications)

R2-133570
Limitation of Evaluation Methodologies in TR36.839; Samsung; Disc; related to email discussion [83#13]; 
R2-133509
Performance study of the benefit of early T310 termination; Intel Corporation; Disc; revised in R2-133599
R2-133599
Performance study of the benefit of early T310 termination; Intel Corporation; Disc

R2-133571
Analysis of T310 Management Schemes; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133596
Analysis of T310 Management Schemes; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133115
Performance evaluation of T310 early termination methods; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133548
Fast Reestablishment; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133435
Solutions to improve RLF recovery in HetNet deployment; Huawei; Disc; 

Late or withdrawn

R2-133074
Further simulation results for T310 early termination; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
[Late]
7.1.3.2
Network Assisted Re-establishment

Discuss mechanisms to recover quickly from RLF/HOF and to minimize impact on application layer. Should quantify improvement over existing baseline and other mechanisms. What contributes most to the re-establishment delay? How can interruption due to re-establishment be reduced? Need for new mechanisms?
R2-133299
Cell selection at re-establishment; Ericsson; Disc; 

-
LG thinks the signalling overhead of such an approach would be significant. Ericsson acknowledges this and thinks that this may be more important in some cells in others. 

-
Nokia wonders whether the intention is to have priorities for cell selection. Nokia thinks that so far there are not requirements for that. Ericsson explains that the intention is rather to assist the UE in finding a cell quickly. 

-
QC thinks that if the intention is just to indicate e.g. in a measurement object that this is a coverage layer, they could support the proposal. Samsung thinks that there would be limited gain for intra-frequency cell selection. But for inter-frequency deployments it could be helpful. Ericsson agrees to that. 

-
ALU thinks that in Rel-8 discussions it was assumed that the UE knows best and finds the cell with the shortest delay by itself. ALU thinks that if the UE has not yet found an intra-frequency neighbour it would start searching on inter-frequency neighbours and it would probably start with those for which measurement objects have been configured. 

-
ALU wonders whether load balancing is Ericsson’s main goal or reduced outage time. Ericsson targets outage time. 

-
MediaTek tends to agree with QC that it could be good for the UE to know which layer is the coverage layer. Nokia thinks that we would need to clarify what the indication in the measurement object actually means for UE. 

=>
There is no need for the intra-frequency case since the UE will have found a candidate target cell anyway if there is any. 

-
Intel thinks that for inter-frequency handover, if the NW has configured an inter-frequency measurement and the UE has already performed inter-frequency measurements, the UE will know that cell and select it quickly if a RLF happens. QC agrees. 

-
NSN would like to see simulations and signalling overhead costs. 

R2-133555
Re-establishment Enhancements for HetNet; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
MediaTek thinks that we earlier assumed that the UE may assume that the NW prepares the first cell in the measurement report list and it might also prepare further cells. 

-
Panasonic wonders when this list would be sent. NSN thinks it could be sent at any time e.g. based on deployment knowledge or based on received measurement reports. 

-
Ericsson and Panasonic think that this is similar to what we discussed on the Ericsson paper and it was considered to be not useful. NSN thinks it is similar but not exactly the same. 

-
QC wonders whether the UE would not perform the normal cell selection, ignore the cells that it might select otherwise. It may result in selecting a non-optimal cell. 

-
Intel thinks that if the NW knows anyway from the measurement which cells the UE sees, it could just prepare those. 

-
MediaTek thinks we should rather consider how to ensure that the UE reports multiple candidate cells in the measurement report even if they did not yet fulfil the trigger criteria. 

Proposal 2: 

-
CATT thinks it is difficult for the L2  to judge whether the application requires maintaining a connection. Ericsson agrees and thinks that will be difficult to get to work in a stable way. 

-
MediaTek thinks that if the UE goes to IDLE, the NAS layer will trigger establishment of a new connection. If not, the UE cannot be paged. QC agrees with MediaTek. QC wonders how long it will take for the eNB to detect that the UE has gone. NSN does not know. 

-
Panasonic thinks that this is not really an enhancement since that RLF would not matter either. 

Proposal 3: 

-
Ericsson thinks that so far we don’t have events where a measurement is compared against a previous measurement. But Ericsson anyway finds the proposal interesting. 

-
QC thinks that if we want to enhance the reestablishment performance we should just introduce context fetch since it can be done on the NW side without requiring changes to the UE. ALU agrees that context fetch would be easier than preparing multiple cells. Panasonic wonders how that would be different from forward handover discussed earlier. IDT thinks that then the UE could take over the decision on whether or not to handover. QC thinks that here we are discussing RRC Connection Re-establishment. QC thinks that in Het-Net deployments we have new issues to address. Ericsson thinks it has been discussed in RAN3 in the same context but was ruled out. MediaTek thinks that this Het-Net context is different and quite elegant. MediaTek thinks that we have test cases and could verify that UEs only apply it in case of RLF and otherwise follow the NW controlled HO. ALU agrees with MediaTek and thinks that a UE would usually get better performance if the normal HO succeeds. ALU also thinks the NW could reject the request if UEs abuse it. Ericsson thinks we would not specify it if the purpose is only to use it in specific error cases. 

R2-133574
Improved RRC Connection Re-Establishment; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133597
Improved RRC Connection Re-Establishment; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133108
Discussion on Recovery from Radio Link Failure in HetNet Deployments; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133114
RLF recovery enhancements on UE context preparation; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133338
Network assisted fast re-establishment; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133348
Improved recovery from RLF with Proposal #14 in [83#12]; ETRI; Disc; related to email discussion [83#12]; 

R2-133606
Improved recovery from RLF with Proposal #14 in [83#12]
ETRI
Disc

7.1.3.3
Other
7.2
SI: Small Cell Enhancements - Higher Layer
(FS_LTE_SC_enh_hilayer, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: Sep.13, WID: RP-122033)

TR 36.842 v0.3.0 (R2-133041)

See way-forward approved at RAN-61: RP-131374.

R2-133070
Reply LS on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements; from RAN3 to RAN2; CC: SA3, CT1, SA2; Contact: NEC

=>
Noted
7.2.1
User Plane Architecture Selection

Need to support CN- and/or RAN routing of traffic? Need to support bearer split in master eNB? What gains could be achieved with which alternative in terms of throughput enhancement, mobility robustness and signalling load reduction?

What is the impact on network interfaces (S1, Xn, …)? Is the data and/or signalling load within the RAN and towards the CN increased or decreased?
Solution 1/2 vs. 3

What is the gain of bearer split? 

R2-133254
Further Performance analysis on SCE Multi-flow; Samsung; Disc;
=>
revised in R2-133624
R2-133624
Further Performance analysis on SCE Multi-flow; Samsung; Disc;
-
MediaTek thinks that this is a very highly loaded system and they would not expect a significant increase in peak data rate but only in cell edge throughput. Ericsson agrees that it is difficult to interpret the results as it is unclear what the system load is compared to the results we saw earlier. Huawei agrees and thinks that also with existing CA we would not see gains in such a load. 

-
Huawei thinks that table shows the cell splitting gain and not the dual connectivity gain. Samsung would like to enable cell splitting and think that this can be ensured with Dual Connectivity as it ensures good mobility robustness. Just deploying small cells with existing means seems to lead to high RLF rates. 

R2-133457
Considerations on the condition of throughput enhancements by inter-node UP aggregation; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 

-
CMCC thinks that small cells are usually deployed in areas where the load is high. Therefore, it might not be good to look at low load cases. 

-
Samsung thinks that when increasing the number of pico cells per macro cell, the gain by macro for the pico cells is decreasing. Samsung expects that the bearer splitting gain will decrease then. NSN thinks that this is not only true for bearer splitting but to all scenarios. Samsung does not intend to aggregate pico and macro resources for a single UE. 

-
Huawei thinks that UEs at the edge of a pico cell can benefit significantly from additional resources provided by the macro cell. 

-
Samsung thinks that also for existing CA we only get significant gains if the cells are not fully loaded. For inter-node CA there seem to be an additional restriction that we only get gains from bearer split if there are not too many pico cells per macro cells. There would still be a gain from dual connectivity as it allows to deploy many small cells without a risk of mobility robustness issues. Intel thinks that the macro will usually have not many resources to share with UEs that are also connected to pico cells. IDT and Huawei think that CA scenario 4 with RRHs would have the same issue. 

-
MediaTek supports the DCM paper and the observations therein.
Proposal 1:
-
LG thinks that throughput enhancement was not the objective of this SI. It was rather to minimize the CN impact of adding small cells. DCM thinks that we are supposed to identify all possible enhancements. LG thinks that trying to achieve throughput gain is difficult and not worth the effort. NSN and Ericsson think that the reduction of CN impact is not the main goal. The intention is rather to try to ensure other benefits with as little CN impact as possible. NSN explains that the RAN TR on small cell enhancements explicitly lists throughput as one possible benefit. ALU thinks that this throughput enhancement would come at the cost of major architecture changes. 

-
Nokia thinks that not only throughput enhancement but also mobility robustness and CN signalling reduction is important. We should try to achieve as much of those as possible. Samsung agrees that throughput is important but it can be achieved by deploying many small cells. CMCC agrees with Samsung that throughput enhancements should  come with too high costs as intra-eNB CA is already available. NSN thinks that if we do not intend to extend intra-eNB CA to inter-eNB CA, we can forget about the entire SI. NSN thinks that inter-eNB CA would bring in addition the CN signalling reduction and the mobility robustness. MediaTek agrees that throughput is the main criteria whereas signalling load is the least important. Ericsson tends to agree that we saw gains primarily in terms of throughput. For mobility robustness we saw not so much gains for scenario 2. 

-
NSN suggests to check whether we can agree that we choose an architecture that supports bearer split. DT agrees and would support such an architecture. KDDI agrees. Huawei agrees that bearer split is the main goal. ALU and Samsung think that such a fundamental change of the architecture will have an impact on any future feature that we introduce. Chairman thinks that all solution directions are almost equally bad in that respect. DCM thinks that operators are willing to introduce such a feature even if it brings additional complexity. ALU is concerned that some operators want bearer split as well as solution 1. That seems to make it even more complicated. Ericsson thinks that with solution 3 would introduce most of the complexity. Supporting solution 1 in addition would mainly have security impact. 

-
NSN thinks we need to be realistic on what is possible in Rel-12. 

Informative show of hand: In the Rel-12 time frame we should …

a) Choose an architecture that supports bearer split:
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b) Choose an architecture that does not support bearer split:
17

-
Samsung thinks we should develop one solution with bearer split and one without and then see later which ones we cover in a WI. DT thinks that there seem to be different use cases and maybe we have to support both. Ericsson agrees that this is a possible option. 

Proposal 3: “UL Data of DRBs is carried either on the MeNB-UE link or to the SeNB-UE link”

-
Ericsson thinks that we could decide not to split UL data. 

-
DT wonders whether this would imply a TDM approach in UL. Ericsson thinks this is not necessarily implied. There could still be RLC STATUS reports and different data bearers simultaneously in UL. 

-
NSN is not sure it would make it simpler. NSN wonders whether it would mean that in UL we would always have 1A. 

-
ALU wonders whether it would be possible to have the UL bearer on either of the two or would it be always on the small cell. Ericsson thinks it could be configured per DRB. 

-
ALU wonders whether UL data received by the SeNB could be delivered directly to the SGW? Ericsson thinks that this would be determined by the DL solution. 

-
LG thinks that this restriction could help to simplify the BSR but it might be too early to decide. 

=>
No need to restrict now

	Agreements
1
In the SI, we progress UP architectures that support operation with and without bearer split.
2
We will continue with 1A and 3C. (Security impacts to be verified with SA3 for solution 1A)


=>
CB: [SCE] A draft reply LS to SA3, (CC RAN3, CT1, SA2) in reply to R2-133070 “on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements” can be provided in R2-133641. The LS should inform SA3 that we decided to down select options 1A and 3C and request SA3’s input on the feasibility of those. (NEC) 

R2-133641
draft reply LS to SA3, (CC RAN3, CT1, SA2) in reply to R2-133070 “on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements”
=>
Remove “from option A and B, as mentioned in R2-133018, respectively”

=>
Change S1 to S1u in the figures

=>
Correct 3GPPRAN3#85 to 3GPPRAN2#85
· =>
With these changes the LS on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements to SA3 (CC RAN3, CT1, SA2) is agreed in R2-133650
R2-133494
Further throughput evaluation and comparison of with and without UP bearer split for non-ideal backhaul; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

Solution 3C vs. 3D

Where to terminate RLC and PDCP? Is there a need to hide losses on Xn from application layer (e.g. with RLC in MeNB) or is it sufficient to avoid that the L2 protocols stall in case of losses or re-ordering (e.g. with enhanced PDCP in MeNB)? Is push-back flow control needed and how would it work? How much data is typically queued in the SeNB? How much does this increase the latency? How to dimension the reordering timer in the UE? How does TCP perform considering the increased latency?
Is there a benefit of keeping the RLC/MAC state when adding/changing/removing secondary eNB?

R2-133091
Bottom-line gains of protocol-stack option 3D over 3C; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133416
Comparison of intra-bearer UP architectures; Ericsson; Disc; revised in R2-133603
R2-133603
Comparison of intra-bearer UP architectures; Ericsson; Disc 
R2-133099
Solution 3C vs. 3D â€“ a UE perspective; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-133088
Regarding Xn Deficiencies; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133272
RLC impacts in Master-Slave RLC architectures; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133275
UP bearer split comparison; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-133303
Comparison of Alternatives 3C and 3D; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-133332
Further Discussion on U-Plane Protocol Architecture Design Options; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-133401
Xn Impacts on PDCP Protocols; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133499
Down selection of user plane architecture options; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133557
User Plane Architecture 3: Alternatives 3D and 3C; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133573
Comparison of 3C vs 3D; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133537
Throughput enhancement by bearer splitting for dual connectivity; LG Electronics Inc; Disc; 

Solution 2/3 vs. Solution 1

How much data is passed through an MeNB and back via the transport network to the SeNB for various system loads, user distributions and pico cell deployments? Does it require significant over-dimensioning of Xn? How much more load/throughput/signalling will an eNB need to handle?

How much can be saved in terms of CN signalling with Solution 2? Is it worth the increased load on MeNB CP/UP compared to Solution 1?
R2-133493
Analysis on additional backhaul capacity for architecture option 3; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-133168
Consideration on the user plane architecture section concerning typical transport network deployment; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-133572
Throughput performance of 3C given 1A's backhaul bandwidth; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133526
Overload on control plane for small cell enhancement SI; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133087
Throughput Challenge; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133375
Some consideration on U-Plane Alternative 3C; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133170
Analysis of Signalling Impacts by Routing Options; ETRI; Disc; 

Solution 1A/2A vs. 2C

What are the benefits/drawbacks of xA vs. xC (security, buffering, enhanced re-ordering in PDCP)?

R2-133129
Discussion on SeNB local break-out using LIPA and SIPTO@LN; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133089
SCE Security; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133344
On comparison between solutions 1A/2A and 2C; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-133551
Comparing PDCP split and RLC split for impacts on SN status transfer and data forwarding during Scell change; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-133552
Comparing PDCP split and RLC split for impacts on SN status transfer and data forwarding during inter-MeNB HO; Pantech; Disc; 
R2-133304
The Security Issue in Architecture 1A and 2A; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133344
On comparison between solutions 1A/2A and 2C; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-133350
Comparison between UP Architecture 2A and 2C; CATT, LG Electronics Inc., Panasonic, Intel Corporation, ITRI; Disc; 

User Plane Architecture Selection

R2-133090
Way Forward on UP Selection; NSN, HiSilicon, Huawei, KDDI, Nokia Corporation, NTT Docomo; Disc; 
R2-133367
Way forward on UP architecture for dual connectivity; NEC; Disc; 
R2-133554
User Plane Architecture 2; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133237
User Plane Architecture for Dual Connectivity; InterDigital.Communications; Disc; 
R2-133253
On U-plane alternative for the SCE WI; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133424
Further discussion of bearer split options; Ericsson; Disc; see R2-133588 instead; 
R2-133588
Further discussion of bearer split options; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133549
User Plane Architecture 1; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

Other

R2-133524
Discussion on support of dual connectivity and Rel-11 CA; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133525
Discussion on throughput enhancement with user plane architecture option 1A; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133398
Control of Usage of Radio Resources in Inter-node Radio Resource Aggregation; Fujitsu; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.1]

Late or withdrawn

R2-133092
Alternative 3D : Simplest for the UE; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
withdrawn
7.2.2
General and Control Plane Aspects

Signalling flows for e.g. SeNB addition, SeNB removal, MeNB related reconfiguration, SeNB related reconfiguration? How is SeNB configuration provided by SeNB to MeNB (via RRC IE's or by XnAP IE's)? Does the MeNB need to interpret/encode the information coming from the SeNB, or does the MeNB just include the information received from the SeNB in a container to the UE (i.e. MeNB can blindly trust the SeNB)?

Signalling Flows and Procedures

Which node initiates SCell addition, modification and release? MeNB or SeNB?

How to determine which node uses which “part” of the UE capabilities? MeNB grants a part of the UE capability (provides restrictions) to the SeNB and does not use that part until the SCell is released? Or SeNB and MeNB comprehend each other’s serving cell configuration and determine what is left and how to use it?

R2-133186
SCE CP architecture, main scenarios; Samsung; Disc; 

-

R2-133341
Discussion on detailed C-plane procedures; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

-


Discussion:
-
Samsung thinks that the MeNB could provide a restriction within which the SeNB may then configure the UE. This would ensure that the UE capabilities are not exceeded. 

-
ZTE wonders whether MeNB and SeNB should share each other’s configurations. If so, there is no need to define restrictions. Samsung thinks that if we define such restrictions the MeNB does not need to comprehend what the SeNB configures for the UE. 

-
MediaTek thinks that it seems to be quite simple to exchange the configurations done by the two nodes. 

-
ALU wonders how the SeNB and MeNB ensure that they use the latest UE configuration as basis for their next reconfiguration. 

-
Samsung thinks that we might not need an online negotiation between MeNB and SeNB. 

-
Samsung wonders how the MeNB could get more of the UE capabilities if we follow Nokia proposal. Nokia thinks that the MeNB could release the SeNB or an SCell or the SeNB. 

-
MediaTek thinks that it is important that the SeNB has sufficient independence regarding the configuration. The MeNB should not need to control everything. 

MeNB Comprehends SeNBs configuration?

-
Samsung thinks that this deserves some careful study. If the MeNB needs to comprehend it may put restrictions on which eNB supports which release and which features. Huawei and NSN think that the MeNB needs to be able to comprehend the SeNB’s configuration. Samsung thinks that the NW does not have a release. Samsung thinks that both eNBs would need to support the same features in order to guarantee the they can really comprehend each others configurations. If there is no need, it might be good to avoid it. 

-
Nokia thinks that the MeNB could directly release a serving cell of the SeNB. Huawei and ZTE agree that in this case there is no reason to request the SeNB to generate the container to release the serving cell. Samsung thinks that the SeNB might need to change other things upon removal of one of its serving cells. QC thinks that the MeNB should be able to release it directly. Huawei tends to agree 

	Agreements
1
The MeNB maintains the RRM Measurement configuration of the UE and may, e.g. based on received measurement reports or traffic conditions or bearer types, decide to ask an SeNB to provide additional resources (serving cells) for a UE. 

2
Upon receiving the request from the MeNB, an SeNB may create the container that will result in the configuration of additional serving cells for the UE (or decide that it has no resource available to do so).
3
MeNB and SeNB exchange information about UE configuration by means of RRC containers (inter node messages) carried in Xn messages.
4
The SeNB may initiate a reconfiguration of its existing serving cells (e.g. PUCCH towards the SeNB, …)

FFS whether the MeNB requests the SeNB to release a serving cell for one of its UEs and the SeNB creates a container that will result in the release of a serving cell. Or whether the MeNB can by itself release a serving cell maintained by the SeNB. 

6
The MeNB does not change the content of the RRC Configuration provided by the SeNB. 

It is FFS whether the MeNB needs to comprehend or may reject the RRC Container received from the SeNB)

FFS how MeNB and SeNB “share” e.g. the L1 processing capabilities


R2-133419
Overall procedures for offloading over Xn; Ericsson; Disc; 

R2-133145
Discussion on control plane issues; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-133185
SCE CP architecture, signalling aspects; Samsung; Disc; 36.331; 
R2-133210
General signalling flow for dual connectivity; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-133271
Handling of radio link quality degradation in the SeNB; ETRI; Disc; 
R2-133309
Location of RRM functions RBC, RAC; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133311
Location of RRM function DRA; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133522
Discussion on the provision of SeNB configuration to the UE; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133360
How to transfer the SeNB configuration from SeNB to MeNB; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133372
Signalling Flow for Main Scenarios; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133373
Some consideration on functional allocation; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133410
Open issues with SCE control plane architecture; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133477
Initial radio resource configuration for Dual connectivity; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-133491
Detailed signaling procedure for dual connectivity; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133576
Issues in SeNB reconfiguration and SeNB change; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

Terminology

R2-133256
Framworks for inter-ENB CA; Samsung; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
NSN thinks that so far the UE is not aware of an eNB. Maybe we should wait for the WI phase. 

-
LG thinks that CA is quite different from what we discuss here. 

-
ZTE thinks we would then have to say explicitly “intra-eNB CA” for the Rel-10 functionality. 

-
Samsung would like to keep commonalities with Rel-10 CA.

Proposal 2: 

-
Ericsson wonders whether we need to restrict now. 

Proposal 7:

-
Ericsson thinks that it should still be possible to have multiple TAGs in an SeNB. Samsung  thinks that this would not be needed unless CA scenario 4 is used. But that would not be the case here. 

-
NSN suggests to discuss whether 1A and 3C will not result in different specifications but will rather be a configuration option: 


1) Bearer only served by MeNB (legacy)


2) Bearer only served by SeNB (1A)


3) Bearer served by MeNB and SeNB (3C)

	Agreements
2
The maximum total number of serving cells per UE is 5 as for carrier aggregation.

FFS: The maximum number of TAGs per UE is 4 as for carrier aggregation.

3
Carrier aggregation is supported in the MeNB and in the SeNB, i.e., the MeNB and the SeNB may have multiple service cells for a UE. 

4
MCG (Master Cell Group) is the group of serving cells associated with the MeNB. 

5
SCG (Secondary Cell Group) is the group of the serving cells associated with the SeNB.

6
In Dual Connectivity a UE is connected to one MeNB and one SeNB. 

7
A TAG may only comprise cells of one eNB.

FFS whether there is one PCell in the MeNB and one in the SeNB or whether there is just one PCell per UE 

8
We aim to realize options 1A and/or 3C by RRC Configuration. Deviations in the protocol stack for different configurations should be limited. (we should not introduce a new specification for PDCP-SeNB)


-
Ericsson thinks it should be possible to send SRB via the SeNB in order to enhance the robustness. ZTE wonders how it would improve the mobility robustness. Ericsson thinks that if the Pico Cell is configured as SeNB, it would improve mobility robustness if e.g. a handover command could be sent via the MeNB. Huawei agrees that that would be beneficial. ALU thinks that it would not be possible with 1A. MediaTek assumes that one would typically use one SRB. Only in case of problems one could send RRC commands data via the SeNB. Intel thinks that the Macro eNB should always serve as MeNB and then there is no mobility issue. LG thinks that there is no need to send SRB via the SeNB. Samsung thinks that with 3C a packet could not be sent via the SeNB if it was not successfully transferred via the MeNB. PDCP will not take care of a retransmission. 

R2-133527
Discussion on terminology of dual connectivity; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.4 to 7.2.2]
· [LTE/SCE] Capture agreements from this meeting (DCM)
-
R2-133712  v0.3.1

L2-Transport of SRBs

R2-133307
Layer 2 transport of SRBs using User Plane Architecture options; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133244
Consideration on User Plane architecture in Control Plane aspect; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.2]
R2-133334
U-plan Architecture Alternatives for RRC Message Transmission; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-133392
SRB configuration for dual connectivity; Fujitsu; Disc; 

RLF

R2-133498
Radio link failure handling for dual connectivity; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133363
RLM considerations for dual connectivity; CATT, CATR; Disc; 
R2-133503
RLF issues in dual-connectivity; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-133260
Radio Link Failure in inter ENB CA; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]

Other

R2-133295
How to provide System Information in Dual Connectivity; Samsung; Disc; 36.331; 
R2-133243
Measurement in dual connectivity; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-133257
Possible issues on stage 3 MAC/RRC from SCE WI; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133292
Discussion on UE configuration in small cell enhancement; HTC; Disc; 
R2-133365
Scope of Dual Connectivity Solution; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133420
UL resource aggregation and need for UL flow control; NEC; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]

R2-133529
Synchronization for inter-frequency inter-node resource aggregation; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-133575
UE complexity on the supported number of carriers, eNBs, and protocol entities; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
7.2.3
User Plane Details

Documents in this agenda item are planned to be treated in the UP session. See Annex G.
Random access procedure? Power headroom reporting? BSR, LCP? Impact on DRX? Handling of activation/deactivation? Which depend on or impact the UP architecture decision.
R2-133105
Discussion on DRX for Inter Node Radio Resource Aggregation; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133146
Discussion on UP common issues; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-133208
Discussion on master-slave RLCs; Fujitsu; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133209
Flow control and QoS-aware data forwarding; Fujitsu; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133211
MAC details for dual connectivity; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133236
MAC Aspects of Dual Connectivity; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-133259
Scheduling Information handling in inter-ENB carrier aggregation; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133261
Single MAC versus Dual MAC; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133269
Random Access on SCell in inter-ENB CA; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133273
Small Cell Activation and Deactivation; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133289
Discussion of random access procedure for inter-node CA; HTC; Disc; 
R2-133310
User plane details related to the SCE user plane architecture selection; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 
R2-133313
DRX procedure for dual connectivity; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133315
Support of RACH procedure for SeNB; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-133359
Random Access Procedure for Small Cell Enhancements; ETRI; Disc; 
R2-133378
UE power saving in dual connectivity; CATT; Disc; 
R2-133412
Uplink scheduling and BSRs with dual connectivity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133431
Random Access for dual connectivity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133433
DRX for dual connectivity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133496
MAC layer aspects for dual connectivity; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133523
MAC modifications with dependency on UP architecture options; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-133532
Design of DRX for dual connectivity; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133534
BSR impacts by bearer split; LG Electronics Inc; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133536
LCP impacts by bearer split; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133538
Management of UE Transmit Power in Dual Connectivity; LG Electronics Inc; Disc; 
R2-133539
Issunes on DRX for dual connectivity; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133540
Issues on Random access for dual connectivity; LG Electronics Inc; Disc; 
R2-133541
Issues on BSR for dual connectivity; LG Electronics Inc; Disc; 
R2-133542
DRX consideration for dual connectivity; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, ALcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
7.2.4
Challenges, Technology Potential and related input to TR

RAN2-83bis will not focus on challenges and technology potential anymore. Documents in this agenda item will be treated on best-effort basis.
-
Chairman thinks we should try to capture available performance evaluations and analysis in the TR. MediaTek and DCM agree. DCM thinks we should show all aspects that we evaluated and not just the options that we finally selected. Otherwise, it would not be clear how we reached to the final conclusion. 

· [LTE/SCE] Capture further evaluation and analysis in the TR (DCM)

Signalling Load Reduction

R2-133264
Discussion on signaling load reduction; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133460
Mobility anchor Minimum functionality; NEC; Disc; 

[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.4]
R2-133500
Mobility anchor to reduce signalling load to CN without dual connectivity; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

Mobility Robustness

R2-133425
CP and UP separation; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-133531
Mobility robustness with dual connectivity; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 

[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.4]

R2-133558
Control Plane Diversity; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133559
Performance of Control Plane Diversity; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

Throughput Enhancement

R2-133430
TCP Performance and System Benefits of Inter-eNB Resource Aggregation; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.4]

UE Capabilities

R2-133265
Minimum UE capability for the scenario 2; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133318
UE Challenges of Simultaneous Dual Tx Operation; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 
R2-133368
TDM based dual connectivity for single rx/tx UE; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 
R2-133371
TP on small cells dual and single radio alternatives; Nokia Corporation, NSN; TP; 36.342; 

Other

R2-133342
Consideration on single connectivity based on different UP alternatives; Nokia Corporation, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133262
Identified challenges and solution directions; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-133587
Increased RAN signaling load for small cell management; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-133109
Discussion on Inter-node Radio Resource Aggregation; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133110
Views on Handover Command with RRC Diversity; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133111
Views on Radio Link Problem in SeNB; ITRI; Disc; 
7.3
WI: BeiDou Navigation Satellite System (BDS) for LTE

(LCS_BDS-LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Mar 13, target: Mar 14, WID: RP-130416)

Including output of [83#11][Joint/BDS] Open issues on BeiDou and LTE CR (CATR)

R2-133287
Summary of email discussion [83#11] Open issues on BeiDou and LTE CR; CATR; Report; result of email discussion [83#11]; CR is prepared in R2-133285; 

ISSUE 1: How to define codePhase in GNSS-AcquisitionAssistElement IE to support BDS?

Conclusion: It is unnecessary to change codephase definition for supporting BDS.

ISSUE 2: How many IGPs are allowed to be sent to UE?

Conclusion: Up to 16 IGPs are enough. The number of IGPs sent to the UE can be decided by the NW, i.e. the NW could send less than or equal to 16 IGPs information to the UE. 

ISSUE 3: Inclusion of BDS in AT commands specification TS 27.007

Conclusion: Incorporate BDS into TS 27.007 after completing GERAN supporting BDS position.

Proposal 3:
-
Intel thinks that once the stage-3 CRs have been completed we could inform CT1 and ask them to update 27.007 accordingly. 

	Agreements
1
It is unnecessary to change codephase definition for supporting BDS.

2
Up to 16 IGPs are sufficient. The number of IGPs sent to the UE can be decided by the NW, i.e. the NW could send less than or equal to 16 IGPs information to the UE.


=>
We see no need for updating TS 27.007 at this point in time. It could possibly be done after completing work BDS positioning for GERAN.
R2-133285
Stage 3 CR of TS 36.355 for introducing BDS in LTE; CATR, CATT, ZTE; CR; 36.355; B; result of email discussion [83#11]; 

=>
revised in R2-133700
R2-133700
Stage 3 CR of TS 36.355 for introducing BDS in LTE; CATR, CATT, ZTE; CR; 36.355; B; result of email discussion [83#11];
-
NSN thinks that we should add square brackets for the newly added extensions. Intel agrees that this should be done in sequence structures but no need in Choice structures. QC thinks that in 36.355 there is only one occasion so far where the double brackets were used. Samsung thinks that without the square brackets every optional field will get a wrapper. If the square brackets are used, the entire extension gets one wrapper. 

=>
Add square brackets for the newly added extensions in SEQUENCE structures.

-
Intel suggests to clarify in the field description of gridIonList that at most 16 code points can be used. 

=>
Clarify in the field description of gridIonList that at most 16 code points can be used
-
NSN suggests to define a type for value ranges that appear multiple times (such as e.g. bdsAlmW-r12).

=>
CB: [BeiDou] An updated CR can be provided in R2-133706 (CATR)

R2-133706
Stage 3 CR of TS 36.355 for introducing BDS in LTE; CATR, CATT, ZTE; CR; 36.355; B; result of email discussion [83#11];
=>
revised in R2-133716
R2-133716
Stage 3 CR of TS 36.355 for introducing BDS in LTE; CATR, CATT, ZTE; CR; 36.355; B; result of email discussion [83#11];
=>
CR is in principle agreed

-
ZTE reports that there don’t seem to be any significant RAN2 issues left for BeiDou. Intel agrees that we are done and think we should hand over RAN3. 

=>
Rapporteur will inform RAN3 about the progress in RAN2 (in particular about UMTS aspects) and we assume that RAN3 will resolve their aspects.
7.4
WI: Further Downlink MIMO Enhancement for LTE Advanced
(LTE_eDL_MIMO_enh, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Sep 12, target: Sep 13, WID: RP-121416)

RRC CR was in-principle-agreed at RAN2-83 and should be re-submitted to RAN2-84.

7.5
SI: LTE Device to Device Proximity Services - Radio Aspects
(FS_LTE_D2D_Prox, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Dec 12, target: Mar 14, WID: RP-122009)

RAN1 TR 36.843 on D2D

Note: RAN-61 endorsed the Public Safety related use-case priorities for Rel-12 in RP-131377 (provided in LS RP-131405)

R2-133062
LS on Agreements from TSG RAN on work on Public Safety related use cases in Release 12 (RP-131405; contact: Alcatel-Lucent); RAN; LSin; to: RAN2; 
[Moved from 3.2 to 7.5]
=>
Noted

R2-133064
LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays (S2-133808; contact: Vodafone); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; ProSe = Proximity-based Services; 
[Moved from 3.1 to 7.5]

-
Vodafone thinks that this is in the priority list and we should be able to provide a first reply to SA2 as soon as possible. Samsung thinks that the intention seems to be to create a PC5-based cell rather than a D2D link. That seems to be quite new and not in the scope of any of the contributions submitted to this meeting. Companies in RAN2 seem to have a very simple connection less communication in mind and that seems to be far away from what SA2 outlined on PC5-based PC9 relay. QC agrees with Samsung that for such a solution one would need all kind of broadcast and that is not at all in the scope of PC5. QC thinks we could discuss which existing relay functionality we could re-use but we should not introduce this new concept. DT also agrees. ZTE also agrees. Vodafone thinks we should answer the technical questions rather than saying that we will not work on this. ALU agrees with the other companies’ analysis. ALU thinks that SA2 could do their own analysis if they have time and we could then consider analysing whether we agree. 

-
Samsung thinks that the input from RAN to SA mentions only Rel-10 Relays. Samsung thinks that there are also other relay concepts discussed in SA2 that are based on higher layer functionality. Even if we don’t work on this PC9 version, there can still be other relay types. 

-
DT thinks that we should not focus on the relays but rather on the things that are more important. Orange agrees with DT and thinks that we should keep in mind that there are other relay solutions. TI does not have a strong opinion on the alternative opinion but would be fine to try to reply to some of the technical questions. 

=>
CB: We will reply that we are just starting to design the PC5 interface. At this stage the focus has not been on creating cell-like operation of a relay with this interface. Given the priority chosen by RAN plenary (REF), RAN2 will focus on communication in- and out of coverage before being able to study relay solutions further. RAN2 would also like to refer to the reply sent by RAN plenary to SA indicating that “RAN has not planned any further work on this so far in Rel-12” and that “that if the UE to NW relay were a Rel-10 RN, then from a UE point of view, normal service mobility mechanisms would be applicable”. It could be investigated whether that solution could be re-used in this context. A draft reply LS can be provided in R2-133642 (Vodafone)

=>
We can consider discussing this further if we know better how the PC5 itself will look like.
R2-133642
Draft Reply LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays; to SA2; CC (see incoming LS); Contact: Vodafone

-
DT wonders whether any of these aspects has been discussed in RAN2. Vodafone thinks we could provide this input to SA2. LG agrees with DT that the draft LS does not capture what we agreed during the meeting according to the chairman notes. NEC would also suggest to remove the bullets. Orange thinks that the LS is not in line with the chairman notes. 

-
Vodafone thinks that Relays have high priority. 

=>
CB: [D2D] An updated draft LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays can be provided R2-133713 (Vodafone)

R2-133713
Draft Reply LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays; to SA2; CC (see incoming LS); Contact: Vodafone
-
QC would suggest to add that: RAN2 would also like to refer to the reply sent by RAN plenary to SA indicating that “RAN has not planned any further work on this so far in Rel-12” and that “that if the UE to NW relay were a Rel-10 RN, then from a UE point of view, normal service mobility mechanisms would be applicable”. 

· =>
The LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays; to SA2 is agreed in R2-133720
7.5.1
Device discovery

Input to RAN1 TR

R2-133495
Capture agreements of RAN2 #83 meeting in TP for the RAN1 TR 36.843; Qualcomm Incorporated; TP; 36.843; TR 36.843 is a RAN1 TR; 
[Moved from 7.5.2.2 to 7.5.1]

=>
Will be incorporated into R2-133488
R2-133488
D2D TR Skeleton proposal; Qualcomm Incorporated; TP; 36.843 

[Moved from 7.5.2.2 to 7.5.1]

=>
Endorsed as structure for RAN2 input

=>
Will include earlier agreements as captured in R2-133495
=>
Will be used as baseline and we will capture further agreements from this meeting

=>
CB: [D2D] An update can be provided in R2-133644 (QC)

R2-133644
TP for TR 36.843 on D2D including RAN2 agreements

· [LTE/D2D] One week: TP for TR 36.843 on D2D including RAN2 agreements (QC)
- final version can be provided in R2-133699
- an LS to RAN1 can be provided in R2-133726
Message Flow and Interaction with NAS

What information needs to be carried in discovery beacons/messages? How does the transmitting UE obtain it? How long is it valid? How does a UE interpret a received beacon/message? Standardized content (e.g. application IDs)? Or need to do a lookup (towards RAN or CN) for UE ID? Lookup for every reception or valid for longer? 

Can NAS ensure open/restricted discovery by restricting the lookup (authorization/authentication).

Will higher layers provide ciphering/integrity? Is replay protection needed? If so, how? Ask SA3?

Will higher layers provide all required identifiers? Or should RAN2 protocols add such information (e.g. short temporary ID for scrambling? Other header fields)? 

How does the protocol stack look like? Which functions are needed? 

Clarify message/data flows? Is there a need for a PULL model or only a PUSH model.
R2-133461
Discussion of D2D Open Discovery and Supporting Messages; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; revised in R2-133643
R2-133643
Discussion of D2D Open Discovery and Supporting Messages; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc;
-
DT assumes that the payload of the beacon is completely transparent for the access stratum. Therefore, we don’t need to think about ciphering and integrity protection. QC agrees. ZTE thinks that there are other options discussed in SA2. Vodafone agrees with ZTE that it could also have a standardized meaning. Huawei agrees that it cannot be transferred transparently as it would allow transmitting random information. TI thinks that we could consider whether it is beneficial to add AS based information. TI thinks we should first design a connected mode solution before looking into IDLE. 

-
IDT thinks that we should not focus on the PHY part but rather on the message itself. IDT thins that the message should be transparent for AS. DT thinks that bits in the beacon may be standardized but that will not be part of the AS functionality, i.e., transparent from AS point of view. 

-
Samsung thinks that the UE would Connect in order to request from a CN server the meaning of a received discovery beacon. Once it has obtained the information, it may be able to store this information/mapping (e.g. for a give validity time). If it knows the meaning of a received beacon, it does not need to enter CONNECTED the will therefore be able to receive beacons also while in IDLE. 

-
Huawei, ZTE and Vodafone think that the content of the beacon might not be transparent to the RAN/AS. Chairman suggests that we assume as baseline that the beacon content is transparent. We can of course still find out that some AS protocol information needs to be transferred. LG would support this. 

-
Nokia thinks that if we require UEs to be CONNECTED when transmitting beacons, it would need to be in CONNECTED almost continuously

-
DT thinks that there is no need for ciphering or Integrity Protection in access stratum. QC thinks that SA3 agreed on time hashing to ensure that replay attacks are not possible. Samsung thinks that for the reply attack there might actually be AS impact and we should wait for SA3. ZTE agrees. 

-
Huawei thinks that we need to distinguish open and restricted at least by means of a flag. DT thinks that this only needs to be distinguished on higher level. Samsung agrees that there is no difference on Access Stratum behaviour but it could be good to have some filtering on low level if possible. Chairman thinks that a UE might know what a restricted beacon means but might not know what a open beacon means. DT agrees that we do not need to distinguish on AS.
	Agreements
1
It is possible for UEs to receive D2D discovery message while being IDLE and CONNECTED.

2
If the UE cannot interpret (in AS or higher layers) the received D2D discovery message it may or may not establish an RRC Connection in order to verify the content e.g. with an application server. 

3
No need to distinguish PUSH and PULL model on Access Stratum. (We assume that a mechanism to trigger transmission of a D2D discovery message upon reception of another D2D discovery message can be realized by higher layers if a need is identified (up to SA2 to discuss))

4
We do not distinguish open and restricted discovery on access stratum level.


=>
We wait for input from SA3 whether or not the access stratum needs to support ciphering or integrity protection. No need to discuss in RAN2 until we received further input from SA3.
R2-133513
Protocol aspects for D2D discovery; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133156
Clarification on scenarios for ProSe direct discovery; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-133203
Discussion on the data flow for D2D discovery; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133207
Radio Signaling Flows for D2D Direct Discovery; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 

R2-133212
Functional Allocation between AS and Higher Layers for direct disocvery; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 

R2-133213
Discovery Protocol Structure; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 

R2-133217
Discovery mode and data flow for D2D discovery; CATT; Disc; 

R2-133380
Discussion on discovery information and protocol layers; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

R2-133381
Discussion on discovery type verification for D2D; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

R2-133400
RAN2 Aspects of D2D PUSH or PULL Discovery models; ETRI; Disc; 

R2-133483
D2D Discovery Radio Protocol Architecture; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

R2-133502
Functional Split with Access Stratum and Higher Layers for D2D Discovery; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 

R2-133511
RAN2 considerations for Proximity Discovery; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[Late]

R2-133581
Preliminary UE design example for D2D discovery; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.5.2.2 to 7.5.1]

R2-133585
Two approaches for D2D discovery procedure; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

Resource allocation and RRC State

a) May a UE in NW coverage transmit beacons in IDLE? Or does it have to be in CONNECTED? What are the benefits of supporting IDLE mode? 

b) Should a UE in NW coverage receive beacons in IDLE? Or does it have to be in CONNECTED? What are the benefits of supporting IDLE mode? 

c) To which extent should the NW (RAN?) assist UEs to transmit or listen to beacons at the right point in time? Or should the NW allocate a “block” of resources which admitted UEs transmit on in contention based fashion. 

d) Should D2D discovery resources be coordinated across cells? To avoid overlap and resulting collision? Or to enforce overlap to that UEs can detect UEs located in neighbour cells. 

R2-133482
D2D Discovery; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

-
Huawei thinks that this is more RAN1 scope. QC thinks we should also look into this in RAN2 to investigate complexity and efficiency. QC evaluated the allocation types specified in RAN1. QC assumed that the messages are transmitted once every 10 seconds. 

-
QC explains that the power consumption for the transmitter side is independent of the number of UEs. But the received power consumption increases with the load as the resource is increased and consequently UEs have to listen longer. IDT wonders how the eNB is aware how many resources are used. QC thinks this would be up to eNB implementation. IDT is not sure how that would work. 

-
Ericsson wonders about the capacity of the two schemes. QC has considered collisions for Type 1 when determining the resource block utilization. They targeted a certain maximum collision rate and investigated how many resources are needed to achieve that for every load point.

-
Intel wonders whether QC assumed that the UE needs to be in Connected mode for Type 2. QC assumed for type 2b that the UE enters connected and stays connected. Connection establishment signalling as well as mobility signalling is taken into account. QC agrees that the UE could in principle release the RRC Connection once it has obtained the semi-static allocation. But once it moves to another cell, it would have to establish a connection in order to get a new resource allocation. 

-
After offline discussions QC reports that companies agree that UEs should be allowed to perform discovery transmission in IDLE mode and that we should indicate to RAN2 that from RAN2 point of view Type 2a mode would consume a lot of resources for accommodating the control signalling. 

-
Huawei thinks that there are other use cases in which Type 2a would be better. In particular if a UE sends beacons rarely. Huawei thinks that Type 2a could be applicable for UEs that have received a discovery event and need to reply to it. LG does not see any benefit from Type 2a. Huawei thinks it is faster with Type 2. Samsung doubts that given that the UE first needs to establish a connection and request a resource. Huawei thinks that the speed of discovery could be important. 

-
Ericsson wonders whether it is good to allow UEs to transmit beacons in IDLE mode. Charging would need to be solved. LG thinks that can be ensured by higher layers also in IDLE. 

-
TI thinks that the NW needs to be in control of the resources. 

-
Ericsson does not agree to the second agreement on resource consumption. Huawei agrees with Ericsson that it is currently unclear what we base this agreement on. At least the message flow would need to be detailed. Nokia would prefer to keep it. LG supports it as well. Samsung supports it as well. Ericsson thinks that it is premature to conclude that Type 2 does not give any benefits. 

	Agreements
1
Transmission of discovery messages should be supported in IDLE mode and in Connected mode. In both modes the UE needs to be allowed by the NW to transmit these messages. The NW needs to be in control of the resources and transmission mode (CONNECTED and/or IDLE) that the UEs may use to transmit Discovery signals. The details (Type 1 or Type2; SIB or dedicated) are FFS.


=>
Should discuss further whether we can conclude anything on resource efficiency of Type 1 vs. Type 2.

R2-133278
Comparison of Type 1, Type 2a, and Type 2b Discovery Resource Allocation; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133112
On Discovery Type and RRC Mode in the LTE Device to Device Discovery; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133196
Discovery in RRC_IDLE; General Dynamics Broadband UK; Disc; 

R2-133204
Considerations on UE RRC state; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133215
UE state for D2D Direct Discovery; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 

R2-133214
Resources for D2D Direct Discovery; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 

R2-133216
Considertaions on D2D Discovery; CATT; Disc; 

R2-133239
Discovery for Device to Device Communication; Motorola Mobility; Disc; 

R2-133379
Discussion on D2D discovery models; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

R2-133382
Discussion on idle mode UE discovery; Nokia Corporation, NSN; Disc; 

R2-133393
Discussion on the ProSe direct discovery; Fujitsu; Disc; 

R2-133485
Discussion on D2D discovery; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

R2-133501
Support of Device-to-Device Discovery in IDLE mode; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 

R2-133512
Resource allocation for D2D discovery; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133580
Issues in D2D discovery; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

7.5.2
Communication

7.5.2.1
Medium Access Control

Coordinated Access or CSMA? Difference in performance/capacity? Difference in complexity?

a) Need for a central control entity when out-of-coverage? If so, is it still “out-of-coverage”? Or use uncoordinated access?
b) Need to control transmission/reception when in-coverage? Fully scheduled? Or semi-persistently allocated resources? How does it work if one UE is in coverage and one is out of coverage?
R2-133155
Difficulties to implement CSMA-like MAC in D2D communication; Huawei, Hisilicon; Disc; 

-
IDT wonders whether Huawei assumes that there will always be an eNB or a CH? Huawei thinks that there is no reason to assume that there are cases without CH or eNB in control. Huawei thinks that a CH functionality allocating dedicated resources would still be simpler than a full eNB Uu interface. Ericsson shares this view. Samsung thinks that the paper seems to assume that the CH performs as well as an LTE eNB (Figure 3 vs. 4). Huawei here just would like to show that scheduled transmission is generally better than non-scheduled. 

-
ZTE wonders whether the performance that a contention based solution offers might actually be sufficient while being much simpler than a fully scheduled scheme.
R2-133486
Access schemes for D2D broadcast communications; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

-
ALU thinks that some kind of partitioning of the contention based resources among user groups could be supported. 

-
ALU also thinks that one could consider that the contention based access is used to reserve subsequent transmission resources but have not further evaluated that. 

-
QC thinks that there are contributions showing that depending on the traffic pattern the contention based transmission may actually perform better. 

-
Huawei wonders whether the UE has to contend for each subframe or whether it may transmit for a longer time once it won contention. ALU assumes it is contending for a group of subframes. 

-
ZTE wonders how the pre-allocation of resources would work out of coverage? 

-
ALU proposes to use this for out of coverage (which is the main use case) but also for in coverage. Orange thinks we should first look at in-coverage. ZTE thinks we should concentrate on out-of-coverage but does not think that it necessarily possible or good to use the same solution out- and in-coverage. Vodafone also agrees that the focus is on out-of-coverage. TI thinks that if we start with out-of-coverage, we might have two solutions in the end. Huawei agrees with TI. LG thinks that we should focus on out of coverage. 

-
Orange and TI think we cannot look at out-of-coverage and in coverage separately. CMCC thinks we don’t necessarily need the same solution for in- and out of coverage. 

-
GSB and Huawei think that we cannot agree that there will not be a node performing dynamic scheduling out of coverage. Intel also does not agree on this given that RAN1 is still discussing it. Intel thinks that if there is a central node for synchronization we could also use it for dynamic scheduling. 

-
Vodafone wonders whether a UE in coverage of a relay would be consider to be in or out of coverage.

R2-133177
Operator view on network control for Public Safety D2D Communications; Orange; Disc; 

R2-133198
Issues surrounding the use of a connectionless approach to providing LTE D2D communications; General Dynamics Broadband UK; Disc; 

R2-133205
Considerations on the resource allocation mechanism for D2D discovery and communication; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133218
Resource Allocation Schemes for Direct D2D Communication; CATT; Disc; 

R2-133235
RAN2 Aspects of Broadcast Transmission for D2D Communication; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 

R2-133270
Overall procedure of fully scheduled allocation; ETRI; Disc; 

R2-133300
Realization of D2D broadcast communication; Ericsson; Disc; 

R2-133370
Discussion on D2D communication; III; Disc; 

R2-133464
General aspects on Centralized Allocation approach; NEC; Disc; 

R2-133510
RAN2 considerations for D2D communication; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;
[Late]

R2-133514
On medium access control for D2D broadcast transmission; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133569
Resource allocation schemes for D2D communication; Kyocera; Disc; 

Late or withdrawn

R2-133197
Issues surrounding the use of a connectionless approach to providing LTE D2D communications; General Dynamics Broadband UK; Disc; 
withdrawn
7.5.2.2
Other

What do the message/data flows look like? What information comes from which layer? Need for group and identity management on L2/3? Or is all that handled by higher layers? 

Need for establishing “RRC connections” between communicating devices? Or between a control node and transmitting/receiving D2D devices?

Which parts of the protocol stack to keep/remove? PDCP? Is header compression needed and would it work without return path? Is security provided by higher layers? Is it pre-configured? Are RLC TM and UM sufficient? Is there a need for RLC AM? How would it work for lower layer working in 1:M more?
Required Protocol Functionality

R2-133326
Initial discussion on D2D communication protocol; Samsung; Disc; 

-
IDT thinks that we are considering broadcast and therefore there cannot be any feedback. IDT wonders whether we really need these protocol layers. 

-
Huawei wonders why we would remove HARQ but then consider whether we need something else. Samsung thinks that one could consider a repetition mechanism if that is considered required and more feasible than ARQ like solutions. 

R2-133484
D2D Broadcast communication for Public Safety; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

-
LG wonders whether we really need an RRC State if we assume that the mechanism is connection-less. 

-
LG thinks that HC is efficient for VoIP services and should be supported for D2D. 

-
LG could imagine that some kind of repetition mechanism with soft combining similar to BCCH could be used instead of HARQ. 

-
GDB thinks that we don’t necessarily need IP. QC thinks that today every data communication is IP based. GDB thinks that with U-mode new group members would need to wait for a complete packet until they are able to decompress. LG thinks that by transmitting sufficiently many full headers it can be guaranteed that also new members can decode. Samsung agrees. Huawei wonders whether U-Mode is a good choice. Samsung wonders what other choice we have. Huawei thinks we could consider feedback. 

-
ZTE thinks we should try to agree that D2D communication is one-way and there is no feedback on L2. Huawei thinks that there might be a need for feedback. ZTE thinks we should focus on a broadcast-like 1:M transmission. Ericsson thinks for the 1:M case we don’t need feedback and therefore agrees with ZTE. Ericsson could imagine that at a later point in time we could optimize for 1:1 and then also introduce some kind of feedback. QC agrees as well. Samsung agrees as well to this baseline. LG agrees and would like to have this baseline as well.
	Agreements
1
As baseline we assume that from L2 point of view, 1:M D2D communication is one-way and there is no feedback on L2 (MAC/RLC/PDCP)

PDCP:
2
D2D communication data should be handled as the normal user-plane data, i.e. IP packet

3
Header-compression/decompression in PDCP is applicable for D2D communication. U-Mode is used for header compression in PDCP for D2D broadcast operation for public safety.

4
Security support will be addressed based on input by SA3.

RLC:

5
RLC UM is used for D2D broadcast communication. 

5b
So far no need has been identified for RLC AM or RLC TM for D2D communication for user plane data transmission. 

MAC:

6
No HARQ feedback is assumed for D2D communication 

RRC / Connection Handling:

7
A D2D UE does not establish and maintain a logical connection to receiving UEs prior to a 1:M data transmission. 

FFS how resources are allocated

FFS how the UP protocol stack is configured

FFS how group management is performed and whether additional group or user IDs are required in e.g. MAC.


R2-133107
Discussion of Layer 2 level ProSe Grouping Function; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-133591
Discussion of Layer 2 level ProSe Grouping Function; ITRI; Disc; 

R2-133206
User Plane aspects for D2D communication; ZTE Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133219
Protocol stacks for D2D communication; CATT; Disc

R2-133245
Discussion on ProSe-enabled UE functionality; ETRI; Disc; 

R2-133301
Other aspects of D2D broadcast communication; Ericsson; Disc; 

R2-133335
PDCP and RLC support for 1-to-M communication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133345
Discussion about L2 for ProSe; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; 

R2-133450
Functional framework for D2D over LTE; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

R2-133452
RRC states for D2D; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

R2-133453
Detailed analysis of the LTE L2 protocol and functions for D2D; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

Relays

R2-133324
Relay for D2D communication; Samsung; Disc; 

R2-133566
Relay Node for Public Safety Communication; Institute for Information Industry (III); Disc; 

R2-133578
Way fowrard for D2D Relay; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

Other

R2-133489
ProSe Functional split; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

R2-133454
Scenarios and requirements for Public Safety; Telecom Italia; Disc; 

R2-133322
Text proposal for D2D communication flow; Samsung; TP; 36.843; TR 36.843 is a RAN1 TR; 

R2-133579
Issues in D2D communication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133583
Primary goal of D2D communication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

Late or withdrawn

R2-133327
Resource selection for D2D communication; Samsung; Disc; 
[Late]
R2-133515
Protocol aspects for D2D broadcast communication; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
[Late]
7.6
SI: Group Communication for LTE
(FS_LTE_GC, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Sep 13, target: Mar 14, WID: RP-131382)

Note: RAN-61 endorsed the Public Safety related use-case priorities for Rel-12 in RP-131377 (provided in LS RP-131405)

The goal of this short SI is to evaluate the ability of LTE to meet the public safety requirements agreed in SA groups for Group communication when distributing the same content to many public-safety-capable UEs using unicast or eMBMS. 
No need to propose enhancements unless RAN2 concludes that the requirements cannot be met otherwise.
R2-133066
LS on GCSE with eMBMS (S2-133846; contact: NSN); SA2; LSin; LS02; to: RAN2; 
[Moved from 3.1 to 7.6]

-
LG thinks that service continuity related questions are not really for RAN2. 

-
LG wonders whether SA2 considered single cell broadcast as in important case. Anyway LG thinks that an MBSFN area could comprise just one cell if that is considered useful. 

=>
We will try to answer from this meeting

Requirements

R2-133520
Discussion on technical aspects to be focused in group communication for LTE SI; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

Requirement 2:

-
ALU clarifies that these are coming from the Tetra requirements. 

-
Chairman wonders whether “Time to join” should comprise the paging. ALU does not think so. 

-
NSN thinks that end-to-end media delay means speaker to listener. Huawei agrees. 

Requirement 3:
-
Samsung wonders whether there are any more specific numbers. 

Requirement 4:

-
CATT wonders whether this is more about interruption times or packet loss. Huawei thinks that the interruption time is most important. 

-
Samsung wonders whether there is any assumption on the available frequencies and whether there are one or more carriers. ALU thinks that different deployment scenarios could occur.
-
LG wonders whether the eNB needs to know to which group the UE belongs. ALU thinks that this can be left to the application layer. NSN thinks we should focus on whether the radio interface can fulfil the requirements. NSN agrees that the group management is transparent for the RAN. 

-
NSN wonders whether we need to copy these requirements into the TR given that they are just copies from SA1. ALU tried to filter the requirements that have an impact on RAN. Huawei agrees that it could be good to focus on the requirements that have an impact on the RAN. 

-
QC thinks that most of the requirements are actually just a guideline.
=>
Clarify that we assume that the end-to-end media delay covers speaker to listener delay. 

=>
Can capture the requirements in the TR.

R2-133447
Discussion on group communication scenarios and requirements; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

R2-133169
Discussion on prioritized group communication items and their requirements; CMCC; Disc; 

R2-133241
Considerations on Group Communication; CATT; Disc; 

Evaluation - Unicast

What is the latency in UL and DL? Is it necessary to setup a dedicated bearer for carrying PTT (Voice)? Should it be a GBR bearer? Can it be kept established for as long as the UE is registered with the GC Application Server?

Can unicast transmission be used to distribute the same content using unicast, to many public-safety -capable UEs? What is many? In what “area”? How many cells has such an area? At which data rate?

R2-133516
Discussion on RAN impacts of use of unicast bearers for group communication; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
QC thinks that a new QCI could be used to account for the different traffic pattern in the admission control. NSN thinks it could be difficult to ensure that admission control works efficiently. 

-
ALU thinks that typically just one member of a group would be talking. QC thinks that usually there will be much more receivers than transmitters in a group. 
-
ZTE sees no need to keep GBR bearers established continuously if we see that it would also be possible to set them up when they are needed. 

-
Chairman thinks that if establish and keep GBR bearers for all possible group receivers, we will block many resources in the cell that can then not be used for other lower priority traffic. QC thinks that we do not need to disallow the NW behaviour where GBR bearers are kept continuously. 

Proposal 2: 

-
QC agrees that VoIP packets could be sent on the default bearer

	Agreements
1
If GBR bearers are kept established during long idle periods of the PTT service, other GBR bearers (e.g. commercial Voice) may be rejected by admission control.

FFS: Can discuss further whether PTT Voice needs to be carried on a GBR bearer. Can also discuss whether establishment delay of a GBR bearer would be fast enough and if not, whether the offered QoS of default bearer is acceptable for delivery of PTT voice for the short period of time over the default bearer


R2-133519
Analysis of unicast support for group communication; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

-


	Agreements
1
The end to end setup delay requirement (300 ms) for group communication via a dedicated bearer can be met using LTE. It is not necessary to pre-establish bearers or the RRC Connection. 

2
The time to join an ongoing group communication requirement (300 ms) can be met using LTE without a pre-established radio bearer and also for UEs in IDLE. 
It is however assumed that user is already registered with the public safety application server and obtained the application layer security authentication.

3
End to end delay for media transport requirement can be met using LTE unicast bearer for media transmission.


=>
Should capture also the analysis shown in R2-133519
R2-133395
GCSE requirements fulfilment for Unicast; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

=>
Can think further about VoIP capacity. Try to re-use results of TR 36.912

R2-133441
Requirements for Group Communication; Ericsson; Disc; 

Evaluation - MBMS

Can eMBMS be used for public safety applications? What are the session setup delays? What is actually a session? Just a talk-spurt? Or does it typically last very long? Can MBMS bearers be kept established? 

How many groups need to be served via eMBMS? How many groups have many users? How many groups have many users that are also in the same cell?
R2-133535
Group communication over eMBMS; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

=>
revised in R2-133707
R2-133707
Group communication over eMBMS; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc;
Observation 3:

-
QC thinks that a procedure was captured in the SA2 TR where the UE decides to request reception via unicast if the received signal quality of the MBSFN transmission is getting weak. QC assumes this would be based on UE implementation. ALU agrees. CATT is concerned that it might not be sufficient to leave this up to UE implementation. 

Observation 4:

-
ZTE thinks that one has to use the maximum possible MSP latency of 80 ms. 

=>
Update “MSP (Read MSI)” in the table to 80ms. 

=>
Remove the components for the UL transmission from the UE to the BMSC. 

=>
With these changes, sections 2 and 3 (except for 3.2 and 3.3) can be incorporated into the TR and clarify that this assumes pre-established MBMS bearers. 

R2-133187
Use of MBMS to support Group Communication; Samsung; Disc; 

Finding 3:

-
NSN wonders whether it is possible to dynamically create MBSFN areas. Samsung thinks that if one MCE controls a whole area it is possible to setup MBSFN areas dynamically. There is just no interface defined among MCEs. 

-
ZTE wonders whether it is OK that UEs need to be connected in order to be counted. Samsung understands that these UEs would actively be involved in group calls while receiving via unicast. Then, the eNB could count them and decide whether or not to establish an MBMS bearer. Is not sure whether it is really required to setup and release MBMS bearers. Maybe they could be kept established. Huawei thinks that if there is no UE of a certain group in a cell it would really be inefficient to keep the MBMS bearer established.  

=>
Can add description of “An MBMS based solution using PTP upon session start can support the required establishment delay requirement” according to section 2.3 to the TR. 

=>
Can think about how the “pre-established bearer” and the “use PTP while establishing” could be used together depending on service and user movement.
=>
Can also think further about service continuity when changing between PTP and PTM. 

R2-133556
Considerations on meeting public-safety group-communication requirements with LTE MBMS; NSN; Disc; 

R2-133142
GCSE architecture and its influence on RAN solutions; ZTE; Disc; 

R2-133358
Use of eMBMS for Group Communication; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133396
GCSE requirements fulfilment for eMBMS; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

R2-133517
Analysis of service continuity requirement for group communication; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

R2-133518
Analysis of support for group communication using eMBMS; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

R2-133199
Use of eMBMS for Group Communication; General Dynamics Broadband UK; Disc; 

Reply LS

R2-133543
Discussion on GCSE with eMBMS and related questions from SA2 LS; Intel Corporation; Disc; LS02; related to SA2 LS R2-133066 = S2-133846; 

R2-133601
Discussion on GCSE with eMBMS
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

LS02
R2-133600
Draft reply LS to S2-133846 = R2-133066 on GCSE with eMBMS (to: SA2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
Qualcomm Incorporated
LSout
=>
CB: [GC] A draft reply LS to SA2, RAN1,3,4 can be provided in R2-133714 (QC)

R2-133714
Draft reply LS to S2-133846 = R2-133066 on GCSE with eMBMS (to: SA2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
Qualcomm Incorporated
LSout
=>
revised in R2-133718
R2-133718
Draft reply LS to S2-133846 = R2-133066 on GCSE with eMBMS (to: SA2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
Qualcomm Incorporated
LSout
=>
revised in R2-133724
R2-133724
Draft reply LS to S2-133846 = R2-133066 on GCSE with eMBMS (to: SA2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
Qualcomm Incorporated
LSout
=>
Change 3c: “When pre-established eMBMS bearer is used, the waiting for MCCH modification period is avoided. RAN2 discussed ways to reduce the delay based on existing mechanisms.” To “RAN2 has discussed that pre-established eMBMS bearers can be used to avoid the waiting time. RAN2 also discussed that traffic could be carried on PTP (unicast) connections while an eMBMS bearer is being setup. Finally, RAN2 discussed ways to reduce the MBMS bearer establishment delay based on existing mechanisms. These aspects will be discussed further in coming RAN2 meetings.”

=>
Change to “The RAN contribution to the end to end delay is on average 100ms depending”

· =>
With these changes the LS on “GCSE with eMBMS” to SA2 is agreed in R2-133728
Other

R2-133521
Skeleton TR for Group Communication for LTE; Alcatel-Lucent; TR; 36.8xx; 

-
Huawei would like to add a section for possible enhancements. ALU clarifies that the primary purpose is to evaluate the existing mechanisms. ALU thinks that the section 7 could list shortcomings and possible solution directions. But this is not the focus of this study item. NSN agrees. Huawei thinks that the SID also suggests to evaluate new solutions. Samsung also thinks that we should focus on existing mechanisms. DT agrees. 

=>
We will use an 36.8xx number (internal to 3GPP)

=>
TR Skeleton is agreed in R2-133710 v0.1.0 (MCC)

=>
CB: [GC] An updated TR capturing agreements from this meeting can be provided in R2-133711 v0.1.1 (ALU)

· [LTE/GC] One week to capture the agreements of this meeting in the TR (ALU)
R2-133281
Group scheduling for GCSE; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;

Late or withdrawn

R2-133143
Analysis on radio transmission mechanisms for Multicast Delivery; ZTE; Disc;
withdrawn
R2-133280
GCSE requirements fulfilment for Unicast and eMBMS; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;
[Late]
withdrawn, see R2-133395 and R2-133396 instead; 
R2-133397
GCSE requirements fulfilment for eMBMS; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc;
withdrawn, see R2-133396 instead; 
7.7
SI: Smart Congestion Mitigation in E-UTRAN
(FS_SCM_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Sep 13, target: Mar 14, WID: RP-131397)

TR Structure

R2-133353
Skeleton TR proposal for Study on Smart Congestion Mitigation in E-UTRAN; LG Electronics; TR; 36.8xx; 

=>
Agreed as baseline TR 36.848 v0.1.0 available in R2-133704
=>
CB: [SCM] An updated draft TR 36.848 v0.1.1 capturing the agreements from this meeting can be provided in R2-13705 (LG)

R2-133705
TR update for Study on Smart Congestion Mitigation in E-UTRAN; LG Electronics; TR 36.848 v0.1.1
=>
Change “However, in the current standard behaviour, MMTEL call shall be barred whenever ACB is activated” to “However, in the current standard behaviour, MMTEL call may be barred whenever ACB is activated”

-
ALU wonders what the requirement on CSFB is. 

=>
Remove “and CSFB”

=>
With these changes the TR update is agreed in R2-133717 v0.2.0 (no revision marks)

Proposed Work-Plan

R2-133634
Proposed work plan and way forward for SCM; LG Electronics, NTT DOCOMO, NEC; Disc
[Late]

-
NSN wonders whether a solution specified particularly for VoLTE could interfere later with a solution such as ACDC, application specific admission control. Now we seem to do something for one particular application. BlackBerry agrees with NSN. DCM thinks that in this Study Item we should find out what functionality is currently missing. We can use that as input to further SA1 discussions. Ericsson agrees with DCM that there is no problem to discuss this issue. QC also thinks we should focus on the main problems and try to find feasible solutions.
Key Issues, Available Solutions and Proposed Enhancements

What are the problems observed in the field? How can existing solutions be applied? What functionality is lacking? 

What enhancements could be considered? How does that map to work ongoing e.g. in SA1?
R2-133354
SCM Key Issue: Prioritization of Mobile Originating Voice Services in E-UTRAN; LG Electronics Inc., SK Telecom, KT Corp., LG Uplus; Disc; 

-
DT wonders what the problem and difference is compared to other access technologies. LG thinks that for UMTS there is a possibility to prioritize conversational voice based on the establishment cause. DCM thinks that in UMTS we have DSAC which allows prioritizing CS domain. DT wonders what a possible solution would be. Is the intention to block other services? DCM thinks that as first step, VoLTE calls should not be barred. Ericsson agrees that in LTE it happens that VoLTE calls are barred by SSAC and then secondly by regular ACB. NSN thinks that such solutions would have an impact and interfere with existing access barring. Therefore, NSN does not want to take the ACDC discussion here. 

-
NSN wonders whether the intention is now to prioritize Voice services? Earlier it has been to down-prioritize Voice services. DCM thinks that it depends on the deployment. Different scenarios may require barring different things. NSN is concerned that we try to prioritize a different traffic type in each and every release. QC finds it natural that we add functionality as the requirements change. 

-
CMCC would support considering this as a key issue. QC supports this as well. 

=>
The inability of LTE to prioritize VoLTE calls over other data in access barring and/or connection establishment, leads to establishment failure of VoLTE calls and is therefore considered as key issue in this SI. 

R2-133407
Smart congestion mitigation in LTE; Ericsson; Disc; 

-
Huawei thinks we should ask CT1 whether it is possible to consider higher layer solutions without RAN2 impact as well as ask whether NAS can distinguish voice calls to tell AS layer. Ericsson thinks the problem today is in AS layer which is barring the access. QC agrees with Ericsson that the issue is on AS layer. 

-
NSN agrees with Huawei that a new call type would need to be defined by CT1 and also that information would be required from the NAS layer. DCM thinks that the solutions would have more or less impact on CT1 specifications. DCM thinks we should anyway study here which one would be feasible from our point of view and then ask CT1 whether that would be feasible for them.

-
NSN wonders how the QCI solution would work. Ericsson explains that the eNB would indicate in SIB which QCIs are allowed to be transmitted. 

-
For scenario 3 NSN wonders whether we would need to ask SA1 whether we can re-define the meaning of SSAC. 

-
LG thinks that we certainly should ask for other WGs opinions once we have identified which solutions seem feasible from RAN2 point of view. Huawei wants to send an LS as soon as possible. 

· [LTE/SCM] Discuss solutions candidates for prioritizing VoLTE (LG) 
- May discuss IDLE and CONNECTED
-
Intel and NSN think we should first focus on the most important issue. We can discuss later whether also the emergency call is an issue. BlackBerry thinks we could still discuss the other case in the next meeting. 

R2-133356
SCM Key Issue: Prioritization of emergency/high priority access in RRC_CONNECTED; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133282
Analysis of the requirements for Smart Congestion Mitigation; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

R2-133104
Discussion on how to prioritize high priority access over the other accesses in RRC_CONNECTED; ITRI; Disc; 

R2-133163
SCM: What is a sensible scope/solution direction for Rel-12 ?; Samsung; Disc; 

R2-133195
The scope of smart congestion mitigation; NSN, Nokia Corporation; Disc; 

R2-133258
Scope for smart congestion mitigation; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133283
PMOC scenarios; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

R2-133284
Possible solutions for congestion mitigation in RRC_CONNECTED; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

R2-133357
SCM Solutions for Prioritization of Mobile Originating Voice Services in E-UTRAN; LG Electronics Inc., SK Telecom, LG Uplus; Disc; 

R2-133497
Use cases and key issues for Smart Congestion Mitigation work; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 

R2-133404
Prioritisation of mobile originating access during congestion; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 

R2-133466
Proposed way forward for SCM for LTE in RAN2; NEC; Disc; 

Late or withdrawn

R2-133408
Smart congestion mitigation in LTE; Ericsson; Disc;
withdrawn, see R2-133407 instead; 
7.8
WI: TDD Interference Management and Traffic Adaptation (eIMTA)

(LTE_TDD_eIMTA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Dec 12, target: Dec 13, WID: RP-121772)

R2-133056
LS on LTE_TDD_eIMTA (R1-134019; contact: CATT); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; 
[Moved from 3.2 to 7.8]

=>
Noted

General

R2-133220
Impact of TDD eIMTA on RAN2; CATT; Disc; 

-
NSN wonders whether DL subframes can be used for UL transmission (case 3). Samsung thinks that the main case is that a subframe is indicated in SIB1 as UL but can be used dynamically for DL. CATT agrees that Case 1 and 2 are the main focus. 

Proposal 1:

-
MediaTek and Nokia think that all IDLE UEs should follow the configuration in SIB1. QC agrees. 

-
Ericsson and Samsung think that the NW should probably avoid using dynamic subframes for scheduling Message 3 and 4. 

Proposal 5: 

-
NSN wonders whether usage of eIMTA will be UE or cell specific. CATT thinks that it can be configured per UE. Ericsson agrees. Samsung thinks that it is in principle cell specific for all eIMTA capable UEs. Chairman wonders what the benefit would be not to configure an eIMTA capable UE with eIMTA if the cell is using eIMTA. Ericsson thinks that the NW needs to configure this by dedicated signalling. MediaTek thinks that the UEs need to be configured with an eIMTA group and therefore it has to be dedicated signalling. LG wonders whether there are multiple eIMTA groups. QC explains that it is related to CoMP where there could be multiple virtual cells with different UL/DL configurations. Huawei agrees and thinks that we just need to configure it dedicated per UE. LG thinks that so far they would only see a need for dedicated signalling if we need the group thing. But that seems to be pretty open in RAN1. MediaTek thinks that also DL HARQ patterns need to be provided by dedicated signalling. 

Proposal 7: 

-
ZTE thinks that this would only be required if a lot of paging is to be expected. But since the feature is only for small cells, the special subframe does not need to be used for paging when it is intended to be used as Dynamic DL subframe by means of eIMTA. 

	Agreements
0
We will look at Case 1 and 2 only, i.e., a subframe is indicated in SIB1 as UL but can be used dynamically for DL. 

1
Legacy and eIMTA UEs which are IDLE follow the TDD configuration in SIB1. 

2
Legacy UEs CONNECTED UEs follow the TDD configuration in SIB1 (PCell)

FFS whether eIMTA can be supported on SCells (not yet agreed in RAN1 either)

3
TTI bundling and TDD eIMTA should not be configured simultaneously for a UE (but some UEs in a cell may be configured with TTI bundling while others are configured with eIMTA).

4
The network should know whether a UE supports TDD eIMTA 

5
The network may configure an eIMTA capable UE with eIMTA by means of dedicated signalling. That means, the UE would only follow the eIMTA indication on PDCCH if it has been configured with eIMTA via RRC beforehand. 

5a
As the feature is only for Connect mode any configuration will be provided by means of dedicated signalling (not in SIB). 

FFS what needs to be configured as part of the dedicated configuration (e.g. group RNTI, HARQ timing; power control parameters…). 

6
RRM/RLM follows legacy behaviour and subframes. (as indicated by RAN1)

FFS whether the special subframe is not used for paging when it is intended to be used as Dynamic DL subframe by means of eIMTA in that cell. That means, only ns1 and ns2 are applicable. 

FFS: No new timing scheme for Message 1, 2, 3, and 4 is introduced. 

FFS: For all UEs, PRACH resources (Msg1, Msg3) are not allocated/configured in subframes that can be dynamically configured as DL subframe (NW restriction)

FFS: If a period SR/SRS/CSI occasion coincides with a dynamic DL subframe, the UE omits the UL transmission.


R2-133386
eIMTA Impact on RAN2; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

=>
Noted

R2-133246
RAN2 impact of supporting eIMTA; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133428
Discussion on RAN2 issues in TDD eIMTA systems; Samsung; Disc; 

R2-133533
RAN2 Aspects of eIMTA; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

R2-133238
RAN2 Aspects for Support of eIMTA; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 

DRX

R2-133387
DRX Issues for eIMTA; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133366
RAN2 impacts of eIMTA; Ericsson; Disc; 

R2-133222
DRX operation for TDD eIMTA; CATT; Disc; 

R2-133251
DRX operation in TDD eIMTA; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133274
Potential RAN2 impacts with eIMTA; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-133528
DRX operation to support eIMTA; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

PHR

R2-133391
PHR considerations on TDD eIMTA; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-133248
Power headroom reporting in TDD eIMTA; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 

Other

R2-133221
Combination of CA and TDD eIMTA; CATT; Disc; 

R2-133388
SPS Issues for eIMTA; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

7.9
Other LTE Rel-12 WIs/SIs

Input to any other Rel-12 WI/SI not explicitly listed above. Note that TEI12 should be submitted in 7.10.
No contributions.

7.10
LTE TEI12

Small Technical Enhancements affecting LTE Rel-12 that do not belong to any Rel-12 WI. 

Note: A TEI proposal should be treated for only one meeting cycle and involve only one WG. Otherwise, a WI should be proposed at RAN plenary!

7.10.1
LTE TEI12 CP and joint CP/UP
Time Broadcast

R2-133140
Addition of Time Uncertainty Information in SIB16; Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung; CR; 36.331; C; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 

-
NSN thinks that it is not clear what the UE is going to do with the time information. It seems not justified to try to determine the uncertainty. Huawei agrees that it is unclear how this information benefits the UE. QC explains that if it is accurate it can be used as input to GPS and allows to get a faster fix. If not, it could be used to adjust the clock of the UE. 

-
QC thinks that it is not mandatory for the NW to provide it. 

-
QC thinks that in earlier discussions it was questioned how it could be used without accuracy information.
-
Huawei thinks that a UE anyway needs to be implemented assuming that there is not such parameter since networks may not provide it. 

-
ALU wonders whether the UE would never use it for GPS assistance if accuracy indicates that it is not accurate. QC thinks it should then not use it for that purpose. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the UE gets the time without accuracy information, it could first assume that it was very accurate. If it does not find GPS fix quickly, it can widen the search window. Would that really be worse than assuming immediately a wider search window if accuracy information indicates that it is inaccurate. 

-
Ericsson thinks it is more burden for the NW than gain potential for the UE. 

=>
Unclear what the benefit of the uncertainty information would be and whether it justifies the extra complexity on the NW side.
-
Ericsson supports the second change.
=>
A CR covering only the second change (timeInfoUTC) is in principle agreed in R2-133715 (Cat. F; title: “Clarification to timeInfoUTC field in SIB16”)

RRC/ASN.1

R2-133369
How to extend field descriptions and conditional presence tables?; Ericsson; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 

-
Samsung wonders why there is a special need for conditions to do release tracking. We don’t do it for procedural text either. Ericsson thinks we could do it for that as well. 

-
NSN thinks we generally do not want multiple possible behaviours

-
ALU thinks that previously we used version tagging of IEs in the conditions to clarify that certain conditions apply only for certain releases. 

-
Samsung thinks that in ASN.1 it is and needs to be clear what was introduced in which release. But Samsung does not think it is required for other parts of the specifications. 

-
Ericsson thinks it would not need to be limited to conditions but could also apply to field descriptions. 

-
Chairman thinks that this would help the network designers since they could just look at the latest release and would see immediately the (main) differences to the previous versions. Ericsson thinks it would only need to be done for essential changes. Samsung does not think we should really do that in our specifications. Tracking CRs should be sufficient. 

-
NSN thinks that usually we do not do non-backward compatible changes. Ericsson thinks this would be helpful for the NW side. 

-
ALU thinks that this could not be done for all changes. But it could be good for essential changes. But that would require a clear description of what an essential difference is. Chairman thinks that this could bear the risk that we don’t tag all changes that could actually be essential at least for some NW implementations. 

=>
Noted

Access Barring

R2-133276
Access Class Barring for VoLTE; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 

=>
Noted

R2-133279
Access Class Barring for VoLTE; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; C; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 

-
NSN thinks that we should not discuss this at all now given it is one of the proposals in the SCM SI. QC does not think it is too early. QC think it does not need to be part of that SI. NSN thinks that SSAC was used to block Voice and Video while allowing other traffic. The absence of SSAC indicator cannot be interpreted as allowing Voice and Video even if access is barred by ACB. Samsung agrees with NSN that this is premature given that it could be one potential outcome of the SI. Huawei agrees. LG agrees that we should first progress the SI and see what the outcome is. It may then be so that we can agree this or a similar CR as TEI12. But we might also agree to start a WI and progress a different solution. 

=>
Postponed
eMBMS

R2-133592
eMBMS on SCell; AT&T; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, MBMS_LTE , LTE_CA-Core; 

withdrawn
7.10.2
LTE TEI12 UP
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session. See Annex G.
R2-133267
Discussion on general gap handling; Samsung; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
R2-133268
Introducing general gap handling in the MAC specification; Samsung; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
R2-133394
Correction about FMS in PDCP; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.323; F; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
[Late]
R2-133343
An optimization in logical channel prioritization; Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
8
UTRA Release 10 and earlier releases
NOTE:
In AI 8 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

New REL-independent TS with the intention to replace TS 25.317:

R2-133118
Introduction of TS 25.3xx for release independent dual-band and multi-carrier configurations
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
DB_DC_HSDPA-Core

motivation paper; note: The introducation of TR 25.317 was motivated by REL-10 WI DB_DC_HSDPA-Core that introduded additional dual carrier configurations in REL-10 that had to be introduced from REL-9 onwards already. In addition REL-11 WI 4C_HSDPA_Config-Core triggered new 4C configurations in REL-11 that should be applicable already from REL-10 (note: This was forgotten so far!).

-
Blackberry: from a development point of view we would prefer to have one big spec including 25.307, 25.317.

-
ALU:  we prefer to keep it completely separate because we are introducing band combinations that we agreed to not include in 25.307 that contains legacy R99 things.  

=>
We agree that we will introduce a new spec 25.327

=>
Noted
Reminder from MCC: If a new band or band/carrier combination is introduced in REL-x but it should be already applied from REL-y (y<x), then this must be explicitly requested in the WID, e.g. "This WI has to be introduced in a REL-independent way from REL-y onwards beginning with REL-y.". Otherwise there is no justification to do this.

The following 3 Tdocs indicate how the REL-9/REL-10/REL11 TS versions of the new TS will look like.
But they need to be introduced as a REL-9 TS version and corresponding later REL-10/REL-11 CRs relative to v9.0.0.

R2-133119
Draft Rel-9 TS 25.3xx
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.3xx

=>
revised in R2-133593
R2-133593
Draft Rel-9 TS 25.3xx on HSPA requirements on UEs supporting a release-independent frequency band and multi-carrier configuration
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.327
· ALU: Is it acceptable that 25.317 will become obsolete starting from Rel-9? NSN: Yes

· ALU: Why is section 5 and 6 Void?  NSN: It's a placeholder for Rel-10 and Rel-11.  This was a preference from the RAN2 secretary.  ALU: why don't we include those combinations already in the spec as this is release independent?  NSN because in Rel-9 we don't have a notion of 8C etc.  Broadcom thinks that this is ok.  

· Ericsson: Why do we remove the RRM requirement section. NSN: Because it does not refer to anything specific to dual band.  Ericsson: by removing the RRM it is making it even more confusing.    

· Ericsson: What about the signalling requirement? NSN: We had the same discussion in 25.317.  For this case we do not need to support any RRC signalling extension and doesn't need to be included.  Qualcomm: If you add new combinations would you need to add any spare values.  NSN: We currently have 255 values (index) and the signalling already exists.  ALU, Ericsson and Qualcomm have a preference to mention it.  

=>
We will put back the RRM requirement section.
=>
We will put a short description on the signalling requirements. NSN to check offline what to add.
=>The document is revised in R2-133660
=>
Noted

R2-133660
Draft Rel-9 TS 25.3xx on HSPA requirements on UEs supporting a release-independent frequency band and multi-carrier configuration
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.327
-
Broadcom: What about the RRM requirement.  We agreed to add it

-
NSN: we are not sure what to write.  Broadcom: we should mention that there are some RRM requirement that the UE should meet.  Qualcomm: we also indicated that we don't really need it.  RAN4 confirmed that there are not RRM requirement. 

-
Broadcom: the font of the signalling requirement is not correct.

-
ALU: section 5.2 on frequency bands is a general section that includes all single-band/dual-band configuration.  Perhaps we can consider making it more specific.   NSN: maybe we don't need to be too specific.  Ericsson: we generally refer to a section and not a table.
=>
The content of the document is agreeable and NSN has to check offline with Broadcom about RRM requirement for next meeting and what to capture.
=>
Noted

R2-133120
Draft Rel-10 TS 25.3xx
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.3xx

=>
revised in R2-133594
R2-133594
Draft Rel-10 TS 25.3xx on HSPA requirements on UEs supporting a release-independent frequency band and multi-carrier configuration
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.327
-
NSN: There is preference from the RAN2 secretary to include a placeholder for the non-adjacent configuration? Broadcom: we should do it when it is time.  ALU: Where would it be? Broadcom and ALU have a preference not to have a placeholder. 

-
ALU: we should change section 5.1 to explicitly state adjacent.

=>
We will add adjacent to section 5.1 title

=>
RRM and signalling requirements will be added

=>
Revised in R2-133661
=>
Noted

R2-133661
Draft Rel-10 TS 25.3xx on HSPA requirements on UEs supporting a release-independent frequency band and multi-carrier configuration
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.327
-
ALU: be more explicit in section 5.1.1.2 to say no additional requirement from later releases. NSN: we will change it

=>
The content is agreeable
=>
Noted
R2-133121
Draft Rel-11 TS 25.3xx
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.3xx

=>
revised in R2-133595
R2-133595
Draft Rel-11 TS 25.3xx on HSPA requirements on UEs supporting a release-independent frequency band and multi-carrier configuration
NSN, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
25.327
-
Broadcom: why are we adding a new placeholder? NSN: RAN2 secretary had a preference to be forward compatible.  

-
ZTE: Do we need a placeholder for multicarrier or multiflow configuration (non-contiguous). NSN: For dual band you have section 4.  Multiflow is part of 4C. 

-
ALU: Reference 3 should be voided?  NSN: I will check it.  

=>
The content is agreeable

=>
Noted

REL-6 TEI6:

R2-133093
UE configuration after the interrupted reconfiguration process
NSN
Disc
REL-6
TEI6

-
NSN: Question how to set the RSI flag in the case when a RLC unrecoverable error occurs while using an old configuration? Qualcomm:  Is it really necessary for the network to know whether the UE is in old or new configuration?  Ericsson:  the network would like to know by means of the RSI flag. Qualcomm: when the UE is reconfiguring the variable Ordered configuration is set to TRUE and sets the RSI to TRUE. Broadcom: Not in CELL_DCH.  Ericsson: it is used for different use cases.    

-
Ericsson: We have not finalized internal discussions for the two use cases, UE is configured into CELL_PCH/URA_PCH and the other case on call re-establishment.  

-
Ericsson: Maybe we need to think of DRX in CELL_FACH. Broadcom: We shouldn't have a problem with DRX in CELL_FACH.  

-
Huawei: It would be useful for the network to know what configuration the UE is using.  Qualcomm: But what will the network do with that information.  Ericsson: it uses the information to construct the CELL UPDATE CONFIRM.  Broadcom: we agree with Ericsson.  

-
Huawei:  Are we saying that the meaning of the RSI is different use cases.  Ericsson: It is not clear in some places how to set the flag.   

-
ALU: we should prioritize the use cases where there is inconsistencies.  NSN: There are a few scenarios, RLC unrecoverable error cases and RLF in the DCH-DCH case in old configuration and CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH in the new configuration.  

-
Blackberry: According to 8.1.3 the RSI flag is not set in the case of "before transmission of the response message to RRC reconfiguration message".  We should double check the assumption.  NSN: the text may need to be updated.  
=>
Noted

R2-133409
Way forward on RLF during reconfiguration
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

=>
Noted

R2-133094
Clarification for the UE configuration after the interrupted reconfiguration process
NSN
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

=>
Not treated

Discussion based on R2-133093 and R2-133409:

=>
Uses cases to discuss for next meeting (What is the intended behaviour and whether there is a need to change anything in the spec for each use case?) 

-
How to set the RSI flag in the case when a RLC unrecoverable error occurs while using an old configuration for the state transition case.  

-
DCH to DCH case: in the case of RLF in the old configuration 

-
FACH -> DCH case: In case of RLF occurring on the new configuration 

-
RSI settings based on the signalled CELL UPDATE cause value (i.e. separate the mobility and re-establishment use case (e.g. other than RLF and RLC unrecoverable error))
REL-7 WI RANimp-EnhState:

R2-133293
Consideration on activation/deactivation of enhanced CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-9
TEI9, RANimp-EnhState

-
ALU: This would have been very nice several releases ago.  However, at this point we do not see a need for it as we anyways have to do the work around to react to different UE behaviours. 

-
Ericsson:  We are not interested in solving this use case

-
NSN: We cannot state that such situation doesn't exist, it can happen.  However, there is no use case for a very dynamic activation/deactivation but it can happen that it is activated.
-
Broadcom: There can be slow activation but there are ways to handle it (for example shut down the cell).
-
Huawei: there is some ambiguity in the spec.  Ericsson: we can live with the UE ambiguity.  

-
Ericsson: we don't see the need for a dynamic activation.  

-
Chair:  We will not work on any optimizations and Huawei can work offline to see if there is any support to resolve the ambiguity in case of slow activation.  

=>
We agree that we do not need to do any optimization for dynamic (or frequent activation/deactivation)

=>
Noted

R2-133294
Clarification of enhanced CELL_FACH activation & deactivation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
TEI9, RANimp-EnhState
cat.A CRs?

=>
Not treated
R2-133095
URA_PCH relocation from R99 Cell_FACH to enhanced Cell_FACH
NSN
Disc

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState, RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Broadcom: This is a rare case no need to optimize.  NSN: We have seen uses cases where cells have different supports.  Broadcom: There is no issues.

-
ALU: Looking at the solutions we are ending up with a complicated solution for a very minor use case.  Ericsson: we also don't see a very big use case

=>
RAN2 doesn't see a need to optimize this use case

=>
Noted
R2-133096
Clarification for the SRNC relocation procedure in the URA_PCH state with the enhanced FACH enabled in the target cell
NSN
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
RANimp-EnhState, RANimp-UplinkEnhState, TEI11-
Chair: is this a category F? Aren't we introducing a functional change?

=>
Not treated
REL-7 WI RANimp-CPC:

R2-133078
Stage 2 Alignment of (de)activating Order for HS-SCCH-less Operation
ZTE
CR
25.308
F
REL-8
RANimp-CPC, RANimp-DCHSDPA

cat.A CRs?

-
ALU: Didn't we agree not to have this correction last meeting? 

-
Ericsson: Is this really an alignment or are you also introducing it in the RAN1 specs?  ZTE: This is already in the RAN1 specifications.  Our RAN1 specs are not introduced for this case they are for the multi flow feature.   

-
Ericsson: we don't see the need for a clarification.  The clarification should be made in the context of dual cell as a CPC UE may not necessarily supports dual cell.  

-
ALU: the intention of the CR is correct.  Huawei: has some sympathy since it is technically correct.  BlackBerry: we support the CR.

-
Huawei: what is the rule for stage 2 changes? ALU: we should try to change stage 2 in case the content in stage 2 is technically incorrect and misleading.  In the cases where something is clear in stage 3 and is just missing there is no need.  

=>
The CR is postponed

R2-133079
Modification of (de)activating Order for HS-SCCH-less operation due to MF-HSDPA
ZTE
CR
25.308

C
REL-11
RANimp-CPC, HSDPA_MFTX-Core

-
Ericsson: We discussed this in multiflow and we decided to keep it as in legacy.  

-
Chair: No support from RAN2

=>
Not Agreed

REL-8 LTE-L23:

R2-133201
Removal of redundant conditions to E-UTRA frequency and priority info list
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331
F
REL-8
LTE-L23

cat.A CRs?

-
ALU: Is this really necessary for Rel-8? 

-
Ericsson: the CR is changing the way the information is stored.  We don't see a reason to change this.  The if statement only becomes redundant for the first entry, but not for subsequent.  Broadcom: we agree with Ericsson.  

-
NSN: Is there a problem to keep it?  It seems like it is also changing internal UE behaviour. 

=>
The CR is not agreed

REL-8 WI RANimp-UplinkEnhState:

R2-133305
Downlink data reception on common E-DCH activation &deactivation
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState, TEI9

=>
This should be a CR 

=>
Not treated
R2-133308
Clarification of downlink control PDU reception at common E-DCH activation & deactivation
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState, TEI9

=>
This document should be a Disc document

-
ALU: Is this an optimization (e.g. there is nothing broken)?  Huawei: Yes

-
Qualcomm:  The logic makes sense.  We have some concerns from an implementation perspective.  This may results in confusion in the UE and in different behaviours depending on the timing. 

-
Huawei: What is the UE behaviour?  Broadcom: The UE will initiate a CELL UPDATE, it will have to send a RLC ACK.  

-
Broadcom: There may be a risk of crossover.  In case of crossover, it is clear in the spec that the UE will ignore the reconfiguration message.

-
Chair: No support for the optimization

=>
Noted
REL-9 WI RANimp-DC_HSUPA

R2-133098
Clarification to measurement configuration in Dual Cell E-DCH operation
Intel Corporation
Disc
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

-
Huawei: According to current spec the network is allowed to configure and the UE can report the measurement for both carrier.  Read SFN indicator should be possible to be reported

-
Broadcom: We never agreed to have this, we only agreed to have measurements on secondary carrier for events 1A, 1B, 1C.  We have never discussed this.  Huawei: If the CFN-SFN timing is critical for soft handover, how does the network configure the active set measurements?

-
Qualcomm:  So the use case we have a problem for is when we have different non-serving cells in the active sets?

-
Ericssons: Are we discussing whether they can be configured or reported? The network can in theory trigger these measurements for the secondary frequency.   Erisson: does the signalling allow the UE to report the CFN-SFN in event 1A.  Intel: not with the event 1A report.  Ericsson: Then we won't have anything to report as we only send 1A, 1B, 1C.

-
Intel: How can the network know how to set the timing of the new cell to be included?

-
Ericsson: What are we trying to achieve - determine what's possible with the current spec or do we want to optimize and discuss something new.

-
Broadcom: the CFN-SFN can be reported with additional measurements and these can only be configured without reporting criteria.  For DC-HSUPA this never happens as we always have a reporting criteria.

-
Chair: Things to discuss for CFN-SFN for next meeting:


1.
Confirm whether this can be configured or reported? 


2.
Whether the network needs to configure these types of measurements 


3.
Can we report these measurements in DC-HSUPA (possible to configure and report)

-
Chair: Things to discuss Rx-Tx time difference for next meeting


1.
Whether the network needs to configure these types of measurements (currently this is not possible to configure for DC-HSUPA) 


- what are the motivations to have these types of measurements


2.
Whether it is needed/necessary that the UE can report these measurements (also not possible to report)

=>
Noted

R2-133465
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
C
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

-
Ericsson:  Section 8.6.6.49 we indicated to continue inter-frequency measurement when the EDCH variable is set to TRUE. We understand that this should happen in two cases when the variable was previously FALSE and the other case when it was already TRUE but the UL frequency is changed.  We think we should try to be clearer.  

=>
We agree to more explicitly capture this in the following way:

2>
if the variable was previously set to FALSE; or

2>
if the IE "Frequency info" included in the IE "Secondary E-DCH info common" is different from the previously stored frequency info:

3> continue  inter-frequency measurement reporting on the downlink frequency associated with the new secondary uplink frequency. The UE shall not require compressed mode to perform the measurement, regardless of the activation status.
-
Intel: previously stored refers to the "Frequency info" stored from the IE "Secondary E-DCH info common"? Yes.

-
Huawei: We agreed that "when a hard handover with a change of frequency happens, the UE stops all intra-frequency measurements and retains the measurement configuration". Qualcomm: This is already in the spec and this is applicable to the primary serving.
-
Huawei: Section 8.6.6.49, should we be consistent and add this sentence <regardless of the activation status of the carrier. after "The UE shall not require compressed mode to perform the measurement", Qualcomm: we had it but we removed, we didn't think it was necessary. We will add it.
-
Huawei: In the last change, we are not consistent with the legacy wording "cells for measurement" (or all cells in CELL_INFO_LIST if "cells for measurement" is not present)".  Qualcomm: we are debating whether "cell for measurement" is per measurement ID or for all measurements. Qualcomm thinks it should be per measurement ID and Broadcom is not convinced. ALU: would like to understand why some think it is for all measurements.  Broadcom: it is signalled with the CELL_INFO_LIST which is common for all measurements, however we think it is strange and there is no point to not have it per measurement ID.

-
Broadcom: If it is per measurement ID then the implication is that we shouldn't use "cell for measurement" as it may be different for different measurements, and therefore we should use CELL_INFO_LIST (the only thing is know for certain).

-
Intel: in Section 8.6.7.3 We do not think we should store the "Frequency info" in the CELL_INFO_LIST. Broadcom: We removed it from ASN.1 but never removed from the tabular. So we store it and then we clear it. 

=>
For section 8.6.7.3 We will remove the text about storing Frequency Info and delete the legacy text on clearing the variable.  The later text of UE behaviour is unspecified will remain in the following form " if the variable SECONDARY_CELL_E_DCH_TRANSMISSION is set to FALSE UE behaviour is unspecified"

-
Qualcomm: did we also want to delete the IE "Frequency info" in the CELL_INFO_LIST.  Broadcom: we don't want a parameter that we don't use.  We are find with adding a note.
=>
add the CELL_INFO_LIST in the CR and write that this IE is not used in this version of the spec
=>
The CR is revised R2-133662
R2-133662
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
C
REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

=> 
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-133467
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
This is not a pure shadow to R2-133465
=>
revised in R2-133598
R2-133598
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
This is not a pure shadow to R2-133465
=>
The CR is revised in R2-133663
R2-133663
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
C
REL-10
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-133668
Corrections of intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements for DC-HSUPA
Qualcomm Incorporated, Broadcom Corporation
CR
25.331
A 
REL-11
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-
Qualcomm:  need to delete the last sentence on category A in other comments in the cover page

=>
The category of the CR should be C

=>
The CR is agreed in principle in R2-133685
REL-10 WI 4C_HSDPA-Core:

R2-133468
A few clarifications to 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

-
Huawei: We agree that the configuration should not be allowed.  Broadcom agrees as well.

-
Huawei: We do not think we need a CR as it is a common understanding.  Broadcom: The UE won't even understand the signalling.  

-
Broadcom: What about the case when the UE supports 3/4C but is only configured with 2C.  Can it use the Rel-8 IE?  NSN: This shouldn't happen.  The understanding was that when we configure multi carrier there should not be any gaps for the initial configuration. For the reconfiguration there can be gaps as it is a mechanism to de-configure a carrier.    

-
Chair: we will not have a CR but just capture it as an agreement.
=>
A Rel-10/Rel-11 UE not supporting 3C/4C HSDPA does not need to act on the Rel-10 IE “Additional downlink secondary cell info list FDD”.  If the UE receives the configuration the UE behaviour is unspecified.  

=>
For a Rel-10/R-11 UE, the initial multi-carrier configuration should not contain any gaps.
-
Huawei: We agree with Understanding 1: new S1 is de-activated and new S2 is activated, i.e. remember the previous activation/de-activation status associated the “actual” secondary serving HS-DSCH cells.  Understanding 2 is too complicated. Ericsson: Why is understanding 2 to complicated.  Huawei: Just in comparison with understanding 1.

-
Qualcomm: The configuration change can include a frequency change on the secondary carrier.
-
Ericsson: For understanding 1, the network also has to keep track of the status of the activation/deactivation.  How complicated is this case?  Huawei: This is not an issue. Ericsson: We don't know, we need to check a little bit more.  

After come back:

-
Ericsson also understands, understanding 1.  Qualcomm: We don't think we need a CR.  NSN: Maybe we need to think about having a CR.  Huawei: We also think there is a need for a CR.  NSN: will try to have an offline to see if we create a CR.
=>
Agree that understanding 1 is the correct understanding, which is "new S1 is de-activated and new S2 is activated, i.e. remember the previous activation/de-activation status associated the “actual” secondary serving HS-DSCH cells"
=>
Noted
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NOTE:
In AI 9 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

9.1
WI: Further enhancements to CELL_FACH
(Cell_FACH_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-111321)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

R2-133083
Stage 2 Clarification for DTCH Related R99 PRACH Fallback
ZTE
CR
25.319

F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

-
Qualcomm: We had a discussion on this scenario.  We agreed that there is nothing to be specified.  The text added in the CR is not correct. 

-
Qualcomm: the intended behaviour in our opinion is the following:

1) if DCCH has higher priority than DTCH, and a fallback indication happens, the UE should fallback to R99 PRACH
2) if DTCH has higher priority than DCCH, the UE does not fallback but back-off

3) if equal priority, it is left to UE implementation
-
ZTE: The stage two spec is not clear and it states that the UE should not fallback.  Ericsson: We don't think we need to change the stage 2 specs.   Qualcomm: agrees that the current statement in stage 2 is incorrect or can be interpreted incorrectly in case of mixed traffic.  

-
Chair: companies will work offline to agree on a way forward and how it can be clarified properly.
=> 
The CR is revised in R2-133675

R2-133675
Stage 2 Clarification for DTCH Related R99 PRACH Fallback
ZTE
CR
25.319
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
-
Broadcom: we don't need to clarify the second part.  

-
NSN: with the second change we have to be careful.  It is confusing now what happens in case of DCCH.  

=>
Companies are fine with first change with a wording modification " If the network indicates fallback and the UE has data to transmit only for logical channels for which fallback is not configured" and removal of the second comma. 
=>
the second change is not agreeable
=> 
The CR is revised in R2-133686
R2-133686
Stage 2 Clarification for DTCH Related R99 PRACH Fallback
ZTE
CR
25.319
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
=>
need to delete the second comma and remove the impact analysis

=> 
with these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-133687

R2-133330
Clarification of HS-DPCCH feedabck time for Node B triggered HS-DPCCH transmission to 25.321
Huawei, Hisilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

-
Ericsson: We are fine with the principle.  The text is a little unclear, the 'or' is confusing.
-
Chair: The behaviour should be that the UE can trigger feedback before contention resolution completes in case of Node B triggered HS-DPCCH.  Companies will work offline to come up with an acceptable wording.
=> 
Revised in R2-133669
R2-133669
Clarification of HS-DPCCH feedabck time for Node B triggered HS-DPCCH transmission to 25.321
Huawei, Hisilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
-
Qualcomm: It should be "after" the allowed start time rather than "at" the allowed start time
-
Ericsson: The network box should be un-clicked

-
NSN: NodeB should be spelled with a space.  QC: This is the name of the feature.  NSN: We changed it in other specs.  Huawei: Checked and RAN1/RAN3 and 25.321 specs have NodeB.  For consistency we should do "NodeB". Ericsson: for the 25.331 we were going to bring a rapporteur CR anyways, so we will do there.
-
NSN: what does if configured mean? Huwaei: It was copied from legacy text.  

-
Chair: The if configured was added in Rel-8 to capture that HS-DPCCH feedback had to be configured for E-DCH.

=>
Agree for consistency to use "NodeB" and revert the changes done to 25.306 and 25.331 that have "Node B triggered".  For 25.331 this will be changed in a rapporteur CR with other changes.
=>
remove the if configured and add it after the else statement
=>
The CR is revised in R2-133682
R2-133682
Clarification of HS-DPCCH feedabck time for Node B triggered HS-DPCCH transmission to 25.321
Huawei, Hisilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-133456
Correction to the implicit release timer start for standalone HS-DPCCH
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.308
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core

-
NSN: it should be allowed start time of the E-DCH transmission.  This is the sentence we have used in other specs to refer to that moment.  

-
Qualcomm: We agree with the intention.  In general  stage 2 needs to be cleaned up.  

=>
Qualcomm volunteers to present one big CR with stage 2 clean-ups that will include the content of this CR
=> 
With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-133664
R2-133297
Adding EARFCN extension to the variable EUTRA_FREQUENCY_INFO_LIST_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
remove TEI11 from WI code
-
Qualcomm; Is this extension already signalled?  Is there an ASN.1 impact.  Broadcom: There is no impact.  The signalling in ASN.1 was already added as part of the CELL_FACH feature.  Huawei already checked and confirms the ASN.1 change.

-
Ericsson: The network is not impacted by the CR.  Huawei will update the cover sheet. 

=>
The CR is revised in R2-133665
R2-133665
Adding EARFCN extension to the variable EUTRA_FREQUENCY_INFO_LIST_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
Cell_FACH_enh-Core
=>
The CR is agreed in principle
9.2
WI: HSDPA Multiflow Data Transmission

(HSDPA_MFTX-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111375)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

R2-133097
Clarification for stopping the RLC Timer_Reordering timer
NSN
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
HSDPA_MFTX-Core
-
Ericsson there is no inter-operability issues.  ALU: Agree, it's just a configuration issue.
=> In the title page Change Source to R2 and only check the ME box (not the network) and change the inter-operability to "there is no inter-operability issues"

=> 
With this changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133666
9.3
WI: Other Rel-11 WIs

i.e. for WIs for which RAN2 is not prime responsible WG.

9.3.1
Four Branch MIMO transmission for HSDPA

(4Tx_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111393)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

R2-133080
Proceedings on Some 4x4 MIMO Issues
ZTE
Disc
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core

-
Qualcomm is not sure whether this configuration is allowed.  Ericsson thinks that this is allowed and is clearly specified in 25.212.  Do we need to clarify?  NSN also thinks that this correct but it is clear in 25.212 and even in 25.308 we state that we can configure MIMO per serving cell with no limitations.  

=>
We will not capture it explicitly in stage 2, but we agree that it is possible to have different configuration in different serving cells (e.g. 2x2 in one and 4x4 in the other)

-
ALU: For Proposal 2 and 3 we think that TEI12 topics should be small and not impact other working groups.  ZTE: we think that RAN4 is working on this topic so we would like to treat it.

-
Qualcomm: We should go to the plenary if we want to treat these topics.  

=>
We will not work on these topics as part of TEI12. Additional work should be proposed in the plenary.

=>
Noted

R2-133082
Stage 2 Clarification for Joint Configuration with 2x2 MIMO and 4x4 MIMO
ZTE
CR
25.308
F
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core, RANimp-DCHSDPA, 4C_HSDPA-Core, TEI11

=>
Not treated
R2-133081
Stage 2 Clarification for Joint Configuration with 2x2 MIMO and 4x4 MIMO
ZTE
CR
25.308
F
REL-11
4Tx_HSDPA-Core, RANimp-DCHSDPA, 4C_HSDPA-Core, TEI11

withdrawn
9.3.2
MIMO with 64QAM for HSUPA

(MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec. 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-121794)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

No contributions.
9.3.3
UTRAN aspects of Single Radio Voice Call Continuity from UTRAN/GERAN to E-UTRAN/HSPA
(rSRVCC-RAN_UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111334)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

R2-133314
Clarification on the SR-VCC and rSR-VCC procedure definition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
SAES-SRVCC, rSRVCC-RAN_UTRA-Core, TEI11
-
NSN:  According to stage 2 spec 23.216 in 6.4.3.3 this is not in line with in case of SR-VCC, the PS to PS handover required should not be sent to old SGSN and hence no PS handover signalling is initiated.  

-
Huawei: From a RAN point of view can we have a simultaneous CS and PS handover.  Broadcom: Yes.  NSN: we are not saying this is not possible but rather that the current wording can be confusing.

-
NSN we may need some more discussion offline

After come back:
-
NSN thinks that we cannot have a simultaneous CS to PS handover + PS to PS.  Huawei doesn't think this is inline with what other companies think.  NSN: This is specified in stage 2 in SA.  ALU: what about the RAN3 aspects

=>
The CR is postponed

9.3.4
Others

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: Dec.12, WID: RP-120367)

The Core part of this WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

No contributions.
(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120367)

WI was closed at RAN-58. Only corrections, if any, expected.

No contributions.
(8C_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-101419)

WI was closed at RAN-57. Only corrections, if any, expected.

No contributions.
(eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-121204)
R2-133173
Clarification on UE Information procedure
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
ANR_UTRAN-Core, MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, TEI11
note: ANR_UTRAN-Core was a REL-10 WI, MDT_UMTSLTE-Core was a REL-10 WI, eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core was REL-11 WI

-
Ericsson: It is true that in LTE it is specified that you wait for the Layer 2 ACK, but in UMTS we only have this L2 ACK in only few cases.  We don't think it is critical and it is a best effort service.  HTC: we don't think it is critical but it nice to have

-
Broadcom: from the UE implementation it is simple to keep what we have.  

-
Huawei: MDT information is important for the network so we have some sympathy for this CR.  

-
NSN: HTC has a point, but they are concerned that it would require too many changes.  

-
NSN: If we allow the UE to follow the behaviour, is there a problem? ALU, NSN: No problem would be observed, there is no test anyways. 

=>
If the UE follows the behaviour specified in this CR there will be no impact

=>
Not Agreed
9.4
WI: TEI11
R2-133336
Lossless transition from CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11
This Tdoc is not related to CELL_FACH enhancements under AI 9.1?

-
Broadcom: HARQ is in the PHY and when there is a reconfiguration the HARQ processes are flushed, however the MAC is not flushed.  We think it is clear that we do not do a reset (e.g. reset TSN)

-
Huawei: from a network side we would like the UEs to have predictable behaviour and support the intention, however we haven't checked the CR.

-
Ericsson: our understanding is that if the UE doesn’t receive the reset it should behave like in 25.321 and we don't say what we do when we don't receive it.  

-
NSN: which release of UE did this?  Starting from Rel-9 we had an explicit indicator that the UE has to obey.  In pre-Rel-9 the UE behaviour is unspecified when the UE transitions.

-
NSN: the intention of the CR was that it was not clear what the UE did in a state transition with the flag.  Broadcom: The intention was that the UE should obey the MAC-ehs reset indicator that was not there before and there was no behaviour what the UE should do.  

-
Chair: is the problem occurring for the state transition case only?  Check offline whether the CR we introduced that the UE has to read the MAC-ehs in case of state transitions addresses the problem seen by Ericsson.
=>
It is understood that when the UE doesn't receive a MAC-ehs reset from higher layer after state transition, the UE shouldn't perform a MAC-ehs reset (e.g. flush the reordering queues, reset the TSN, etc) and continue MAC-ehs operation.

After comeback:

-
Ericsson thinks we should clarify it the agreement when this actions are taken as a MAC-ehs reset may happen for other reason than state transition.  Broadcom: A reset may occur internally in the MAC (e.g. Treset).

-
Qualcomm: are we sure that with the Rel-9 wording this is true.  NSN: In Rel-9 we stated that the UE obeys to the MAC-ehs reset when transition from CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH and in Rel-10 it obeys in both cases CELL_FACH to DCH and DCH_FACH.
=>
It is confirmed that with the previously agreed Rel-9 CR that requires the UE to act on the MAC-ehs reset during a state transition, it is clear that the UE will perform a MAC-ehs reset when it receives the indicator, otherwise it will not reset the MAC-ehs.  
=>
Noted

R2-133337
Clarification on UE actions at seamless upswitch from Enhanced CELL_FACH to CELL_DCH
Ericsson
CR
25.321
F
REL-11
TEI11

=>
Not treated

R2-133364
Unsuccessful reselection to SIB11bis neighbour cell
BlackBerry UK Ltd.
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

-
ALU:
Wouldn't the UE have received the SIB11 within the 12s requirement?  RIM: The 12s is for idle and for FACH is 4s and in some cases it can take longer in cell edge.  We cannot guarantee that it will acquire it. 

-
ALU: I found some aspects contradictory. 

-
Ericsson: we have not seen such an issue in the field for UEs.  We are not sure about the severity or whether this is a problem.  But we confirm that SIB11bis may be a problem.  Maybe something to study a little bit more.  It could help the UE to reselect without SIB11, however there are some interaction between SIB11 and SIB11bis. 

-
Ericsson: We should analyze this issue a little bit more. 

-
ZTE: we share the view that this can become a problem and can become more problematic with HetNet mobility NCL extension.

-
NSN: Is this something that you have seen in the field?  BlackBerry: we have seen it in the field.  We see it more often as SIB11bis is used more often now.  NSN:  We would like to think a little bit more.   

-
Broadcom: Is the problem because it is not scheduled on time or because you fail to decode? BlackBerry: you fail to decode SIB11 since it is longer than SIB11bis.  Ericsson: if the SIB is long, you will have more segments and if you miss one segment you'll have to start over again.

=>
Noted

R2-133406
Event 6D and TTI switch
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11

-
Huawei: I am not sure about the motivation.  Do you think the UE will report to many.  Ericsson: Yes.  

-
ALU: why is it generating too many reports?  Ericsson: The UE will obey the reporting criteria but some implementations may trigger event 6D. 

-
Huawei: We think the network uses event 6D for other reasons than E-DCH reconfiguration cases.  

-
Qualcomm: We are ok in general with this idea, we need a little bit more time to think about it.  We are not sure how often this will happen, as the UE has to be at max power for a long time.  Even if the UE doesn't operate in high data rate it can still trigger event 6D.  How does the UE judge when to transmit 6D.  It shouldn't be linked to bit rate.  We need to understand the use case.

-
Ericsson: The main drive is that the current specification leaves room to UE implementation (e.g. how the UE determines it is at its max power).  ALU: If that's the case the network can just turn it off.  Ericsson: We want to be able to use it.  

-
Broadcom: do you see this often?  Is it a real problem (e.g. does it happen in the field)?

-
ALU: We think this is a minor inconvenience.  Ericsson: depends how the networks use the event 6D. 

-
NSN: Is this just to optimize the number of messages? Ericsson: we want the UE to unambiguously trigger the SI at the right time.  NSN: Now we are completely changing event 6D definition.  

-
NSN: If you had the UPH report that would have solved this issue?   

=>
Noted

R2-133411
Cleanup of wideband RSRQ measurement capability
Ericsson
CR
25.306


F

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

=>
The CR is agreed in principle

R2-133413
Cleanup of wideband RSRQ measurement capability
Ericsson
CR
25.331


F

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
R2-133123
Cleanup corrections to TS 25.304
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.304
F
REL-11
TEI11

-
Chair: Should this be category D? Huawei: Yes

-
Ericsson: Since this is a rapporteur CR there should be only the rapporteur company (HiSilicon) and in brackets (rapporteur)

=>
Change to category D, uncheck both UE and network boxes, and change company name to HiSilicon (rapporteur)

=>
With these changes the CR is agreed in principle in R2-133670
R2-133124
Clarification on the IMS voice capability
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.306
F
REL-11
TEI11

-
Chair: should the work item code be related to the work item code that introduced the IMS capability?

-
NSN: We don't need the change since the GSMA profile it is already clear that it is CS over HSPA.
-
Qualcomm: agree with NSN

=>
Not Agreed

R2-133125
Clarification on the IMS voice capability
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
TEI11

=>
Not treated
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10.1
SI: Study on Further EUL Enhancements
NOTE:
In AI 10.1 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

(FS_EDCH_enh, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec. 12, target: Dec. 13, SID: RP-130347)

Contributions should avoid discussing aspects that were agreed to be handled in RAN1 first.

TR 25.700 v.0.3.0 R2-132976
R2-133174
Email discussion report on TR updates
Ericsson
TP
25.700
result of email discussion [83#15]
REL-12
FS_EDCH_enh
-
Broadcom: For SIB3 value tag, idle mode you only consider cell reselection and transition and for connected mode we consider only re-entering service area, Why is it different?  Ericsson: What is the behaviour in idle mode if the value tag hasn't changed?
Broadcom: you don't re-read. Broadcom: We need to check.
=>
The TP is agreed
R2-133667
Study on Further EUL Enhancements TR 25.700 v0.3.1
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
TR
25.700

Rel-12
FS_EDCH_enh
-
Chair: remove changes on changes

-
Chair: The TR is agreeable 

=>
The TR is revised in R2-133676
R2-133676
Study on Further EUL Enhancements TR 25.700 v0.3.2
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
TR
25.700

Rel-12
FS_EDCH_enh
=>
The TR is agreed in R2-133677 v0.4.0
R2-133684
Study on Further EUL Enhancements TR 25.700 v0.4.1
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
TR
25.700

Rel-12
FS_EDCH_enh
-
ALU: section 5.1.2.2.4.1 it seems like PPAC only applies to scenario.  We should repeat the sentence under scenario 1

-
Broadcom: remove the yellow highlights

-
NSN: 5.2.3.1.3.1 we remove Gzip from the title

-
NSN: move the R11 CELL_FACH from 5.3.2.3 into the solution section 

-
Huawei: in section 5.3.3.1 we say that the filtered UPH can be transmitted even though TEBS is zero.  Our proposal was for legacy UPH.  Ericsson: all the triggers and criteria we discussed are linked to the new UPH. 

=>
remove the editor's note. In 5.3.3.1

=>
in section 5.3.3.2 add the following sentence after the figure "In case the RNC takes the decision, the Node B may inform the RNC about the triggering criteria being met and the RNC responds with a "proceed" message. Change the text on network makes the decision to "either RNC or Node B".

=> 
Change " behavior" to " behaviour"
=>
In 5.3.3.2 capture alternavitely as an editor's note

=> The TR will discussed over email discussion
· Email discussion n.1
Rapporteur: Ericsson

Deadline: submission deadline one week after meeting RAN2#83bis

Purpose: Review and agree on a Technical Report 0.4.2 TP capturing the agreements and technical proposals from the meeting RAN2#83bis

Outcome: Agree TR 0.4.2

10.1.1
Improvements to handling of dynamic traffic on EUL

Including output of [83#15][UMTS/FEUL] Capture agreements (Ericsson)

No contributions.
10.1.2
Improvements to Access Control

Companies are encouraged to focus the discussions on the actual solutions addressing the different scenarios agreed to be addressed.

Solutions for controlling UL access

R2-133176
Access control in connected mode
Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei: What is the actual usage of the timer? Ericsson: we have similar mechanisms in the MAC with persistence timer.

-
Huawei: Do you intend to introduce this to idle mode as well, it can be more complicated to signal access information.  Ericsson: it can include but the main target is connected mode.
-
Huawei: I see you are adding a lot of things in the system information.  Ericsson: We don't necessarily need to add everything listed in the SIB.  It would depend on the solution.  

-
NSN: you mention that you control SRBs then you can also control DCCH, but your proposal mentions DTCH. Ericsson: We can easily extend the solution for DCCH.
NSN: Is your proposal is it both? Ericsson: Yes.
-
ALU: It is not clear how this works exactly.  Ericsson: We have provided details.  

-
Chair: Maybe we can break down in two solutions and explain the solution and impacts 1) control per UE, 2) per traffic type
-
Qualcomm: We are open to the benefits of these proposals and don't think it is very complicated.  Question, did you look into using the logical channel priorities instead? Ericsson: you can't delay per logical channel.   Qualcomm: Can we use the logical channel priority number instead of signalling a new access group priority.  Ericsson: This can be an option.
-
ALU: Do we have a flag to control UEs?  Ericsson: we are not sure how many bits, it would depend on WI phase discussion and solution (it could just be one bit or more).  ALU: We need to state that these mechanisms may be turned on/off by one bit in the network.
-
NSN: The solutions are for CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH, not for all states
-
NSN: What do you mean by traffic type? What about interactions with other mechanisms.  Ericsson: we can define way of how the interaction works the DSAC and we can specify for which bearers it applies.
-
NSN: What about the CELL_UPDATE blocking since we agreed that we need a solution for CELL UPDATE in CELL_PCH. Ericsson: we can also block CCCH with this mechanism.
-
ALU: we are not sure about the motivation about DCCH.
-
Ericsson: what level of details should we capture these solutions? ALU: Some of the things you described online were not in the document so ideally you would explain some of the aspects.
=>
We will capture this solution targeted for DTCH In the TR we can say that the solution can be used for DCCH if needed.
=>
Noted

Agreements:

For access control in non-DCH state for UL transmissions for we have x solutions:

-
Solution 1: Access control mechanisms based per network configured UE priorities

-
Solution 2: Access control mechanisms based per network configured radio bearer priorities(a radio bearer can be a SRB if needed or DRB)  

-
Solution 3: Access control mechanisms based on a combination of UE and radio bearer
R2-133126
Discussion on mechanisms on controlling uplink data transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Qualcomm: the traffic type differentiation is another flavour of radio bearer differentiation (e.g. a group of bearers).  

-
Chair: Work offline with Ericsson to see if there is a need to explicitly define what a traffic type is or how to differentiate/configure bearer priorities.  

=>
Noted

CELL_DCH access control solutions (DSAC/PPAC)

R2-133223
Discussion on CELL_DCH access control solutions
Huawei, HiSilicon, NSN
Disc

=> 
This document should be a TP
-
Qualcomm: Why do we want to add PPAC in DCH as well?  Why can't the network already control it. Huawei: It is lower priority that DSAC.

-
Ericsson: We keep the section for DSAC and there we write that similar solution can apply to PPAC.
-
ALU: UE thinks that it is barred for paging and it will ignore any paging if the network wants to page the UE.  This is quite a severe case, so it should be considered with the same priority.  Qualcomm: Does the barring apply to paging type 2? It is FFS depending on whether paging type2 is also barred.  Broadcom has confirmed that it is applicable to both.

-
NSN: do we need to ask anything to SA2?  Ericsson: we will have to but we should capture the solutions first.
=>
PPAC update in CELL_DCH is a valid use case to address 
=>
We will add to the technical report that the issue and solution for DSAC is also applicable to PPAC as well.
=>
The TP is not agreed

Wait time discussions
R2-133127
Discussion on wait time mechanism in SCR message
Huawei, HiSilicon
TR
25.700
-
ALU: with the extended wait time we can currently stop the timer if we receive a paging, unlike with current wait timer where we ignore the paging.   Are we thinking that we will use the same concept for the new extended timer in this SI?

-
Chair: we need to think whether we will add a similar behaviour or text in the TR for the new extended wait time.  

-
Qualcomm:   we do not see a bit need at this point

-
Ericsson: How is SCR related to congestion in the network?  We do not think it needs to be controlled. 

-
NSN: we think there could be some potential benefits and would like to continue looking into this.  

-
Qualcomm: The multi-RAB scenario is only a small percentage  (5%) of a UE life time.  

-
Ericsson: when you release the connection the UE can may be controlled with other mechanisms (e.g. DSAC in connected mode) 

=>
The TP is not agreed

R2-133443
Further considerations on domain specific retry mechanism
BlackBerry UK Ltd.
Disc

-
Ericsson: We this out of the scope.  Does it address a RAN overload situation?  BlackBerry: Yes. 

-
Huawei: how does this compare to Chiba issue?  BlackBerry: Chiba problem is different, it is not related to congestion. 

-
Huawei and Ericsson: How does the UE know whether the failure is due to congestion or to interference?  BlackBerry: we would have to discuss how the UE detects congestion.  

-
Chair: there is currently no support in the use case and solution
=> 
Noted
10.1.3
UL data compression

Discuss solutions for UL data compressions and benefits and drawbacks of the solutions.  Gains with respect to existing higher layer data compression mechanisms can be presented and discussed.

R2-133389
Further considerations on the UL data compression
NSN
Disc

=>
Not treated
R2-133122
Remaining text proposal for UL data compression
Qualcomm Incorporated
TP
25.700
REL-12
FS_EDCH_enh
=>
The document is revised in R2-133672
R2-133672
Remaining text proposal for UL data compression
Qualcomm Incorporated
TP
25.700

REL-12
FS_EDCH_enh
-
Chair: can we try to agree on the aspects that are agreeable by Thursday?  Other aspects can be treated in the next meeting.  

-
NSN: we are not sure what the assumptions are in the evaluation assumption.  For example, GZIP can work in different modes that effects the compression efficiency.  

-
Qualcomm: we will provide assumptions but we don't have them at this meeting.  

-
Ericsson acknowledges the gains presented by Qualcomm.  We can remove the gain sections or add an editor's note. 

=> 
We will agree to remove the sections 5.2.3.2.1 and 5.2.3.2.2 on evaluation for this meeting.   For the next meeting we agree that we will include the results shown in this TP together with the assumptions.  

=>
The structure of the text will remain the same once the results are included next meeting 

=>
With these changes the TP is agreed without sections 5.2.3.2.1 and 5.2.3.2.2
10.1.4
Improvements to EUL coverage

Discuss measurement and configuration aspects for fast TTI switching.  For measurements, companies are encouraged to discuss and identify whether further enhancements to UPH measurements are needed, what changes and what the benefits/drawbacks/gains are for such enhancements.  For configuration aspects companies are invited to discuss the issue of soft handover, who makes the TTI switching procedure and how the non-serving Node Bs are made aware of the change.

UPH measurement enhancements and triggers
R2-133130
Discussion on UPH measurement improvement
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
This document should be a TP
-
Ericsson: In the email discussion we agreed that we would have a similar mechanism to measurement reporting.  Proposal 2 and 3 already in TR.  

-
Ericsson: we think the UPH will have its own trigger.  It is important to send it even if the TEBS is zero as it would limit the feature. 

-
NSN: What is a UPH report.  Ericsson: It is in the TR, it is the UPH sent by the MAC protocol with a 18bit PDU using the same format as the SI.  

-
ZTE: if you trigger a legacy SI you send the normal UPH or a filtered/new UPH?  Ericsson: It's a valid question, we can either say that you send the legacy UPH or we can say that once configured you send the new UPH.    But you still need to indicate that a threshold is exceed somehow.  

-
ZTE: no one showed the exact gain of filtering or different averaging.  Ericsson: This why it is beneficial to have it network configurable.
=>
Agree that the UPH will be allowed to be transmitted even though the TEBS is zero

=>
Agree it should be possible to distinguish between the legacy UPH and the new UPH report

=>
The TP already captures L3 filtering, thresholds criteria. We will remove the FFS in yellow about triggering criteria.
=>
We agree on the TP from Huawei with the following changes


-
remove the first addition in the TP (on the threshold criteria)


-
Rephrase the second addition to: "it should be possible to distinguish the UPH report from the legacy UPH" without the examples

=>
With these changes the TP is agreed

TTI switching decision and SHO 

R2-133390
Further considerations on the design options for the UL TTI switching
NSN
Disc
-
Ericsson; we acknowledge that there are benefits to both and we propose to allow both behaviours.
-
ALU: It is quite useful to describe this as we may have describe different behaviours.  I thought it was a good comparison.
-
Ericsson: we should separate the discussion between who makes the decision and the soft handover.
-
Ericsson: would we capture it in the evaluation section.  Qualcomm: we would need to update the wording.
=>
We will add a short comparison/evaluation in the TR in section 5.3.4 based on input from this contribution and based on other solutions. Additional impacts may be identified for the different solutions.
=>
Noted

R2-133132
Discussion on E-DCH TTI switching enhancements
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
ALU: About alternative 2, does it not work only from 2ms to 10ms as we are changing the 2ms table.  Ericsson: We understand the concern, but we can fix this issue with other ways similar to the E-TFCI mechanism.  Huawei: for 10ms TTI the table doesn't allow.

-
Ericsson: may be we can generalize the proposal by saying Layer 1 signalling 

-
Qualcomm: for Layer1 and layer 2 signalling, one concern is the reliability of the message, since the message needs to be decoded by all non-serving Node Bs.  Ericsson: there are several ways of overcoming this issue, with boosting.  Qualcomm: this is an option but we have to keep in mind that the UE is coverage limited and it may not have the power available.
-
Qualcomm: we would need to study a bit more and more details to be added (e.g. when  is the message sent).  Ericsson: it will have to be send before the switch happens in the old configuration.

-
NSN: this is linked to who makes the decision.  We would not have a soft handover problem to discuss if RNC makes the decision. This solution wouldn't harm even the case where the RNC makes the decision.  

=>
Noted

R2-133117
Further Thoughts on 2ms EUL Coverage Extension
ZTE
Disc

=>
Not treated

R2-133567
Optimizations for UL coverage extension
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

-
Ericsson agrees that we should allow the option of allowing the Node B to make the decision or the RNC to make the decision using optimized UPH reporting

-
NSN: we are not sure what this makes. Ericsson: even in the work item phase we can take into consideration the possibility of allowing both.  

-
Huawei: If we add the option of the RRC based UPH should we have a comparison?

-
Chair: Companies are invited to bring papers on RRC based UPH reporting mechanism and pros/cons

=>
Way forward: We will not recommend a particular option about who makes the decision

On proposal 2:

-
NSN: by switching to R99 we mean both DL and UL?  Qualcomm: Yes, but then we have to discuss whether it is just a one way switching mechanism.   Qualcomm: We were just asking if the working group saw a benefit from allowing a fast E-DCH ( R99 

-
ALU: it seems a bit complicated to pre-configure the UE will with all these information. 

-
NSN: are you are ok to have multiple pre-configuration, up to three, 2, 10, and R99.  Ericsson: we can also do it without a pre-configuration.  

=>
Noted

Agreements:

Who makes the decision

-
Capture in the TR explicitly that in addition to the Node B making the decision, the RNC can also make the decision and that it is feasible to have both solutions.
How to inform the non-serving Node Bs about the TTI switch when the Node B takes the decision:
-
We will capture the two alternatives for when the Node B takes the decision:


1) Alternative 1 - TTI switching indication is transferred to non serving Node Bs through the RNC

2) Alternative 2- Layer 1 or Layer 2 indication from UE to serving and non-serving Node Bs.

-
For alternative 1 and 2 we will capture the identified concerns. For alternative 2 we will capture the concern on the need for all Node Bs to reliably decode the layer 1/2 signalling.
Additional EUL coverage proposals

R2-133128
Discussion on enhancements on initial TTI selection
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
This is a TP document
-
Ericsson: this is a Rel-12 WI and we have R11 FE-FACH.  Would we still need this enhancement if we have FE-FACH.  Huawei:  It depends on the FE-FACH implementation feature.  It is an alternative to R11 feature.  

-
NSN: How can we use FE-FACH.  Ericsson: It is because the UE will explicitly request a specific TTI value and the network would know which TTI the UE is requested.

-
ZTE: The idea doesn't bring much complexity so it could be helpful for some network.  

-
ALU: there is some merit with potentially doing this

-
NSN we cannot be sure that all R11 UEs will support.

-
Ericsson: can we include it in the CELL UPDATE message. Huawei: Not a problem with common E-DCH

=>
Agree to capture this as a potential enhancements and capture the fact that R11 FE-FACH is an alternative to this solution
=> 
We agree with the TP with the following changes:

-
Change the following sentence: "Both RSCP and Ec/No may be useful are needed if the network needs for admission control and initial TTI selection."

-
add in 5.3.3.x identifying that the solution is applicable for the case when R11 FE-FACH concurrent 2 and 10ms TTI is not supported.
10.1.5
UL control channels overhead reduction

R2-133141
Discussion on RAN2 impacts on uplink control channel overhead reduction
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
=>
Not treated
10.1.6
Enabling high user bitrates in a mixed-traffic scenario
Companies are invited to provide contributions only on the RAN2 aspects of lean carrier operation. Contributions should focus on describing RAN2 impacts, solutions, and benefits/drawbacks

R2-133135
Considerations on Lean Carrier operation
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Ericsson:RAN1 states one option is to have the active set and the other option is to not have it.  Huawei: We haven't captured the fact that we could use the DC-HSUPA  measurements.  Ericsson: one of the aspects of lean carriers is that the UE doesn't listen to the DL, and we don't do the measurements.  

-
Chair: Does this mean that the UE doesn't take measurements? Ericsson: Yes when it is not transmitting

-
Broadcom has a preference to explicitly clarify that we do not take measurements.  Huawei also thinks it needs to be clarified

=>
We need to clarify that we do not take measurements

Proposals 1-3

-
Ericsson: we acknowledge the fact that in some scenarios we may have to perform inter-frequency handovers and there may be some impacts. 

-
Ericsson: these concerns will be captured in the conclusion.  

=>
Agree to capture the concerns on signalling impacts, latency, and reliability of lean carrier operations

=>
Noted
R2-133175
Considerations on Deployment Scenarios for Clean Carriers
Ericsson
Disc

=> 
Noted
10.1.7
Low-complexity uplink load balancing solutions
Companies are encouraged to focus only on RAN2 specific issues/impacts related to RAN1 identified solutions.  Ideally this would be in response to a RAN1 triggered request or LS.

R2-133138
Considerations on uplink load balancing
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
=>
These are RAN1 related discussions
=>
Not treated
10.1.8
Others

Given the short time frame to completion of the SI, contributions proposing new areas of study should focus on showing the existence of an issue, justifying the need to further study it and potential gains of proposed solutions.

No contributions.
10.2
WI: UMTS Mobility enhancements for Heterogeneous Networks
NOTE:
In AI 10.2 the references to "Chair" refer to Nicola Puddle (Alcatel-Lucent).

(UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core, leading WG: RAN2 , Started: Sept. 13, June 13, WID: RP-131348)

The work should focus on the aspects or problems already studied as part of the "Study on UMTS Heterogeneous Networks".
10.2.1
Small cell discovery and identification

Contributions should focus on proximity detection (UE based, NW based, UE based NW assisted) and the relaxed inter-frequency measurements for UE in Non DCH state

R2-133290
Further discussion on Inter-frequency small cell discovery
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Proposal 1: It is proposed RAN2 to focus on CELL-DCH state when discussing the inter-frequency small cell discovery mechanism.

Proposal 2: It is propose that, to the issue of inter-frequency small discovery and identification, RAN2 should focus on the solution of UE detecting small cell with network assistance.
-
Ericsson: for observation 2, why is the NW proximity detection expected to generate lots of signalling? Huawei: you need the UE to collect the data, eg. Inter-freq meas results

-
ZTE: we support P1, re: observation 1 we think it may come at low cost (eg reuse CSG proximity).

-
Ericsson/NSN: P1 we think we should also look at non-DCH.

-
Huawei: we need to do something for DCH, can we agree this?

=>
Noted

R2-133339
Small Cell Discovery and Identification in Heterogeneous Network
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Noted

Discussion on R2-133290 & R2-133339 on DCH proximity mechanisms

=>
Agree that we will down select purely UE based proximity detection mechanism for DCH state.

R2-133459
NW Based Solutions for small Cell Discovery with UE Assistance in HetNets
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

=>Not Treated
R2-133180
Relaxed Inter-frequency Measurements in Heterogeneous Networks
Ericsson
Disc

· Huawei: what are relaxed inter-freq measurements, and what is UE behaviour. Ericsson: UE will do this in the long DRX cycle, meaning it will take more time to do the measurement, minimal impact on UE for battery consumption as background activity.

· NSN: we think we should involve RAN4.

· NSN: what is UE behaviour, relaxed meas on per frequency or per cell basis? Ericsson: per cell basis.

· NSN: what does long DRX mean? Ericsson: 2nd DRX in FACH, PCH and Idle DRX. 

· Huawei: How can we ask RAN4 anything when it is background UE activity. Ericsson: we think further discussion is required in RAN2 before we involve RAN4. 

· Blackberry: will small cells be on higher priority layer, already relaxed meas for lower priority. QC: we don’t think we can force NW deployments.

· QC: we think should be per cell & per freq, no need to involve RAN4 yet. 

=>
Noted

R2-133403
Relaxed measurements for HetNet
NSN
Disc

· NSN: the difference in our paper is that we do per-freq and per UE, with an optional timer. Ericsson: when would NW trigger the measurements for UE to look for small cells. NSN: going from DCH state. Ericsson: further maybe required so that UE isn’t meas all the time. QC: NW control should be per freq, we don’t see value of doing this at transitions, but perhaps there are use cases.

· Interdigital: would be reasonable to look at the LS from RAN4 to LTE hetnet on relaxed meas. Perhaps in UMTS we can then consider this LS response issues for next meetings UMTS hetnet contributions.

· Blackberry: if we relax only inter-freq,  consequence would be that it takes longer to reselect to than in case of intra-freq. NSN: we have simulation results, is shows different deployments and consequences.

· Chair:  contributions on relaxed meas for next meeting should consider NW triggers, NW configuration (eg. Per UE, per cell etc).
=>
Agreed that we do not need to consider relaxed meas in DCH state

=>
Noted

10.2.2
UE speed based mobility

R2-133178
Mobility for UEs with high speed in Heterogeneous Network
Ericsson
Disc

-
NSN: P1, do you exclude other mechanisms? Ericsson: P1 is what can be done today, nothing else in needed for DCH.

-
Qualcomm: if we don’t have relaxed meas what are you proposing for P2. Ericsson: we are open to dicsuss.

-
Huawei: you assume NW has an accurate estimation of UE speed? Ericsson: we consider there are reliable mechanisms to use in DCH state today.

-
ZTE: we support P1, and share QC view on P2. WE need to justify gain of solution on top of P1.

-
Blackberry: on P2, today there is the scaling factor for UE mobility. Chair: is the scaling factor set on per cell basis in NCL? QC: each cell broadcasts scaling, but doesn’t allow to set different for different cells.

=>
Noted

R2-133320
Discussions on the solutions to improve mobility performance for UE with high speed
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
NSN: P1 is there any specification impact? We think it’s possible with current NW implementation. Huawei: maybe it’s helpfull for UE to not to report e1b by cell type.

-
Ericsson: Agree with NSN, it is possible today, how do we indicate cell type? Huawei: we think just a small cell indication. Ericsson: what about power class of small cell.

-
Qualcomm: we think the proposal is that UE doesn’t report e1b. But we also think there are issues with doing this i.e keeping macro cell in AS.

=>
Noted

R2-133402
Time To Trigger and Small Cell Power Class for Neighbour Cell List
NSN
Disc

-
ZTE: for cell specific TTT, is this different for small cell and macro, and per power calls of small cell. NSN: it could be per cell 

-
Huawei: have NSN done simulations, in our paper there were issues with TTT, For P2 LPN power class do you mean dB. NSN: we will likely have simulation next meeting, different power class is also useful for UL imbalance issues.

-
Qualcomm: P1 this was discussed in LTE (with simulation results) and LTE concluded that they don’t see need for it. So we should have some simulation results for UMTS.

-
Qualcomm: we have CPICH power is this not enough? NSN: is not necessarily linked to power of LPN.

-
Ericsson: we think P2 should be treated in RAN1. P1 we think there is no optimisation required.

-
Blackberry: P2 agree with QC & Ericsson.For P2 we think this is not needed.

-
Chair: For next meeting, simulation results should be provide to show any gain in UMTS for TTT.

=>
Noted

10.2.3
Mass small cell deployment

Contributions should focus on extending NCL

R2-133179
NCL Extension for Mass Small Cell Deployment in Heterogeneous Network
Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei: what is the reason for extending NCL to non-DCH UEs? NSN: we support extension in DCH, and think it would be good to do this also for SIB. Broadcom: also wonder om the motivation. Ericsson: focus should be on DCH, we would like UE to reselect to small cells as well. Huawei: we don’t see strong motivation for small cell deployment for coverage, as the small cell would be in the non-extended 32 list. Ericsson: extension can also be for offloading.

-
QC: for avoidance of  interference issues should also reselect, we want to cover DCH and non-DCH. Broadcom: what about legacy UEs with only list of 32. QC: good point, it may not be needed if a way is found to handle legacy.

-
Blackberry: what about battery consumption in non-DCH (idle XXX-PCH) if we extend the list. NSN: is this from SIB reading or measuring. Blackberry: both could be impacted, but more for measurement. Ericsson: we think it depends upon what RAN4 determine.

-
Blackberry: SIB11bis can be used for overflow from SIB11, we should see how much this is used in NWs. Ericsson: SIB11b is for overflow, is irrespective for extension of NCL.

=>
Noted

R2-133321
Further discussions on NCL extension for massive small deployment
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
QC: do we really need the extension, if the existing NCL are properly managed. Ericsson: we think the NCL is reaching its limits already with just macro cells. NSN: we would like to extend the NCL. Blackberry & Broadcom: we agree with QC, there could be consequences on UE side. 

-
Ericsson: it is important we know the impact, so sending LS to RAN4 is needed.

=>
Noted

R2-133319
[draft] LS on extending the size of the neighbour cell list
Huawei
LSout
REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core

· We should ask also about the non-DCH states, whether they have suggestion of feasible value if less than 64 is possible without performance impacts, what the performance impacts are of value 64 and cover inter and intra.

=>
The draft LS is revised in R2-133671
R2-133671
[draft] LS on extending the size of the neighbour cell list
Huawei
LSout
REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core

-
Qualcomm: change the & with "and"

=>
With this change the LS is agreed in R2-133683
R2-133458
Mass Small Cell deployment, identifying small cell
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

=>
Not treated
10.2.4
Further mobility enhancements

R2-133116
Further Visions and Concerns on UMTS HetNet Mobility Enhancement
ZTE
Disc

-
Chair: which issues should we further discuss in RAN2

-
Ericsson/NSN: Issue 1, 3 & 5 should be further discussed in RAN2, not necessarily under the hetnet WI.

-
Huawei: Issue 1,5 & 6.

-
QC: Issue 1, 5 & 6 need further consideration

-
Blackberry: we think issue 3 aswell.

=>
Noted

R2-133224
Impacts on DF-DC operation in HetNet
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Proposal 1: It is proposed to specify DF-DC operation in Rel-12 specifications
-
Huawei: offline companies wondered whether we should address DF-DC in RAN2, the scope of WI covers ‘Consider further mobility enhancements (e.g. intra-frequency event triggered reporting on the secondary carrier)’ so before we can do this we need to introduce DF-DC.

-
NSN: we need to wait for RAN1 to decide to introduce DF-DC. Huawei: in RAN1 they have completed the study on DF-DC. NSN: we need to see what is in WI in RAN1, and that is the plenary whom decide.

-
Qualcomm: RAN1 saw benefits/gains in RAN1, no further study is intended in RAN1, we can focus just on the mobility aspects. 

-
Chair: should we wait and see if RAN1 will introduce DF-DC, or treat the mobility aspects in RAN2.

-
NSN: we think the mobility aspects can be used outside of DF-DC.

-
Ericsson: what if RAN1 don’t introduce DF-DC? 

=>
Agree that any RAN2 aspects (eg. Mobility) just for DF-DC should be postponed until after Dec plenary, awaiting any possible plenary decision  to introduce it.

=>
Noted
R2-133225
Considerations on further mobility enhancements in HetNet
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
Not treated

R2-133568
Signaling enhancements for mobility in multi-carrier multiflow Hetnet
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

=>
Not treated
R2-133331
Consideration on further enhancements to enhanced serving cell change (eSCC)
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Qualcomm: have concern we are not addressing the real issues, how many failures are due to e1B/e1C? Huawei: will need to provide details later, but should be marginal percentage. 

-
Ericsson: also concern on actual failures, UL or DL? Which case is it e.g. macro-> small cell (visa versa). Huawei: failure for UE to receive ASU, DL failure.

-
Chair: any support for this

-
NSN: need more time to evaluate. 

-
Chair: this can be brought at next meeting, if there is more support

=>
Noted

R2-133434
Enhanced URA_PCH state for the HetNet deployments
NSN
Disc

-
Chair: Is there any concern with this proposal for enh PCH state?

-
Qualcomm: which cases is the optimisation actually addressing. NSN: we can also apply to non-hetnet scenarios to reduce the CU messages.

=>
Noted

10.2.5
Others

Note:
In the agenda R2-133050 this was called AI 10.2.6 but this is now corrected to AI 10.2.5 which was missing.

R2-133317
Work plan for the WI of UMTS HetNet Mobility
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core
· Broadcom: do we need a stage 2? This would be beneficial. Huawei: this is a good idea and also for other rel-12 WIs. 

· Chair: whats the feeling of companies on alignment of solutions with LTE hetnet WI. Huawei: we think this would be good to take their considerations into account when deciding on solutions, but not necessary to align. NSN: we can look at their decisions but not necessarily do the same thing. Ericsson: this should be good to consider, but not necessarily address the same in UMTS

· Ericsson: perhaps it would be unlikely to be able to agree stage 3 so early. Interaction with other groups this may mean we need to wait for other WG.

=>
Noted

10.3
WI: BeiDou Navigation Satellite System (BDS) for UTRA
NOTE:
In AI 10.3 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

(LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 13, target: March 14, WID: RP-130416)

Including output of [83#14][UMTS/BDS] UMTS CR (ZTE)

R2-133148
Summary of Email discussion  [83#14][UMTS/BDS] UMTS CR
ZTE
Report
REL-12
LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core
result of email discussion [83#14]; related 25.331 CR in R2-133149
=>
The document is revised in R2-133674
R2-133674
Summary of Email discussion  [83#14][UMTS/BDS] UMTS CR
ZTE
Report


REL-12
LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core
=>
This should be a discussion document and not a CR
=>
Noted

R2-133149
Introduction of BDS in UTRAN
ZTE
CR
25.331
B
REL-12
LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core
result of email discussion [83#14] 

=>
The CR is revised in R2-133673
R2-133673
Introduction of BDS in UTRAN
ZTE
CR
25.331
B
REL-12
LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core
-
Intel: MaxIGPInfo currently set to 320 but in Rel-12 we only use 16 values.   ZTE:  The max number of IPG is 320.  At this stage 16 is enough.  Ericsson: We prefer to have it up to 320, it would cost us only 5bits at this point and if we were to do it later on the overhead of including a new list increases.  

-
We also recommend moving the " Ionospheric information for upto 16 grid points will be included in this version of the specification" to the tabular 10.3.7.92d as a description.  

=>
Keep the value to 320 and move the sentence to the tabular

=>
With this changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-133681
R2-133150
Introduction of BDS in UTRAN
ZTE, CATR, CATT, Huawei, Intel Corporation
CR
25.306
B
REL-12
LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
10.4
SI: Enhancements to SIB

NOTE:
In AI 10.4 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

(FS_UTRA_SIBenh, leading WG: RAN2, started: Sept. 13, target: Dec. 13, WID: RP-131386)

Contributions should focus on identifying the need for additional broadcast capacity and not on solutions.

R2-133414
Workplan for Study on Enhanced Broadcast of System Information
Ericsson
Disc

-
Huawei: In what cases we need RAN1?  Ericsson:  This is more for the event when we have a RAN1 question. 

-
NSN: can you please elaborate more about these items " i.e. the use of scheduling and concatenation".  Ericsson: this is a description of the legacy BCH mechanism and how it works now with scheduling and concatenation.  

-
ZTE: the BCH load in Rel-12 is very uncertain given that the Rel-12 features are not completed.  Ericsson: we will have to deal with these aspects in the SI.   

=>
The Work plan is agreed

=>
Noted
R2-133417
TR Skeleton for Study on Enhanced Broadcast of System Information, v0.0.1
Ericsson
TR
25.704
REL-12
FS_UTRA_SIBenh

=>
revised in R2-133590
R2-133590
TR 25.704 Skeleton for Study on Enhanced Broadcast of System Information, v0.0.2
Ericsson
TR
25.704
REL-12
FS_UTRA_SIBenh
-
NSN: perhaps load can be replaced by capacity or a better word.  It is a bit confusing especially for section 5.   

=> 
change the title in Section 5 to mechanisms to handle System Information capacity 

=> 
With this change we agree with the TR v 0.1.0 in R2-133679
R2-133323
Analysis of BCH capacity
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
ALU: What happens if SIB12 is not broadcasted then we can use SIB11, there are other ways to save capacity, by not broadcasting SIB12.  Qualcomm: SIB12 is used to differentiate connected mode and idle mode so you may need to send both.  

-
Ericsson: Section 2.1 we have a different numbers, it would be nice to have ways to compare between companies and have more details on the configuration assumed.  Huawei: We are taking the maximum requirement into account.  

-
Ericsson: we think that the 92 is high and the load depends on the configuration.   Huawei: we just want to say that for Rel-11 there is no problem

-
Ericsson: if we want to compare we would like to know more details on how the conclusion was reached.   

-
Chair: in the study item we will identify different realistic configurations and provide more details on the deployment configuration used for the analysis.  

=>
Noted
R2-133415
The need for additional broadcast capacity
Ericsson
Disc

-
ALU: in the appendix we have considered different settings, however we think we should also consider different cell types, like Home NBs for example have another SIB.   Ericsson: The load on the CSG cell is small as we won't have many of the features, and most of the issues would occur in normal network deployments.  But we should keep it in mind where we should differentiate. 

-
ALU: Rel-12 is completely unknown but what can be useful could be a linear progression of the increase in previous releases.  Ericsson: we can have a what if analysis, for example what if we were to introduce a NCL list.  Ericsson: We can do both a prediction based on previous release and a what if.  Qualcomm: Given the limited time we don't think it would add too much.   ALU: the purpose of the study is to show that there is a problem.  

-
ALU: Table in section 4.2 the conclusions on the load for each scenario is a bit suprizing.  Ericsson: the load would depend on how network configuration is done.

-
BlackBerry: Can we have some real deployment scenarios?  Ericsson: up to release 11 we can try to do what we think are possible deployment scenarios.   

=>
Noted
R2-133418
Text Proposal for Study on Enhanced Broadcast of System Information
Ericsson
TP
25.704
REL-12
FS_UTRA_SIBenh

-
ALU: we are not convinced we need the paragraph on LTE, the mechanisms are quite different.  Ericsson: we wanted to make a comparison we with LTE. Huawei: agrees with ALU.

=>
We will remove the paragraph on LTE
-
ALU: Why does concatenation reduce capacity?  NSN: concatenation allows to optimize.  Ericsson: we think the comment is correct

-
ALU: do we want to mention that concatenation can improve capacity? 

=>
We will revise section 4.2 to better capture the fact that concatenation is a tool to enable hte network to deal with capacity and describe some benefits.  

-
Huawei: 4.1 we state that the BCH capacity is not increased, which is misleading.  If we increase the repetition period we can broadcast more SIBs.  

=>
We will not state that the SIB capacity is not increased

-
Huawei: The second paragraph has too many details on the specific importance of SIBs, we would like to make it more general.  Ericsson: We can re-write based on Huawei's feedback but what we wanted to say that the MIB and SIB take some capacity.  

-
Huawei: what's the intention of the last sentence of 4.1.  The sentence doesn't belong in that section.

=>
We will include the intention of this sentence in another section (e.g. a section related to the impacts of segmentation)

Discussion on section 5:
-
ALU: re-acquisition depends on the need and whether the UE is in the same cell.  We should be careful with the wording.  

=>
We will update the description to say "if" it needs to reacquire.
-
Huawei: In some cases there is no problem as we can provide the SIB information in the RRC connection for example the CS fallback.  Ericsson: we acknowledge that DMCR and SIB inclusion help.  

=>
We will re-write the use case to reduce the focus on the negative aspects and acknowledge that these features were introduced with the aim of reducing latency.  

-
Huawei: some use cases are not so severe in some cases where the UE implementation allows storing.  Ericsson: how long the UE keeps or doesn't have to reaquire it is not very clear. 

=>
re-word to make clearer the fact that in some cases if the UE doesn't have to re-acquire the System information
-
BlackBerry: there is another negative impact for cell reselection that the UE would go out of service. It may take longer to acquire the NCL in SIB11 and therefore a failure may occur. ALU: Is this already captured in the segmentation section? NSN: Is this related to your previous section. BlackBerry: yes but the problem is more general as the mobility may fail if you can't acquire the mobility information. NSN: we think that this a bit out of scope. Ericsson: this section was aimed that the increase of the repetition period results in capacity issues. NSN: Increase in capacity doesn't improve link efficiency.
-
ALU: Where do we capture the basic sentence that we will not be able improve the identified impacts.  The potential enhancements would only prevent making it wors

=>
Capture this in a sentence at the beginning of section 5.
-
ALU: Section 5.2- change roaming word to something related to mobility (moving)?

-
Huawei: how is BCH capacity improvement going to improve battery consumption. Ericsson: This section is describing the impact of increased load on BCH. We did not capture how big the impact is. Ericsson: In some cases it may improve, for example if BCH1 and the new BCH are scheduled at the same then the network can broadcast more without impacts to power consumption. However we should avoid discussion on solutions. NSN: we are not sure what we will conclude based on this section.  Power consumption is very UE implementation dependent.
-
BlackBerry: the assessment that the impact for a stationary UE it is negligible.
=>
If we ever have this section we will change the word to "relative low"

=>
The section is removed.
Discussion on section 6 - what is expected for next meeting to progress the discussions:
-
Ericsson: my proposal is to have an analysis on what they think would be the expected load:


- Assess the Rel-11 with concrete scenarios


- Assess the Rel-12 feature and what/how the assessment is done

-
ALU: we should have a more complete write down of what configuration are used for the analysis so we can assess the deployment scenarios.  Ericsson: agree, either a list of hte configuration of a hexadecimal string. 

-
Huawei: What we do for release 12? Ericsson: the extended neighbour cell list will result in the biggest impact on the SIBs.
=>
Companies are invited for the next meeting to bring an assessment of the expected R11 and Rel-12. Companies should provide details on the assumed scenario they have analyzed.   For Rel-12 details on the assumed Rel-12 features and their impacts should be provided.
=> Revised in R2-133680
R2-133680
Text Proposal for Study on Enhanced Broadcast of System Information
Ericsson
TP
25.704
REL-12
FS_UTRA_SIBenh

=>
Section 6 needs to be removed
=>
The TP will be discussed over email

· Email discussion n.2

Rapporteur: Ericsson

Deadline: submission deadline for the RAN2#84 meeting

Purpose: Review and agree on a TP capturing the agreements reached during RAN2#83bis

Outcome: TP to TR 25.704

10.5
Other UMTS Rel-12 WI/SIs

NOTE:
In AI 10.5 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

Input to any other Rel-12 WI/SI not explicitly listed above. Note that TEI12 should be submitted in 10.6

10.5.1
WI: Further enhancements to H(e)NB mobility Part 3

(EHNB_enh3, leading WG: RAN3, REL-12, started: Sep.12, target: Dec 13, WID: RP-130741)

R2-133333
Introduction of inbound mobility to shared CSG/hybrid cell
Huawei, HiSilicon, Alcatel-Lucent, NSN
CR
25.367
B
REL-12
EHNB_enh3-Core

=>
Include document number in the document

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in principle R2-133678
R2-133455
Allowing reselection to a member E-UTRA CSG in CELL_FACH when E-UTRA measurement for CELL_FACH is configured
Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson
CR
25.304
B
REL-12
EHNB_enh3-Core

-
ALU: the CR introducing the feature was agreed in principle in R2-132143 and put on hold.  We would combine these changes to that CR and present one CR when we formally agree.

-
Huawei: we are concerned that this is breaking the FACH measurement feature. Ericsson: Even today this is broken as the UE is not network controlled for CSG cell reselection.  Huawei: in the case it is broken the network doesn't have dedicated measurement control over the UE.  But not the UE does.  

-
ALU: when we discussed this, it was the way most companies thought it should work (to allow the UE to autonomously reselect even in the case it is in network controlled measurements).   

-
NSN: you would have to deactivate one feature to allow the UE autonomous behaviour. 

-
Qualcomm: it is not obvious how it should work.  ALU: We discussed this in previous meeting and agreed that this should be the behaviour.    

=>
The CR is agreed in principle
10.5.2
Other

No contributions.
10.6
UMTS TEI12

NOTE:
In AI 10.6 the references to "Chair" refer to Diana Pani (RAN2 vice-chair, Interdigital).

Small Technical Enhancements affecting UMTS Rel-12 that do not belong to any Rel-12 WI.
Note: A TEI proposal should be treated for only one meeting cycle and involve only one WG. Otherwise, a WI should be proposed at RAN plenary!

R2-133084
Introduction of non-contiguous multi-cell with 4x4 MIMO
ZTE
CR
25.308
B

REL-12
TEI12

=>
Not treated

R2-133085
Introduction of non-contiguous multi-cell with 4x4 MIMO
ZTE
CR
25.306
B

REL-12
TEI12

=>
Not treated

R2-133086
Introduction of non-contiguous multi-cell with 4x4 MIMO
ZTE
CR
25.331
B

REL-12
TEI12

=>
Not treated

R2-133325
Cell reselection during uplink transmission with common E-DCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
REL-12
TEI12, Cell_FACH_enh-Core

-
ALU: how to we handle the fact that we are sending an indication from Node B and RNC and therefore impacting other groups.  Additionally, do we need to notify RAN3?  Huawei: We have two ways: we agree on a CR and then send an LS.  The other option, RAN2 agrees and interested companies in RAN3 would do something if they think this is needed. ALU: we prefer the first alternative.  

-
NSN: if this feature requires this indicator it may impact how it is done in RAN3

-
NSN: is this indicator absolutely necessary for this feature to efficiently work or can we leave without it?  Huawei: It up to the network how to handle the UE indicator, either the Node B can make the decision and release the common E-DCH or the Node B can tell the RNC and the RNC can take the decision and act.  It can be a useful information for the RNC. But if RAN3 can't do it, then we still think the feature is useful.
-
Ericsson and ALU have a preference to have an indicator between Node B and RNC.   

-
NSN: if we have an indicator and the Node B supports and the drift RNC doesn't, what happens?  ALU: nothing will happen, the IE will be ignored.
-
Qualcomm: how often is the indicator sent if the network doesn't do anything 

On the capability (agreed it is optional and it is FFS "Whether there will be a cell reselection indication capability (independent from the capability of Common RG based interference control) or there is no need for the network to know about the UE support."):
-
NSN: No strong option The networks use the capability bit to understand the UE penetration

-
Broadcom: can i use this feature if I only support Rel-8 Common-EDCH.  Huawei: you don't need to support Rel-11, just common E-DCH.

-
Ericsson: We think we need a capability bit reported from the UE to the network.  It can also be used for the RNC can tell the Node B how to react to different UEs.
-
Qualcomm: agrees with Ericsson.   What happens if the Node B doesn't understand. Broadcom: it is the SIBs that enable it so the node B should understand it.
-
Huawei thinks you don't need a capability as the Node B can indicate that the UE supports it. There can be a benefit for the RNC to know a bit in advance but we are not sure about the need.

-
Ericsson doesn't think it is a big problem to indicate the capability in the RRC connection complete and allow the network to use it however it wants.  ALU: there may be benefits to have this capability. However, if the RNC needs to tell the Node B there may further impacts to RAN3.
=>
RAN2 agrees that it is preferable to the have a capability indication in the RRC connection complete message.
-
Qualcomm: Does the feature applies for CCCH transmission. There is no explicit release so there is nothing the network can do anyways.  CCCH data is small. We don't see a benefit for CCCH.
=>
The feature does not apply to CCCH
On the interaction between RAN2 and RAN3:
-
Broadcom thinks we should agree on the CR in RAN2 and send the LS to RAN3. Ericsson thinks these features are linked. If RAN3 cannot do it then we cannot do it.  Huawei: We do not want to stop RAN2 work if RAN3 can't do it.
=>
We will send an LS to RAN3 in the next meeting and do the RAN2 CRs in parallel

=>
Noted

R2-133328
Introduction of Cell reselection indication during uplink transmission with common E-DCH to 25.321
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.321
B
REL-12
TEI12, Cell_FACH_enh-Core

-
Ericsson: it seems like the CR is proposing to release the Common E-DCH resource after triggering the SI. Are we challenging the agreement.  Huawei: That was not the intention, we should delete these part of the sentence " once before Common E-DCH resource is released"

-
Qualcomm: how does the interaction between the SI with the special LCH-ID value interact with the SI equal zero trigger work.  What happens if they are both triggered?  Do we send SI = 0 and release the resources like in legacy behaviour. Huawei: our understanding is that we will follow legacy behaviour.  Qualcomm

-
Qualcomm: Usually with the SI triggers we define what we do if the SI fails, do we retransmit?  Huawei: We think that the same behaviour as the other SI failures should apply for CELL_FACH.
-
Ericsson wonders how we will capture the UE capabilities that was left FFS in the previous meeting.
=>
Postponed
R2-133329
Introduction of Cell reselection indication during uplink transmission with common E-DCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331
B
REL-12
TEI12, Cell_FACH_enh-Core

=>
Not treated
11
Outgoing LSs and email discussions from UTRA session

11.1
Agreed outgoing LSs from UTRA session

R2-133683
LS on extending the size of the neighbour cell list
RAN2
to:RAN4
LSout

REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core
11.2
Email discussions from UTRA
· Email discussion n.1
Rapporteur: Ericsson

Deadline: submission deadline one week after RAN2#83bis

Purpose: Review and agree on a Technical Report 0.4.2 TP capturing the agreements and technical proposals from the meeting RAN2#83bis

Outcome: Agree TR 0.4.2

· Email discussion n.2

Rapporteur: Ericsson

Deadline: submission deadline for the RAN2#84 meeting

Purpose: Review and agree on a TP capturing the agreements reached during RAN2#83bis

Outcome: TP to TR 25.704

12
Comebacks
This agenda item will be used during the meeting. No documents are supposed to be submitted by delegates.

12.1
LTE breakout session
R2-133645
Report from UP Session, VC (LG)

-


· [LTE/MAC] Msg3/TTI bundling (ZTE)
- Check the current specification and implementation of the legacy UE behavior for collision case between UL grant of C-RNTI of new transmission and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI of retransmission. If something is not clear, discuss the UE behavior for Rel-11.
In-principle agreed CRs from UP Session

R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core

R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE_CA-Core
12.2
UMTS breakout session

No contributions.
12.3
Main session

This section contains a temporary list of comebacks (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list).

No table of figures entries found.
No contributions.

12.4
Email Discussions from main session

This section contains a preliminary list of email discussions (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list). A complete will be provided to the email reflector after the meeting.

[Joint/Wifi] One week to approve the LS to SA2 and CT1 (Intel) - The intention is to clarify the text (so that it becomes understandable from SA2/CT1 point of view) but not to add or remove questions. The final LS can be provided in R2-133697

[Joint/WiFi] One week on TP for RAN and ANDSF based WLAN interworking (Orange) - final version can be provided in R2-133725

[Joint/RACH] Chiba issue and aggressive RACH (Sony) - more detailed analysis of the problem (Chiba: Latency vs. UL power; Aggressive RACH: ???) and existing solutions

[LTE/RRC] Conditional presence statements (Samsung) - To Discuss a draft CR until next meeting

[LTE/SCE] Capture agreements from this meeting (DCM) - R2-133712  v0.3.1

[LTE/SCE] Capture further evaluation and analysis in the TR (DCM)

[LTE/D2D] One week: TP for TR 36.843 on D2D including RAN2 agreements (QC) - final version can be provided in R2-133699 - an LS to RAN1 can be provided in R2-133726

[LTE/GC] One week to capture the agreements of this meeting in the TR (ALU)

[LTE/SCM] Discuss solutions candidates for prioritizing VoLTE (LG)  - May discuss IDLE and CONNECTED

[LTE/MAC] Msg3/TTI bundling (ZTE) - Check the current specification and implementation of the legacy UE behavior for collision case between UL grant of C-RNTI of new transmission and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI of retransmission. If something is not clear, discuss the UE behavior for Rel-11.


For a complete list of all email discussions see Annex F.
13
Outgoing LS from LTE and Joint

Draft LSs should be submitted to their corresponding agenda item if there is one. If there is no appropriate agenda item, draft LSs may be submitted to this agenda item.
Draft LSs

=>
CB: A draft LS to RAN1 requesting provisioning of L1 parameters in our preferred format (Excel sheet) can be provided in R2-133709 (NSN)

R2-133709
Draft LS on L1 parameters for Rel-12 features; to RAN1; Contact: NSN; eIMTA, …

=>
Attach Excel Sheet as in “ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_72/Docs/R2-106061.zip”

=>
Remove “FS_MTCe_RAN,”

=>
Change “well before the Rel-12 deadline” to “before RAN2-85bis”

=>
List 85bis in the bottom of the LS 

· =>
With this change the LS on “L1 parameters for Rel-12 features” to RAN1 is agreed in R2-133719
Agreed LSs

This section contains a list of approved outgoing LSs (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list).


=>  The LS on “RRC parameter names with and without extension in L1 specs” to RAN1 is approved in R2-133626

=> With this change the LS on Mitigating excessive signalling to SA2 is approved in R2-133729

=> With this change the LS on “Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements” to RAN3 and GERAN2 is approved in R2-133653

=> With these changes the LS to SA2/CT1/GERAN2 on “Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN” is approved in R2-133696

=> The LS on “Inter-RAT capability signalling for MFBI” to GERAN2 is approved in R2-133692

=> With these changes the LS on UEPCOP to SA2 is approved in R2-133695

=> With this change the LS on “Measurement result reporting” to RAN5 is approved in R2-133647

=> With these changes the LS on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements to SA3 (CC RAN3, CT1, SA2) is approved in R2-133650

=> The LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays; to SA2 is approved in R2-133720

=> With these changes the LS on “GCSE with eMBMS” to SA2 is approved in R2-133728

=> With this change the LS on “L1 parameters for Rel-12 features” to RAN1 is approved in R2-133719


For a complete list of agreed outgoing LSs see Annex D.
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Any other business
Meeting schedule 2012/2013/2014/2015:

	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST
	CO-LOCATION

	RAN2 #77
	6 Feb – 10 Feb 2012
	Dresden, Germany
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, SA5

	RAN #55
	28 Feb – 2 March 2012
	Xiamen, China
	ZTE, CMCC
	

	RAN2 #77bis
	26 March – 30 March 2012
	Jeju, Korea
	Samsung
	RAN 1/2/4

	RAN2 #78
	21 May – 25 May 2012
	Prague, Czech Republik
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	workshop

RAN #56
	11 June – 12 June 2012
13 June – 15 June 2012
	Ljubljana, Slovenia
Ljubljana, Slovenia
	EF3

EF3
	

	RAN2 #79
	13 Aug. – 17 Aug. 2012
	QingDao, China
	Huawei
	RAN 2/4/5 + 1/3

	RAN #57
	4 Sep. – 7 Sep. 2012
	Chicago, USA
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #79bis
	8 Oct. – 12 Oct. 2012
	Bratislava, Slovakia
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #80
	12 Nov. – 16 Nov. 2012
	New Orleans, USA
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4, @

	RAN #58
	4 Dec. – 7 Dec. 2012
	Barcelona, Spain
	EF3
	

	ASN.1 ad hoc for LTE
	9 Jan. – 10 Jan. 2013
	Bonn, Germany
	Deutsche Telekom
	

	ASN.1 ad hoc for UMTS
	10 Jan. – 11 Jan. 2013
	Bonn, Germany
	Deutsche Telekom
	

	RAN2 #81
	28 Jan – 1 Feb 2013
	St. Julian's, Malta
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #59
	26 Feb – 1 March 2013
	Vienna, Austria
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #81bis
	15 April  – 19 April 2013
	Chicago, USA
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4

	RAN2 #82
	20 May – 24 May 2013
	Fukuoka, Japan
	JF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, CT6

	RAN #60
	11 June – 14 June 2013
	Oranjestad, Aruba
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #83
	19 Aug. – 23 Aug. 2013
	Barcelona, Spain
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4

	RAN #61
	3 Sep. – 6 Sep. 2013
	Porto, Portugal
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #83bis
	7 Oct. – 11 Oct. 2013
	Ljubljana, Slovenia
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #84
	11 Nov. – 15 Nov. 2013
	San Francisco, USA
	NAF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, #

	RAN #62
	3 Dec. – 6 Dec. 2013
	Busan, Korea
	TTA
	

	RAN2 #85
	10 Feb. – 14 Feb. 2014*
	Prague, Czech Republic
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #63
	3 March – 6 March 2014 **
	Fukuoka, Japan
	ARIB, TTC
	

	RAN2 #85bis
	31 March – 4 April 2014
	Valencia, Spain
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #86
	19 May – 23 May 2014
	Seoul, Korea
	LG Electronics
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #64
	10 June – 13 June 2014
	Sophia Antipolis, France
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #87
	18 Aug. – 22 Aug. 2014
	Dresden, Germany
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #65
	9 Sep. – 12 Sep. 2014
	Edinburgh, Scotland
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #87bis
	6 Oct. – 10 Oct. 2014
	tbd, China
	Huawei
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #88
	17 Nov. – 21 Nov. 2014
	tbd, USA
	NAF3 (tbc)
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5 etc.

	RAN #66
	9 Dec. – 12 Dec. 2014 **
	tbd, USA
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #89
	9 Feb. – 13 Feb. 2015
	Europe
	EF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #67
	9 March – 12 March 2015 **
	China
	
	

	RAN2 #89bis
	20 April – 24 April 2015
	
	
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #90
	25 May – 29 May 2015
	
	
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, SA2

	RAN #68
	15 June – 18 June 2015 **
	Europe
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #91
	24 Aug. – 28 Aug. 2015
	China
	Huawei
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #69
	14 Sep. – 17 Sep. 2015 **
	USA
	NAF3
	

	RAN2 #91bis
	5 Oct. – 9 Oct. 2015
	Europe
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #92
	16 Nov. – 20 Nov. 2015
	
	
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #70
	7 Dec. – 10 Dec. 2015 **
	Sitges (tbc), Spain
	EF3
	


EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
@:

Also co-located: SA2, SA5, CT1/3/4/6

#:

Also co-located: SA1, SA2, SA3, SA5, CT1/3/4/6
*:

modified after TSG chairman's discussion at SA #57

**: 1 week TSG, starting on Monday
For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #83bis see Annex F.
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #83bis. He thanked the European Friends of 3GPP for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday October 11th, 2013 at about 16:30.
Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 meeting #83bis is attached to this report.

Total number of participants: 183 (registered before the meeting: 199)
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 meeting #83bis is attached to this report.

Total number of Tdocs:
687 (R2-133050 - R2-133736) of which 16 Tdocs are not available, i.e. 671 Tdocs available.
Annex C:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #83bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(contact)
	source
	original Tdoc
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-133053
	Reply LS to R4-126987 = R2-130015 on wideband RSRQ measurement (contact: Ericsson)
	GERAN
	GP-130835
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133054
	Reply LS to R2-130875 and R4-124948 = R2-124396 on extending E-UTRA band number and EARFCN numbering space (contact: Renesas)
	GERAN2
	GP-130844
	noted
	postponed
	will wait for a RAN4 reply first

	R2-133055
	LS on RRC parameter names with and without extension in L1 specs (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1-134009
	noted
	R2-133626
	

	R2-133056
	LS on LTE_TDD_eIMTA (contact: CATT)
	RAN1
	R1-134019
	noted
	no
	treated under AI 7.8

	R2-133057
	Reply LS to S2-133070 = R2-132280 on User Plane Congestion (contact: Cisco)
	RAN3
	R3-131600
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133058
	Reply LS to S2-132325 on LAPI for NNSF (contact: Huawei)
	RAN3
	R3-131606
	noted
	no
	NNSF = NAS Node Selection Function; LAPI = low access priority indication

	R2-133059
	Reply LS to C4-130835 = R2-132263 on High Priority mobile terminated calls (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	R3-131613
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133060
	LS for PCell interruption for SCell activation (contact: CATT)
	RAN4
	R4-134552
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133061
	LS on CoMP interference averaging (contact: Samsung)
	RAN4
	R4-134554
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133062
	LS on Agreements from TSG RAN on work on Public Safety related use cases in Release 12 (contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN
	RP-131405
	noted
	no
	treated under AI 7.5

	R2-133063
	Reply LS to R2-133014 on Access control for UEs in RRC CONNECTED mode (contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	SA2
	S2-133550
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133064
	LS on Public Safety UE-Network Relays (contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	S2-133808
	noted
	R2-133720
	treated under AI 7.5

	R2-133065
	Response LS to GP-130562 = R2-131561 on Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN (contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	S2-133836
	noted
	R2-133696
	treated under AI 4

	R2-133066
	LS on GCSE with eMBMS (contact: NSN)
	SA2
	S2-133846
	noted
	R2-133728
	treated under AI 7.6

	R2-133067
	LS on Mitigating excessive signalling from frequent small data (contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	S2-133860
	noted
	R2-133729
	

	R2-133068
	Reply LS to R2-133034 on UEPCOP considerations (contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	S2-133863
	noted
	R2-133695
	treated under AI 5.2

	R2-133069
	LS on RAN1 input to Further EUL Enhancements TR (contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1-134027
	noted
	no
	

	R2-133070
	Reply LS to R2-133018 on security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements (contact: NEC)
	RAN3
	R3-131919
	noted
	R2-133650
	


postponed:
LS answer was postponed to next RAN2 meeting (note: incoming LS will not be presented again at the next meeting and involved parties are requested to submit proposal for 




draft outgoing LS answer to next meeting).

Summary:

· In total: 18 LSs received for RAN2 #83bis (1 on UTRA, 12 on LTE, 5 on joint aspects)
· 0 resubmissions from RAN2 #83
· 18 of the 18 incoming LSs were noted, 0 LSs not treated

· 1 of the 18 incoming LSs were received during the RAN2 #83bis meeting:
· R2-133070 = R3-131919
· For 1 incoming LS an LS answer was postponed:

· R2-133054 = GP-130844
Annex D:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #83bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.

	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-133626
	RRC parameter names with and without extension in L1 specs from WG1
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	R1-134009 = R2-133055
	REL-11
	LTE_CA-Core, LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, TEI11
	LS was sent out on Monday of RAN2 #83bis

	R2-133647
	Measurement result reporting in case of reportCGI measurement
	RAN5
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-11
	TEI11
	

	R2-133650
	Security aspects of protocol architectures for small cell enhancements
	SA3
	RAN3, CT1, SA2
	NEC
	R3-133018 = R2-133070
	REL-12
	FS_LTE_SC_enh_hilayer
	

	R2-133653
	Corrections to Galileo Assistance Data Elements
	RAN3, GERAN2
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-12
	LCS_LTE, LCS3-GNSS-UTRAN, TEI12
	

	R2-133683
	Extending the size of the neighbour cell list
	RAN4
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-12
	UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core
	

	R2-133692
	Inter-RAT capability signalling for MFBI
	GERAN2
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-RF
	

	R2-133695
	UEPCOP considerations
	SA2
	CT1, CT4, GERAN
	ZTE
	S2-133863 = R2-133068
	REL-12
	MTCe-UEPCOP, FS_MTCe_RAN
	UEPCOP = UE Power Consumptions Optimizations

	R2-133696
	Provisioning of E-UTRA Radio Capabilities in GERAN
	SA2, GERAN2
	-
	Ericsson
	S2-133836 = R2-133065,

GP-130562 = R2-131561
	REL-11
	rSRVCC-GERAN
	

	R2-133697
	CN impacts in RAN2 solutions for WLAN/3GPP radio interworking
	SA2, CT1
	RAN5
	Intel
	-
	REL-12
	FS_UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw
	result of email discussion [83bis#00]

	R2-133719
	Rel-12 L1 parameters
	RAN1
	-
	NSN
	-
	REL-12
	LTE_TDD_eIMTA-Core, Cov_Enh_LTE-Core, LC_MTC_LTE-Core, LTE_CA_TDD_FDD-Core, MBMS_LTE_OS-Core
	

	R2-133720
	Public Safety UE-Network Relays
	SA2, RAN1, RAN3
	-
	Vodafone
	S2-133808 = R2-133064
	REL-12
	ProSe
	ProSe = Proximity-based Services

	R2-133726
	Text proposal for RAN1 TR 36.843 on D2D including RAN2 agreements
	RAN1
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-12
	FS_LTE_D2D_Prox 
	result of email discussion [83bis#03]

	R2-133728
	GCSE with eMBMS
	SA2
	RAN1, RAN3, RAN4
	Qualcomm
	S2-133846 = R2-133066
	REL-12
	GCSE_LTE, FS_LTE_GC
	

	R2-133729
	Mitigating excessive signalling from frequent small data
	SA2
	RAN3, CT4
	Ericsson
	S2-133860 = R2-133067
	REL-12
	MTCe-SDDTE, FS_MTCe_RAN
	


Summary:

In total 14 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #83bis (2 of them agreed by email):
1 on UTRA, 7 on LTE/E-UTRA and 6 on joint aspects.
Annex E:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #83bis
In total xx in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #83bis (including x which are implicitly in principle agreed, marked in yellow, since their cat.F CRs were in principle agreed) will be resubmitted to RAN2 #84 (incl. cat.A: xx CRs for UTRA 25.xxx specs, xx CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, xx CRs for joint 37.xxx specs).
The following table includes already Tdoc and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #84 for all in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #83bis:
	RAN2 #84 Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #83bis Tdoc

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex F:
RAN WG2 meeting #83bis post processing

Email discussions/approvals
Rapporteur companies are requested to kick-off email discussions as soon as possible via the RAN2 email reflector. Important: In the beginning of the subject of each email the corresponding identifier [...] of the email discussion has to be used in order to allow sorting of the different email discussions.

Email discussions with finalisation by Thu 17th Oct 2013 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 17.10.13 9am CEST:
[83bis#00][Joint/WiFi] Approval of LS on WiFi Interworking to SA2 and CT1 (Intel) 
-
The intention is to clarify the text (so that it becomes understandable from SA2/CT1 point of view) but not to add or remove questions. 
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed LSout provided in R2-133697
Note: It was decided after the start of the email discussion to merge TP R2-133698 and the TP R2-133725 of email discussion [83bis#01] in a TR 37.834 update v1.1.1 R2-133735 and to attach a TR update to the LSout instead of the TPs.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sasha Sirotkin (Intel) on 14.10.2013.





LSout R2-133697 was agreed on 22.10.2013 including




the agreed TR 37.834 v1.2.0 in R2-133736.
[83bis#01][Joint/WiFi] TP for RAN and ANDSF based WLAN interworking (Orange) 
-
A TP for TR 37.834 should be based on R2-133721 and R2-133649 and capture the agreements made in this meeting.

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TP for TR 37.834 provided in R2-133725.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Dawid Koziol (Orange) on 14.10.2013.





TP R2-133725 for TR 37.834 was agreed on 18.10.2013.
[83bis#02][LTE/SCE] TR update capturing agreements on SCE-HL (DCM) 
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR 36.842. v0.3.1 will be provided in R2-133712.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DOCOMO) on 




15.10.2013.





TR 36.842 v0.4.0 was agreed in R2-133732 on 21.10.2013.

[83bis#03][LTE/D2D] TP for TR 36.843 on D2D including RAN2 agreements (QC)

=>
Intended outcome: Endorsed TP for RAN1 TR 36.843 provided in R2-133699 and agreed LSout to RAN1 in R2-133726.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sudhir Baghel (Qualcomm) on 14.10.2013.





TP to RAN1 TR 36.843 was endorsed in R2-133699 on 18.10.2013.




LSout R2-133726 was agreed on 18.10.2013 including the TP.

[83bis#04][LTE/GC] TR update capturing agreements on GCSE (ALU)
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR 36.868. v0.1.1 will be provided in R2-133711.
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Chandrika Worrall (Alcatel-Lucent) on 





14.10.2013.





TR 36.868 v0.2.0 was agreed in R2-133733 on 19.10.2013.

[83bis#05][UMTS/FEUL] TR update capturing agreements on Further Enhanced UL (Ericsson)

-
Review TR 25.700 v0.4.2 capturing the agreements and technical proposals of RAN2#83bis. A draft of this version has to be provided by the rapporteur early in the week after RAN2 #83bis via the RAN2 reflector (revision marks compared to v0.4.0 R2-133677).

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR 25.700 v0.5.0 (TDoc to be allocated by MCC).
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Alessandro Caverni (Ericsson) on 






14.10.2013.





TR 25.700 v0.5.0 was agreed in R2-133734 on 19.10.2013.

Email discussions with finalisation by Thu 31st Oct 2013 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 01.11.13 9am CET:
TDoc numbers for the following email discussions have to be requested via ADN for RAN2 #84.
[83bis#10][Joint/RACH] Chiba issue and aggressive RACH (Sony)
-
More detailed analysis of the problem

-
Chiba: Is Latency or UL power the main problem?

-
Aggressive RACH: identify the actual root cause of the observed problem

-
Discuss and compare solutions (including existing solutions)

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary to the next meeting and agreeable CRs if applicable.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Brian Martin (Sony) on 14.10.2013.





Email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

[83bis#11][LTE/RRC] Conditional presence statements (Samsung)
-
Discuss a draft CR until next meeting
=>
Intended outcome: Agreeable 36.331 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Himke van der Velde (Samsung) on 





21.10.2013.





Email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

[83bis#12][LTE/SCE] Capture further evaluation results in TR (DCM)
-
Include further evaluation results of solutions presented so far in the study item

-
Should cover also the concepts that were finally not prioritized to ensure that the work is captured and available later.
=>
Intended outcome: TP for TR 36.842 (or TR update) to next meeting

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DOCOMO) on 




xx.10.2013.





Email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

[83bis#13][LTE/SCM] Solutions candidates for prioritizing VoLTE (LG)

-
List and compare solution candidates for prioritized use case. 
-
May discuss IDLE and CONNECTED
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary and agreeable TP.

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Youngdae Lee (LG) on 15.10.2013.





Email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

[83bis#14][LTE/MAC] Msg3/TTI bundling (ZTE)

-
Check the current specification and implementation of the legacy UE behaviour for collision case between UL grant of C-RNTI of new transmission and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI of retransmission. 
-
If something is not clear, discuss the UE behaviour for Rel-11.
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion summary and agreeable 36.321 CR if necessary. 

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Zhongda Du (ZTE) on xx.10.2013.





Email discussion summary was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

[83bis#15][UMTS/SIBe] Capture agreements on SIB enhancements (Ericsson)

-
Review a TP to TR 25.704 (with revision marks compared to v0.1.0 in R2-133679) capturing the agreements reached during RAN2#83bis. The rapporteur is tasked to provide a proposal for the TP in R2-133680 early in the week after RAN2 #83bis via the RAN2 reflector. 

-
note: R2-133680 as a RAN2 #83bis TDoc will be the input of the email discussion and will get the status postponed when available; for the outcome of the email discussion a TDoc has to be requested via ADN for RAN2 #84 where a decision will be made.

=>
Intended outcome: Agreeable TP to TR 25.704 for the next RAN2 meeting

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Martin van der Zee (Ericsson) on 






15.10.2013.





TP to TR 25.704 was provided to RAN2 #84 in R2-13xxxx.

Annex G:
LTE UP session
On Tuesday (AI 6.1.2, AI 6.2.2), Wednesday morning (AI 7.2.3) and Thursday afternoon (AI 7.10.2) of RAN2 #83bis, in parallel to the main LTE session an LTE User Plane session was held in room White Hall chaired by RAN2 vice-chairman SeungJune Yi (LG) addressing user plane (UP) aspects of LTE.

The corresponding report of this session R2-133645 was presented on Fri in the joint session and the contents is provided here in this Annex G for convenience reasons.
Note: Changes compared to R2-133645 are shown in text (just sections 7.2 and 7.10 were exchanged here).
6.1
LTE Rel-10 and earlier release WIs
6.1.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
CA:
R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
· NTT DCM has concerns that the change may have conflict with other part of specification such as TAT. CATT think the impact is isolated. NTT DCM think that the UE cannot transmit the HARQ feedback if TAT expires. Samsung think we can address the NTT DCM concern by removing “always be sent and thus”. 

· LG propose to add “the MAC PDU including”. Samsung think it is a separate issue. LG clarified that the feedback is associated with MAC PDU not with MAC CE. ZTE suggest to say “the MAC PDU containing”.

=>
Remove “always be sent and thus”.

=>
Add “the MAC PDU containing”.

=>
Agreed in principle with these changes.

R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE_CA-Core
=>
Agreed in principle with the above changes.

Msg3/TTI bundling:
Does the NOTE in 5.4.1 apply to UL grant for TTI bundling?

· If yes, does the NOTE in 5.4.1 apply to Msg3 new tx and TTI bundling adaptive retx case?

· [Chairman’s observation: Msg3 new tx may be prioritized over both TTI bundling adaptive and non-adaptive retx according to procedure in 5.4.2.2.]

· If no, what shall UE do if Msg3 new tx and TTI bundling new tx / adaptive retx collide?

What shall UE do for TTI bundling new tx + Msg3 retx case?

· [Chairman’s observation: For same HARQ process, TTI bundling new tx may be prioritized according to procedure in 5.4.1. For different HARQ processes, nothing is specified.]

If Msg3 tx is prioritized over TTI bundling tx, what shall UE do for remaining bundle transmission?

· a. Discard the remaining bundle

· b. Continue the remaining bundle with RV increment

· c. Leave it up to UE implementations

R2-133249
Discussion on the collision between TTI bundle and Msg 3
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23 [Moved from 6.2.2 to 6.1.2]
-
CATT want to first clarify that whether the 2nd to 4th transmission in the TTI bundle is a new transmission of retransmission. Chairman clarified that only the first one is a new transmission and all the others are retransmission. ZTE asked whether we want to differentiate the collision between the first one and the rest of the TTI bundle. Ericsson think all the subframes of the TTI bundle is triggered by a PDCCH, so they should be handled together. Samsung wants to clarify the UE behavior not discussing every details.

-
NSN wants to confirm the Table 2 first. NSN agree with the Table 2, and leave the specification with unclarity. Huawei agree with Table 2, and agree that we can leave it up to UE implementation because it is the corner case. AsusTek think for the second case TTI bundling new transmission is performed. ZTE think for the second case UE should transmit Msg3. ZTE think if the UE receives UL grant for TTI bundling for the second case, it is the false alarm. AsusTek think collision occurs only for new-new or re-re transmission case. 

=>
RAN2 confirm that the NOTE in 5.4.1 applies to TTI bundling case.

For the case TTI bundling new tx + Msg 3 retx
-
AsusTek, Panasonic, Intel, LG think UE should perform TTI bundling new tx. AsusTek think the RA procedure is considered successful by the procedure in 5.1.5. QC think for the collision with Msg3 non-adaptive retransmission, the UE behavior is not clear. Samsung think anyway the UE flushes Msg3 buffer, it doesn’t matter whether the retransmission is adaptive or non-adaptive. ZTE has sympathy for the QC’s comment but think adaptive retransmission of Msg3 is quite rare case. Panasonic think the UE will flush the HARQ buffer for Msg3, so there will be only one UE behavior. Samsung agree with Panasonic. AsusTek think if UE receives UL grant of C-RNTI, the UE will flush the HARQ buffer for Msg3, so there is only one UE behavior. Intel think support of simultaneous reception of UL grant of C-RNTI and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI is not defined in 36.302. Panasonic think for C-RNTI the UE decodes USS and for Temporary C-RNTI the UE decodes CSS, so the UE can decode both in parallel. NSN propose to have e-mail discussion as this is related to legacy. LG think e-mail discussion is not helpful because companies already implemented their UEs. MediaTek agree with LG that e-mail discussion is not helpful, and this issue is not related to TTI bundling. MediaTek think that if companies find any problem they can bring up the paper. Huawei agree with MediaTek. NSN think it is important to have common understanding.

=>
RAN2 think the UE performs TTI bundling new transmission if it is collided with Msg3 non-adaptive retransmission. 

=>
[EMAILDISC] Check the current specification and implementation of the legacy UE behavior for collision case between UL grant of C-RNTI of new transmission and UL grant of Temporary C-RNTI of retransmission. If something is not clear, discuss the UE behavior for Rel-11. [ZTE].

For the case TTI bundling retx + Msg 3 new tx
-
Ericsson confirms the Table 2. Samsung think following procedure text in 5.4.2.2 is more logical. Ericsson think for adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling case, the UE follows the NOTE in 5.4.1, so it is up to UE implementation. LG agree with Ericsson. LG think by the NOTE in 5.4.1, the UE can deliver UL grant of adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling instead of UL grant for Msg3. AsusTek think if the UE chooses UL grant of adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling, it is not clear how the UE proceeds the RA procedure. NEC agree with AsusTek, and thus we should prioritize Msg3. LG think we agreed at the last meeting that if UE choose UL grant for retransmission of TTI bundling, the RA procedure should be stopped. AsusTek think the agreement in the last meeting is only for new-new collision case. NEC wonders what if the eNB issues new UL grant for Msg3 later. LG think it is very rare case, and we can rely on BSR timer. Intel think the reasonable implementation is to prioritize Msg3. LG think this is a legacy issue, and wants to leave it up to UE implementation.

-
CATT want to clarify whether the 2nd to 4th bundle is adaptive or non-adaptive retransmission. Ericsson want to clarify that the adaptive retransmission covers all subframes within a TTI bundle. AsusTek think it is quite clear that the 2nd to 4th bundle is non-adaptive retransmission according to the text in 5.4.2.1.

=>
RAN2 confirms that for TTI bundling only the first subframe is adaptive retransmission, and all the following subframes are non-adaptive retransmission. 

=>
RAN2 think the UE performs Msg3 new transmission if it is collided with TTI bundling non-adaptive retransmission.

=>
RAN2 think it is up to UE implementation if Msg3 new transmission is collided with TTI bundling adaptive retransmission. 

For the case TTI bundling retx + Msg 3 retx
-
Ericsson think the procedure text in 5.4.2.2. should apply only for TTI bundling non-adaptive retransmission case. AsusTek disagrees, the text in 5.4.2.2 should apply to both adaptive and non-adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling. CATT agree with AsusTek. CATT think for Msg3 new transmission and TTI bundling adaptive retransmission case, we can rely on the NOTE in 5.4.1, but for Msg3 retransmission case, it is already clear in 5.4.2.2 that UE prioritizes Msg3 retransmission. AsusTek think retransmission collision case occurs with two different HARQ processes, so in this case the procedure text in 5.4.2.2.

=>
RAN2 think the UE performs Msg3 retransmission if it is collided with TTI bundling retransmission.

For the remaining bundle after Msg3 transmission
-
Samsung clarified that this case happens when different HARQ processes are used for Msg3 and TTI bundling. Huawei think even if the same HARQ process is used, the issue still exists because depending on UE implementation, the UE can get the MAC PDU from the upper layer for the remaining TTI bundling. ZTE think with the current specification, whether to transmit the remaining bundle is up to UE implementation. ZTE think the sensible UE implementation is to stop the remaining bundle after Msg3 transmission. Samsung think the issue is what if UE choose to keep transmitting remaining bundle. AsusTek think this case is not rare. AsusTek think for the retx-retx collision case, the current specification is clear that the UE continues remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission, not increasing the RV value. Panasonic think it is not crystal clear. Huawei agree that the current specification is not clear, and want to leave it up to UE implementation.
=>
RAN2 confirms that whether to continue remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission is up to UE implementation.

-
AsusTek wonders whether we should have this agreement to the MAC specification. LG think current specification already leaves it up to UE implementation. Intel think the current specification is not clear for the remaining bundle. QC does not want to change up to Rel-10. Samsung think there is no big problem in the field, so don’t want to change anything. 

=>
RAN2 confirms that if UE choose to continue remaining bundle transmission after Msg3 transmission, there will be RV value problem.
R2-133277
The HARQ operation for TTI bundling and Random Access procedure
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
-
AsusTek think we need to change the NOTE in 5.4.1 so that the NOTE covers the case of new transmission and adaptive retransmission of TTI bundling.

=>
May comeback for the next meeting to change the specification if the agreements above are not aligned with the specification.
R2-133427
Collision of TTI bundle and Msg3
Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133230
Collision between Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133355
TTI Bundling and Msg3
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
[Moved from 6.2.2 to 6.1.2]
R2-133487
Discussion on TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission
Intel Corporation
Disc

REL-10
TEI10
R2-133152
Discussion on priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
LTE-L23,TEI10
R2-133377
Discussion on collision between TTI bundling and Msg3 transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

REL-10
TEI10

=>
All documents are not treated as covered by discussion in R2-133249.
CRs

R2-133231
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23

R2-133232
Modification on the collision of Msg3 and TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
TEI10, LTE-L23
R2-133153
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE-L23,TEI10

R2-133154
Priority between msg3 and other UL grant
ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE-L23,TEI10

=>
All CRs are not agreed.
6.2
LTE Rel-11 WIs
6.2.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling

Basic operation of TTI bundling:

· TTI bundling pattern is (re-)established when a UL grant is received while all HARQ buffers are empty?

Allow multiple TTI bundling patterns if a UL grant is not collided with ongoing HARQ process?

When a PDCCH which is collided with existing TTI bundling pattern is received

· a. Ignore PDCCH

· b. Flush all HARQ buffers and establish new TTI bundling pattern

· c. Leave it up to UE implementation

R2-133250
Discussion on TTI bundling
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
Proposal 1
-
AsusTek agree with the proposal. ALU ask what’s the meaning of establishing the TTI bundling pattern. Samsung clarified that establishing pattern means the timing of valid UL grant can be received. MediaTek think from the current specification only one of the four HARQ process is fixed when UL grant is received. Ericsson agree with MediaTek. Samsung think it is not clear in the current specification, and want to fix the UE behavior. 
=>
Noted
R2-133530
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundles
Ericsson
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
Samsung think “ongoing HARQ process” needs to be clarified. Samsung interpretation of “ongoing HARQ process” means that the HARQ process with data in the buffer. Ericsson agree with Samsung interpretation. LG ask if we go for solution 3 then is there any impact on current specification. Ericsson think it depends on how you interpret the current specification. Samsung ask if solution 3 allows interleaving of multiple TTI bundling pattern. Samsung wonders what’s the benefit of interleaving of multiple patterns. Ericsson think the benefit is scheduling flexibility and false alarm. Panasonic think solution 3 still has false alarm.

-
Panasonic think solution 1 could be a good compromise. Ericsson think solution 1 has a problem when false alarm occurs.
=>
Noted
R2-133228
Dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling
CATT
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
Samsung wonders why the eNB want to change the bundling pattern except for the false alarm case. CATT think it provides scheduling flexibility to the eNB. Samsung does not see any need for change. 

=>
Noted
Show of hands:

Should we allow interleaving of multiple TTI bundling patterns?

-
Yes [6]

-
No [8]

=>
For Rel-11, the UE behavior is unclearly specified if network tries to change the UL bundling timing if the data is still in HARQ buffer. It is allowed for network to change the UL bundling timing if all UE’s HARQ buffers are empty.
TTI bundling colliding case

-
Samsung think it is ok to allow either ignore PDCCH or follow PDCCH, so we don’t need to change anything. Panasonic wants to flush the buffer and follow PDCCH. Ericsson think flushing the buffer is not so beneficial.

R2-133351
TTI Bundle Shifting
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133255
On the behavior of TTI bundling
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
REL-10
TEI10, LTE-L23
[Moved from 6.1.2 to 6.2.2]
R2-133312
Support of dynamic scheduling of TTI bundle transmissions
Panasonic
Disc

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
=>
All documents are not treated as covered by discussion in R2-133228.

CRs

R2-133252
UL grant patterns for TTI bundling
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133229
Clarification on dynamic scheduling of TTI bundling
CATT
CR
36.321
F
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
R2-133352
Clarification on TTI Bundle Shifting
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
F

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

=>
All CRs are not agreed.
Others

R2-133429
Clarification on SPS implicit release
Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23

-
Ericsson explain that the proposal is co-signed by Verizon, AT&T, Softbank Mobile, eAccess.

-
Samsung wants to study further for the next meeting. Ericsson is ok to discuss again at the next meeting. ZTE ask if the Ericsson concern is the delay of implicit release by reactivation. Ericsson confirms. Huawei wants to study further about the scenario. LG think there is no big gain to keep the counter running at reactivation, but ok to study for the next meeting.

=>
Study for the next meeting.

R2-133247
Discussion on PHICH missing due to glitch
Samsung
Disc
REL-11
TEI11, LTE-L23
-
NSN think the specification is already clear. Samsung think the previous agreement captured in Chairman’s note is not clear. 

=>
Previous agreement in Chairman’s note of RAN2#81bis was wrong in that HARQ feedback is set to received PHICH in case there is glitch at the time of PUSCH transmission.

=>
Up to Rel-11, HARQ_FEEDBACK is not delivered to MAC and stay as NACK if there is glitch at the time of PUSCH transmission 

=>
Up to Rel-11, HARQ_FEEDBACK stays as NACK if there is glitch at the time of PHICH reception 

7.2
SI: Small Cell Enhancements - Higher Layer
(FS_LTE_SC_enh_hilayer, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: Sep.13, WID: RP-122033)

TR 36.842 v0.3.0 (R2-133041)

See way-forward approved at RAN-61: RP-131374
7.2.3
User Plane Details

Random access procedure? Power headroom reporting? BSR, LCP? Impact on DRX? Handling of activation/deactivation? Which depend on or impact the UP architecture decision.

Number of MAC entities

R2-133261
Single MAC versus Dual MAC
Samsung
Disc
-
NSN think it is not just a modeling issue. As we have selected 1A and 3C, the number of MAC entities is important for future discussion. Ericsson think there is not much difference whether the MAC is common or separate. NSN think at least LCP and BSR have difference. Panasonic think whether the MAC is single or dual depends on how independent the MAC procedures between MeNB and SeNB. ZTE think this issue is quite related to whether we support bearer split or not. CATT think if we support bearer split, we have to have dual TX/RX. Samsung think we should try to achieve common solution for 1A and 3C. NSN think for 1A single MAC is enough, but for 3C it should be dual MAC. Huawei think single vs dual MAC depends on eNB scheduling, and considering that there are dual MAC in eNB side, we should go for dual MAC approach. ALU agree with Huawei.

-
Chairman clarify that this session should discuss UP issues not impacted by UP architecture.

-
ZTE think BSR, PHR is not decided yet, so it is premature to decide. IDT think separate MAC has less impact. 

=>
Noted

DRX

Is DRX configuration independent for MeNB and SeNB?
Is DRX operation independent for MeNB and SeNB?
R2-133433
DRX for dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
-
NSN support, and want to change “independent” to “separate”. Samsung think the proposal is logical, but don’t like to make decision for now. NTT DCM support because Active Time is not aligned between eNBs. LG support.

-
ZTE ask if there is any kind of coordination between eNBs. Nokia support independent configuration, but some coordination is needed. ALU ask if the coordination means synchronization. Huawei think from UE point of view DRX should be separate, but the coordination between eNBs is needed. LG think the coordination is not needed considering the backhaul delay. QC think DRX between two eNB should be aligned as much as possible.
=>
Noted
	Working assumption
1. Separate DRX configurations should be supported for MeNB and SeNB.

2. Separate DRX operations (timers and active time) should be allowed for MeNB and SeNB.

FFS if the eNBs coordination is needed for DRX configuration


R2-133542
DRX consideration for dual connectivity
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, ALcatel-Lucent
Disc
R2-133105
Discussion on DRX for Inter Node Radio Resource Aggregation
ITRI
Disc
R2-133539
Issunes on DRX for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-133532
Design of DRX for dual connectivity
Broadcom Corporation
Disc
R2-133313
DRX procedure for dual connectivity
Panasonic
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Random Access

Which RA procedure for SeNB is supported?

· Only contention-free RA procedure

· Both contention-free and contention-based RA procedures

In RA procedure for SeNB, is RAR received from SeNB?

Is parallel RA procedure, one for MeNB and the other for SeNB, supported?
R2-133431
Random Access for dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
Proposal1 Contention free random access and contention based random access should be supported towards MeNB and SeNB.
-
Panasonic think if the UE has always D-SR, contention based RA procedure is not needed. Ericsson think that whether to configure D-SR is up to SeNB. CATT agree with Ericsson. ZTE, Samsung think if SR procedure fails, the UE shall perform RA procedure. IDT think 3C does not work well without D-SR. NSN think the use of D-SR is FFS in RAN1, so support the proposal. LG think if the UE can receive MSG2 from the SeNB, then contention based RA procedure can be supported. NTT DCM support the proposal. Huawei support contention-free RA procedure, but want to see the need for contention-based RA procedure. Ericsson think that if the SeNB supports only contention-free RA procedure, the preamble may be run out. ALU think there are not many UEs in small cell, so reserving dedicated preamble may not be an issue. Samsung ask if there is no contention based RA procedure, how the SeNB knows that the small cell addition is completed. ZTE think dedicated preamble can be used. ZTE ask if SR procedure fails, how the UE do without contention based RA procedure. Huawei think if SR fails and UE does not have contention based RA procedure, the UE can send BSR to MeNB.
Proposal 2 Parallel random access should be supported for dual connection.
-
Samsung, NTT DCM think it is premature to discuss this issue. LG think sending preamble to both eNBs may be power-limiting problem, so we have to wait until RAN1 decision. ZTE think the power-limiting problem can be avoided by eNB coordination such as preamble transmission in different subframes. LG think if contention based RA procedure is supported, the eNB coordination may not be possible. 

Proposal 3 MSG2 should be sent from the eNB to which the preamble was sent.
-
IDT support the proposal, and think the RA procedure for SeNB should be something like PCell procedure. Panasonic support the proposal. CATT support the proposal, and also want to have PCell-like small cell for SeNB. NSN think PCell-like small cell make sense, but this needs to be discussed in main session. Samsung ask if we support multiple TAG in SeNB. 

-
Chairman ask whether we send LS to RAN1 to inform that Msg2 is sent from the SeNB. Panasonic think that as long as contention-based RA procedure supported, the Msg2 should be sent in CSS. 

=>
Noted

	Agreements
1. Contention-free RA procedure is supported towards SeNB.

2. As a working assumption, contention-based RA procedure is supported towards SeNB.

3. Msg2 is sent from the eNB to which the preamble was sent.


R2-133315
Support of RACH procedure for SeNB
Panasonic
Disc
R2-133540
Issues on Random access for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
R2-133269
Random Access on SCell in inter-ENB CA
Samsung
Disc
R2-133289
Discussion of random access procedure for inter-node CA
HTC
Disc
R2-133359
Random Access Procedure for Small Cell Enhancements
ETRI
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Activation/Deactivation
Is Activation/Deactivation supported for SeNB?

· If yes, is special SCell (never deactivated) defined among cells served by the SeNB?
R2-133273
Small Cell Activation and Deactivation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
NSN think considering the activation delay, the activation delay due to backhaul delay may not be problem. ZTE wonders whether the Activation command and feedback need to be exchanged between MeNB and SeNB. Huawei think SeNB may have multiple cells. CATT agrees, and want to have per-eNB activation/deactivation. IDT think the problem is not delay but synchronization. LG ask what the benefit of having activation/deactivation in small cell if the UE has independent DRX per eNB. Panasonic agree to per-eNB activation/deactivation, but MeNB should not be able to control the activation/deactivation of SeNB. ZTE think if there is only one cell in SeNB, the MeNB should be able to control. Ericsson think one cell in SeNB should always be activated like PCell. Ericsson think if MeNB sends activation/deactivation command for SeNB cell, there will be synchronization problem. NTT DCM, NSN agrees. 

-
Samsung wants to see the gain of having activation/deactivation for small cells. Huawei think if there is only one cell in SeNB, activation/deactivation may not be needed. NEC wants to know first how many cells can be configured in SeNB. QC wants to confirm there is only one MeNB and SeNB. NTT DCM think we should discuss first the framework of dual connectivity. Ericsson think at least one cell is configured in SeNB, so at least one cell in SeNB should always be activated. NTT DCM agrees. LG agrees.

-
LG think we haven’t discuss the CA and small cell together.

=>
Need for activation/deactivation of small cells depend on how many small cells are configured in SeNB.
R2-133378
UE power saving in dual connectivity
CATT
Disc
=>
The document is not treated
BSR/PHR
How does the SeNB receive BSR/PHR?

· receive via MeNB

· receive directly from UE

R2-133259
Scheduling Information handling in inter-ENB carrier aggregation
Samsung
Disc

-
Ericsson think there would be much delay if we support Xn forwarding. Huawei think both schemes are needed depending on the backhaul delay. QC think for 1A, Xn forwarding scheme is not suitable. QC think BSR scheme depends on UP architecture. QC think BSR and PHR are different in that delay is critical for PHR. Panasonic think PHR should be sent to corresponding eNB. NSN wants to have common solution for BSR not depending on UP architecture. IDT think for PHR we have to decide first whether the TDM approach is used. Samsung wants to have single solution for all UP architectures.

=>
Noted

R2-133412
Uplink scheduling and BSRs with dual connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
-
ZTE ask if bearer split in UL is assumed. Ericsson confirms. ZTE think the BSR depends on whether we support UL bearer split or not. Chairman wonders if the DL bearer split is supported how is the UL bearer split not supported. 

=>
Noted

	Agreements
1. For eNB-specific bearer, UE sends BSR information related to specific bearer towards the eNB for which corresponding bearer belongs to.


R2-133541
Issues on BSR for dual connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
R2-133534
BSR impacts by bearer split
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133538
Management of UE Transmit Power in Dual Connectivity
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
LCP

R2-133523
MAC modifications with dependency on UP architecture options
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
R2-133536
LCP impacts by bearer split
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated
MAC-related

R2-133146
Discussion on UP common issues
ZTE
Disc
R2-133211
MAC details for dual connectivity
NSN, Nokia Corporation
Disc
R2-133310
User plane details related to the SCE user plane architecture selection
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Disc
R2-133496
MAC layer aspects for dual connectivity
Intel Corporation
Disc
R2-133236
MAC Aspects of Dual Connectivity
InterDigital Communications
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated
Others

R2-133208
Discussion on master-slave RLCs
Fujitsu
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
R2-133209
Flow control and QoS-aware data forwarding
Fujitsu
Disc
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated
7.10
LTE TEI12

7.10.2
LTE TEI12 UP
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.
R2-133267
Discussion on general gap handling
Samsung
Disc
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
-
LG think measurement gap and other gap are different because measurement gap is configured by RRC while other gaps are configured by UE implementation. Samsung think general gap makes UE behavior more predictable. Ericsson, ZTE agree with LG. Samsung think whether the eNB knows the occurrence of Gaps is not a problem. 

=>
No support.

R2-133268
Introducing general gap handling in the MAC specification
Samsung
CR
36.321
F
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed.

R2-133343
An optimization in logical channel prioritization
Renesas Mobile Europe Ltd.
Disc
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
-
This document is presented by Broadcom.

-
NSN think the UE cannot predict the grant. NSN think the retransmitted PDU is prioritized over new PDU in RLC. Samsung is not happy with specifying detail in LCP rule. CATT think the proposal is already allowed in current specification. 

=>
No support.

Not Available

R2-133394
Correction about FMS in PDCP
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.323
F
REL-12
TEI12, LTE-L23
Summary of the UP ad hoc meeting

In-principle agreed CRs

R2-133226
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
F
REL-10
LTE_CA-Core
R2-133227
Clarification on the HARQ feedback for SCell activation/deactivation command MAC CE
CATT, NSN, Huawei, HiSilicon, LG Electronics Inc., Samsung, Ericsson, ZTE
CR
36.321
A
REL-11
LTE_CA-Core
Agreed outgoing LS

None

Comeback on Friday

None

E-mail discussion for the next meeting

Collision between C-RNTI UL grant for new tx and Temporary C-RNTI UL grant for retx (ZTE)

Comeback at the next meeting

SPS implicit release counter handling at SPS reactivation (related to R2-133429)
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