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2
General

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
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
	[7.8] eIMTA

[7.6] Group Communication 

[7.3] BeiDou LTE 

[7.2] SCE Higher Layer

[7.10.1] TEI12 LTE CP
	
	 [10.5] HNB

[10.4] SIB enhancements
[10.5] 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
2.3
Reporting from other meetings
2.3.1
RAN-61
Time budget

Details on time budget allocation can be found in RP-131408 (status after RAN-61).

2.3.2
SA-61
(as reported by the RAN chairman)
2.4
Other
Rapporteur changes
Spec


former rapporteur


proposed new rapporteur
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

Latest version can always be found at ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/Org/RAN2_Compendium/ 

R2-133052
RAN WG2 compendium v21.0
ETSI MCC
Info
not treated
3
Incoming liaisons
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. 
-
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

-
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

8
UTRA Release 10 and earlier releases
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

9
UTRA Release 11

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.
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.
(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.
(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.
R2-133173
Clarification on UE Information procedure
HTC
CR
25.331
F
REL-11
ANR_UTRAN-Core, MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, TEI11
-
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
(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)
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
Disc
=> This document should be a TP

-
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
=> 
This 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.
10.2
WI: UMTS Mobility enhancements for Heterogeneous Networks
(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). 

=>
Agree 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
(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

(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

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

10.6
UMTS TEI12

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
12.2
UMTS breakout session
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.
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. 

No table of figures entries found.
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
Approved LSs

This section contains a list of approved outgoing LSs (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list).

No table of figures entries found.
14
Any other business
Future meeting dates: click here.
15
Closing of the meeting (16:30)
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