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1
Introduction
In the past few meetings, we have discussed solutions to the Chiba problem and aggreesive RACH problem. Given that there are no time units allocated to TEI12 in this meeting, we have not submitted any CRs, however the intention of this contribution is to highlight some of the reasons why we should aim to discuss and agree CRs within Rel-12 timeframe in preparation for the coming meetings.
2
Discussion
In general it is worth reminding that the Chiba issue and the aggressive RACH issue have been seen in live neworks with existing LTE and/or UMTS deployments with real UEs in the field. From a UE point of view, therefore, the argument that this can be solved by network configuration is only theoretical as the reality is that there are cases where the issue is not solved by configuration. 

In order to ensure a good performance the UE must implement a work around. If this is not a standardised solution then UE/chipset vendors will look for proprietary solutions. Proprietary solutions will differ between implementations, and could need to be operator or location specific and the criteria for enabling will be entirely down to implementation.
The concern we have with this, is that it becomes quite difficult to ensure good and consistent behaviour between different implementations. This is a problem for any UE which uses 3rd party modem implementation(s), but for an operator or NW vendor the concern should be greater, since there will certainly be different UE implementations in their network behaving differently, and sometimes in an unpredictable way.
Proposal 1: For Chiba issue and aggressive RACH issue it is not sufficient to rely on NW configuration and proprietary UE solutions, a standardised solution should be made in Rel-12 to ensure consistent behaviour in the problem scenarios.
Chiba issue: 

We remind companies that it was agreed in RAN2#82 that we will work on a solution for the Chiba issue in Rel-12. In RAN2#84 some CRs were provided in [2],[3] for UMTS and [4],[5] for LTE. A solution based on these CRs is supported by many companies, however there are slightly different preferences from different operators as to how the reselection away from a problematic cell should be implemented. As a result, we proposed to slightly modify the CRs in order that the offset may be configured to “infinity” which has a similar effect as barring the cell. This allows operators to enable the feature as per their deployment and preferences, while allowing a single simple solution to be implemented by the UE. 
Proposal 2: For Chiba issue, discuss as a baseline solution the referenced CRs, adding the possible value of “infinity” for the reselection offset.
Aggressive RACH issue: 

For the aggressive RACH issue there is still a bit more doubt about what the cause of the problem is. Nevertheless, the problem exists in some of today’s networks and if a standardised solution is not made, then proprietary UE solutions may be unpredictable. Since the simple solution of using a backoff delay between subsequency preamble retransmissions after a maximum counter is a known solution and used in other systems today (e.g. UMTS does it already, for the same reasons as are currently discussed in LTE) and would address the problem then we propose that we should standardise a solution based on the CRs in [6], [7]. 
Proposal 3: For aggressive RACH issue discuss and agree a solution based on the referenced CRs.
3
Conclusion
In this contribution we briefly highlighted some concerns with proprietary solutions emerging if we don’t standardise any solutions to these problems which are seen in current networks and encourage the discussion and agreement of standardised solutions in Rel-12. 
Proposal 1: For Chiba issue and aggressive RACH issue it is not sufficient to rely on NW configuration and proprietary UE solutions, a standardised solution should be made in Rel-12 to ensure consistent behaviour in the problem scenarios.
Proposal 2: For Chiba issue, discuss as a baseline solution the referenced CRs, adding the possible value of “infinity” for the reselection offset.
Proposal 3: For aggressive RACH issue, discuss and agree a solution based on the referenced CRs.
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