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7.14
WI: Narrowband IOT

(NB_IOT-Core; leading WG: RAN1; started: Sep. 15; target: Jun. 16; WID: RP-152284)

Time budget: N/A

Documents in this agenda item will be handled in the NB-IoT Break Out session

7.14.1
General

Organization, Requirements, Overall CP/UP aspects

Incoming LSs:

R2-163320
LS on RRC parameter list for NB-IoT (R1-163954; contact: Huawei)
RAN1
LS in
to: RAN2
Rel-13
NB_IoT-Core
late
· Huawei indicates that this has already been included in SIB2 in the running CR, in Npusch config common. 

· noted
R2-163328
Reply to: LS on Clarifications on RRC Resume Request (S3-160694; contact: Nokia Networks)
SA3
LS in
to: RAN2
Rel-13
NB_IoT-Core
late
· Chair think that for NB-IoT, a UE with a stored context will always attempt a resume.  

· Qualcomm think that cleanup is needed also if the Resume fails, but maybe this is more of CT1/R3 responsibility. 

· Nokia think that R2 doesn’t need to resposnd on context cleanup, but should address the short MAC-I, and reply. 

· Vodafone think we could comment on that Resume ID shall be different in subsequence suspends. QC think that this is not in the R2 specifications. Chair think we could include in the LS reply that we don’t cover this in R2 TSes. 
· CATT think we could include some error handling in the UE to ensure the SA3 requirement. Ericsson think this is up to the network. Chair think we don’t usualy have such conditions.  

· Blackberry think we should add CT1. We add CT1. 

· Nokia think we should respond that we assume that RAN3 handled context cleanup. 

· Input to short MAC-I calcuation: Suggestions on the table are 

·  Alt 1: Same input as reestablishment + ResumeDiscriminator: C-RNTI + source pci + target cell ID + 1 bit
·  Alt 2: Full resume ID + target cell ID. 
· Ericsson support alt 1. 

· ZTE  think that C-RNTI should not be used as there is a risk that C-RNTI is the same for different stored UE contexts. Ericsson think this doesn’t matter as we anyway use the UE keys for the MAC-I derivation. 
· QC clarifies that target cell ID is the cell ID where the UE does the resume. 

· QC think that alt 2 gives better security and would support this. 
· Intel wonders if the algorithm need to be changed if we use different size input compared to reestablishment. ZTE think this need to be clarified by SA3. Intel think that the impact is less if we go with alt 1. CATT agrees. ZTE think that if there was an issue with this, SA3 would have indicated so.  

· LG indicates that similar issues exist for “light connection”.
· Neul wonders what ALT1 means for the impact to RRC. 
· Raise of hands, support of 

· ALT1: 
7
· ALT2: 
3
· Input to short MAC-I calcuation: Same input as reestablishment + Resume Constant. 
· UE need to store the input used for the MAC-I calculation in addition to the UE context/configuration. 
· We take into account the info given  in the LS, in RRC, in the table specifying protection of messages. 
· Noted
For the Reply: 

· We assume that RAN3 handles context cleanup

· Resume ID being different in subsequent suspends is not covered in the R2 specifications.
· We add CT1

· We include the short MAC-I input parameters
R2-163333
Reply LS on questions on NB-IOT

Lsin
· noted
R2-163336
Reply LS on NB-IoT RRM requirements

LSin
· Huawei indicates that we already have taken this reply into account. 
· noted
R2-163337
LS on RRM measurement for NB-IOT

LSin
· Ericsson indicate that we already have taken this into account. 
· Noted
R2-163334
Reply LS on TB sizes for SI-messages for NB-IoT

LSin
· Already taken into account

· Noted

R2-163335
Reply LS on updated TS 36.300 section 5 for NB-IoT
LSin
· We need to take this into account
· We should review this as part of offline review of final 36.300 version. 

· We include into 36.300
· Noted
R2-163339
Response to LS on uplink transmission gap in NB-IoT
LSin
Intel indicates that RAN1 is working on this. 

· Noted
R2-163340
LS on Tx Gaps for Frequency Error Correction

LSin
· Noted

· Intel are ok to attempt to comply to the request. 

· Nokia and Ericsson think that maybe capability signalling is not needed. Nokia think that configuration signalling may be needed. 
· Mediatek think we should postpone this. Huawei agrees. 
· Qualcomm think that the gaps are currently implemented by scheduling. Nokia think this is for long transmissions of a single transport block, thus it is not handled by scheduling. Nokia think that for cells where we have good radio conditions it could be useful to be able to disable the use of such gaps. 
· Nokia indicates that in current specifications, the presence of gaps is hard-coded in L1 specification. Nokia proposes Alt 1 and think this will work. Huawei think that Nokias proposal has RAN1 impact. Ericsson has the same understanding as Nokia.
· QC think we should implement the contents of the LS. 

· Ericsson think we should not have the capability signalling, they have concerns, especially how this is signalled early. Mediatek think we need to investigate and we should postpone this. Huawei, ZTE, CATT agrees and prefers alt 0. Ericsson do not think that this should be signalled in message 3. Qualcomm wonders why. Ericsson don’t want to waste the spare bits. 
· Qualcomm think that alt 1A is pointless. It means that the lowest capability UEs need to be able to operate without gaps. Qualcomm think that it is easy to implement option 2B. 
· DT think this is an optimization and that we can treat this in the next release. Vodafone think this is indeed about UE capabilities. Vodafone think we should have this also for lowest capability UEs. 
On the table: 

Alt 0
No enable/disable
Alt 1A
Cell specific signaling to enable/disable. No capability signalling
Alt 2B
Only dedicated signalling to enable disable. UE provides capability. 
Can discuss offline. We need an easily agreeable signalling solution. 
· Qualcomm indicates that opinions seems diverging, and it may be difficult to reach consensus. Companies are concerned that RAN1 would need to review the conclusions from RAN4. 
· Intel indicates that a common solution for eMTC and NB-IoT has been agreed in R4. Ericsson think we need an LS. R4-164658 is the agreed way forward for eMTC. QC clarifies that R4 has agreed that UEs shall be able to operate without UCG gaps. Huawei has a different opinion, and think that R4 opinions are inconclusive. 
· Vodafone understand that this is mainly an issue in R1, not really in R2, because R2 signalling should not be a problem. Vodafone think that we could also do this in Rel-14. 
Can check this offline. We attempt to make decisions Friday. If not possible, we postpone. 
· Mediatek think there was no progress on this in R1. Huawei think there was no consensus. 

· No progress in other groups yet at end of NB-IoT Session
R2-164335
LS on RRC parameter list for NB-IoT
LSin
· We take this into account in RRC

· noted
Incoming LSs, from main session: 

R2-163317
Reply LS to S2-161260 = R2-162117 on Clarifications on RRC Resume Request (R3-161016; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3
LS in
cc: RAN2
Rel-13
NB_IoT-Core
R2-163326
Reply LS to R2-161945 on extension of search for higher priority PLMN cycle beyond 8 hours (S1-161585; contact: Deutsche Telekom)
SA1
LS in
to: RAN2
Rel-13
TEI13  late
The above two LSes were not treated in the NB-IoT session

LS out
Reply LS (reply to R2-163328) in R2-164395 (Nokia)
R2-164395
Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on RRC Resume Request 

Nokia
LSout

- 
Ericsson want to wait, to possibly take into account progress for non-NB-IoT. 
· Vodafone think we will anyway not change the agreements done here.
· Intel wonders if SA3 are asking the question on resume ID being different is due to non understanding that the UE will discard it. Nokia think the confusion is due to eNB possibly providing the same ID to one UE multiple times. 
· We add the information that UE discards the resume ID at reception of Resume, Setup, Reject (if suspend indication is not present). 
· We add agreement on integrity protection failure, updated Draft in R2-164407
R2-164407
Draft Reply LS on Clarifications on RRC Resume Request 

Nokia
Lsout

· Intel think we should add the clarification in a sentence that this is applicable to both NB-IoT and Non-NB-IoT.
· ZTE think it is confusing that we only mention that we release UE context etc at integrity protection failure. Intel think we can have this but think we can enhance the text
· Vodafone think we can keep the text as it is correct. 
· add the clarification in a sentence that this is applicable to both NB-IoT and Non-NB-IoT
· Approved with this change, final version in R2-164414
R2-164403
Draft LS on timers

LSout 
Huawei

· Vodafone think we need to be clearer when we say “extended” and clearly indicate for which RAT the baseline times applies. 

· Nokia wonders why we need this. QC also wonder what CT1 will do with this. 

· Ericsson wonders if CT1 know what t-pollretransmit is. Huawei indicates that for MTC we sent such LS. 
· QC think that if we send this, R3 should be included. 

· Vodafone think this is useful and we should send the LS. 

· We just inform about the worst case values (upper end of range) for NB-IoT and we don’t use the word “extend”
· Add R3 as CC

· With these changes the LS is approved in R2-164404
General 

R2-164311
Release assistance indication in MAC
Ericsson, Vodafone GmbH, AT&T, Gemalto N.V., CATT
discussion
late
Moved to 7.14.1 from 7.14.3.1
· Ericsson indicates that we don’t need to spend time on this as there is still one operator with strong concerns. 
· Vodafone point out that the arguments provided are general and not option specific and for fairness we should consider this.  

Possibility to continue offline, after lunch Thursday
· noted
R2-164417
Way forward on NB-IoT fast dormancy
Ericsson, Vodafone GmbH, AT&T, CMCC, Gemalto N.V., CATT, Sony, BlackBerry 
· Docomo cannot accept the proposed solution. The application behaviour is reliable. The proposal is not technically correct. The trigger to send buffer size Zero BSR is not clear. Docomo thinks a prohibit timer is needed. Docomo think that the application is unpredictable but can accept this. 
· Docomo think there can be a lot of additional signalling. 

· Nokia think we can use the PPI, and think that using MAC is strange. 

· ZTE think that the Ericsson solution is the minimum impact solution. ZTE agrees that there is no need for a prohibit timer, and there is no additional triggering of BSR. 

· ZTE think that the meaning of text “the UE may have more data to send or receive in the near future” or similar need to be further clarified in order to have a working feature. LG agrees. 
· Sony think that concerns raise come from past experience and expect NB-IoT UEs to be better. 

· Vodafone think the problems raised are generic. Vodafone wonders what are the specific concerns for this particular case. 
· Gemalto think the network can control this. 

· Ericsson think this is mandatory for the UE and optional for the network. QC think mandatory is ok. Docomo think this kind of functions is never mandatory. 
· Chair think we will need more discussion, as the relation between the solution, and mandatoryness etc is not clear. 
· Postpone (to later release)
R2-164418
Release Assistance Indication
DraftCR
· Not pursued
R2-164419
Release Assistance Indication
DraftCR
· Not pursued
36.306, UE Capabilities
R2-163903
Email report [93bis#16][NB-IOT] CR to 36.306
Ericsson
report
result of email discussion [93bis#16][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· As the participation was thinm Ericsson proposes to note this document
· Noted
R2-164309
Open issues on UE capabilities
Ericsson
discussion
late
P1: 
· Intel wonder if we can reuse the eMTC 20dBm capability. Chair wonder why we would reuse. 

· Ericsson though it would be more clear to have a new name. Vodafone agrees

· Neul think the name need to be reviewed. 

P2: 
· Vodafone wonders why a feature that is not needed in the beginning is mandatory. Docomo want this to be mandatory. Vodafone think this should be optional. 
P3/4
· Neul wonders why we need to signal this. Ericsson think that a REL-13 network will not understand how a rel-14 UE indicates capability of NB1, without update. 
· Gemalto think Ericsson’s point is valid. 

· Qualcomm think that if there is a lower capability than what the eNB supports, there are other possibilities, e.g. introduce a future bit in SI to indicate supported min category. 

P5: 
· Already agreed on high level. We include the details in the update of the corresponding RRC CR. 
Offline on ue-Category-r13 { nb1 }
· Ericsson reports that there was no convergence offline. 

· Ericsson also thinks there were misunderstandings. 

· Huawei think there is anyway a minimum capability, and the signalling will not change anything. 

· QC think that we cannot anyway go below NB1. 

· Chair summary: we don’t signal this then 
· powerClassNB-20dBm-r13 optional UE capability is supported in NB-IoT and signalled in UE-Capability-NB-r13, exact parameter name can be determined offline. 
· multiNS-Pmax-r13 is an capability in NB-IoT signalled in UE-Capability-NB-r13
· Noted
R2-164056
UE capability for frequency correction without transmit gaps
QUALCOMM Incorporated
discussion
· QC understands that R4 has not yet concluded on this and we should await conclusion before final agreement, if agreed. R4 is discussing this capability. 
· Some small Procedure text is also needed. 

· Vodafone wonders why we need this in MSG3 as this is for long transmissions. 
· QC doesn’t think the eNB will have the capability. 

· Ericsson think this is a RAN2 issue. Ericsson assumes that the network may configure gaps regardless UE capability. Qualcomm agrees. 

· Ericsson do not think this is very significant, especially as this is for long transmissions. 
· QC think that the relevant transmission durations is between 200ms and upwards, and the gaps are significant length. 
Comeback to this when/if we get indication from RAN4. 
· Noted
R2-163902
Introduction of NB-IoT UE capabilities
Ericsson
CR
36.306
13.1.0
1328
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#16][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Neul does not like the -r13 suffix for UE category. 
· Vodafone wonders how this is done for eMTC. Qualcomm indicates that it is done the same way as for LTE but NB-ioT signalling is separate. 

· Should include CR numbers for other specs. 
· We use “UE-category-NB” for the title of the UE categories for NB-IoT in 36.306. 
· Use multiCarrier instead of multiPRB, check offline further consistency (e.g. multiTone) 
· update the CR with agreements. 
· Revised CR in R2-164400 
we expect to come back Thursday afternoon
R2-164400
Introduction of NB-IoT UE capabilities
Ericsson
CR
36.306
13.1.0
1328
1
B

· Nokia want to signal the UE category. Why are we not signalling this? Ericsson think this was just an optimization. Ericsson, Intel and Nokia think that signalling this can avoid future problems. CATT supports this. Vodafone wonders why. Intel think that a future UE may need to signal multiple UE categories (depending on how we define UE category), and for this case it is not nice to indicate NB1 category by absence of an IE. 
· For Multi-carrier-rel13, “multiple PRB operation” should be changed to “multi-carrier-operation”.
· For Multi-carrier-rel13, multiple PRB operation should be changed to multi-carrier-operation.

· We signal ue-Category-NB-r13 { nb1 } explicitly. This IE has one value and is optional
· Shall clarify in RRC that a UE of this release shall signal ue-Category-NB-r13. 
· Need to remove changes-on-changes, and change-marks on the cover page. 

· 4.3.5.58, reference to R4 TS should 36.101. 

· Remove the details from the coversheet, for consistency with other CRs. 

· Add CR number for other specs affected

· NSPmaxlist shall be optional 
· With these changes the CR is agreed unseen in R2-164513
R2-164513
Introduction of NB-IoT UE capabilities
Ericsson
CR
36.306
13.1.0
1328
2
B
· Agreed
36.300
R2-164287
36.300 Running CR to Implement Stage 2 Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.300
13.3.0
0880
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#10][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei indicates that we need to do some consistency update, e.g. change back to multiCarrier. 
· There is an FFS

· Should include CR numbers for other specs. 
· Revised in R2-164401 (Huawei)
R2-164401
36.300 Running CR to Implement Stage 2 Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.300
13.3.0
0880
B
· QC point out that the L1 chapter still talks about “PRB” and “carrier” in an inconsistent way.
· Huawei think that we can change PRB to carrier in all places in the section on multi-carrier operation. 
· QC point out that that multi-PRB is also mentioned in section 18.
· Intel think that RAN2 concepts of anchor and non-anchor carrier should be related to RAN1 concept. Huawei think that it is sufficient to have anchor and non-anchor carrier in stage-3. Intel think we should use the RAN2 terminology/the shorter names for the CIOT solution chapter (7.3a).
· Huawei think that if we change in section 7.3a then we change everywhere and introduce an explanation in the definitions section. Qualcomm supports to do such change. 

· We add definition that explains how RAN1 definition of carriers in multi-carrier relate to anchor and non-anchor carrier, and in the text we use anchor and non-anchor. 

· We use carrier consistently (not PRB) in multi-carrier texts. 
· Revised in R2-164411. 
R2-164411
36.300 Running CR to Implement Stage 2 Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.300
13.3.0
0880
B
· Ericsson think that we should re-write the definition of the non-anchor carrier to be from UE point of view. 
· QC think that we need to align the definition and the text in 5.5a 

· After offline, it was concluded that we should remove the RAN3 parts and those will be in a separate CR to RAN. 

· Definition: Anchor carrier: In NB-IoT, a carrier where the UE assumes that NPSS/NSSS/NPBCH/SIB-NB are transmitted
· Definition: Non-anchor carrier: In NB-IoT, a carrier where the UE does not assume that  NPSS/NSSS/NPBCH/SIB-NB are transmitted
· In 5.5a, Remove the sentence about Idle mode. 
· In 5.5a, Remove the last sentence. 
· Remove RAN3 parts from the CR (applies to subclause 20, 19, 10)
· With these changes the CR is agreed in R2-164415
R2-1644115
36.300 Running CR to Implement Stage 2 Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.300
13.3.0
0880
3
B
· 
Agreed
36.302
R2-164288
36.302 Running CR to Capture Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.302
13.1.0
0076
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#15][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Should remove tracked changes on the cover sheet

· Should include CR numbers for other specs. 

Revised in R2-164409 (Huawei)
R2-164409
36.302 Running CR to Capture Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.302
13.1.0
0076
1
B

· Intel points out that there seems to be a formatting problem, e.g. fonts are not the same between sections of text. However the differences are not indicated by change marks. Can check whether this is an issue
· Agreed
Withdrawn:

R2-163674
36.300 Running CR to Implement Stage 2 Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
draftCR
36.300
13.3.0
-
-

result of email discussion [93bis#10][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number

R2-163675
36.302 Running CR to Capture Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
draftCR
36.302
13.1.0
-
-

result of email discussion [93bis#15][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number
7.14.2
Control Plane

7.14.2.1
Radio Resource Control - RRC

36.331
R2-164289
36.331 CR to Capture Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2231
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#17][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: This CR will be revised in R2-164290 including ASN.1 review comments
· This is the version that was distributed for review. 

· revised
R2-164290
36.331 CR including ASN.1
Huawei
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2231
1
B
result of email discussion [93bis#17][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
Revision of R2-164289
· This captures the outcome of the Ad-hoc and issues resolution from email review and L1 parameter from RAN1. 

· Editor comments that this should be checked / reviewed. Items are marked with orange color in the reivew issue list. 
· revised
Revision in R2-164397, to include outcome of this meeting. Revision to be available Thursday, for discussion Friday. 
· Neul indicates that NAS will be informed twice with the current solution

· RetransmissionBSRtimer range is in sf. Ericsson think that if all other timers are in unit pp, also this timer should use the same unit. 

· Ericsson wonders if we need to specify what the DRXstartsubframe offset refers to. 
· Intel wonders if the UE-category in UE Radio Paging Info will be specified in 36.305. Neul explains that this is only used over network interfaces. Nokia wonders if the NB1 ever need to be changed. 
· The indication to NAS of failed ULinfomration transfer is only done when security has not been started. 
· We define the range of RetransmissionBSRtimer in unit pp. 

· We need to specify value of t-PollRetransmit in default config

· We will add: L1 parameters according to R1 LS, samePCI configuration according to offline, RLC configurations according to RLC deiscussion, and address some editorials (e.,g,. remove one edtirs note). 
· Remove the “IMPORTANT” comments in the MIB definitions. 

· Update SI TB-size acc to agreements.  
· With these comments we endorse the contents of this CR. 
· Revised
Revision in R2-164512, comeback Friday
· We update the overstrike and changes-on-changes at a later version. 

R2-164512
36.331 CR including ASN.1
Huawei
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2231
2
B
· 5.3.3.4a: QC think we should add the word stored before the UE AS Context. 

· QC further think we should be aligned between PDCP and RRC in the definitions section on the “stored UE AS context”. 
· Intel think that for carrierconfigdedicated-NB, the guadband condition should only refer to  operationModeInfo set to gardband in the MIB
· QC wonders how this will work in the future. Neul think that future usage is flexible, and the IE may be present or not present. Intel wonders if we would consider spares instead of optional. Ericsson think this way is better. 
· For 5.3.3.8: Intel think we need to review the resulting behaviour of the indications to NAS. 

· Intel think that there is a forward compatibility issue for Radio paging info. Intel think that the UE need to report the radio paging info and that eNB cannot construct this. It is sufficient to report UE category. 
· Intel think that schedulingInfoSI could be simplified and we remove the SEQUENCE level. Neul think we can do this
· 5.3.3.4a: we add the word “stored” before the UE AS Context, to be consistent with PDCP.

· for carrierconfigdedicated-NB, the guardband condition should only refer to  “operationModeInfo set to guardband in the MIB”. 

· For RLC configuration: in the title, “R” in “RLC..” has been accidently removed. It need to be put back

· For RLC configuration: In the field descriptions reference should be 36.322
· For UE category, the field description to be updated to say that the IE shall always be present in this version of the TS (or any equivalent wording). 

· 9.2.1.1: t-reordering shall be N/A

· In 5.3.3.8: Resume ID should be added to “discard the stored UE AS context”
· Next version to be a clean version, to be finally checked by email 

· The UE to provide the UE category in radio paging info (rather than the eNB to construct this).  
· schedulingInfoSI to be simplified and we remove the SEQUENCE level.
· The value in the default configuration for t-PollRetransmit is 25s
· The value range of the BSR retransmit timer is {pp4, pp16, pp64, pp128, pp256, pp512, infinity, spare}
· Include further Friday agreements from this meeting 
· Revised in R2-164516, which is endorsed unseen. 
· Short Email discussion: Final Review of R2-164516 (for agreed version)
R2-163891
Review issue list for NB-IoT second round ASN.1 and RRC review
Ericsson, Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
· Z.004: ZTE think the problem is when the UE shall acquire the SIB. Intel think that the current text seems clear. QC think that we already agreed that the condition is that SIB14 need to be read only in case of connection establishment. 
· E.079: Neul think we can reference 36.213. R1 is introducing clarifications in this meeting in this TS. 

· E.081: Intel and Neul think this is clear considering the contents of other sections. 
· H.90: Intel are ok to not have this. ZTE think that we have plenty of bits in the resume message and we can also have these in message 5. ZTE think we shold send these bits. Ericsson don’t want to send this in MSG3. 
· H.91: Intel think this is not required by CT1. 

· H.35: was offline agreed to not use containing. 

· Z.024: QC think that maybe SIB14 can have shorter periodicity than SIB1. Neul agrees that this can be possible. Ericsson would like to wait with this discussion until we have discussed SI repetition. 
· Z.025: Intel think that for CIOT in general, selected PLMN was agreed to be included but not regsitered MME. QC wonders how the context can be valid in a new PLMN .. 

· E.015: QC think that we can leave it in, if we don’t have a clear view of the requirements. Chair think that we should have a consistent agreement for inter-  and intra-frequency. 

· E.93: neul wonders what is the benefit. Ericsson think that we can e.g. have one PRACH resource for single tone and multi-tone. Ericsson indicates that the MAC CR allows this.
· H.124/125: Ericsson think it would be good to have a description. Intel point out that maybe current description (for LTE) is sufficient. 
· H.116: Ericsson think we should use the default value infinity. 

· H.120: Ericsson think for RLC-AM we need to indicate +2 as SRB1 and SRBbis may coexist for short moments in time. 
· Z.024: ZTE think this would still make sense. Ercisson think that sometimes we might need the smaller values. Ericsson think that sometimes we may want to send SIB14 more often. Huawei also don’t see a problem with smaller values. 
· Z.025: After offline, ZTE think current agreement is valid.

· I.055.2: Intel think we should coordinate between eMTC and NB-IoT. Chair think that in any case this should be fixed for NB-IoT, and coordination can be done offline. Ericsson wonders what the leftmost or first bit. Intel agrees this need to be clear. Intel indicates that this is the way we have described it in the past. 
Comeback discussion for the value of periodic BSR timer in the default configuration.  
· The value in the default configuration is pp8

· The range for the periodic BSR timer shall be [pp2, pp4, pp8, pp16, pp64, pp128, infinity, spare]
· I.047: The issue need to be addressed, but can be resolved offline 
· Z.004: No action. 

· Z.018 discussed based on discussion paper

· E.079: We introduce a ref to 36.213
· E.081: No action

· I.066: We go with option 2
· I.005: disc separtaely
· C002: discussed based on discussion paper

· H.90: proposed resolution is agreed. 
· Z.019: proposed resolution is agreed.

· Z.020: proposed resolution is agreed.

· Z.021: proposed resolution is agreed.
· Z.022, E.083: proposed resolution is agreed.

· E.084: proposed resolution is agreed.
· E.86: This issue is closed based on specific discussion
· E.088: No action
·  I.067: proposed resolution is agreed.
· H.91: proposed resolution is agreed. 
· H.35: No action. 

· Q.009: proposed resolution is agreed. 

· Q.018: no action
· Z.024: We stick with currrent values in the running CR
· Z.025: Selected PLMN and Dedicated info NAS is included. Registered MME is not included. 
· E.015: We support cell blacklisting, both intra- and inter-freq.  
· E.92: already agreed
· E.93: A restriction that different NPRACH resources cannot have the same repetition level has been captured in the MAC spec, and is captured in RRC as well 
· E.53: already agreed
· H.55: We support multiple priority (reuse the current MAC text). 
· Z.015: no action

· Z.016: should instead take into account the agreements from RACH email discussion. 

· H.103: handled in offline discussion from MAC discussion. 

· H.105: no action (see instead contributions for value range)
· H.106: Issue is closed based on RLC 36.322 discussion
· H.108: Remove the “Max” from npdcch-MaxNumRepetition-r13
· Z.26: covered by the MAC discussion

· E.91: the proposed resolution is agreed
· I.055.2: the proposed resolution is agreed
· H.110: discuss later based on contribution

· H.111: import the related definitions from LTE module
· H.124/125: We attempt to have descriptions related to need code OP. Ericsson volunteers to provide a first version. Determine offline. 
· E.068/69: discuss later based on contribution

· E.070: the proposed resolution is agreed.
· I.062: the proposed resolution is agreed, and we need to update in 36.306 as well. 

· H.112: the proposed resolution is agreed. 

· H.115: the proposed resolution is agreed. 

· N.15, H.79: No action. The configuration for SRB1 and SRB1bis is the same. 
· E.54: the proposed resolution is agreed. 

· H.116: Value in the default configuration is infinity. 
· H.117: the proposed resolution is agreed.

· H.119: the proposed resolution is agreed.

· E.075/076: discuss later based on contribution

· N.33: It shall be clear that LTE processing requirements do not apply to NB-IoT. 

· H.120: we add a new column for NB-IoT. We assume that 2 RLC-AM entities are used for SRB1 and SRB1bis. Number for DRBs is depending on UE capability (0, 1, 2). 
· The value for the periodic BSR timer in the default configuration is pp8
· The range for the periodic BSR timer shall be [pp2, pp4, pp8, pp16, pp64, pp128, infinity, spare]
· H.124: Both IEs shall have need code OR
· Revised in R2-164517
R2-164517
Review issue list for NB-IoT second round ASN.1 and RRC review
Ericsson, Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
· All RRC issues are closed
· Noted
Multi-carrier configuration, discussion spawned from RRC review discussion
· Neul think we need to determine other parameters than gap and bitmap for the nonAnchorCarrier configuration

· We discuss together with gap and bitmap configuration. 
· Neul report from the offline: There are agreements, but not yet clear which scenarios are applicable. Neul think RAN1 is discussing but there will probably not be an LS but a way forward etc agreed captured in R1 minutes. 
· Thu morning: We need further offline

· We assume that the possible combinations anchor / non-anchor are: [guardband/guardband, guardband/inband, inband/inband, inband/guardband, standalone/standalone], with the restriction that carriers are not more than 20MHz apart. 
Offline discussion outcome in R2-164510
R2-164510
Multi-carrier configuration 

Huawei
· Neul think we need to align naming, but except for this the proposal is ok.

· Intel think we should indicate need code OP in the condition and that what to assume at non-presence should be described in the field description of the IE. 

· Ericsson wonders if this is the same as was sent out. 
· Agree with this proposal to in-principle define what is the scenario-specific configuration (same PCI ind). Detail comments need to be addressed, which is done when integrating this into the main RRC CR. 
· noted
R2-164316
Inter-node messages in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2237
-
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
late
· Neul wonders if the paging info is only transmitted between eNB and MME, or if this is sent over the air. Nokia think that this information is needed, but only in the network. Ericsson confirms that this is only sent in the network. 
· Gemalto think that there is text on the handover use case in the text for NB-IoT. What is the target eNB. Ericsson think that this is mainly a consequence of fitting NB-IoT into the current sections.
· Vodafone would like to clearly separate the context fetch from handover preparation. NEC would like to use a new message, but if we use the same message it shouold at least be clear that for NB-IoT this is used for fetching of resume context rather then handover. QC also think that the use case for NB-IoT is different. Vodafone think that using handoverpreparation is acceptable. 

· Nokia think that AS-config need to be changed to AS-ConfigNB

· Nokia think that eNB is providing CE level information to the MME, but this is missing. Ericsson explains that this is covered in a different document. 
· Intel wonders whether we shall have the supported bandwidth for paging? Ericsson confirms that this is not applicable. 

· The use case for NB-IoT need to be breifly described. 
· We update the existing texts with applicability statements for NB-IoT. 

· Lots of detailed comments, provide offline to editor, 
· Revised 
CR update in R2-164398 (Ericsson)
R2-164398
Inter-node messages in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2237
-
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9 should not be used, use CarrierFreq-NB from the NB-ioT module instead. 

· “handover” is still used in several locations in the text. This should be replaced by something else (the proposed IE name is ok). 

· Editor will update the contents, check offline, and the contents will then be merged. 
· With these comments the contents is agreed

· Merged into the main RRC CR.
AS-NAS interaction

R2-163641
Resume failure and suspension maintenance indication
ZTE corporation
discussion
Not treated in NB-IoT session

R2-164242
Further consideration on DVI
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
· LG explains that the problem is that NAS doesn’t inform AS about the data volume. 

· Chair thinks that the 3GPP stack can be viewed as one entity, and that we only need to describe inter-TS-dependencies when there is logic defined in the different TSes for which the interction need to be defined, Neul agrees. 
· LG think that one solution is that NAS send the initial message to AS and the decision to send or not to send will be in the AS layer. 
· ZTE think NAS layer will know the size information so there is no problem. 

· No support. 

· Noted
R2-164243
LS on latest updates about Data Volume Indicator (DVI) for NB-IOT in RAN2
LG Electronics Inc.
LS out
Not treated
R2-164214
Normal data at RRC connection for mo-ExceptionData
NEC
discussion
· Intel is thinking CT1 is discussing this anyway. And RAN2 do not need to bring this up. Ericsson agrees. 
· We will not further discuss this. 

· noted
Specific Configurations
R2-164310
Maximum number of NPDCCH repetitions for paging
Ericsson
discussion
late
· ZTE wonders if the full range 1..2048 will be used. Ericsson think this can be useful. Huawei are ok with this .. 
· ZTE would like to check. 

· After offline ZTE are ok with the integer value range. 

· Chair wonders if we need to specify anything for multi-vendor interoperability for the case when the parameter has a value that can never be used over the Uu interface. 

· Samsung wonders if we ever would use a value that is not a power of 2. 
· A UEPagingCoverageInformationNB-r13-IEs is introduced in UEPagingCoverageInformation that can include up to 2048 NPDCCH repetitions
· The value range is INTEGER (1..2048) for NB-IoT.
· Add a explanatory note that this range allows also values that are not used for Uu configurations.

· noted
R2-164034
Email discussion report on [NB-IOT-AH#2] Multi-PRB configuration
Ericsson
discussion
result of email discussion [NB-IOT-AH#2]
· Huawei wonders if to update also stage-2

· QC think we should be consistent across specifications, and indeed update stage-2.  
· QC think that multi-carrier has a specific meaning and should not be used. 
P3
· QC think that the main point of having multi-PRB is for capacity expansion of a carrier/PRB, and that using this expansion PRB/carrier also as an anchor we’d need common channels also on this PRB/carrier. QC see no benefit of having a non-anchor carrier serve as an anchor for others. Mediatek agrees, and think the main point is the overhead of common transmissions. Huawei agrees, and think there may be RAN1 impact if we allow this. 
· Ericsson think that the subframes for common transmissions can be indicated as not available, and there is no impact on RAN1. Ericsson think that the load distribution in Idle mode is not good enough.
· Samsung support the Ericsson view. 

· ZTE think that there may be R1 impacts, so it is unclear if this is feasible at this point in time. Ericsson think this is a misunderstanding. 
Configurations, for GAPs and valid subframes bitmap

· Discussion on proposal in email-disc paper vs the proposal in therunning CR. 
· ZTE wonders for the E proposal what is the behviour. 
· We use the names “anchor carrier” and “non-anchor carrier” in the context of multi-carrier operations. 
· The PCI of a non-anchor carrier/PRB is always the same as its associated anchor carrier/PRB.
· A non-anchor carrier/PRB cannot serve as an anchor carrier/PRB with NPSS/NSSS/NPBCH/SIB1-NB for other UEs.
· noted
For Gap and valid sub-frame configuration for non-anchor-carrier discuss offline. 
· This discussion converged and input to RRC cr, 
R2-163634
Random Access for CIoT UP solution in MCO
Intel Corporation
discussion
· Ericsson think that R1 has made a decision but think that RAN2 need to discuss in detail how this shall work.

· We aim for the following: After RACH, when the UE was served on a non-anchor carrier, the UE will go back to the non-achor carrier where it was previously served. 
· noted
Huawei think this is quite complex. Huawei think R1 only considered PDCCH order, and R1 didn’t consider R2 impact. 

· Ericsson think we indeed can find a RAN2-only solution. 

Comeback: Way forward how this shall work in detail, and spec impact (Intel).
R2-164405 
Way forward RACH for MCO
Intel

· Ericsson thin that alt 3 doesn’t work. 

· Neul explains that alt 3 is only for PDCCH order. 

· Ericsson think that eNB do not know how to act if the UE comes from Idle. How can the network know whether the UE is accessing for PDCCH order or initial transmission 

· Vodafone are wondering what is the problem with alternative 1. 

· Ericsson think that alternative 1 just brings more overhead, compared to alternative 2.

· Ericsson think that we can go for alt 2, and just hard-code this behaviour in the TS. 

· QC think alt 2 works well. 

· Ericsson think there is no problem with search space, UE uses CSS on the anchor and continued to use the previously configured USS on the non-anchor. 

· NEC think that alt 2 has no impact on RAN1 regarding cross carrier scheduling. 
· Vodafone think that Alt1 would be the baseline as alt2 could be somewhat more complex for the eNB. Intel could accept alt 2. 

· We don’t go for alt 3
· We go for alt 2. 

· noted
Radio Link Failure
R2-163635
Radio Link Failure handling
Intel Corporation
discussion
P1
· Huawei think we can refer to common search space. Intel think we need to use USS. Mediatek agrees with Intel. 

· Neul wonders what is the impact to RRC. Probably no impact at all. 
· Intel think that RAN4 are already assuming this. 

P2/P3

· RAN2 already agreed this.

P3

· Samsung wonders if the lower values are really applicable.  

· As any NB-IoT UE is always configured with specific coverage enhanced level, radio link monitoring takes into account the maximum NB-PDCCH repetition value configured for the NB-PDCCH to be used by the UE. The value of the maximum number of repetitions for NB-PDCCH is configured via dedicated signalling (i.e. RRC Connection Setup or RRC Connection Reconfiguration) as part of the NB-PDCCH USS configuration
· Noted
R2-163679
Radio Link Failure
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
Proposal 4 remains
· Ericsson think we will get a R4 LS on this. 

· The value range of T310 needs to be extended for NB-IoT, e.g. ENUMERATED {ms0, ms200, ms500, ms1000, ms2000, ms4000, ms8000}. We reconsider this if we get an LS from RAN4. 
· noted
R2-163904
RLF in NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
· noted
Suspend Resume
R2-164159
Further aspects of RRC Resume
Ericsson
discussion
Revised in 
R2-164322
Further aspects of RRC Resume
Ericsson
discussion
P1

· The runing CR already allows this, so we consider this alrady agreed.
P6

· Intel asks for clarifications. Is the right action to release the UE. Chair think this is an a abnormal case that will happen very rarely.  
· Capture the protection of resume related RRC messages in the table in Annex A.6 in [3] as outlined in Clause 4 above.

· Agree on the proposed updates to 5.3.3.4a for the case where the check on the Integrity protection of the RRCConnectionResume message fails.
· Noted
R2-163683
Terminology for NB-IoT solution 18
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
Not treated
R2-163901
Content of the RRCConnectionResumeComplete message
Ericsson
discussion
P1 Covered in the ASN.1 review issue list
P2

· Neul think we should have this optional as there can be a combination of CP and UP solutinon. 

· Noted
R2-163640
Remaining issues for RLF 
ZTE corporation
discussion
· Ericsson think we should not change at this stage. 
· Intel and Ericsson think this would change the model for decision for suspension. 

· Noted
On definition of resume UE context, and the references to it in procedure text 
· Intel think we need further decisions
· Chair think we agreed at the Adhoc on a high level. 

· We need a stage-3 text proposal for NB-IoT. 

Stage-3 proposal offline (Ericsson). Offline discussion thursday Coffeebreak
· Offline was held and conclusion were made

· DRAFT text with marked changes to be provided, and merged with the main RRC CR. 
Access Barring
R2-163479
Procedure of Access Barring Check for NB-IoT
CATT
discussion
· Ericsson agrees with this. 

· Neul agrees with the first case but is not sure about the second one. 

· III wonders if NB-ioT can handle the case if UE only belongs to special AC class. Neul think this is not possible. A ue will always have a normal class as well. 
· Agreed, and we integrate the proposal into the RRC CR. 
· noted
Withdrawn:

R2-163676
36.331 Running CR to Capture Agreements on NB-IoT
Huawei
draftCR
36.331
13.1.0
-
-

result of email discussion [93bis#17][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number

R2-163677
36.331 Running CR including ASN.1
Huawei
draftCR
36.331
13.1.0
-
-

result of email discussion [93bis#17][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number

7.14.2.2
System Information

R2-164035
SI-message specific repetition levels for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
· ZTE wonders what is the status of R1 discussion on smal TBS. Ericsson think R1 is going for the Huawei proposal. ZTE point out that if the smaller TB sizes are covered by shorter transmissions there is less need. ZTE think that if we use similar sizes we get siilar code rates. 
· Intel confirms that RAN1 has agreed. 

· Mediatek support the proposal. 
For SI messages
· We confirm that if we have the additional smaller TB sizes we will have 8 TBS values {56 (2ms), 120 (2ms), 208 (8ms), 256, 328, 440, 552, 680}
· si-RepetitionPattern-r13 is indicated per SI-message in SIB1-NB.
· noted
R2-164118
Discussion on system information scheduling
ZTE Corporation
discussion
· Intel are concerned that a configuration may involve “spill-over” transmissions into another SI window. Intel think that we ned a rule that a UE shall not receive the last bundle if it spills over into another SI window. Huawei LG and Ericsson think this can be resolved by network configuration. 
· Intel think that in the worst case there will only be 2 available subframes per frame. ZTE think that anyway this can be handled by proper network configuration. 
· agree that option 2 is the correct interpretations

· the SI message transmission offset is a SI-Window offset
· Text proposal integrated offline, using the provided text as baseline. 
· noted
R2-163370
Applicability of Downlink Sub frames for Transmission
Gemalto N.V.
discussion
· Ericsson think it could be optional but don’t need to make this conditional. 

· Ericsson think this is clear today, and considers this a general tool.

· Neul indicates that according to RAN1 at least the 10ms bitmap shall be supported for stand-alone.

· Noted. 
Withdrawn:

R2-164300
[DRAFT] LS on TB sizes for SI-messages for NB-IoT (to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
Ericsson
LS out
result of email discussion  [NB-IOT-AH#1]
Rel-13
NB-IOT-Core
NOTE: withdrawn due to RAN2#94 Tdoc number allocated instead of NB-IoT AH#2

7.14.2.3
Idle mode procedures

36.304
R2-163870
Introduction of NB-IoT in 36.304
Nokia
CR
36.304
13.1.0
0311
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#11][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· LG want to point out that there is a typo in 5.2.8a “an” should be “a”. 
· Chair notices that there are still changes on changes .. 
· Nokia notices that the CR no need to be added. 

· Neul points out that there should be CR numbers in the other TSes list. 
· revised
Revision in R2-164399 (nokia). Availble Thursday morning. 
R2-164399
Introduction of NB-IoT in 36.304
Nokia
CR
36.304
13.1.0
0311
1
B
· Chair wonders if Headings can be changed in 3GPP TSes?
· The CR is agreed 
General
R2-163905
RRM issues in NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
P1: 

· We consider this already agreed. 

· noted
R2-163680
Discussion on Treselection
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
· noted
Discussion on two papers above
· Huawei think that Tevaluate = 2 DRX cycles. 
· Intel think we might need to wait for RAN4. Ericsson think we can decide. 
· Vodafone would like some smaller values possible for mobility.

· Intel think that measurements need to be taken over several subframes. 
· Nokia think that the min time interval can remain 1s as this is there mainly to prevent ping pong. 
· The Treselection range will be ENUMERATED {0, 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21}. Default value is 3. 
· The min time interval between two consecutive reselections can remain 1s.
· We assume that Treselection should be larger than Tevaluation. 
Withdrawn:

R2-163906
Temporary Qoffset in NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion

R2-163907
Temporary Qoffset in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.1.0
2179
-
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core

7.14.2.4
Paging
eDRX, discussion after eDRX decisions in the main session
· QC wonders if the proposal on the table means that we get alignment of paging occasions and PTW. Ericsson think yes. 

· Vodafone don’t like this, and would like to stick with the current solution. 

· Docomo think that different eNBs can have different default paging cycles. 

· Ericsson think that 1.28s is a value and granularity is not useful for NB-IoT in bad coverage. 

· Huawei think we also need to re-agree the value range. Ericsson agrees there is a problem with the initial agreement of 1.28 factor and the signalled 4 bits. 
· The signalled 4 bits x, where x is a range where the mapping is different per RAT. 
· We discussed that For NB-IoT, we use the same method to determine the PTW length as for LTE, i.e. a fixed factor is used and the PTW is x * the fixed factor, where For NB-IoT, the fixed factor is 1.28s
· ON the value range, QC wonders if we can have uniform distribution by reducing the 40.96 value. Ericsson explains that they would like to support 4 POs at a DRX cycle of 10.24s. 
· The possible value range should still result in PTW of 0 .. 40s
· The value range of PTW for NB-IoT is {0, 2.56, 5.12, 7.68, 10.24, 12.8, 15.36, 17.92, 20.48, 23.04, 25.6, 28.16, 30.72, 33.28, 35.84, 40.96} seconds
· Include these agreements in the LS to CT1 and R3 (Ericsson). We don’t need to see the LS in the NB-IoT session. 
R2-164406
eDRX in NB-IoT
Nokia
· Vodafone think we can have it optional for the UE but not for the network. 

· Intel think that indeed the function is optional on NAS level, and think that this flag is only for possible future disable, and would support this.  

· Ericsson would be fine to have this. 
· Ericsson think that the flag allows to support eDRX in the CN but only partially in the RAN.

· QC think that eDRX indeed is complex, but think that core network will be upgraded, and that eDRX is needed. QC think the on/off on TA level is sufficient, i.e. that we don’t need this flag. 

· Huawei think this is not needed, and think that NAS negotiation is sufficient. LG agrees. 
· Nokia explains that a target scenario is IoT, when UEs initially don’t implement this. QC think that this anyway need to be fixed. Vodafone think that the eNB is minimal. 
· Chair summary: Not much support

· noted
Also in main session:
R2-163790
Further Discussion on Idle Mode DRX
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
discussion
- LG indicates that this was not agreed in the main session and is not needed. 
- Intel think this was discussed and we don’t need this. 

- Samsung explains that the simulations have been comprehensive. 

· Noted
7.14.3
User Plane

7.14.3.1
MAC/RLC

36.321

R2-164036
Email discussion report on [93bis#12][NB-IOT] CR to 36.321
Ericsson
discussion
result of email discussion [93bis#12][NB-IOT]
· Noted

· H.002: Naming. Use existing names in 36.321. 
· H.011: Related to RV cycling, we need to introduce a consistency update based on 36.213.
· L.001: How to caputre non-usage of PBR. LG think we should discuss the intention. Chair think we simply only use the baseline logical channel prioritization, meaning that we have no rate dependent PBR priority, bucket handling etc. Ericsson didn’t consider the case of introducing PBR later. Vodafone think we should not prevent to support PBR in the future. 
· LG wonders if we need to specify behaviour for same priority UEs. Ericsson think no. 
· Intel would like to have another method than PBR = infinity. 

· H.002: We use existing names in 36.321. 

· We don’t use PBR for NB-IoT. 
How to model no-use of PBR in the TS, discuss offline.  
· Ericsson wonders if we can model non-usage of PBR in RRC instead of MAC by defining fixed parameter values there. Neul think this should be in MAC, for NB-IoT we don’t have these parameters in RRC.LG and mediatek would also like to specify in MAC. 
· In the offline it was agre that In logical channel prioritization we don’t use step 1 and 2 for NB-IoT, but only step 3, i.e. PBR is not applicable to NB-IoT. Ericsson would the TS rapporteur to check this. 
· In logical channel prioritization we don’t use step 1 and 2 for NB-IoT, but only step 3, i.e. PBR is not applicable to NB-IoT. 
H.011, H.013 Comeback (Ericsson) H.011 Related to RV cycling, we need to introduce a consistency update based on 36.213, H.013 related to R4 definition for PHR. 
- 
Ericsson indicates that the reference to R4 definition maybe not is ready at this meeting, but we can close the RAN2 work anyway. Huawei agree we can close the R2 work anyway. Ericsson think we can remove the subclause, and just refer to the TS. 
- 
THUS, maybe we need to later update the reference. 

· Resolution included in the MAC CR, reviewed with the MAC CR. 
R2-164298
Introduction of NB-IoT to 36.321
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.1.0
0883
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#12][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Neul explains that it would be preferable to have a separate section for RACH. Neul however think that the proposed text now is a lot clearer. 

· Intel support the proposal in the CR.  

· Huawei ask if CE level etc is only used in the context of RACH in TS 36.321. Intel wonders if a UE when he gets connected if RACH is needed to change CE level. Will the network configure CE levels. Ericsson confirms that UE will be configured but with repetition levels.
· Nokia observes that NB-IoT definition is different between dfferent TSes. 
· Chair think the definition of Data for DVI is strange. QC think we can just refer to data that is known to access stratum. LG think that data may be in the NAS layer. Ericsson indicates that the previous wording was different. 
· For strong overlap with other CRs we introduce an exact copy of the other CR and the NB-IoT addition, but care need to be taken e.g. both CRs has to be approved in the end.  
· One issue on bullet intentation in 5.1.2. To be corrected in the next update. 
· We use the existing section on RACH, and apply the suggested clarifications (in the CR) to understand what is meant by coverage level, CE level (or enhanced coverage level, as proposed in another CR for eMTC for 36.321) for the RACH procedure NB-IoT in TS 36.321. 
· We should have some explanation or definition what is en NB-IoT UE. 
· An NB-IoT UE is a UE that uses NB-IoT. This definition is introduced in all TSes using this term. 
· We use the definition of NB-IoT from the RRC TS is other TSes as well. 

· For the definition of data for DVI, we clarify, and avoid the reference to future established logical channels, 

· CR number should be added on the cover sheet. 
· revised
CR revision in R2-164396, incorporating agreements from this meeting and the comments above (Ericsson)
R2-164396
Introduction of NB-IoT to 36.321
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.1.0
0883
1
B
· General: there are several CRs for eMTC, Ericsson indicates that there are proposals in the main session to change the structure for RACH resource selection to align it better with NB-ioT (and LTE)
· Intel proposes that we can review preliminary merged CRs (inofficial). Ericsson think that clashes is normally resolved by the rapporteur, but this may be possible. 
· Huawei think that most eMTC CRs will not affect NB-IoT, and think this could be handled in CR implementation, or even at next meeting. 

TS comments

· 5.4.6 will not be included in the next revision

· 7.7: ref to RAN1 TS need to be added. 

· Contention resolution according to the latest agreements for MCO need to be updated (was not included in this version). 

· 6.1.3.10: small update to make clear that for resume also data associated to established logical channels. 

· Definitions: Intel think we may need to do some updates to the definition of drx inactivity timer. 
· 5.1.4: We should not refer to other CRs that are not directly related to changes for NB-IoT. 
· 5.4.3.1: add a “the” between “and” and “corresponding”
· 5.7: Huawei wonders if we need to clarify “if the PDCCH indicates a transmission for a NB-IoT UE”, e.g. add (DL, UL). Could be discussed offline. 
· Remove the changes-on-changes.  

· We endorse this version as a baseline, with the TS comments above. 

· revised
CR revision in R2-164416, addressing the TS comments above. 
R2-164416
Introduction of NB-IoT to 36.321
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.1.0
0883
1
B
· ZTE think “a PRACH resource is grouped into a CE level” is unclear. Ericsson wopuld like to keep this. 

· Intel think the mapping of the subcarrier index to ra-PreambleIndex is not clear. In 5.1.1 it seems possible to misunderstand that the subcarrier index is indicated by RRC.
· 3: Max to be removed in npdcch-MaxNumRepetitions and npdcch-MaxNumRepetitions-RA
· PDCCH period (pp): Refers to the interval between the start of two PDCCH occasions and depends on the currently used PDCCH search space [2]. For an NB-IoT UE, a timer duration is configured by upper layers in units of a PDCCH period. The calculation of number of PDCCH subframes for a timer is done by multiplying the number of PDCCH periods with npdcch-NumRepetitions-RA when the UE uses the common search space or by npdcch-NumRepetitions when the UE uses the UE specific search space
· Change “select the Random Access Preambles group and the PRACH resource corresponding to the selected CE level and, in case of NB-IoT, the support for multi-tone Msg3 transmission” into “select the Random Access Preambles group and the PRACH resource corresponding to the selected CE level and, in case of NB-IoT, additionally corresponding to the support for multi-tone Msg3 transmission”
· In RRC, we remove the definition of Pdcch period. 
· The agreements above supersedes other (previous) agreements on this. 
· Change “a PRACH resource is grouped into a CE level” to  “a PRACH resource is mapped into a CE level”
· In 5.1.1 text enhancement can be considered (by email or even later) to avoid the potential misunderstanding that the subcarrier index is indicated by RRC.
· Revised
· New version in R2-164518, including the agreements above, which is endorsed unseen
· Short Email for final review of R2-164518 
Particular issue: 

Ericsson explains that R1 has agreed to introduce a tone_index in PDCCH order R1-165652, which has impact on MAC. This would impact 5.1.1 and 5.1.2. There will not be an LS from R1 on this today. 

· Intel understands that a UE that receives this, still uses contention based RACH, but this would impact RACH resource selection for subsequent attempts, where this UE would keep the indicated resource. 
· We will implement support for the tone_index (according to way forward in R1-165652). 

· The UE will continue use the indicated subcarrier also for re-attempts. 
MAC General

R2-164161
UE Contention Resolution Identity MAC control element
Ericsson
discussion
· Agreed also for NB-IoT. 

· Noted
R2-163483
Subsequent BSR/PHR Transmission 
CATT
discussion
· P1: Intel and DT think we should not reopen the discussion on PHR for post-MSG3 transmissions.
· P2: Ericsson think that the table should be discussed based on other papers as well. We discuss this further after more presentations.  

· We don’t pursue PHR after MSG3 in Rel-13. 
· Reuse short BSR MAC CE for BSR signalling for subsequent data transmission.
· Noted
R2-163387
Short Packet Mode for DVI and RCL on UE
ASTRI
discussion
· The proposal is to have two modes for DVI, with one mode with better data size resolution for small packets. 
· Mediatek think we don’t need this, but should just define the tables carefuly. 
· Noted
RACH

R2-163638
Summary of email discussion [93bis#07][NB-IOT] RACH open issues
ZTE corporation
discussion
result of email discussion [93bis#07][NB-IOT]
P2: 
· Huawei think we should have the band_id. ZTE think the gain is rarely achieved, but introduces the problem that we cannot mulitplex RAR from different bands in the RAR. 
· Chair think there is a problem at the worst coverage, where there is only a single PDCCH opportunity in the window, and we then it is needed to multiplex. 
P3
· Fujitsu support the proposal to have a  coverage level/NPRACH resource indicator in RA-RNTI. 
· Huawei think UEs in different RACH coverage levels will monitor different search space and there will not be collisions. 
· Ericsson think this is useful when we configure multiple RACH resources, and there may be an overlap. 

· ZTE acknowledges that there may be an overlap but decoding will result in receive failure most of the times, and think that the possibility for real problems is very small. Mediatek agrees. Qualcomm think that in case this rare event happens, contention resoution will resolve the issue. CATT think that the gain is very limited. Nokia agrees. 
P4: 
· Mediatek wonders if we need a floor () function. ZTE think that all applicable SFNs are a multiple of 4. 

P5: 

· LG points out that this means that PRACH-period is now the granularity and the max time is now the backoff _parameter_value * PRACH_period_CELx. LG think we can just have a new table. Ericsson agrees. LG think that if we do this we can reuse the existing text. 
· Huawei think that the main benefit with PRACH period multiplication is to have more granularity.

· ZTE think that with this proposal we can have a simple list. ZTE think that the alternative is to not have any reference at all to PRACH period, but invloves to come up with a range that covers 100’s of ms up to 500s. 
· QC think that a multiplcation factor is better than having a larger table. 

· Huawei think we need > 16 values to cover the range. Ericsson wonders if we need 56 values. Ericsson think that 16 values would be sufficient. LG agrees. 
· Chair think that a flat table is simpler. QC think that there is also testing simplfications. 

· Huawei wonders how we can choose thes values? 
· The (mod operation based on the) maximum RAN Window Size (W) is removed from the RA-RNTI formula.
· A band indicator shall not be included in the RA-RNTI formula.
· A coverage level/NPRACH resource indicator is not included in the RA-RNTI formula.
· The RA-RNTI formula for NB-IoT is: RA-RNTI=1+SFN/4, with frequency information in the RAR and a RA-RNTI space of of 1~256
· We use the same method as for LTE for the BI values, i.e. a list of 16 values, that can be signalled, and the backoff time is not further dependent on PRACH period. 
· The Range of the backoff parameter value is 

0

2^8 = 256

2^9 = 512

2^10 = 1024

…
2^18 = 262144

2^19 = 524288
· noted
R2-163681
Random Access Procedure Remaining Issues
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
· Covered by previous
· Noted

R2-163871
Further details on RA procedure
Nokia
discussion
P1/P2: 
· Ericsson indicates that when CCCH is indicated by LCID the DVI/PHR CE is always included and this is already in the running CR. Already the assumption is that we use one MAC subheader.
· We confirm that we use only one MAC subheader for MSG3 for both CCCH and DVI/PHR, and this is already in the running CR. 
· noted
DRX
R2-164202
Reconsideration on drx-InactivityTimer for NB-IoT
LG Electronics Inc., Nokia, NEC
discussion

=>
Revised in R2-164307
R2-164307
Reconsideration on drx-InactivityTimer for NB-IoT
LG Electronics Inc., Nokia, NEC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, CATT
· Chair is wondering what is broken. LG think it is matter of battery consumption
· Ericsson think the main matter is of defining when to start the active time. Ericsson think that there is a risk that active time start too early but not likely, and don’t see a need for this. Mediatek agrees. 
· LG think the main point is to remove the condition when RTT timer and inactivitoy timer is running simlutaneously. Intel support the proposed changes. 
· Ericsson think that the blue line will always be 4ms. 

· Huawei don’t see the benefit and suggest to stop the discussion. 

· Nokia think we should start the inactivity timer when RTT timer has expierd. 
· Ericsson suggest that UE should start PDCCH monitoring at the first PDCCH occasion 4ms after HARQ feedback. 

· Docomo would like to keep the timers separate. 

· Vodafone would not like to optimize. 

· Nokia think that the UE should stop monitoring PDCCH when RTT timer starts, because for half duplex operation the UE cannot be scheduled anyway during this time. 
· Samsung think that the UE should stop monitoring the PDCCH once PDCCH has been successfully decoded. Nokia think this is the same point in time as when the HARQ RTT timer starts. 
· When UE need to continue PDCCH monitoring after a transmission, UE should start PDCCH monitoring at the first PDCCH occasion 4ms after HARQ feedback and/or PUSCH transmission, i.e. after RTT timer expiry. 
· Active time shall start at the point in time indicated above. 

· The UE should stop monitoring PDCCH when RTT timer starts.
· We keep the current timers, i.e. both inactivity timer and retransmission timer. 

· noted
R2-163851
Connected mode DRX for NB-IOT
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
P1: 

· Ericsson thikn that P2 and P3 is covered by previous agreement. 

· Ericsson wonders if the second part of P1 is needed, but agrees that there shall be alignment. 
· Ericsson think we can configure the DRX cycle + offset for UE such that it always coincides with the start of a PDCCH occasion.  
· The onDurationTimer is configured in number of PDCCH occasions. 
· noted
R2-164039
Connected mode DRX timers for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
· Huawei wonders if we change in general from PDCCH period to PDCCH Occasions. Ericsson think yes.
P3

· Chair wonders how to use the 8 bits. Ericsson think that even distribution is the target. 
· Ercisson explains that the value should be used with a factor that is dependent long DRX cycle. 
· Mtk supports this. 

P4: 

· ZTE point out that on duration shold not be longer then the DRX cycle. 

· Ericsson agrees but think this is a case of wrong configuration. LG agrees, and think we don’t need specific text in the TSes. 
P7: 

· Huawei think we don’t need to change this. LG want to review the text proposal instead. 

· The OnDuration periods should be aligned with the scheduling interval in NB-IoT (T) and the length of the long DRX cycle should be a multiple of T.
· Use the following long DRX cycles: sf256, sf512, sf1024, sf1536, sf2048, sf3072, sf4096, sf4608, sf6144, sf7680, sf8192, sf9216, spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1.
· Use 8 bits for specifying the OnDuration offset for any of the different long DRX cycles.
· The granularity is long DRX cycle / 256. 
· Use the following OnDurationTimer values: pdcch occasions {1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 16, 32 spare1}.

· Use the following drx-InactivityTimer values: pdcch occasions {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 16, 32}.
· We use Pdcch Occasions instead of Pdcch Period also for DRX retransmission timer and DRX UL retransmission timer. 
· noted
Check that ranges are ok with this change

· Mediatek think the range should be ok. Huawei confirms that the ranges are ok. 
· Chair think we should specify what is meant by these kind of units. ZTE agrees. ZTE think e.g. that PDCCH period as such is not mentioned in RAN1 specifications. Ericsson think we should use “T”.
Offline on Clarify the unit that is used for configuration 

R2-164410
Way Forward on PDCCH Occasions in NB-IOT

Mediatek
· Chair think we need to discriminate between the Start of timer and Duration of timer

· Ericsson think that duration is most important. Ericsson proposes that if the timer spans several then the UE can compensate. 
· Ericsson think that the network should configure such that start of timers start at the right points in time. 
· Huawei think there are two proposals on the table for the duration: pp, T, uss. 

· Mediatek think that pp could be ok. 

Chair summary: proposals are still not clear. Offline to continue. 
· Revised in R2-164412

R2-164412
Way Forward #2 on PDCCH Occasions in NB-IOT

Mediatek
P2

· Huawei think this is not a problem. Ericsson think this need to be specified, as this can happen and the problem could be significant for small values, e.g. the result could be that also for configured value 2 could give the result that still only one opportunity would be used by the UE.
· Huawei think that if a timer stops in the “middle” of a PDCCH occasion, the UE will likely fail to receive this. Ericsson think that to ensure certain number of PDCCH occasions is monitored then the network would then have to configure larger numbers then needed 
· Huawei could anyway accept this if Ercisson can find a good way to capture this. 
· We assume only MAC timers are affected by this. 
· We use the notation ppX, i.e. pp1, pp2, etc, where pp can be translated as “PDCCH Period”
· When the ending point of a MAC timer or window is within a PDCCH CSS/USS, it is automatically extended to the end of the CSS/USS.
· noted
R2-163639
Remaining MAC issues
ZTE corporation
discussion
· Noted
R2-163779
Connected Mode DRX Configuration for NB IoT
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
discussion
· Samsung think that the main pint is that the UE shall stop monitoring PDCCH when the PDCCH has been successfully decoded. 

· LG think that this is a small optimization, and think that the main impact is to stop the onduration timer. LG suggest that we don’t look at all small optimizations. 
· Samsung think that RAN1 has already agreed this.  

Discuss offline whether the UE shall stop monitoring PDCCH when the PDCCH has been successfully decoded (Samsung). 

· Some progress but not fully concluded. 

Round 2

· Samsung think that inactivity timer and retransmission timer should stop when PDCCH is received. 

· Samsung quotes RAN1 agreement that PDCCH need not be monitored from PDCCH reception and start of scheduled transmission. 

· Ericsson think that we need to implement the RAN1 agreement by defining timer behaviours such that the active time do not include this time, and the required change is the change of timers. 
· Samsung also think the onduration timer need to be stopped. Ericsson agrees. 

· Samsung wonders if the start condition need to change. Ericsson indicates that this is already changed for NB-IoT. 

· Intel wonders if the onduration timer can span several PDCCH occasions. Ericsson think that for further scheduling we rely on other timers, and that onduration is only for the first scheduling.
· We follow the RAN1 agreement such that the UE does not try to receive PDCCH when PDCCH is not sent. 
· Inactivity timer, UL retransmission timer and onDuration timer shall stop when PDCCH is received. 
· noted
Support for UL scheduling
R2-163678
UL Scheduling Remaining Issues
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
P1 is already agreed

P2 

· Ericsson think we should keep the flag. 

P3
· Ericsson want to add value infinity, and would like to have a few smaller values as well. 

· We confirm that sr-ProhibitTimer is not supported for NB-IoT and it can be removed from the RRC ASN.1.
· noted
Offline on Value range for logicalChannelSR-ProhibitTimer-NB-r13. FFS if the values of logicalChannelSR-ProhibitTimer-NB-r13 are enumerated as {pp20, pp40, pp64, pp128, pp512, pp1024, pp2560, spare}. Offline discussion (Neul). 
· Neul indicates that there was progress. The proposal is {pp2, pp8, pp32, pp128, pp512, pp1024, pp2560, spare}
· Ericsson want to replace pp2560 with pp2048
· logicalChannelSR-ProhibitTimer-NB-r13 value range is is {pp2, pp8, pp32, pp128, pp512, pp1024, pp2048, spare} (maybe pp need to be changed based on other agreements)

R2-164040
BSR and DVI for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
P1:

· LG think that we should use the existing short BSR format but could consider to change the value range. Huawei and Nokia agrees. ZTE. 
· CATT would like to keep legacy short BSR as it is, also including the value range

· Ericsson think we don’t need so many values. Not for mgs3 and not for subsequent transmissions. 

· LG wonders what is the benefit of a 4 bit BSR, when we could reuse the 8-bit BSR. Ericsson think that one benefit is to reuse the same table between BSR and DVI, and to have future extension possibility. 
· Ericsson think that we may need more information for UL scheduling in the next release. 
· Ericsson think that we will not use most of the code points if using the LTE BSR range. 

P4

· The value range of periodic BSR timer (periodicBSR-Timer) is part of offline discussion abive. 

P5 (applicable for DPI): 

· LG think we should have larger values. Larger than 1500 bytes, as SDU size is up to 1500 bytes. Docomo agrees. Huawei agrees.
· Ericsson think that there will be new BSRs. The max TB size is anyway around 125 bytes. 

· The format of LTE short BSR is reused, meaning that the BSR is 6 bits. 
· We use the LTE BSR range.  
· Use the smaller buffer size intervals as specified in table 1 for the DPR in NB-IoT. Add a couple of larger values, with the highest value meaning >= 1500 bytes. 
· noted
R2-163682
Discussion on DVI and BSR
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
· Noted 
R2-163852
NB-IOT MAC Issues on DVI and BSR
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
· Noted
36.322

R2-164283
Introduction of NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
36.322
13.1.0
0121
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#13][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Only t-reordering is an open issue
· Update other specs affeced on the cover sheet

CR revision in R2-164413, including agreements from this meeting (docomo). CB Thursday. 
THERE WAS a double tdoc number allocation (collision with tdoc 4401)

· Docomo explains that t-reordering do not need to be configured. Instead a new parameter “disableStatusReportSN-Gap”, is proposed to be configured. 
· Neul wonders what is the default value. Docomo think that the default is “not present”, i.e. status reports are enabled. Ericsson think it should be the opposite. Neul think that the default should be to not trigger such status reports. 
· Huawei think we should remove the details on the cover sheet to be consistent between the CRs. 

· The name of the new parameter should be “enableStatusReportSN-Gap”. Corresponding wording to be updated. 
· Remove the details on the cover sheet, to align with coversheet of the other CRs. 

· In 5.2.3, remove the redundant “.”
· In 4.4, remove ending s in “configurations”. 
· With these changes the CR is agreed. Final version in R2-164511. 
R2-164511
Introduction of NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
36.322
13.1.0
0121
-
B
· Agreed
RLC General

R2-163392
Email disc summary on t-Reordering for NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.
report
Re-submission of R2-163217; result of email discussion [93bis#08]
P1

· Ericsson want to have the possibility to disable RLC status reports at SN gaps, and point out that in most cases it is more efficient to only rely on polling, which will cause less status reports. 
· QC didn’t take part in the email discussion, but think that sending status report can be costly, especially for the case of multi-carrier, so QC would support the possiblity disable the SN gap trigger. Ericsson think that the issue is not related to the single-multi-carrier scenario. 
· Neul think we don’t need this status report trigger at all. Sony think this is true in most cases. 
· Docomo think that SN gap is due to ack-nack error. Docomo think that L1 should provide sufficient reliability so this doesn’t happen often. Ericsson think that in some sitautions, especially in bad coverage, the error rate is not always low, and that putting these requirements on L1 may be costly. 
· DT sympathises with Ericsson. Sony also think it should be possible to disable.
· Docomo think that there is TS impact, and docomo don’t want to fix it now. Ericsson agrees that there is TS impact, but compared to all other impacts it is small. 

· LG think that RLC status PDU shall be sent at ack-to-nack-error. Ericsson agrees and think that the last pdu poll will cover this. 
· Sony think that the poll in the last PDU is sufficient for most traffic cases, and think that the NB-IoT traffic is different from LTE. Sony also don’t think this is complex. 
· Docomo cannot agree to this change as we don’t have a draft CR, and think that the impact is large. Chair wonders whether enable/disable is simpler than [0ms, infinity].

· Fujitsu wonders whether we need to specify anything for the enable/diable descision.
· Huawei think we should have enable/disable. 
· Docomo think we can achieve the desired effect by logical channel SR prohibit. Ericsson think that then we need to set very long values. Docomo think this is no problem as the network can then poll by providing a blind UL grant. Huawei don’t want to connet these things. 
· It is common understanding that the value zero of timer means t-Reordering is started and expired immediately, i.e., does not mean timer never starts.
· RLC status reporting due to SN gap can be disabled for NB-IoT
· When Status report is triggered due to SN gap, the triggering is immediate, i.e. as if t-reordering is set to 0ms. There is no other configurability of t-reordering except 0 ms and possibly infinity, depending on the implementation of the agreements above. 
· noted
Timers
R2-164041
UP miscellaneous timers for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
P1 is discussed offline

P3: 
· Chair wonders why we have infinity. Isn’t this optional? Neul clarifies that it is conditional and always provided for setup for LTE. 
· The PDCP discardTimer valu range  {sf5120, sf10240, sf20480, sf40960, sf81920, infinity, spare2, spare1}.
· noted
Withdrawn:

R2-163393
Introduction of NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.
draftCR
36.322
13.1.0
-
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#13][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number

R2-164037
Introduction of NB-IoT to 36.321
Ericsson
draftCR
36.321
13.1.0
-
-

result of email discussion [93bis#12][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number

R2-164038
UE Contention Resolution Identity MAC control element
Ericsson
discussion
NOTE: R2-164038 is replaced by  R2-164161
7.14.3.2
PDCP

Output of email discussions:

R2-164297
Introduction of NB-IoT functionality to PDCP protocol
Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
CR
36.323
13.1.0
0171
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#14][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· One open issue on the max SDU size

· CR numbers for the affects specs to be added on the cover sheet. 

· Brackets etc should be removed. 

· revised
Revised in R2-164402 (QC), including agreements from this meeting. 
R2-164402
Introduction of NB-IoT functionality to PDCP protocol
Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
CR
36.323
13.1.0
0171
1
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei asks if cached AS context and its contents is what is agreed offline. 
· Intel think this should be aligned.
· Remove the highlighting. 
· Except this detail the CR seems agreeable

· revised
Revised in R2-164408 (QC), after the offline result on resume context, 
R2-164408
Introduction of NB-IoT functionality to PDCP protocol
Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
CR
36.323
13.1.0
0171
2
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· In 36.331, when triggering PDCP re-establishment at Resume, it shall be indicated/clear that “stored UE AS context is used”.
· In this CR, the definition of stored UE AS context shall be removed.
· Revised
· With this change the contents is agreed. Final version in R2-164515, agreed unseen
R2-164515
Introduction of NB-IoT functionality to PDCP protocol
Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
CR
36.323
13.1.0
0171
2
B

Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
R2-164308
Discussion on PDCP SDU Size
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul
discussion
late
· QC proposes 1600 octets in order to have some margin. 

· The maximum size of PDCP SDU and PDCP control PDU is 1600 octets in NB-IoT.
· noted
R2-164042
Email discussion report on [NB-IOT-AH#3] PDCP handling at Resume
Ericsson
discussion
result of email discussion [NB-IOT-AH#3]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· QC think that data being kept in buffers at suspend would be an abnormal case. 
· In the current running RRC CR re-establishmnet is not covered at all.
· We confirm that During suspend-resume RLC and PDCP will be re-established
· At RRC suspend RBs are suspended, and at RRC Resume RBs are resumed. 

· PDCP is re-established at RRC resume. 

· RLC is re-established at RRC resume.
· noted
R2-164043
Draft CR to 36.331 for updates related to RRC suspend/resume
Ericsson
draftCR
36.331
13.1.0
-
-


Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: No intension to submit to RAN plenary
· Ericsson point out that there are two proposals, re-establishment and resume suspend of bearers. 
· Huawei want to re-establish both RLC and PDCP at resume. Huawei and Nokia think that all DL data will have been acknowledged when suspend happens. Intel agrees. 
· All companies seem to agree that re-establishment shall be done. 

· Huawei think we should only cover the simple scenarios. Ercisson don’t think there is a complexity difference

· Relevant parts are merged into the main RRC CR
R2-164044
Draft CR to 36.323 for introducing RRC suspend/resume
Ericsson
draftCR
36.323
13.1.0
-
-


Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: No intension to submit to RAN plenary
· Intel think we should consider to not mention RRC resume
· With the agreements above the new section 5.x is not needed. 
· Agree that the actions in the CR above shall be done, if no improvements to the text are found needed, we use the text in the CR. 
Determine offline improvements for the split RRC/PDCP and the resulting CR text – resolved. 
· Relevant parts are merged into the main RRC CR
Withdrawn:

R2-163880
Introduction of NB-IoT functionality to PDCP protocol
Qualcomm Incorporated (Rapporteur)
draftCR
36.323
13.1.0
-
-
B
result of email discussion [93bis#14][NB-IOT]
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
NOTE: Wrong Tdoc type used. It should be the type 'CR' with new Tdoc number
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