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7.4
WI: Further LTE Physical Layer Enhancements for MTC

(LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-13; started: Sep. 14, closed: Mar. 16, WID: RP-150492)
Incoming LS
R2-1700706
LS on RSRQ measurement for cell reselection (R4-1610995; contact: Huawei)
RAN2
LS in
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core 
- Huawei think there is no need to modify anything in R2. 

- Intel assumes this is just for BL UEs, not non-BL UEs in CE. Huawei agrees. 
- Nokia wonders how UE treats RSRQ thresholds when the UE do not support RSRQ. 

- Ericsson thinks we should clarify, either in 36.300 or in stage-3. 
- Huawei think the need for clarification is low, and it happens often that R4 doesn’t specify support for features that are supported in signalling. Huawei could be ok to clarify in Stage2. Nokia are ok to clarify. 
· We make a clarification in 36.300

· Noted

7.4.1
Control Plane
R2-1701078
Reconfiguration between CE mode A or B and normal coverage
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· LG agrees with the proposal but wonders how eNB can know CE level without RACH. Ericssson think this is possible by CSI. 

· Intel wonders if we need to describe the intended procedure in some way. Ericsson has no strong opinion. Docomo would like to clarify in stage-2 as well.  

· ZTE and LG think that observations go beyond the proposal and is confusing. Chair clarifies that we only attempt to agree Proposal 1.  

· ZTE wonders if the intention is that Proposal 1 resolves all technical issues mentioned in the paper. Ericsson think that other issues don’t require specification change. 

· P1 is Agreed
R2-1702101
Reconfiguration between CE mode A or B and normal coverage
Ericsson
DraftCR
36.300
13.4.0
xyzw
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Nokia wonders if we should mention reconfiguration between Mode A and Mode B, and wonders whether “intra cell handover” is clear. Ericsson think we don’t need to do this by intra-cell handover, but it can be done by normal reconfiguration. With these explanations Nokia are ok
· Contents agreed
· Updated with CR number and Rel-14 shadow (rev 0)

· Revised 

R2-1702119 
Reconfiguration between CE mode A or B and normal coverage
Ericsson
DraftCR
36.300
13.6.0
0978
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1702120
Reconfiguration between CE mode A or B and normal coverage
Ericsson
DraftCR
36.300
14.1.0
0979
A
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed

R2-1701079
Providing SIB1-BR via dedicated RRC signalling
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2575
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· QC think that the cover-sheet need to be updated to capture what happens when this is not supported, but there is no need to introduce a UE capability etc. 
· Update coversheet

· Revised
R2-1702100
Providing SIB1-BR via dedicated RRC signalling
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2575
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701080
Providing SIB1-BR via dedicated RRC signalling
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2576
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702102
Providing SIB1-BR via dedicated RRC signalling
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2576
1
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701166
Clarification on the configuration of the extended values for nB 
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2586
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· LG think SI message should be changed to system information block type 2. Intel think this is clear already and the remaining clarification relates to the SI message. 
· agreed
R2-1701167
Clarification on the configuration of the extended values for nB 
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2587
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed
R2-1701168
Clarification on the support of FGI 42 for category M1 UE 
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2588
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed
R2-1701169
Clarification on the support of FGI 42 for category M1 UE 
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2589
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed

R2-1701265
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2602
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· LG wonders if the UE will not follow the dedicated configuration for frequency hopping regardless the broadcast information. 
· After offline check Nokia confirms that there is no dedicated configuration so the CR is needed, however the cover page need updates

· Update cover page
· Revised

R2-1702121
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2602
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· The other specs affected should be ticked in the “no”-box

· Revised in R2-1702139 (rev 2)
R2-1702139
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2602
2
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed (unseen)
R2-1702122
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2603
1
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised in R2-1702140 (rev 2)

R2-1702140
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2603
2
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed (unseen)
 R2-1701266
Correction on mpdcch-pdsch-HoppingConfig
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2603
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
R2-1701491
Correction to repetition values for PUCCH
Sony, Sierra Wireless, Virtuosys
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2630
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· This parameter is determined by R1. Sony clarifies that there is also a Sony contribution in R1. Intel suggest we wait for R1 treatment 
· Intel also think we need to discuss the CR contents

· QC agrees with Intel and think we need to discuss UE capability and backwards compatibility.
· Moved to Rel-14 feMTC

· Not pursued 

R2-1701492
Correction to repetition values for PUCCH
Sony, Sierra Wireless, Virtuosys
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2631
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Not pursued
R2-1701579
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· KDDI would like to postpone P1, due to concerns on backwards compatibility. Nokia agrees and wonders what a eNB that do not support this would do?

· Ericsson clarifies that the UE would only use the new indication if in BL operation. QC also think compatibility is not a problem, but maybe need to be clarified in a TS. Ericsson think that we have already use the proposed mechanism and there were no concerns earlier. Nokia could be ok to introduce this if also the compatibility assumptions are somehow captures. Intel think that the proposal is that also the assumptions on the TBS are changed. 
· Sequans wonder if we can use the LCID of cat0 indication, i.e. used in conjunction with knowledge that the UE is in enahced coverage. Ericsson think we should treat cat 0 and UE supporting FH separately.
· Vodafone supports P1. 

· Nokia can agree to P1 under the additional condition that the UE knows this is supported by the network. 

· LG think we shouldn’t agree until the whole mechanism is understood.
· Chair Tentative agreement: A supporting (fully tested) UE uses specific LCID value when using PRACH resources for BL UEs and UEs in CE, and if the UE knows that this is supported by the network.

· Ericsson reports that a small offline (offline discussion 103) was held, and confirms that the CRs was written assuming all eNB implement this. 2 solutions were discussed: 
· UE condition to signal this could be based on exsiting SIB contents (freq hopping parameters), or

· UE condition to signal this could be based on new SIB contents. 
· Ericsson point out that the current SIB configuration is both for common and dedicated channels and it is not clear if they always can be used as such condition (for unicast fh).
· Nokia think that indeed a condition is needed, and state that a separate indication is needed. 

· Nokia promises to check, and remove the condition bit if deemed acceptable before final CR approval.
· We include a new broadcast condition bit, controlling whether UE may send the IOT indication or not, in the CRs. 
R2-1701580
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2640
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702123
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2640
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Ericsson asks nokia if the broadcast bit is really needed. Nokia confirms. 

· agreed

R2-1701581
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2641
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· revised

R2-1702124
 IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2641
1
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed (unseen)

R2-1701582
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.306
13.4.0
1418
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· CR category is missing

· Revised

R2-1702125
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.306
13.4.0
1418
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701583
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1419
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702126 
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1419
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· Agreed (unseen)

R2-1701584
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1013
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702143
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1013
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed (unseen)
R2-1701585
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1014
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· revised
R2-1702144
IOT indication for unicast MPDCCH/PDSCH/PUSCH frequency hopping
Ericsson, Qualcomm, Verizon. AT&T, Sony
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1014
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· Agreed (unseen)

R2-1701702
Clarification on S-criteria for enhanced coverage in idle mode
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2650
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Intel think that CE mode A can be used with the normal coverage S-threshold broadcast in the BR SIB. QC think that also in the BR SIB we need to provide information what is normal coverage. Intel think that the normal S threshold can be set differently in the normal SIB and in the BR SIB. QC think that BL UEs can then not determine what is “normal coverage” properly. 
· Chair think that in that case you will have the problem for UEs supporting only normal coverage. 

· QC think that Intel aims to redefine the S threshold for normal coverage in the BR SIB to be a CE mode A S threshold.

· Samsung agrees with the problem and think that we indeed should try to do a minimal solution, and think that the proposed solution works.
· There is a suitability check problem for UEs only capable of CE mode A, if the CE S threshold(s) of the cell is configured to be in the coverage range of CE mode B. 
· Intermediate report: Intel reports that this has been discussed by email. 

· Concerns expressed:

·   BL UEs may not support CE-mode A

·   If we go acc to the proposal, there is a problem that CE-mode A considers itself to be in normal coverage, and e.g. means that such UE will do priority based reselection rather than ranking. 
· Intel think that most companies want no signalling change (except Nokia and Samsung). 
· Qualcomm think that maybe RACH is treated differently in Normal coverage and enhanced coverage. Intel think that there is no problem for RACH, and the only problem is for cell reselection. Qualcomm has a different understanding. 
· Intel think that the early UEs only support CE mode A and we need a good solution for those. 

· Nokia wonders what could be the alternative solutions.

Report 2 from offline: 

· Consequences has been discussed offline. Intel indicates that the possible consequence is that a UE is stuck out of service. SA2 are working on this and will require a fix. 

· 3 solutions has been discussed. 

· 1: as in the Intel contribution, CE mode A UE uses normal S-criteria, CE-Mode B UE uses CH S-criteria
·    Possible consequences is that Mode A UE would not do ranking based cell reselection in CE. 

·    Non-BL UE would not be able to do RACH if in CE. 

· 2: CE mode A UEs would use the PRACH RSRP level of level 1 to be use to determine suitability. 
·    Consequence is that UEs would need to read SIB2 to determine suitability. 

· 3: Introduce a new S-criterion for CE-mode B UEs, use the existing S-criterion for CE Mode A. 
· 4: Introduce a new S-criterion for CE-mode A UEs, use the existing S-criterion for CE Mode B (ZTE).

· Intel indicates that there seems to be support for solution 3. Nokia indicate that solution 3 would be ok also for them. 
· Nokia wonders what cell reselection would be used in the CE mode A region. Intel assumes that ranking would be used there. Sony agrees and think there is no impact to ranking. 

· ZTE think that a consequence is that legacy CE mode B UEs cannot use CE mode B. Another possible option is to have a new S-criterion for CE-Mode A
· Ericsson think that the solution 3 is the best solution. 

· A side effect of solution 3 is that legacy UEs supporting CE-mode B will not be able to use CE mode B. Assumption for solution 3 is that there are no UEs supporting CE-Mode B in the market yet. 

· Introduce a new S-criterion for CE-mode B UEs, use the existing S-criterion for CE Mode A. 

CRs: Revision of 36.331 CRs in R2-1702283/84. New CRs for 36.304 in R2-1702285/xx (ask CR no from secrtary), offline discussion no 131
R2-1702283
Clarification on S-criteria for enhanced coverage in idle mode
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2650
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Same comments as for the 36304 CR below
R2-1701703
Clarification on S-criteria for enhanced coverage in idle mode
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2651
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702284
Clarification on S-criteria for enhanced coverage in idle mode
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2651
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised
R2-1702285
Clarification on S-criteria for enhanced coverage in idle mode
Intel Corporation
CR
36.304
13.x.0
xyzw
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Cover sheet should indicate that the impacted functionality is for CE mode B, and compatibility statement should be updated. 
· Should cover the case also that the cell only broadcast one set of thresholds (support only CE mode A). 
· Need to be revised
· Email discussion on checking and final updates of the CRs (36.304, 36.331, Rel-13 and Rel-14), and a LS out to SA2 and RAN4 attaching the CRs to the LS. 

R2-1701790
Clarifications on reselection for eMTC
Sequans Communications
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0355
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core 
· Huawei think that this text is contentious, has been discussed many times, and should not be changed, e.g. there is no need to refer to sections. 
· Nokia think that the original text is not very good and support this or similar enhancement. QC agrees. Ericsson agrees. 
· Chair point out that “enhanced coverage” is well defined and used in many places in different specifications.
· Huawei think that for the first change, there is no reference to the section because the section describes also other methods of cell reselection. It need to be clear that only ranking is supported in enhanced coverage.

· After offline: Sequans report that this has been discussed offline and there is a new proposal on the table.  
· Revised

R2-1702127
Clarifications on reselection for eMTC
Sequans Communications
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0355
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core 
· Huawei can agree to the second and third change but think the text for the first change must remain as it mentions S criterion with enhanced coverage. 
· Nokia think that the first change is the most important one and is correct. Ercisson agrees.
· Qualcomm think we should not use the word access, but just refer to UEs in enhanced coverage. Nokia agrees. 

· There seems to be agreement how the UE behaves. Should be possible to agree on wording. 
· Offline continued work

· Revised
R2-1702141
Clarifications on reselection for eMTC
Sequans Communications
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0355
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core 
· Huawei cannot accept this CR .. but are finally willing to compromise
· Agreed

R2-1702142
Clarifications on reselection for eMTC
Sequans Communications
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0358
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed (unseen)
R2-1701891
Clarification for Hashed_ID
Qualcomm Inc.
discussion
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Example in section 4 is correct. 
R2-1701871
Clarification for Hashed_ID
Qualcomm Inc.
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0356
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Docomo would like to clarify further in the CR, e.g. clarify when the calculation of Y2 is done. 
· Docomo think we don’t need to refer to an ITU document as this could cause confusion. 

· Docomo would like to add the example from the discussion doc into an Annex. 

· Huawei agrees with all the comments from Docomo, and that there is a difference between FCS and CRC, and in principle we don’t need the description on Y1 calculation (for a CRC). 
· Huawei think it should be clearer what is the initial configuration for the CRC calculation. 
· QC think we need the Y1 calculation, Docomo agrees.
After 1 round of offline

· Qualcomm wonders why Huawei want to remove the Y1 computation. Huawei think that it is sufficient to refer to CRC-32, but could provide better feedback tomorrow. Huawei would be ok with the revision draft provided by docomo. 

· If draft seems agreeable, also Rel-14 shadow should be provided

· Offline continuation

· Revised
R2-1702128
Clarification for Hashed_ID
Qualcomm Inc.
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0356
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed

R2-1702129
Clarification for Hashed_ID
Qualcomm Inc.
CR
36.304
14.1.0
xyza
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701895
Clarification for pucch-NumRepetitionCE-format2-r13 for CE mode B
Qualcomm Inc.
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2670
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed
R2-1701897
Clarification for pucch-NumRepetitionCE-format2-r13 for CE mode B
Qualcomm Inc.
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2671
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· agreed

R2-1701925
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2674
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Intel think we should indicate for the legacy field that it is not applicable for BL UEs and UEs in CE. LG support both the tdoc and Intels comment. 

· Ericsson wonders if we use Not applicable wording. 

· Revised
R2-1702103
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2674
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Intel think it should be added that the UE shall ignore the legacy IE when the extension IE is present. Huawei agrees. 

· Revised
R2-1702130
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2674
2
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701926
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2675
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Revised

R2-1702104
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2675
1
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· Revised
R2-1702131
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2675
2
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed

Late

R2-1702046
Discussion on RAR reception window for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· ZTE think this has impact on RA-RNTI calculation. 

· Huawei indicates that they forgot to provide the CR for 36.321

· Sequans would like more time, and are concerned about bw compatibility, 

· Ericsson don’t want to agree until all CRs are available. 

· LG wonders what would be the impact on RA-RNTI. 
· Chair wonders if we should go this way, provided that we can find a solution for RA-RNTI etc. 

· QC think we need to better understand the problem. 

· Sony think that the proposed solution is not backwards compatible.
· Can come back at a later meeting. Seems that companies need more time. 

· noted

R2-1702044
Extension of ra-ResponseWindowSize for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2687
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· not pursued
R2-1702045
Extension of ra-ResponseWindowSize for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2688
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· not pursued
7.4.2
User Plane
R2-1702014
Correction on RV setting for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1030
F
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· LG think that removing the sentence will cause confusion and would like to keep it and we could instead add the text for retransmissions. Ericsson would be ok to remove. LG think that the procedure text should be clear. 
Offline: remove the inconsistency
· Huawei have discussed offline and think the offline agreement is to go for the proposed CR, 

· The coversheet need to be updated (WI code)

· Only Rel-14 is needed as Rel-13 change is covered bu another CR. 

· Agree the contents, update the cover sheet

· Revised
R2-1702132
Correction on RV setting for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1030
1
F
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· Agreed

R2-1701404
Clarification on DRX handling for eMTC and NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.,  LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1001
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, NB_IOT-Core

moved to 7.4.2 from 7.4

· Huawei support this. Ericsson also. 
· Sequans are concerned that the previous text can also refer to e.g. timer expiry which is not related to received PDCCH. Sequans would like to have more time. 
· QC think we are not solving a significant problem, this is more of a clarification.
· Ericsson think we are solving the problem that search space can be interpreted in two different ways

· We move the text in the note to a normative text. 

· We make clarifications to avoid the “search space” ambiguity. 

· Discuss offline the detailed wording

· Revised
R2-1702247
Clarification on DRX handling for eMTC and NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC.,  LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1001
1
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, NB_IOT-Core

· Agreed
R2-1701405
Clarification on DRX handling for eMTC and NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC., , LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1002
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, NB_IOT-Core
moved to 7.4.2 from 7.4

· Revised
R2-1702248
Clarification on DRX handling for eMTC and NB-IoT
NTT DOCOMO INC., , LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1002
1
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, NB_IOT-Core

· Agreed
Late:
R2-1702037
Discussion on RAR reception window for eMTC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

· LG think we need more time to think about this and proposes to postpone discussion to next meeting. 

· ZTE think that CE level and A and B are different purposes (A and B also includes the size condition), and that both should be supported. Intel agrees. 
· Companies are encouraged to think about this.
· postponed  

R2-1702038
CE level selection at contention resolution failure - Alt1
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1031
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

R2-1702039
CE level selection at contention resolution failure – Alt2
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1032
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core

R2-1702040
CE level selection at contention resolution failure - Alt1
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1033
A
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core 
R2-1702041
CE level selection at contention resolution failure – Alt2
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1034
A
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· 4 CRs above postponed  

Not available: 

R2-1701415
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2620
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
R2-1701416
Correction of pusch-hoppingOffset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1004
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Cor
R2-1701923
Correction on RV setting for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1027
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
R2-1701924
Correction on RV setting for eMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1028
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
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
Incoming LS
R2-1700719
Reply LS on Multiple bearer capability handling independent of CIoT user plane optimization (S2-170518; contact: Qualcomm)
SA2
LS in
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
- Nokia wonders if a UE that uses the CP solution in connected mode, shall support security for the setup of DRBs.

- Ericsson point out that R2 has always had the assumption that a NB-IoT UEs supporting DRBs always also support suspend/resume
- Huawei think we should follow the SA2 decision. 

· Noted 
7.14.1
Control Plane
UP data transfer without CIOT UP optimization
R2-1701002
Alignment of RAN2 specification with CT1/SA2 on control plane, user plane and user plane optimisation 
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
discussion
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Ericsson think that we shouldn’t agree on any changes but send an LS instead to CT1 that a UE need to support also CIOT UP optimization if the UE support S1-U data transfer. LG agrees. ZTE agrees, and have concerns that there may be more work.
· Vodafone wonders what is the reason for the split of capabilities, and would suggest that R2 don’t do this, but instead send an LS .. 
· Chair think this can be done already today and suggest that we just agree to the clarifications that remove the inconsistencies in our TSes. Huawei and Sequans also agrees that we should follow the SA2 decisions. 
· Ericsson think it can be acceptable to treat CRs for endorsement for later decision at RP. 

· We Technically endorse CRs to introduce the clarifications that remove the inconsistencies in our TSes w.r.t. the SA2 LS. Leave final decision to RAN plenary. 
R2-1701138
Correct that in NB-IoT PDCP linked to support of S1-U data transfer
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
13.6.0
0962
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· LG would prefer to use the naming “S1-U data transfer without CIOT UP optimization”. Huawei point out that SA2 has already chosen a name. 
· Technically Endorsed
R2-1701139
Correct that in NB-IoT PDCP linked to support of S1-U data transfer 
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0963
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Technically Endorsed

R2-1701159
Support of multiple DRBs for S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.306
13.4.0
1409
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Technically Endorsed

R2-1701160
Support of multiple DRBs for S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1410
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Technically Endorsed

R2-1701161
Indication of S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2581
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei think that for LTE it is already clear that S1-U is supported. 
· Nokia think that also the second change, changes the eNB capability knowledge for the UE, such that the eNB doesn’t know if to release or suspend. Huawei think that suspend is anyway triggered by MME. 
· Huawei think that also the second change is not needed.  

· The first change is not needed

· revised
R2-1702105
Indication of S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2581
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Technically endorsed
R2-1701162
Indication of S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2582
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702106
Indication of S1-U data transfer
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2581
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Technically endorsed

R2-1701000
draft Reply LS on Multiple bearer capability handling independent of CIoT user plane optimization 
QUALCOMM INCORPORATE
LS out
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Not treated
Other
R2-1700900
Correct to CP only mode support in NB-IoT
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
13.6.0
0929
2
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Ericsson think that it is strange that the definition explains what it means when an option is not supported. Maybe better in procedure text
· Huawei supports this CR, and think the text becomes very compact like this.
· Intel think that the text is not fully correct. 

· Revised
R2-1702117
Correct to CP only mode support in NB-IoT
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
13.6.0
0929
3
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
R2-1700901
Correct to CP only mode support in NB-IoT
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0950
2
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702118
Correct to CP only mode support in NB-IoT
QUALCOMM INCORPORATED
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0950
3
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701011
Correction for MAC SDU and PDU for BCH in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
13.4.0
0093
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei would like to slightly reword the note

· Revised

R2-1702107
Correction for MAC SDU and PDU for BCH in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
13.4.0
0093
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Nokia point out that eNB is used in the text elsewhere in the TS. Intel point out that Node B is used in the figures which is an old inconsistency. 

· Agreed
R2-1701012
Correction for MAC SDU and PDU for BCH in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0094
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised
R2-1702108
Correction for MAC SDU and PDU for BCH in NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0094
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701013
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
13.4.0
0095
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701014
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0096
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701015
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0343
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701016
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0344
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701017
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.4.0
0993
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701018
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
0994
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701019
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.322
13.2.0
0126
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701020
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.323
13.4.0
0187
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
R2-1701021
Correction on channel bandwidth definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.323
14.1.0
0188
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Above 9 CRs are agreed

R2-1701170
Miscellaneous corrections to NB-IoT
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2590
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 
· Huawei point out that we don’t use suffixes in 36.331 procedure text, except when absolutely needed. 

· Revised

R2-1702109
Miscellaneous corrections to NB-IoT
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2590
1
D
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 
· Category was changed from F to D
· Huawei think that NS-PmaxList-NB should be NS-PmaxList as we also try to not use suffixes for IE names in field descriptions. 

· Agreed
R2-1701171
Miscellaneous corrections to NB-IoT 
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2591
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised
R2-1702110
Miscellaneous corrections to NB-IoT 
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2591
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
R2-1701393
Correction on the UE AS context handling
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2617
F
Rel-13
TEI13, NB_IOT-Core
· Ericsson think the corrections are correct but not sure if it is needed. 
· Nokia think that the CR is wrong wrt RRC connection reject with suspend indication. 

· Huawei also think that the CR needs modification, e.g. more things need to be released at the fallback situation, e.g. DRB. 

· postponed

· [NB-IoT] Email discussion on UE AS context handling, for next meeting (HTC)

R2-1701394
Correction on the UE AS context handling
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2618
A
Rel-14
TEI13, NB_IOT-Core
· postponed
R2-1701419
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Vodafone think this is needed. 
· QC think that RAN4 should decide on the range. Nokia agrees, and think that the value range should be extended. 

· Huawei suggest we should do the change in signalling without R4 involvement, because it is urgent.  

· Agree to extend the range
R2-1701420
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2621
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei indicate that they have not checked if the extension suffix is correct or not acc to LTE ASN.1 rules. 

· QC point out that when the new IE is used, the legacy IE shall be set to its minimum value. Huawei agrees
· QC think that we could use another bit and increase the range even further, just to be safe, now when not involving R4, i.e. the signalled IE value range would be 1..16. 

· Revised

· Send an LS to R4, on Extension of QRxLevMin value range
R2-1702111
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2621
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Ericsson think we should revert to the previously proposed range 1..8 and that this would be sufficient, if wrong we could extend again. Huawei agrees. 

· Nokia wonder if we will send an LS to R4. Intel confirms this is the intention, 

· QC would prefer the wider range but could accept the narrower range. 
· The changemark on the coverpage should be removed

· Revised

R2-1702133
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2621
2
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1701421
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2622
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702112
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2622
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702134
Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2622
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1702135   Draft LS on Extension of QRxLevMin value range
Huawei

LSout
· Qualcomm think that the values provided may be misleading. 
· Huawei think that it is anyway clear by attaching the CR. 

· Change the range, remove change-marks 
· With these changes the LS is Approved, final version in R2-1702138 
R2-1702138   LS on Extension of QRxLevMin value range
RAN2

LSout

· Approved
R2-1701422
Clarification on prioritization of multiple Pmax values
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2623
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 
· LG support this and think it is correct. 

· Agreed

R2-1701423
Clarification on prioritization of multiple Pmax values
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2624
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed
Moved here from 8.11.2: 

R2-1701890
Correction of IE name for NB-IoT
LG Electronics Finland
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2668
F
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei already explained that suffixes like –NB are only used in procedure text when absolutely needed, i.e. used to as little extent as possible. 

· Not pursued

R2-1701892
Correction of IE name for NB-IoT
LG Electronics Finland
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2669
A
Rel-13
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Not pursued

Withdrawn: 
R2-1702033
Extension of timer T311 value range for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core

7.14.2
User Plane
R2-1700762
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2561
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 
· CR number and other details are wrong, need to be fixed. 

· Huawei think that this CR is not needed. When the UE change coverage level the UE should reselect but not otherwise. 
· LG think that the intention is good but the CR need to be corrected, in the else branch, when MSG3 is being retransmitted it seems that an NB-IoT UE anyway selects the same group. 
· Huawei are not sure that the second change is needed. 

· Revised

· Agree on the intention to reselect group when coverage level is changed
R2-1702113
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.4.0
xxxx

F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 

· CR number(s) for 36.321 is needed, cover sheet update
· LG to check, still not sure that the UE doesn’t execute statements that say that the same preamble group shall be selected. Chair comments that if problems are found the CR can still be changed during the meeting. 

· Contents agreed

· Cover sheet update needed, request corrected tdoc allocation with CR number from secr
· Revised 
Revisions in R2-1702136/37
R2-1702136
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1036
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1700763
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2562
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702114
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2562
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core

· Revised
R2-1702137 
Preamble group selection after contention resolution failure
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1037

A
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1701417
Clarification on Logical Channel Group Id for Nb-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1005
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· LG think that any value would work, but would be ok to specify zero. 

· Agreed
R2-1701418
Clarification on Logical Channel Group Id for Nb-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1006
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1701455
Clarification on DPR MAC CE
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1008
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 

· Ericsson and Huawei think that BSR can never be sent with CCCH, there is anyway not space. Ericsson further think that if BSR culd be sent it would be ok to send it, even though it is not bitcount optimal 
· Ericsson think we should remove “For NB-IoT”
· Agree the first change, with removal of “For NB-IoT,”
· Revised
R2-1702115
Clarification on DPR MAC CE
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1008
1
F
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core 

· agreed
R2-1701456
Clarification on DPR MAC CE
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1009
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core
· Revised

R2-1702116
Clarification on DPR MAC CE
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1009
1
A
Rel-14
NB_IOT-Core

· Agreed
R2-1701512
Discussion on HARQ RTT
HTC Corporation
discussion
Rel-13
· LG supports this (with small modification). 
· Ericsson think this is not fully correct, and that no clarification is needed.

· Qualcomm think it could be useful to make some clarification, e.g. in an annex. 

· noted
R2-1700764
HARQ RTT Timer definition for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
NB_IOT-Core
· Huawei agrees with the Ericsson interpretation
· noted
R2-1701521
Corrections to HARQ RTT and UL HARQ RTT
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321
13.4.0
1010
F
Rel-13
· not pursued
R2-1701522
Corrections to HARQ RTT and UL HARQ RTT
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321
14.1.0
1011
A
Rel-14
· not pursued 
8.11
WI: Enhancements of NB-IoT

(NB_IOTenh-Core; leading WG: RAN1; REL-14; started: June 16; target: Mar. 17; WID: RP-161901
Time budget: 2TU

Documents in this agenda item will be handled in the LTE Break Out session

8.11.1
Organisational

Including incoming LSs, running CRs, etc.

Including output from email discussion [96#43][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.300 CR (Huawei)

Including output from email discussion [96#38][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.331 CR (Huawei)

Including output from email discussion [96#39][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.321 CR (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#40][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.304 CR (Nokia)

Including output from email discussion [96#41][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.306 CR (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#42][LTE/eNB-IoT/feMTC] 36.302 CR (Huawei)

Incoming LS
Positioning
R2-1700680
LS on RSTD measurement for Rel-14
NB-IoT positioning (R1-1613468; contact: Mediatek)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Intel think it is not clear how to interpret this, whether this is Idle or Connected mode. 
· Chair think this just refers to DRX sleep, either Idle or Connected, and R1 has left to R2 to decide. QC agrees but think there is different impacts on procedures in R2. 
· Ericsson think this refers to connected mode. 

· Noted
R2-1700688
LS on OTDOA agreements for NB-IoT (R1-1613761; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh
· QC indicates that this has been taken into account in email discussion. 

· Intel think that this resulted in a couple of FFSes. Do we expect mode input from R1. 
· We might send an LS. 

· noted
Multi-PRB
R2-1700685
LS reply on LS on NB-IoT Rel-14
RACH and Paging on non-anchor carrier (R1-1613731; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· QC wonders if carrier is always indicated, or if it can be omitted e.g. for current carrier, or anchor carrier, we may have in total 17 carriers but probably only 16 can be indicated. 

· We take this into account in the discussions. 
·  we reply
Draft Reply LS in R2-1702145 (Ericsson)
R2-1702145
LS reply NB-IoT Rel-14 RACH and Paging on non-anchor carrier

Ericsson
LS out 
· Approved, final version in R2-1702291
2HARQ & TBS

R2-1700690
LS on power consumption and latency reduction in NB-IoT ( R1-1613764; contact: Huawei)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted
R2-1702308
LS on RAN1 agreements for two HARQ processes in enhancements of NB-IoT (R1-1703957; contact: Mediatek)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Ericsson wonders if 2 HARQ processes can be supported by NB1 ue category. 
· take into account in the UE cap running CR
· include this for cat NB2 for now
· noted
Mobility 
R2-1700718
Reply LS on mobility enhancements for eNB-IoT (S2-170516; contact: Huawei)
SA2
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· SA2 think that retransmission in a new cell e.g. by NAS is feasible. 

· LG think that R2 asked about NAS layer retransmissions, and NAS would be the layer that retransmits. 

· Ericsson think that NAS layer retransmissions may not work at inter-MME mobility. 

· noted

R2-1702209
LS response on security issues in S3-170013/R2-169115 (S3-170485; contact: Nokia)
SA3
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Vodafone think we should just proceed and take an assumption in R2, and provide CRs to RAN plenary. 
· Chair think that we cannot have the CRs according to our old agreements. We already identified that RRC re-establishment may require a security solution. Nokia agrees. 
· ZTE think that we should not only wait for SA3 decision, R2 should also continue the work. LG agrees. 
· Nokia think that it may be difficult to reply as the LS was available only during this week. QC think we should not rush this. 
· We cannot have CRs for RRC re-establishment for the upcoming RP (SA3 are late). 

· We will reply, attempt a reply from this meeting.
· noted
R2-1702286
LS on mobility enhancements for NB-IoT
Vodafone
LS out
· Huawei think that “the minimum RRC impact” is not really valid. In any case the RRC impact of the solution will be very small compared to corrections that we need to do. 

· Nokia think that we need a solution that works and that “minimum impact” is not the most important, but it is more important to have a working solution. 

· Chair hopes that SA3 understands that NAS message are also carried in RRC messages (regarding the not adding more messages).
· QC wonders if we need minimum impact to implementation or to specification. Vodafone think we can’t really go into the details of implementation. 
· LG comments that we anyway need to wait for SA3 to make the solution. 

· Change “the minimum” to “small”

· Remove SA3 from cc (only to)
· Approved with these changes, final version in R2-1702290
Authorization of Coverage Enhancement
R2-1700773
Response LS on Enhanced Coverage authorization impact on cell and PLMN selection procedures (R6-160214; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN6
LS in
Rel-14
FS_CIoT_Ext

· noted 
Other
R2-1700695
LS on RRC parameter list for NB-IoT (R1-1613797; contact: Huawei)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei think this has already been taken into account, and think there is an update tomorrow. 
· Ericsson wonders if we will also receive further info on UE capabilities. 

· noted

R2-1700713
Reply LS on overload control for CP CIoT EPS optimization (S2-166953; contact: Ericsson)
SA2
LS in
Rel-14
FS_CIoT_Ext, CIoT_Ext
· Ericsson think there is no impact. Huawei has a paper, to be discussed lated
· noted
R2-1700717
LS on Inter-UE QoS support for CP CIoT UEs (S2-170515; contact: Huawei)
SA2
LS in
Rel-14
CIoT_Ext
· Huawei think this means that we don’t need any early indication of UE capability. Ericsson agrees, but think there is impact in R3 as well. ZTE think we don’t have time for this. Ericsson think this saves time. Nokia, LG and QC agrees. 
· Vodafone don’t see how this could avoid early transmission of UE cap. 
· Take into account, we don’t need early indication in MSG3. 
· Noted

R2-1702321
LS response on Reduced Power Class for eNB-IoT (R4-1701710; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
LSin
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted
Running CRs

36.300
R2-1701427
Introduction of Rel-14
NB-IoTenh (Capturing agreements only)
Huawei
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0971
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei think that the final CR should be a joint CR with feMTC WI. 

· Ericsson wonders what is the plan. 

· QC think we must have a stage-2 CR for RAN Plenary. 
· Chair proposes that the stage-2 CR could be very simple. Ericsson agrees that it could be simple. Chair proposes that a minimal version mainly lists the functionality rather than describing how it works. 
· We will have a “real” CR at this meeting, final version for email review. 
Revision in R2-1702147 (rev 1), Huawei ?! (offline discussion 116)
R2-1702147
Introduction of Rel-14
NB-IoTenh (Capturing agreements only)
Huawei
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0971
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei indicates that a line of text will be added to 5.1.4a for support of PRS, and that text on SC-PTM should be aligned with feMTC text. For SC-PTM the mobility impact need to be modified acc to agreements. 

· Further revision by email
36.302
R2-1701428
Introduction of Rel-14
NB-IoTenh
Huawei
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0097
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
- Intel think that we apply AND between the lines. Ericsson think we apply “OR”. QC agrees with Ericsson. Intel think we can fix issues later
- Ericsson has comments on the CR, details 

· The intention is that D1 reception is not in parallel with any of the other transmissions

Revised in R2-1702148 
R2-1702148
Introduction of Rel-14
NB-IoTenh
Huawei
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0097
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Contents agreed
· Cover sheet might need update, to reflect other impact TSes

· Update by email
36.304
R2-1701651
[96#40][LTE/eNB-IoT] Agreement analysis for 36.304 CR implementation
Nokia
other
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Noted

R2-1701654
Introduction of Rel-14
NB-IoT enhancements into idle mode
Nokia
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0352
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Ericsson wonders if SC-PTM is included in both CRs for NB-IoT and feMTC. Ericsson think that for SC-PTM the changes need to be identical for the two WIs. 

· Will update with agreements from this meeting, and remove annotations. 

Revision in R2-1702149 (Nokia), (offline discussion 118)

· Revision not ready, 

· Revision for email review 
36.306

R2-1701038
Email report [96#41][LTE/eNB-IoT] 36.306 CR
Ericsson
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P4
· QC wonders why we make UE operation on non-anchor PRB mandatory. 

P7

· Nokia wonders if the eNB can reject. Do we really need a SIB indication. Ericsson think this is to avoid failures. Can be discussed later. 

P10: 

· QC and Ericsson think that R1 may need further agreements
P11: 

· Nokia think this agreement should be conditional to whether we include this function or not. 

· Intel wonders if this is both for CP and UP solution, and would prefer that it is only for UEs supporting the UP solution. Ericsson think that such condition is difficult for UEs supporting both solutions. Intel think this is possible. Nokia think it should be generally allowed to implement both for CP and UP solution.
· Chair think that if the solution for AS RAI cannot be specified in this meeting, of course this proposal/agreement is no longer valid. 

· E-CID is an optional UE feature in NB-IoT which support is signalled via LPP and the RRC UE capability ue-Rx-TxTimeDiffMeasurements-r11 is not supported for NB-IoT.
· OTDOA is an optional UE feature in NB-IoT which support is signalled via LPP and the RRC UE capabilities otdoa-UE-assisted and interFreqRSTDmeasurement are not supported for NB-IoT. 
· SC-PTM reception in RRC_IDLE for NB-IoT is an optional UE feature without UE capability signaling, and the UE capabilities (scptm-ParallelReception-r13, scptm-SCell-r13, scptm-NonServingCell-r13, scptm-AsyncDC-r13) are not applicable in NB-IoT.
· A REL-14 NB-IoT UE shall support paging on non-anchor PRB, and IOT capability signalling is introduced in RRC UE capability reporting.
· A REL-14 NB-IoT UE shall support NPRACH access on non-anchor PRB, and IOT capability signaling is introduced in RRC UE capability reporting.

· [conditional agreement] RRC re-establishment with control plane CIoT EPS Optimisation is an optional feature without UE capability signalling in NB-IoT (provided that SA3 has addressed the security concerns).
· RAN2 assumes that the UE capability for the REL-14 reduced power class is signalled per UE.
· Introduce UE category NB2 for NB-IoT that indicates the support of larger TBS sizes of 2536 bits. A UE that supports NB2 shall also support NB1.

· Introduce one UE capability to signal support for 2 HARQ processes in DL and UL, for NB2 category UEs.
· The AS RAI procedure is an optional UE feature signalled via UE capability transfer

R2-1701039
Introduction of UE capabilities for NB-IoT enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1406
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
- 
RRC re-establishment should be removed. 
- 
Huawei think the L2 buffer size is set wrong, it doesn’t need to be different for 1 HARQ and 2HARQ. Ericsson think that we should discuss the L2 buffer size but the soft buffer size we get from R1

· We consider the proposed values for L2 buffer size as preliminary and we are likely to change. 

Revision in R2-1702264 (Ericsson) (offline discussion 119) 
R2-1702264
Introduction of UE capabilities for NB-IoT enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1406
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Comments has been addressed in this version

· Open issue: the L2 buffer size. 

· Ericsson want to remove the text that 2HARQ is only for cat NB2

· Indicate in the CR that it is FFS

· Remove the text that 2HARQ is only for cat NB2 for now. 

· Further update by email 
36.321

R2-1700755
Introducing Rel-14
NB-IoT enhancements into MAC
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
0991
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
- 
Chair think the overlap with other CRs need to be removed

- 
LG think that if the CE level changes the UE need to go to the anchor to change. 

- 
Ericsson think that the UE maybe doesn’t need to re-measure

Revision in R2-1702265 (Ericsson) (offline discussion 120) 

R2-1702265
Introducing Rel-14
NB-IoT enhancements into MAC
Ericsson
CR
36.321
14.1.0
0991
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Ericsson indicate that the changes are implemented on top of other CR1037 according to TS rapporteur preference. 
· ZTE comments on carrier selection, and think we have not agreed on the probabilies for the non-anchor-carriers. ZTE think we need alignment with agreements yesterday. 
· Chair think we should focus on clarity and correctness and don’t be so picky about the exact wording. Alignment of wording etc between TSes is maybe needed and can be done later. 
· Further review by email 
36.331

R2-1701425
Summary of email discussion [96#38] [LTE/NB-IOT] CR for 36.331
Huawei
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Open / missing isslues are listed
· Noted
R2-1701426
Miscellaneous RRC aspects
Huawei
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P2: 

· LG think that this indication is delivered when UE is leaving RRC connected. 

· LG think that RLF is already indicated and propose that this shall be handled differently. 
· ZTE agree with the huawei proposal. 

P4

· Already agreed based on LS above

P6a
· Intel point out that we normally use extension markers. An alternative could be to do a critical extension of SIB1-NB, but this would require that both the extended version and the old version is sent. 
· Huawei think that critical exentsion is problematic .. 

· If problematic we can modify during ASN.1 review. As a baseline we agree to the proposal(s). 

·  Introduce a new value for release 14 in IE AccessStratumRelease-NB-r13. 
· Discuss offline the need for Proposal 2: Introduce an indication to NAS of failure to deliver a NAS message sent with the RRCConnectionComplete message.
· Introduce an indication to NAS of failure to deliver the NAS message in the RRCConnectionComplete message.
· Introduce a new parameter gummei-type in RRCConnectionSetupComplete
· SystemInformationblockTypeX is similar to SystemInformationBlockType2 with respect to contents and functionality and follows the same rules (is essential etc). 
· The last spare value in SIB-Type-NB-r13 is used as an extension indicator.

· We don’t use the ‘…’ extension in SIB-TypeExt-NB-r14

R2-1701424
Introduction of NB-IoTenhancements other than multicast
Huawei
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2625
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Open question whether to merge all changes for the WI into one CR, or have multiple CRs.
Revised in R2-1702266 (huawei) (offline discussion 121)

R2-1702266
Introduction of NB-IoTenhancements other than multicast
Huawei
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2625
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Cover page not completely consistent, RAI is included. Auth of CE is included (incl QRXLevMin for NB-IoT)
· Extension of the SIB need to checked, Ericsson had comments
· Continue by email 
8.11.3
Non-anchor PRB enhancements

Including output from email discussion [96#48][LTE/eNB-IoT] Mutli-PRB paging (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#49][LTE/eNB-IoT] Mutli-PRB RRC params (Huawei)

General
R2-1701433
Summary of email discussion [96#49][LTE/eNB-IoT] Mutli-PRB RRC params
Huawei
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei indicates that the running CR is based on these proposals

· Ericsson think the structuring with separate lists is good. 

4b
· ZTE think that delta configuration should refer to non-anchor carrier, e.g. the previous carrier. 

8b
· QC think we need to modify how probabilities are handled. 

· The list of DL non anchor carriers and the list of UL non anchor carriers are defined at the top level in the SIB

· Remove the spare value in parameters downlinkBitmapNonAnchor-r14 and dl-GapNonAnchor-r14

· nrs-PowerOffsetNonAnchor-r14 as DEFAULT dB0
· agree on the proposed structure as a baseline for the configuration of a downlink carrier
· agree on the proposed structure for the configuration of a uplink carrier
· agree on the proposed structure as a baseline for the paging configuration  
· Delta configuration for paging is relative to the anchor carrier. 
· The paging weight of a carrier is signalled within the paging configuration of the carrier

· RAN2 to confirm that there is at most one PRACH resource (same as Rel-13) for one CE level on one UL carrier.

· RAN2 to agree on the proposed structure as a baseline for the PRACH configuration  

· Can consider whether the lists should be merged as proposed in discussion point 1 option c)
· Delta configuration for PRACH configuration is relative to the anchor carrier
· agree on the proposed structure for the PRACH resource as the baseline  
· agree that the parameter defines the probability of the anchor carrier and is defined as an ENUMERATED with 8 or 16 values (at least value zero supported) FFS if per CE level. 
· agree on the proposed extension IE UE-RadioPagingInfo-NB 

· agree on the proposed extension IE UE-Capability-NB
R2-1701699
RRC configuration on non-anchor carrier
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1700770
Rel-14
dedicated carrier configuration
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1701663
SIB size reduction for non-anchor configuration
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Above 3 tdocs not treated
Paging
R2-1700756
Summary of email discussion on multi-PRB paging
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

P1: 

· Ericsson propose 16, Sequans and Huawei agrees

· The maximum number of paging carriers is 16 (1 anchor + 15 non-anchors)

· The maximum number of NPRACH carriers is 16 (1 anchor + 15 non-anchors)
· The paging carrier selection function is based on“relative weights”, more specifically, the paging carrier is defined as the smallest index PC satisfying the equation  floor(UE_ID/(N*Ns)) mod ΣW(i) < W(1) + W(2) + … + W(PC)  where W(i) ∈ {0,…,W-1} is the integer weight assigned to paging carrier i and N and Ns are as defined in the eMTC formula. Assigning weight W(i) results in a proportion of UEs equal to W(i)/ΣW(i) being allocated to carrier i.

· We use the same range for UE_ID as in eMTC, i.e. UE_ID is defined as UE_ID = IMSI mod 16384.

· The restriction nB*ΣW(i) ≤ 16384 is added to avoid correlation between paging carrier and PF/PO.

R2-1701665
Remaining aspects of paging on a non-anchor carrier
Sequans Communications
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1700768
Non-anchor carrier Paging in NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1700769
Text proposal for non-anchor Paging
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1701453
Remaining Issues for Multi-carrier Paging
III
discussion
Above 4 documents are not treated
RACH
R2-1701437 
NPRACH on a non-anchor NB-IoT Carrier
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Ericsson indicates that they would prefer the ZTE formula
· RA-RNTI=1+ floor(SFN_id/4) + 256 * Carrier_id, where SFN_id is the index of the first radio frame of the specified PRACH. Carrier_id is the index of the specified UL carrier for preamble transmission.

R2-1701662
Remaining aspects of NPRACH on a non-anchor carrier
Sequans Communications
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P2

· Intel think we have already agreed, so only option 1 is possible. 

P3
· Cannot agree now, keep open
· noted
R2-1702017 
Carrier selection after RA completion
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Late:
R2-1702022
NPRACH resource indexing for PDCCH-order
Ericsson
draftCR
36.321
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

Above 2 documents not treated
8.11.4
Mobility enhancements
Connected Mode
R2-1700786
Remaining issues on mobility enhancement for NB-IoT CP solution
ZTE Corporation
discussion
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701089
Signaling options for RRC reestablishment for control plane
QUALCOMM UK INCORPORATE
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1701377
Handling UL NAS data transport PDU retransmission for CP solution
LG Electronics France
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1701438
RRC connection Re-establishment for control plane
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

R2-1701873
Connected mobility enhancement in NB-IoT
LG Electronics Finland
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701267
Mobility enhancement for NB-IoT CP solution
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

Moved here from 8.11.3
Above 6 documents not treated
Idle mode
R2-1701006
Dedicated frequency offset for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Nokia think the system works without this. ZTE agrees and are not clear how to set this offset. 
· LG support this, and think redirection performs better with this. Gemalto, Mediatek and Huawei supports this. DT would support this and think there is a majority wanting this.
· Sony wonders if the UE need to apply this offset always and have concerns that the UE may end up in bad radio conditions. 
· Ericsson think that if we have this dedicated offset we can set the broadcasted offsets less aggressively. 

· QC think that we might need an applicability time for the offset if the offset is large. 
· Nokia wonders if there is an impact to non-anchor carrier selection, e.g. for paging. Chair think that the selection is only between anchor carriers because the UE just measure the anchor anyway. 

· Gemalto think that the basestation can know the radio conditions of the UE and in the Cell and can determine suitable offset, to avoid problems. 

· Sequans wonders if this would be useful also for feMTC. Ericsson thinks yes.
· Sony wonders why the range in the CR is up to 26dB. If considered we need to consider limitations such as a timer. QC would be ok with the proposal if we apply also a timer. 
· Ericsson think that a timer is a bad idea, but agrees it can be discussed. 
· Introduce a dedicated carrier offset in IE RedirectedCarrierInfo-NB-r13, with an applicability timer.
R2-1701007
Introduction of a dedicated frequency offset for NB-IoT
Ericsson, Gemalto N.V., MediaTek Inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2570
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Revised before presentation: 
R2-1702270
Introduction of a dedicated frequency offset for NB-IoT
Ericsson, Gemalto N.V., MediaTek Inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2570
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Huawei indicate that this is mentioned in stage-2
· Timer should be Txxx in the CR (number allocated at CR impl). 

· With comment above the contents is agreed

· Merge with the Running CR
R2-1701008
Introduction of a dedicated frequency offset for NB-IoT
Ericsson, Gemalto N.V., MediaTek Inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0342
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Nokia indicates that this is captured in the 36.304 running CR

· Merge with the running CR
8.11.5
Other

Including output from email discussion [96#51][LTE/eNB-IoT] Positioning procedures (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#53][LTE/eNB-IoT] Positioning LPP  (Qualcomm)

Including output from email discussion [96#47][LTE/eNB-IoT/feMTC] Authorisation of CE (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#50][LTE/eNB-IoT] AS release assistance (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#52][LTE/eNB-IoT] 2 HARQ (Ericsson)

Positioning
R2-1701042
Email discussion report [96#51][LTE/eNB-IoT] Positioning procedures
Ericsson
report
Rel-14 NB_IOTenh-Core
P1: 

· Chair wonder why the SMLC need to be aware? 

· Ericsson think that measurements take longer time in Idle mode, and the response time need to be managed. 
· Intel agrees that measurements can be done both in Idle and Connected and agree that the SMLC shall be aware. Intel think it depends on who triggers the measurement in Idle. 
· If we support only Idle mode measurements this is not needed. 

P2: 

· Ericsson think there is no objection. 

· Ericsson think we need to determine if there is information both in SI and by dedicated signalling. QC support assistance info by SI and we’d then typically have it also by LPP. 
· Gemalto think especially for Idle measurements it is beneficial. 
· Intel think there could be some benefits but se some problems as LPP approach is different and RAN1 has explicitly indicated that signalling is dedicated. 
· QC think that procedure wise this is already resolved for UMTS, and is not a big problem.
· Nokia is worried by the overhead of broadcast

P3
· Chair think this is also an optimization. Intel think the release timer is implementation dependent and we would then not know the LPP supervision timers. Ericsson think that yes this is the case, but think the release if faster with the message. QC think that this optimization doesn’t speed up anything for network requested location. 
· Gemalto think a message is not needed, and think we should not introduce measurements in connected mode.
· Vodafone think that location is very infrequent, and we don’t need much optimizations. 
P3.5: Will we support measurements in Connected mode?

· Intel think we support both and that this is both R2 and R1 agreement.

· Nokia think that it is not clear but think we should support measurements in Connected mode. LG agrees. 
· QC think we need to be careful. 
· Nokia are worried about the signalling overhead for Idle mode measurements. Huawei think that there is only one message difference, as for connected mode a gap need to be requested. Ericsson think that a gap can be a normal DRX gap.  
· DT think that there are benefits in delay and overhead with connected but this is not significant. 

· Intel think that UE may miss paging is Idle. QC think we don’t need to discuss this, worst case the MME is aware that the UE is doing measurements. 
· Nokia wonders if there is a delay requirement. QC think that the only delay requirement is for the response time but that is no problem. 
P4

· QC indicates that supporting UE Rx-TX time difference measurement is not a problem. 

· UE shall indicate to E-SMLC via LPP capability signalling when it requires positioning measurements in Idle mode. 
· Assistance data is available only by LPP (for this release)

· We don’t have an UL RRC indication message to release the UE to Idle (in this release). The UE wait for the network to release the UE to Idle to start measurements that need to be done in Idle.
· UE support RSTD and RSRP/RSRQ measurement only in Idle mode (in this release).  
· FFS whether UE Rx-TX time difference measurements is supported. 
Check offline on FFS above
· Intel think more discussion is needed, and maybe it is a R4 question. Maybe we should ask in the LS. 

· Intel think we can have the E-CID measurements in the LPP CR. 

· Add question on FFS above in the LS to r4
R2-1701108
Report of email discussion [96#53][LTE/eNB-IoT] Positioning LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated 
other
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Qualcomm indicate that we can look at the CR below
· noted

R2-1701110
Introduction of positioning support for NB-IoT
Qualcomm Incorporated
 draftCR
36.355
14.0.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Revised before presentation 
R2-1702043
Introduction of positioning support for NB-IoT
Qualcomm Incorporated
 draftCR
36.355
14.0.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Need to take into account additional input from Ran1

· Intel and Huawei are wondering about the message size limit. QC explains that this is a general limitation that the server can set to limit the size to speed up reporting.Huawei think that it can be limited by limiting e.g. the number of cells to report. 
· Ericsson agrees with qualcomm that this is the best way to limit UL signalling, and would like to add also the possibility limit the number of cells for OTDOA. 
· Qualcomm clarifies that for the DL the idea is that the UE should not request large pieces of assistance data unless in good coverage. Ericsson think this can be limited by the server.  

Proposals on the table for data volume limitation: 

a) We will have a UL byte limitation set by the server (that the UE need to follow when reporting measurements)? 

b) We will have a UL number of cells limitation for OTDOA measurement reporting, set by the server (that the UE need to follow when reporting measurements)

c) We will have a DL byte limitation set by the server (that the UE need to take into account when requesting assistance data)?
COMMENTS

a) Intel wonders how this is determined. QC clarifies that typically, coverage level, UE category etc. The server need to fetch such information from MME. Ericsson think we should check to what extent MME has coverage level information. Intel wonders if this should be sent in the request location information. QC think yes, 

b) Ericsson think this is not needed, and the server can restrict. QC think that it requires an intelligent location server, and think anyway it could be provided. Intel also are not sure this is needed. 
· a) and b) agreed
· c) not needed
revised in R2-1702277 (qualcomm), offline discussion 129
R2-1702277
Introduction of positioning support for NB-IoT
Qualcomm Incorporated

draftCR
36.355
14.0.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Main open issues are waiting for input from other groups. 

· Can take into account LSes sent by the other groups (regardless if we receive and treat officially in R2)

· Need a CR number
· Further review by email 
R2-1701112
LPP open issues for NB-IoT positioning support
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P1: 
· QC are not sure about the value. Ericsson think that 5s might be ok. Chair point out that DRX may be 10s. 
· Leave FFS for the moment

P5: 
· Intel point out that also NB-IoT UEs may have capability to do wideband OTDOA measurements. 

· Same fields used for MTC and NB-IoT

P6: 
· This capability is related to frequency hopping. Intel point out that NB-IoT doesn’t support frequency hopping. 
· QC think that otherwise the NB-IoT UEs need to support measurement on all carriers. 

· Use FFS seconds as a recommended minimum retransmission timeout period if the coverage level is not known.
· The IE ECGI in LPP is also used for NB-IoT.
· Use 512 seconds as maximum LPP Response Time.
· The values for the capability maxBandwidthForRSTD should be 1, 6, 15, 25, 50, 75, and 100 resource blocks.
· FFS if the capability nprs-in-more-than-one-prb should be kept; e.g., in order to avoid sending unnecessary NPRS assistance data to the UE. 
· All LPP non-3GPP-RAT positioning methods may also be supported for NB-IoT access.
R2-1701173
Open issues on Positioning for NB-IoT
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted

R2-1701440
Positioning consideration in NB-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P2: 
· Intel indicate that there is related work ongoing, e.g. LCS enhancements including Idle mode measurements. Ericsson think we should not ask other groups for this. Huawei think that this is indeed in R2 to domain to ask. Nokia think this is an optimization and not needed. 
· Noted
R2-1700843
Positioning Measurements in Connected mode
Gemalto N.V.
discussion
· Noted
R2-1701035
Positioning for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Ericsson indicated that everything is treated already except that LTE PRB index information need to be included for in-band scenario. 

· We take R1 decision into account when they send LS. 
· noted

R2-1701102
Impact from the positioning measurement in idle mode
III
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei think that in the normal case for NB-IoT the DRX is very long and this will not happen very often. 
· Chair wonders if we need to specify behaviour. Huawei think no. 
· Ericsson think this is a R1 discussion and we should wait for a decision in R1, and in general Ericsson think the UE should always monitor paging.
· NO conclusion for now. 

· noted
CRs and text proposals

R2-1701113
Support of UE positioning measurements in Idle State
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
14.0.0
0066
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· we will not have a UE autonomous release (already agreed)
Revision in R2-1702278 (rev 1), offline discussion 130 (QC)
R2-1702278 
Support of UE positioning measurements in Idle State
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
14.0.0
0066
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· we will not have a UE autonomous release (already agreed)

· Autonomous release and timer numbers has been removed. 

· Idle mode measurements is for NB-IoT, for feMTC we haven’t made such agreement yet. 

· QC point out that from LPP point of view it just depend on UE capability and not really the RAT etc. Also the intention from SA2 was that this could be general, 

· Chair proposes to make it somewhat more vague for now. Gemalto think that we need to be clear for NB-IoT. 

· Change “NB-IoT UEs or BL/CE UEs” to “UEs (e.g. NB-IoT)” for now.
· FFS what measurements that need to be done in Idle mode for feMTC, if any (FFS doesn’t need to be in the CR). 
· Further review by email 
R2-1701036
Positioning measurements in Idle and Connected mode
Ericsson
draftCR
36.331
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Not treated
R2-1701034
On the introduction of OTDOA for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Not treated
Draft LS out: 

R2-1701174
Draft LS on Positioning for NB-IoT
Intel Corporation
LS out
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· To: R4, SA2
· Modify the connected mode aspects, rxTX time diff is FFS
· QC think this is useless for SA2. 

DRAFT LS Revised in R2-1702279, Offline discussion 131 
R2-1702279 
Draft LS on Positioning for NB-IoT

Intel 
LS out 

· we should talk about NRSRP/NRSRQ to be specific

· Should say “for NB-IoT UEs” rather than “for the CIoT CP optimization feature”
· Should add in the Action to R4 on the UE rx tx time difference measurement 
R2-1702292 
Draft LS on Positioning for NB-IoT

Intel 
LS out 


· Approved, final version in R2-1702323
2HARQ and larger TBS
R2-1700757
Summary of email discussion on 2 HARQ
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P2: 
· Huawei doesn’t understand why we should differentiate between new transmission and retransmission. Ericsson think that the reason is to align with LTE behaviour. 
P3
· LG think that if one HARQ process is available it should be possible to schedule, i.e. on duration timer should start/run. With the current proposal it seems that all HARQ processes need to be available.

Agreements for the case when 2 HARQ processes are used: 

· The drx-InactivityTimer is (re-)started when a new DL or UL transmission is indicated on PDCCH.

· The drx-InactivityTimer is s not re-started (i.e. not stopped) when a DL or UL re-transmission is indicated on PDCCH.

· The start condition for the onDurationTimer is updated in the following way: “if neither HARQ RTT Timer nor UL HARQ RTT Timer is running for at least one HARQ process, start onDurationTimer”.

· if PDCCH indicates a UL transmission the drx-ULRetransmissionTimer is stopped for the corresponding HARQ process  

· if PDCCH indicates a DL transmission the drx-ULRetransmissionTimer is stopped for all HARQ processes.
· The use of 2 HARQ processes is configured using RRC signalling.
R2-1700758
RRC configuration for 2 HARQ/larger TBS
Ericsson
draftCR
36.331
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei wonders if the 2HARQ configuration should be in the MAC configuration or in the physical layer configuration. Ericsson point out that configuration of 10 HARQ processes is a Phy layer configuration, and it is related to which DCI format is used. 

· LG wonders if the configuration could be different for UL and DL. Ericsson and Huawei think no. 
· The 2 HARQ part merged into the running CR.
R2-1701441
Support of 2 HARQ processes and Larger TBS in NB-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted

R2-1701874
Supporting 2 HARQ process in NB-IOT
LG Electronics Finland
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei think the eNB will get the UE capabilities before MSG4 and there isn’t much gain in reporting earlier than that. LG think this is not the case for the CP solution. 

· There was a LS indicating this support, the eNB will get the UE capabilities from the MME, when the MME has stored UE capabilities. 
· noted

Low Power UE
R2-1700787
Remaining issues on new UE power class
ZTE Corporation
discussion
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei wonders if the proposal to have a new suitability threshold? ZTE think yes, and the UE can still work in a legacy network. 
· ZTE confirms that the ZTE solution adds another criterion in addition to the suitability criterion. 

· noted

R2-1701027
Reduced power class
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Discussion for both documents above: 
· Huawei think that Ericsson and Huawei are proposing the same thing. 
· Huawei wonders how this work with enhanced coverage authorization. Ericsson think that they are indepdent. 

· Nokia think that the two proposals are the same.

· Vodafone don’t think that enhanced coverage authorization is applicable for low power UEs. Vodafone just want a flexible offset that can be adjusted in both directions.
· Chair think that the effect of the two proposals is the same, except that ZTE proposal just further restricts the level at which the UE can access, in addition to suitability criterion, and except that the Ericsson proposal may impact enhanced coverage authorization. 
· Nokia support 2 and wonders for which UEs this shall be applied? Ericsson confirms that the current proposal is just for 14dB UEs. 
· Intel also supports 2, but Intel think that R4 is discussing similar issues. 

· LG also think this is needed and support 1.
· ZTE think that there should be a default value that limits the Low power UEs also when no new IE is present (for Rel-13 network operation). 
· Introduce a reduced power class offset (dB) in SIB1-NB, SIB3-NB and SIB5-NB for the Pcompensation of reduced power class UEs.
R2-1701028
Offset for reduced PowerClass in NB-IoT
Ericsson, Telstra Corporation, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, T-mobile
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0346
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· We agree that we do it this way

· Merge with the running CR

R2-1701029
Offset for reduced PowerClass in NB-IoT
Ericsson, Telstra Corporation, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, T-mobile
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2572
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Huawei think that the value range is wrong, 20 dB is too much 

· Name of the parameter should indicate the specific UE power class e,g, mention 14dBm

· ASN.1 Extension should be an extension of cell selection parameters IE

· Value range from -6 dB to 12 dB

· Merge with the running CR

R2-1701439
Support of low power class Ues
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Noted
Release Assistance
R2-1701047
Email report [96#50][LTE/eNB-IoT] AS release assistance
Ericsson
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Proposes to use MAC BSR=0
R2-1701664
Considerations of AS release assistance indication for NB-IoT
Nokia, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

· Proposes to use the RRC PPI

P1: 
· Docomo wonders if we will the have double RAI for the CIOT CP optimization? Nokia think that the mechanisms are independent and think the AS solution is more flexible. Intel think this is handlable. Sequans think that the NAS mechanism just adds a flag that is sent with the last piece of data. 
· Sierra Wireless think this could be a general feature, and we should not restrict the usage. It is wanted also for Cat-M1. Sequans agees. Intel agrees this could be used for other Cat. Nokia think there is already PPI for other LTE UEs and doesn’t see exactly what is the benefit. Docomo also think we need more analysis in that case. Ericsson would be ok for cat-M1 but not for other LTE UEs. 
· Support of AS release assistance indication is independent of support for and applicable to CIOT UP and CIOT CP optimization.
R2-1701048
Introduction of Release Assistance Indication
Ericsson
draftCR
36.306
14.1.0
B
Rel-14


NB_IOTenh-Core
· Noted, support for this is impl in the running CR and discussed in that discussion. 
R2-1701049
Introduction of Release Assistance Indication
Ericsson
draftCR
36.321
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Noted, support for this is impl in the running CR and discussed in that discussion. 
R2-1701050
Introduction of Release Assistance Indication
Ericsson
draftCR
36.331
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Noted, support for this is impl in the running CR and discussed in that discussion. 
R2-1700924
RAI Prohibit Timer Refinement
Sierra Wireless, S.A.
discussion
Rel-14
· Noted 
R2-1702262
Way forward on Release Assistance Information
Ericsson
· Ericsson indicates that the timer would be running in Idle mode, and think that clarification is needed for this. Intel wonders why the timer should be kept running. 

· Nokia think that the timer is not so useful, and that if the UE sends this indication it should not send data in the near future either and the timer should prevent this. Also it is not clear what is “near future”, which is useful information to the network. 
· Sierra Wireless think that this kind of feature is useful, and disagrees with Nokia on the prevention of data transmission. QC support to have a BSR=0 mechanism. 
· QC wonders what happens if the timer runs in Idle mode and there is a new RRC connection where this is not configured, and then there may be yet another RRC connection when this is configured. 
· Nokia can agree to the mechanism if “near future” is specified, and suggests 10s of seconds.
· Sequans think that it is sufficient that the UE makes estimation for application data, and that eNB anyway will know about e.g. RLC SR transmissions. 

· Intel think that we should not specify a time. 

· LG think that the prohibit timer is not needed. 

· Nokia think that the prohibit timer is not needed, and especially if it need to be used in Idle mode. QC, Sierra Wireless, Sony agrees. 
· Docomo think that the timer is a good fallback for the network. Nokia think that for PPI the prohibit timer make sense because it generates more signalling. Ericsson think that with the prohibit timer there is less complexity in the network. 
After offline

· Docomo indicates that they cannot accept this feature without a prohibit timer that runs also in Idle mode. 

· Nokia don’t understand why this is needed. 

· Chair understands that a UE e.g. that indicates BSR=0 after every burst, could be released to Idle after every burst, and this could be problematic as increases the signalling for Idle Connected transitions, compared to the situation when a release timer in the eNB.

· Nokia think that “near future” prevents the UE from behaving like this. Huawei agrees. Docomo think that if the UE behaviour is specified it is ok. Ericsson think that the agreement below can be captured in the MAC specification. Docomo is probably ok with this, but think that a configurable time determining “near future” would be beneficial (if we don’t have the prohibit timer). Nokia would be ok with a configurable time. 
· Chair: We go this way for now, if problems are found they can be fixed in the correction phase.

· Ericsson wonders if we can have this feature for Cat-Mx? Sequans supports. Docomo wonder why just category Mx? Nokia would like to have this for LTE, and we already have PPI (same arguemtn as before) 
· BSR=0 indicates that UE estimates that it does not have more user data (FFS NAS signaling) to send/receive in near future, e.g. 10s of seconds, such that it is suitable to release the UE to Idle mode. 
· Capture in the TS that 10s of seconds is the time frame of the “near future” somehow. 
· Optional UE capability
· The new mechanism will never cause additional transmissions of the indication over Uu, compared to current BSR transmissions (i.e. compared to the case if we would not introduce the mechanism).  
Authorization of CE 
R2-1701043
Email report [96#47][LTE/eNB-IoT/feMTC] Authorisation of CE
Ericsson
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core 
2a: 
· Nokia think we have agreed this already

3: 
· Huawei point out that this is a NAS capability, and we don’t need to agree it in R2. Nokia agrees. LG and QC agrees. 
4a

· Nokia would prefer to align with MTC and have a separate S criterion.
· QC anyway think it would be slightly different as we have a “normal” threshold now in Rel-13

4b: 
· {dB12, dB14, dB16, dB20} is proposed in the CR.  Huawei think we need at least one smaller value. 
· Enforcement of CE authorization in connected mode is up to eNB implementation in LTE and NB-IoT.

· The UE follows the cell selection requirements with authorization both in Idle mode and in connected mode (for re-establishment) in LTE and NB-IoT.
· Introduce an offset for the Qrxlevmin that the UE shall use when the UE is un-authorized to use CE in NB-IoT.

· Baseline value range {dB5, dB10, dB15, dB20}. To be further refined if needed. 

R2-1701044
Introduction of authorization of coverage enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0347
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core

R2-1701045
Introduction of authorization of coverage enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1408
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core

R2-1701046
Introduction of authorization of coverage enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2573
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701030
Frequency offsets and authorization of CE
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core

Moved here from 8.11.3
R2-1701031
Authorization of CE and cell ranking
Ericsson
draftCR
36.304
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core
Other
R2-1701442
Overload Control for C-Plane solution
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P1: We don’t consider p1 for now. 

· Huawei indicate that this is decided by SA2. 
· Intel doesn’t understand why we need a new timer. 
· Ericsson think this impacts CT1, and would like to check this. 
· Intel wonders if Data can be transmitted as free-ride after a piece of signalling. 
· Postpone
8.12
WI: Further Enhanced MTC for LTE

(LTE_feMTC-Core, leading WG: RAN1; REL-14; started: June 16; target: Mar. 17; WID: RP-162520)

Time budget: 1.5TU

Documents in this agenda item will be handled in the LTE Break Out session
Tdocs with the title line in grey overstrike were submitted under the corresponding eNB-IoT AI
8.12.1
Organisational

Including incoming LSs, running CRs, etc.

Including output from email discussion [96#44][LTE/feMTC] 36.300 CR (Huawei)

Including output from email discussion [96#55][LTE/feMTC] RRC CR  (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#56][LTE/feMTC] 36.304 CR  (Huawei)

Incoming LS 
R2-1700687
LS on Rel-14
FeMTC OTDOA enhancements (R1-1613760; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC
· Noted

R2-1700694
LS on Higher layer parameters for Rel-14
FeMTC (R1-1613781; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC
· LPP parameters are captured in tdocs for this meeting

· RRC parameters are captured in the RRC running CR

· Noted

R2-1700707
LS response on FeMTC VoLTE enhancements (R4-1610996; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· R2 is CCd, no action. 
· Noted
R2-1700711
LS to RAN1, RAN2 on FeMTC SI acquisition delay (R4-1611001; contact: Intel)
RAN4
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Reply requested

· Intel think that R1 will reply to observation 1, and R2 should focus on action 2. 

· Noted

Draft Reply LS in R2-1702267 (Intel), replying to both 711 and 712, offline disc 123
R2-1702267 
Draft LS response to Clarification on SIB1/MIB acquisition delays
Intel 
LSout
· The LS just contains the Chair notes. Intel indicates that some more additions may be needed, and hope that R4 people can attend to explain this. 

· Intel think we need to add that SIB1-BR scheduling information is maintained for at least two SIB1-BR modification periods and that the network guarantees this. Chair think we need to specify a “super modification period” in order to guarantee this, i.e. making the modification period double. Ericsson agrees. 
· Based on this discussion agreements below were changed and the LS need to be updated. 

R2-1702293 
Draft LS response to Clarification on SIB1/MIB acquisition delays
Intel 
LSout

· Approved, final version in R2-1702324
R2-1700712
LS to RAN1, RAN2 on eNB-IoT SI acquisition delay (R4-1611002; contact: Intel)
RAN4
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core

Moved here from 8.11.1
- Same questions as the above
· Noted
R2-1702226 
LS on T311 timer for NB-IoT (R4-1702017; contact: Huawei)
RAN4
LSin
Rel-13
NB-IOT-Perf
Discussion Tuesday: 
- 
Intel wonders how to take this into account, how many values to add, but agrees that something need to be added. 

- 
Huawei would like to have CR this meeting and suggests 2 min as the max value. 

- 
Ericsson agrees to extend, but think this is related to SI-acquisition, which were related to both eNB-IoT and feMTC, and wonders about the progress on this. Huawei think this is just for rel-13, and enhancements for SI-acquisition is for Rel-14. This is not the understanding of Ericsson. 

Discussion Friday: 

· Agreements to have CRs 
Later discussion: 

· Intel point out that the numbers in the LS may not be valid. 

· Ericsson and Huawei think that we can anyway extend and we anyway need to extend, but the times from R4 will be smaller. 
· Intel cannot agree to have any CR at this point in time, until R4 has converged. 

· Chair encourages other companies to check the status in R4. 

· Noted

· Agree to extend T311, with the values 40, 60, 90, 120 [s]
· We postpone CRs 

R2-1702338
LS on extending PUCCH repetition in CE Mode B
(R1-1703650; contact: Sony)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Implement this in the feMTC running CRs

· noted

SC-PTM (moved from 8.11.1)
R2-1700684
LS reply on coverage enhancement in SC-PTM for FeMTC and eNB-IoT (R1-1613730; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core, NB_IOTenh-Core
· No need for CE levels for SC-PTM from R1.

· Nokia think that the authorazation of CE level do not need to include SC-PTM channels as the UE will not be able to camp on cells anyway if not authorized 
· Noted

R2-1700689
LS on TBS and DCI formats for NB-IoT multicast (R1-1613763; contact: HiSilicon)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh
· QC wonders if the UE will just skip some transmissions due to the UE category limitation or if he should skip everything. How should the case be handled where there are cat NB1 UEs and the NB may send too large TBSes. 
· Noted
R2-1702240
LS reply on SC-PTM in NB-IoT and FeMTC (R1-1703468; contact: Intel, Ericsson)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core, LTE-feMTC-Core
· Noted
Running CRs

36.300
R2-1701429
Introduction of Rel-14
FeMTC (Capturing agreements only)
Huawei
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0972
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Chair suggests that the ambition level can be small, but we anyway need a CR that at least lists the new functionality. 
· Need a “real” CR for RAN Plenary

Revised in R2-1702272 (huawei), offline discussion 126
Revision is not available, editor changed to Ericsson

· Reviewed By email 
36.302
R2-1701430
Introduction of Rel-14
FeMTC
Huawei
CR
36.302
14.1.0
0098
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Huawei indicates that there are companies that have concerns on the last table

Revised in R2-1702273 (huawei), offline discussion 127

R2-1702273
· Ericsson clarifes that the tables are done different for LTE and NB-IoT, thus the difference.  

· Contents agreed

· Cover sheet update (affected specs)

· Further update by email
36.304
R2-1701431
Introduction of Rel-14
FeMTC
Huawei
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0350
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Nokia wonders if the intention is to include SC-PTM in this CR (for both NB-IoT and feMTC). Huawei think yes.

· QC wonders about the priority of reception of system info. Chair think that in order to receive paging the UE is camping and in oder to cap the UE need to keeop updated wrt some SI. 
· Ericsson think that we can also do cell reselection without offset as proposed in another paper. 

Revised in R2-1702274 (huawei), offline discussion 128

· Huawei think we first need to decide on offset for SC-PTM before update

· This CR contains SC-PTM updates for both feMTC and NB-IoT

· Discussed and reviewed by email 
36.331
R2-1700759
Introducing Rel-14
FeMTC into RRC
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2560
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Ericsson indicates that for e.g. the SRS configuations it wasn’t crystal clear how this should be done from the R1 information. 
· CR need review

· Discussed and reviewed by email

SI acquisition delay, Joint feMTC and eNB-IoT
R2-1701700
RAN2 response to RAN4 questions on Rel-13 SIB/MIB acquisition delays
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
P3:/4 

· LG wonders if we need to talk to R1 about this. 

· After offline discussion Intel indicates that the proposed NOTE below would not help RAN4 and would like to not have the NOTE, so the NOTE is removed from the agreements below. 
· After further offline, the proposed text is updated

· RAN2 confirms that the MIB(-NB) modification boundaries defined in Rel-13 for eMTC and NB-IoT cannot be changed.

· RAN2 confirms that a BL/CE UE shall acquire MIB in the Target Pcell before access to the target cell (as the UE needs to determine the SFN of the target PCell to perform RACH access). 

· RAN2 confirms that the repetitions SIB1-BR and SIB1-NB can be accumulated using the same SIB1 scheduling information during the modification period associated with each SIB1 (which is 5.12 sec for BL/EC UEs and 40.96 sec for NB-IoT UEs).

· If required, a BL/CE UE can accumulate more repetitions of SystemInformationBlockType1-BR during the modification period of SystemInformationBlockType1-BR, without re-reading MIB for schedulingInfoSIB1-BR.
· If required, a NB-IoT UE can accumulate more repetitions of SystemInformationBlockType1-NB during the modification period of SystemInformationBlockType1-NB, without re-reading MIB for schedulingInfoSIB1-NB.
R2-1701765
RAN2 response to RAN4 questions on Rel-13 SIB/MIB acquisition delays
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2657
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, NB_IOT-Core
· Add the note

Revised in R2-1702281/82
 (Intel), Offline discussion 123 (same as for the LS) 
· Revision not needed, not pursued

R2-1701766
RAN2 response to RAN4 questions on Rel-13 SIB/MIB acquisition delays
Intel Corporation
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2658
A
Rel-14
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, LTE_feMTC-Core, NB_IOT-Core, NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701009
SI acquisition delay in NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted
R2-1700760
Discussion on RAN4 LS on SI acquisition delay
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· noted
R2-1701010
Reply LS on eNB-IoT SI acquisition delay
Ericsson
LS out
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· not treated
R2-1700761
Draft LS reply on FeMTC SI acquisition delay
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· not treated
8.12.1 and 8.11.1
Multicast

Including output from email discussion [96#45][LTE/eNB-IoT/feMTC] 36.331 CR on SC-PTM (Ericsson)

Including output from email discussion [96#46][LTE/eNB-IoT/feMTC] SC-PTM (Huawei)

Running CR

R2-1701109
Introduction of SC-PTM for feMTC and NB-IoT enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2578
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core, NB_IOTenh-Core
· reviewed and discussed by email
Remaining issues email disc

R2-1701432
Summary of email discussion [96#46][LTE/NB-IoT/feMTC] SC-PTM remaining issues (Huawei)
Huawei
report
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P1
· LG didn’t input to the email but think that one bit DCI is better for power consumption. 

· Chair wonders if overhead really is problematic. QC think that anyway there will be repetition. ZTE think that we only need a simple indication and the cost will be less. 
· Ericsson think we shouldn’t involve R1 with this and the overhead is not too costly, so MAC CE is usable. Huawei agrees. Huawei think we shouldn’t ask R1 and are afraid that we need to specify another DCI format. Mediatek and Kyocera agrees. LG think that there are available bits in the DCI. 
· QC think that R1 cannot do anything before Ran Plenary. 
P3
· Ericsson think that the onduration timer for feMTC should not be stopped. 

P4
· LG think this can be in SIB15. Ericsson think this need a bit more discussion. Discuss based on other papers
P8
· LG agrees with the proposal 8. 
9b: 

· Ericsson point out that at least for NB-IoT nothing is defined, 

· RAN2 assume RAN-level stop for SC-PTM service in NB-IoT and FeMTC can be indicated in a MAC CE. 
· The onDurationTimerSCPTM is stopped when a PDCCH indicates a DL transmission for NB-IoT.
· the onDurationTimerSCPTMis stopped only when it expires like Rel-13 eMTC DRX mechanism for unicast, for feMTC
· For feMTC and NB-ioT, The SC-MCCH modification boundary is defined by (H-SFN * 1024 + SFN ) mod sc-mcch-ModificationPeriod = 0, The SC-MCCH repetition boundary is defined by (H-SFN * 1024 +SFN) mod sc-mcch-RepetitionPeriod = sc-mcch-Offset
· The value range of drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM for SC-PTM needs to be extended for NB-IoT/feMTC. 
· Baseline Assumption that existing LTE ranges for drx-CycleSCPTM  and drx-StartOffsetSCPTM are applied for  NB-IoT/feMTC.

· There is no need to stop drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM when a PDCCH indicates a DL transmission for FeMTC. The drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM is stopped only when it expires. (change of previous agreement, only for feMTC)
Mobility for SC-PTM
R2-1701071
SC-PTM mobility offset
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Ericsson clarifies that they want to emulate the highest priority behaviour for LTE. 

· Chair asks if we need a threshold. Ericsson and Sony thinks not, but that suitability is sufficient criterion. 
· QC wonders if this rule will make UEs camp on cells that provides a service that the UE doesn’t need to receive.  Huawei think that the UE only prioritizes cells/frequencies that provides MBMS service that the UE is interested in. 
· QC wonders if the sc-ptm mobility should be both intra and inter-frequency? 

· Nokia wonders why we don’t have an offset. Ericsson think we don’t need an offset. 
· The specification should allow the BL UE in enhanced coverage or a NB-IoT UE to prioritize cells or frequencies that provides the MBMS service that the UE is interested in. 

· This is implemented by rule(s), FFS if also an offset is needed (i.e. we revisit an earlier agreement).
CB Friday, Offline discussion 133, progress to arrive at a TP for 36.304 (Ericsson), in R2-1702287
R2-1702287

· Chair think that the offset should only be applied for the frequenceis where MBMS, whicih the UE is interesinted in or receiving, is transmitted. 

· ZTE think we could skip the offset, we do the same with priority and offset. 
· Huawei think that the offset prevents the UE to go to a very bad frequency. QC would be fine with an offset. It is the operator responsibility to set this to a good value.
· Chair think it might be a possibility to also allow the UE to consider inifinity/very high value, resulting in UEs just prioritizeing SC-PTM freq. 
· Koycera wonders which information/SIB the UE need to look at to determine the frequencies. 

· Agree that we have a frequency offset, to be applied for the frequenceis where MBMS, which the UE is interested in or receiving, is transmitted. 
· Merge with the running CR for feMTC and polish the wording by email (the email discussion for the running CR)
R2-1701436
Cell Re-selection Aspects Related to Multi-cast in NB-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei proposes two offsets, frequency and cell. 

· Ericsson think that the cell specific offset is not so good as it creates a lot of interference. 
· Huawei wonders why we otherwise have a list of cells in the scptm config message. 

· noted

R2-1701257
Measurement rules modification  to support SC-PTM mobility enhancement
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
· Kyocera think that according to the current specification the UE is still allowed to make neighbour cell measurements also in good radio conditions. 
· Noted
R2-1701259
Correction of measurement rules for SC-PTM mobility enhancement
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
14.1.0
0348
F
Rel-14

R2-1701072
Cell ranking with SC-PTM
Ericsson
draftCR
36.304
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

Above two documents not treated
DRX
R2-1701069
DRX for SC-PTM
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Noted

R2-1701070
DRX for SC-PTM in NB-IoT
Ericsson
draftCR
36.321
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701443
Discussion on DRX timer for SC-PTM in FeMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· noted
General
R2-1701434
Remaining Open Issues on Multi-cast Scheduling in NB-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
P1: 
· Ericsson can agree under the condition that an onduration timer is added. 

P2 

· Ericsson think that we need at least one higher value

P6

· Ericsson think that the naming should be reconsidered. 

· sc-mcch-FirstSubframe and sc-mcch-duration are not needed in SIB20-NB for NB-IoT. 
· The possible values for the repetition period of SC-MCCH are enumerated as {rf32, rf128, rf256, rf512, rf1024, rf2048, rf4096, rf8192, rf16384}. 
· The possible values for the modification period of SC-MCCH are enumerated as {rf32, rf128, rf256, rf512, rf1024, rf2048, rf4096, rf8192, rf16384, rf32768, rf65536, rf131072, rf262144, rf524288, rf1048576, spare1}.
· drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM : ENUMERATED {pp0, pp1, pp2, pp3, pp4, pp8, pp16, pp32} Where pp is the NPDCCH period of search space of corresponding SC-MTCH.

· onDurationTimerSCPTM, drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM, drx-CycleSCPTM and drx-StartOffsetSCPTM are broadcasted in SIB20-NB for SC-MCCH segments with the same value ranges as for SC-MTCH DRX. (parameter naming to be reconsidered)

· The start/stop conditions of onDurationTimerSCPTM and drx-InactivityTimerSCPTM for SC-MCCH DRX are the same as for SC-MTCH DRX.

R2-1701701
Some issues in multicast for FeMTC and eNB-IoT
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core 
· noted

R2-1701076
SC-MCCH segmentation
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Huawei wonders if we can use another value range for sc-mcch-Duration, should be as onduration timer for sc-mtch for Rel14 instead. 
· As a baseline, RAN2 assumes that each TB of SC-MCCH is separately scheduled with a grant.
· Introduce a new inactivity timer for listening to SC-MCCH scheduling. This timer could be called e.g. sc-mcch-InactivityTimer, for feMTC
· The stop and start conditions for sc-mcch-Duration and sc-mcch-InactivityTimer are the similar as for corresponding timers for SC-MTCH DRX, for feMTC
· Configure the timers sc-mcch-Duration and the new inactivity timer in SIB20 for feMTC.
· For feMTC, The value range for sc-mcch-Duration is {psf10, psf20, psf100, psf300, psf500, psf1000, psf1200, psf1600}
· The value range for the new inactivity timer for feMTC is ENUMERATED {psf0, psf1, psf2, psf4, psf8, psf16, psf32, psf64, psf128, psf256, ps512, psf1024, psf2048, psf4096, psf8192, psf16384}.

R2-1701671
Remaining issues of multicast for FeMTC and eNB-IoT 
Kyocera
discussion
P1
· Chair wonders if this would not be sent with the Last piece of Data, and if the Data is repeated, also the indication is repeated.
· Ericsson think that the current assumptions are sufficient and if the UE misses this the consequence is just that the UE continues to monitor for MTCH until MCCH is modified. 
· Huawei support this proposal. ZTE too. Ericsson really think we don’t need this. QC think that the repetition will be quite extensive. 
P6 
· QC think there is no need for NB-IoT, but could be useful for feMTC. Ericsson think that it could be useful also for NB-IoT, and Ericsson think that this indication could be used to relase the UE to Idle. 

· LG agree with QC that it is not needed for NB-IoT as there is no support for connected mode SC-PTM. Huawei think it is not even needed for feMTC. Ericsson point out that UEs can be in connected that UEs may need to be released to Idle mode. QC anyway point out that for NB-IoT even with a different traffic model would not be connected for very long times at a time. LG agrees with Qualcomm. 
· MBMS Interest Indication is supported for FeMTC, but not for eNB-IoT.

R2-1701672
SC-MCCH change notifications and SC-MTCH suspension/resumption 
Kyocera
discussion 
R2-1701870
RAN-level stop indication for SC-PTM service in NB-IoT
LG Electronics Finland
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
R2-1701872
RAN-level stop indication for SC-PTM service in FeMTC
LG Electronics Finland
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Above three documents not treated
Core Network Indication

R2-1701073
Multicast CN indication
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· LG think this is out of scope in R2. 

· Intel think that this is left for implementation in Legacy. 

· QC has some sympathy for this issue, but think the proposal is owned by other groups. 
· Chair think this is not for R2, and should be discussed in other groups. 

· Noted

R2-1701074
[DRAFT] LS on Indication of bandwidth limited UEs for multicast
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

Interest Indication

R2-1701075
Multicast service notification for UEs in connected mode
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
R2-1701111
Introduction of MBMS Interest Indication for feMTC and NB-IoT enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2579
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core, NB_IOTenh-Core
Above three documents not treated
SC-PTM reception prioritization
R2-1700899
Text Proposal for Priority Handling between SC-PTM reception and RRC Connection Establishment/Resumption for NB-IoT and feMTC
CATT
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core, NB_IOTenh-Core
· Huawei don’t think we should do this. 
· CATT think this is important to power saving.

· Ericsson agrees with the previous working assumptions, and think they are sufficient. 
· CATT think that emergency or high priority has not been agreed. 

· Noted
RLC-UM for NB-IoT
R2-1700765
Introducing RLC UM for NB-IoT
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
The proposal is to have RLC-UM for unicast.
· QC think we discussed this earlier, think is doesn’t come for free and we should not do this. For broadcast it is only needed for DL. LG support this proposal. Huawei would be ok with it.  
· Ericsson think there would be a UE capability.

· ZTE agrees with QC that we don’t need it.
· There seems to be some support, but this in not in the WI and there is also some opposition. 

· Noted

R2-1700766
Introducing RLC UM for NB-IoT
Ericsson
draftCR
36.300
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· noted

R2-1700767
Introducing RLC UM for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.322
13.2.0
0125
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Text should be changed to “for NB-IoT, RLC-UM is only supported for SC-PTM”

· Should add ”, if not configured” for the change to t-reordering instead of removal. 
· Should change the title to some thing more general, check with secretary if ok/ how to. 
Revision in R2-1702288 (Ericsson)
R2-1702288 
Introducing RLC UM for NB-IoT
Ericsson
CR
36.322
13.2.0
0125
1
B
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
· Contents is agreed

· Cover page may need update, listing the affected TSes
· By email 
Further Enhancements
R2-1701444
Discussion on SC-MCCH segment transmission in FeMTC
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

R2-1701435
Coverage Enhancement for SC-MTCH in NB-IoT
Huawei, HiSilicon, Neul Ltd.
discussion
Rel-14
NB_IOTenh-Core
Late: 

R2-1702029
Discussion on RAR reception window for eMTC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE-feMTC-Core
· TITLE is wrong

· Huawei think there is more impact than has described.

· QC think there is R1 and R4 impact that is significant. 
· Chair think we cannot consider this kind of proposal so late in the WI (e.g. as it is spans multiple RAN groups).  

· Noted
R2-1702030
Including DL only bands, for Rel-14 feMTC and NB-IoT
Ericsson
draftCR
36.302
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
LTE-feMTC-Core

R2-1702031
Support of downlink only band in cell ranking with SC-PTM
Ericsson
draftCR
36.304
14.1.0
B
Rel-14
LTE-feMTC-Core

8.12.3
Higher data rates

Including output from email discussion [96#54][LTE/feMTC] UE capabilities  (Ericsson)

R2-1701040
Email report [96#54][LTE/feMTC] UE capabilities
Ericsson
report
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Intel think that the detailed structure for the capabilities for different categories need to be clarified, 
P10
· Already agreed when discussing the LS

P11/12/13

· The agreement seemed not firm from R1

· Ericsson think this is the case for all the R1 indicated capability. 

· E-CID is an optional UE feature for a REL-14 BL/CE UE. A REL-14 BL/CE UE can signal its E-CID capabilities with the existing capability signalling in RRC.

· OTDOA is an optional UE feature for a REL-14 BL/CE UE. A REL-14 BL/CE UE can signal its OTDOA capabilities with the existing capability signalling in RRC. 

· SC-PTM reception in RRC_IDLE for BL/CE UE is an optional UE feature without UE capability signaling captured in 36.306 chapter 6.

· IOT capability signalling for the support of inter-frequency RSRP/RSRQ and intra-frequency RSRQ measurements in connected mode (ceMeasurements-r14).
We confirm that the R1 decisions seems ok from RAN2 point of view:
· new UE Category DL M2 and Category UL M2 with TBS of 4008 bits and maximum channel bandwidth 5 MHz.

· new capability ce-pusch-nb-maxTbs-r14.

· new capability ce-pdsch-pusch-maxBandwidth-r14.

· new capability ce-HarqAckBundling-r14.

· new capability ce-pdsch-tenProcesses-r14.

· new capability ce-RetuningSymbols-r14.
· new capability ce-puschEnhancement-r14.

· new capability ce-schedulingEnhancement-r14.

· new capability ce-srsEnhancement-r14.

R2-1701041
Introduction of UE capabilities for feMTC enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1407
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· We try our best to have a good shape CR for RP
· Ericsson point out that Further review is needed, and that L2 buffer size need to be properly decided. It is currently just a best guess proposal from Ericsson. 

· The current CR is based on current R1 assumption. 
· Huawei think that SRS enhancement in CE mode A is not specified by R1. It should be for both CE mode A and B.  

· Review and update L2 buffer size, take comments into account, update based on new information from R1. 
Revision in R2-1702269, offline discussion 124 (Ericsson)
R2-1702269 
Introduction of UE capabilities for feMTC enhancements
Ericsson
CR
36.306
14.1.0
1407
1
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Also for this CR the L2 buffer size need to be discussed

· R1 has agreed a larger TBS size that need to be added (a late agreement), that should be taken into account, 
· Also the added repetition levels agreed by R1 need to be added (R1 LS by Sony). 

· Discussion by email 
R2-1701323
Signaling support for CE mode and bandwidth switch for FeMTC devices
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Revised before presentation to 

R2-1702295
Signaling support for CE mode and bandwidth switch for FeMTC devices
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· LG wonders if the PPI can be used for this purpose. Apple think that the PPI is too general and the network will not know how the max bandwidth is configured from it. 

· Vodafone think there are no negative consequences for this proposal and support. Sony think that CE should also be controlled, and it should be possible to change UE capability.

· Ericsson don’t think there will be any gain, as data rates will go down. ZTE also think that the gain is limited and that this could bring complexity to the network, e.g. additional reconfigurations. 
· Vodafone think that this is for IoT applications.
· Apple point out that the feature is configured from eNB and the UE will just provide assistance information. If the eNB vendor doesn’t want to use it then that may be ok. 
· CMCC support this proposal. Oppo also support and think that it can be useful for the network but will be optional and unproblematic.  

· LG think that other parameters than bandwidth should be optimized, other UE capabilities should also be considered. Sony agrees. 
· Docomo want to have a prohibilt timer if this is agreed. 

· Intel think that PPI cannot be used, and if network vendors have issues they don’t need to use it. Intel further think it is clear that there will be power consumption benefits. 
· Ericsson and LG think that the overhead for using this mechanism is large and this need to be used for reconfiguration every time the UE goes to connected mode. 
· Ericsson also point out that a UE in normal mode is not allowed to access in enhanced coverage. Chair think a BL UE can always access in BL mode. 

· Vodafone think this is just about adding a few code points to PPI, and this is straight forward. 

· Sequans wonders what is the benefit with this, and think that anyway the wakeup time is the most power consuming part. 
· LG wonders if this is part of the WID, and think that the time is too short to introduce this. 

· Vodafone think we should decide to include this. 

· Sony and LG think that the idea that UE proposes configurations / changes capability etc to the network is interesting but the current specific proposal is not beneficial (too specific). 
· Issue: Concern that overhead for the procedure will offset the benefit. 
· Chair proposes the way forward that the proposal can be agreed if the concern that overhead for the procedure will offset the benefit can be met. 
Show of hands for the proposal on the table 

Yes: 
10
No: 
6
· A majority want this, but there is opposition too. 
· The concern that overhead for the procedure will offset the benefit to be addressed. 

· Recommendation to continue this and try to agree in this release. 
· Revised

R2-1702318
Signaling support for CE mode and bandwidth switch for FeMTC devices
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Apple indicates that there are additional co-signers added after upload, in total now 17 companies. 

· LG wonders if the UE assistance information message is the same as in LTE. Apple clarifies that yes, this is the case. 

· Sony had concerns yesterday, but would like this to go forward. Sony wonders why the CE mode need to be supported in P1, why can’t it be more general. Appl think that the UE preference that is provided is only for CE. 
· Intel indicates that it would be beneficial also for “normal” LTE UEs that support CE, to be able to work in 1.4MHz mode also in good radio coverage. 
· Sequans wonders if the eNB could know, based on the bitrate, and could reconfigure, why is the UE indication needed? Apple think it is more dependent on what application is running in UE, and this is UE internal info. 

· Nokia wonder what is meant if the UE indicates that it wants 1.4MHz, whether this means that the UE want power saving in general or not. Apple think it is sufficient if the eNB just follow the suggestion from the UE. 
· Sequans wonder if there are restrictions when this can be sent. Apple indicates that there would be a prohibit timer, and the whole feature is configurable by the network. 

· Nokia wonders what maximum operational bandwidth is. Intel indicates that this is the RF bandwidth. 
· Rel-14 UEs supporting > 1 bandwidth can send its preference on the maximum operational bandwidth for both DL and UL for connected mode.

· Define a new IE in the UE Assistance Information message for bandwidth preference indication.
· Will have a signalled capability. 
· Optional for all applicable UEs (UEs supporting > 1 bandwidth). 
R2-1701325
FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference indication
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2613
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Revised before presentation to 
R2-1702296
FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference indication
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2613
1
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

Revised before presentation to
R2-1702319
FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference indication
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
14.1.0
2613
2
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Ericsson wonders why we need 5.6.10.3a section. 
· Ericsson think we should extend the exsiting UE assistance message rather than using a critical extension and creating a new message. 

· Sony think that prohibit timer is not needed. Apple point out that NTT Docomo want a prohibit timer. Chair propose that we just accept the prohibit timer. 
· Sony think we need to discuss the range of the prohibit timer. 

· Could consider reusing the prohibit timer behaviour for the PPI. 

· Nokia point out that we need a 36.306 CR.

· Sony think there need to be a signalled capability, or the UE could send this indication without being configured. Nokia think that the CR is written exactly as PPI and for PPI there is a signalled capability. 
· Sony think that blackberrys proposal is good to only limit preference changes that indicate lower bandwidths than the currently configured need to be limited by the timer.
· Remove section 5.6.10.3a, merge with 5.6.10.3
· ASN.1: Extend the existing version of UE assistance information message, rather then making a new one. 

· Timer should be named Txy in the CR

R2-1701328
Stage 2 CR on FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0969
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Revised before presentation to 
R2-1702297
Stage 2 CR on FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0969
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Revised before presentation to 
R2-1702320 
Stage 2 CR on FeMTC UE CE mode and maximum PDSCH/PUSCH BW preference
Apple, Intel, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.300
14.1.0
0969
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core

· Can allow optimized timer handling to be discussed later. 
· Email discussion 1 week, to agree on the CRs 36.331, 36.306, 36.300. 

8.12.4
Other
Measurements

R2-1701023
Measurements for feMTC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· noted
R2-1701024
Clarification for supported measurements for feMTC in release 13
Ericsson
CR
36.300
13.6.0
0958
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· change the wording to “In this version of the specification a BL UE or BL UE in CE is not required to perform inter-frequency RSRP and RSRQ measurements nor intra-frequency RSRQ measurements in RRC_IDLE nor in RRC_CONNECTED. Inter-frequency E-UTRAN measurement reporting and inter-frequency E-UTRAN handover are not supported for BL UEs or BL UEs in CE in this version of the specification”
· with the change above, the CR is agreed unseen (rev 1) in R2-1702275. 
R2-1701025
Clarification for supported measurements for feMTC in release 13
Ericsson
CR
36.304
13.4.0
0345
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· not pursued
R2-1701026
Clarification for supported measurements for feMTC in release 13
Ericsson
CR
36.331
13.4.0
2571
F
Rel-13
LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
· not pursued
Enhanced Positioning

R2-1701032
Discussion on OTDOA for feMTC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· noted
R2-1701037
OTDOA and E-CID positioning for feMTC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-14


LTE_feMTC-Core
· noted
R2-1701132
Introduction of OTDOA enhancements for FeMTC
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
14.0.0
0164
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· merged with the ericsson CR below
· not pursued

R2-1701033
Introduction of OTDOA for feMTC
Ericsson
CR
36.355
14.0.0
0162
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
Revised before presentation

R2-1702257
Introduction of OTDOA for feMTC
Ericsson
CR
36.355
14.0.0
0162
1
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
revised in R2-1702276 (Ericsson), Offline discussion 128 (same as comeback below)
R2-1702276
Introduction of OTDOA for feMTC
Ericsson
CR
36.355
14.0.0
0162
2
B
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
· Ericsson indicates that PRS occasion group has been added, and all changes for this are highlighted. There are also comments on small fixes that are needed. 

· QC wonders if we expect more R1 input. Ericsson don’t think so but think that we need to inform R1 as this may impact how r1 define frequency hopping
· Continue by email

· Outgoing LS to R1 for information, attaching the agreed CR, by same email discussion as the CR. 
R2-1702362

· Ericsson indicates that the new information is that the proposal is now that this feature is configured, instead of always-on. 

· QC think we already agreed to not support this and that we shouldn’t discuss this for this release. Intel agrees.
· noted
Provided at meeting: 
R2-1702260
WF LPP support for feMTC OTDOA
Ericsson 
discussion
Rel-14
LTE_feMTC-Core
P4: 
· Intel wonders why need the prsConfigIndex. Ericsson think that we need the information in the server and it should be echoed back in the measurement report.
· Qualcomm think this is not needed for positioning but more for O&M, and it should not be mandatory for the UE. Ericsson point out that in order to estimate the accuracy of the measurements, the server should know which bandwidth was used for the measurements. Qualcomm think this is anyway known by the server as the UE reports the quality of the measurement. QC point out that not all UEs need to report this, and not all the time. 
· QC think that if this enhances the positioning performance, then we should let R1 determine if ti use this. 

· Intel proposes that we don’t introduce good-to-have features. 

· QC are not sure that the finePrsOccInterv is needed. Ericsson think that this is part of the R1 configuration list. 

P6: 
· QC think that the first one is automatically included in the last one, and the first one is not strictly needed. Ericsson would be ok to remove the first one, and infer the information from the last item instead, 
· Nokia would like to align more with the R1 agreements. 
· Reuse the existing PRS-Info to represent also the additional PRS configurations
· Use the existing fields but with the restrictions from the RAN1 agreements
· Add the following fields to the reference and neighbour cells, dlBandwidth of the cell; needed to determine the frequency of the narrowbands addPRSconfig; one or two additional PRS configurations
· Add the following fields to the PRS-Info IE, finePrsOccInterv; (From the R1 agreements) the PRS interval between the multiple PRS occasions within one PRS period, prsHoppingInfo; one or three narrowbands used in addition to the center band for hopping.
·  We will not support that prsConfigIndex is added in PRS-Info IE, and usedPrsConfigList; list of used PRS configuration indices in the signal meas info report (in this release), unless R1 show positioning performance benefits. 
· Capabilities discussed/agreed based on the CR
Summary

7.4
MTC
Rel-13 Corrections
Suitability criterion for CE mode B UEs changed
Hashed ID (S-TMSI) for eDRX for LTE clarified. 

Email discussion: 

[MTC] on Suitability criterion for CE, checking and final updates of the CRs (36.304, 36.331, Rel-13 and Rel-14), and a LS out to SA2 and RAN4 attaching the CRs to the LS. 

7.14
NB-IoT Rel-13 Corrections
Technically endorse CRs to introduce the clarifications that remove the inconsistencies in our TSes w.r.t. the SA2 LS on separate UE capability for S1-U data transfer. Leave final decision to RAN plenary.
Email discussion: 

[NB-IoT] Email discussion on UE AS context handling, for next meeting (HTC)
8.11
eNB-IoT
Multi-PRB, Mobility Enhancements, Positioning, Low Power UE, 2 HARQ and larger TBS, RAI, Authorization of CE
Email discussions: [eNB-IoT]
CRs: 36.300, 36.302, 36.304, 36.306, 36.321, 36.322, 36.331, 36.305, 36.355 
Joint 8.11 8.12
SC-PTM

Email Discussions: [eNB-IoT, feMTC]

CRs SC-PTM: 36.331, 36.304*
*is referred to as “introduction of feMTC” in the Ch Notes, to be renamed
8.12
feMTC
Higher Data Rate

Positioning

Authorization of CE

Email Discussions: [feMTC] 

CRs: 36.300, 36.302, 36.306, 36.331, 36.355 (+ outgoing LS), 36.304 (only AuthCE)
CRs for UE bandwidth preference ind: 36.300, 36.306, 36.331

8.11
eNB-IoT some issues
LS on security for RRC re-establishment for CIOT CP, SA3 need input to proceed
· Reply LS approved

· RAN2 CRs do not contain RRC re-establishment for CIOT CP 

LS T311 timer for NB-IoT from RAN4
· Timer extension value range tentatively agreed

· CRs first agreed to be treated by email but laters blocked due to R4 rumours
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