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1
Introduction 

The email discussion on “RRC procedure performance requirements” was kicked of by T-Mobile on May, 14 2008.
The focus of the email discussion was to get an agreement on the text and not the actual values of “N”.
2
Comments received  

Motorola on 15.5. questioned if it makes sense to define separate values for N1 and N2 as N1 can not be measured during the tests. The assume that the conformance will likely be conducted through a check of conformance to N2.
They propose to define N1 only for the System Information Messages and N2 for the dedicated messages  (excluding DL/UL Info Xfer, HO from EUTRAN Prep Req, Measurement Report, Paging, etc already flagged).

Assuming resources are available for the transmission of the response message, and N2 will be typically set to "N1 + 1" there is no benefit in defining both N1 and N2 for dedicated messages. In fact we could go a step further and redefine N2 (or N1) to cover both the system information(no response message) and dedicated message case (with response message).
Ericsson submitted an editorial update on May 28th and confirmed that the processing delay caused by the RACH procedure needs some further study. 
Further they indicated that For the paging message, it does not necessarily trigger the RRC connection request because the paging message can be sent to an UE for indicating a system information change. 

They see no need to specify the performance requirements for DL/UL information transfer.
Based on  R2-082419 they proposed to agree on their proposal 3: for the initial access case a very tight performance requirement on the processing time from reception of the transport block carrying the RRC Connection Set-up to transmission of the transport block carrying the RRC Connection Setup Complete should be defined.  
Nokia proposed on May 29th  that the performance requirements should only be considered applicable for the case "when the UE does not have any ongoing data transmissions". They proposed to add a note saying that “For the initial RRC connection establishment when the UE does not have any ongoing data transmissions, a very tight requirement on N2 shall be defined"
Overall they proposed to add the following sentence, before the table of section 11.2.2: "The values of N1 and N2 are applicable to a UE which does not have ongoing data transfer on DRBs".

T-Mobile on May 29th provided an updated text proposal based on the received comments so far. Main change proposed was having only on N2 similar value.

Further they disagreed with the statement by Nokia that that the UE shall only meet the performance requirements while no data transfer is ongoing. Their aim was to define these RRC procedure requirements to ensure that the RRC performance is consistently meant also for practical use cases where the UE has ongoing data transfer. So their basic assumption is that the values are always met.
Panasonic on June 2nd agreed with Motorola that only the delay that can be tested should be defined. In addition, they thought that RAN4 performance requirement also should be considered in some specific procedures. Some delay that depends on e.g. measurement performance is required until UE gets ready to start on uplink. For example, in case of intra-LTE or inter-RAT handover, "handover interruption time" would be defined by RAN4.
Further they thought clarification is necessary for the case that eNB sends a subsequent message prior to receiving the UE's response of previously transmitted message, since UE only processes the subsequent message after UE completes the procedure invoked by first message. They proposed to capture this in an editors note for the moment (not yet taken into account in R2-082934)

Editor’s Note: In case eNB sends a subsequent message prior to receiving the UE’s response of previously transmitted message, RRC procedure performance value for these two messages is sum of Ns for two messages.
3
Conclusion  

An updated text proposal – taken some of the aspects from the email discussion into account – is provided by T-Mobile in R2-082934. 

Further discussion on the not yet agreed aspects is required. Further the definition of the values for N shall be done soon based on the exact definition of the trigger points and conditions..
Further discussion on the aspects for RACH access, conditions when performance requirements apply and the handling of subsequent messages is needed.
