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Statistics of TSG RAN WG3 AdHoc meeting
· 60 participants

· 146 contributions

· No incoming liaison statements

· 2 outgoing liaison statements
1
Opening of the meeting

The chairman opened the meeting at 09.05 on Tuesday, 29th of June. Xuelong Wang (Huawei) welcomed the delegates to Beijing on behalf of Huawei, and introduced Beijing. Also the arrangements for coffee breaks and lunches were explained.

2
Approval of the Agenda
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Decision

	R3-101826
	Agenda for RAN3#AdHoc, Beijing, China
	Chairman
	Agenda
	Approved


Discussion: Presented by the Chairman.
Decision: Approved
3
Approval of the minutes from previous meetings

No minutes were approved in this meeting since AdHoc meetings cannot approve the minutes of ordinary WG meetings.
4
Reminder of IPR declaration

	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respectiv ,m,me Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.
The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:
- to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.
- to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs,e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


5
Incoming LS

There were no incoming liaisons for this meeting.
6
H(e)NB mobility enhancements

6.1
3G --- GW-based solution for optimized HNB-to-HNB mobility

Comparisom between solutions & way forward proposals
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101862
	Discussion on the HNB-GW based Solution for Optimized HNB-to-HNB Mobility
	Huawei, AT&T, Motorola
	Disc 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Zheng Zhou (Huawei). This is a comparison paper between different solutions to HNB as the previous papers. It concludes that the information used to construct  “Relocation Request” should not rely on the HNB-GW implementation, and therefore it propose to use approach 2 as the way forward: source HNB is to provide GW with all necessary parameters to construct relocation-related messages.
Martin Warner (ALU): Why not choose solution 1, if the presented drawbacks are for solution 2 ?

ZZ: The drawbacks are for solution 3.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): in both solutions the UE has to decode the same IEs. Why would the two solutions be different in terms of complexity ?
ZZ: In the solution 3 we use different location procedure.

Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm): The same IEs are required in both cases. Anyway, that is Stage-3 discussion; we should first define which solution to employ.

ZZ: In solution 3 we need one more procedure.
Chenghock Ng (NEC): How does the relocation work if the destination gateway is not aware of it ?
ZZ: For solutions 2,3, and 4 we can reconstruct the relocation-related messages at the gateway.
Philippe Godin (ALU): Question on solution 2; I think the Figure 1 does not show the complete procedure. In Step 13, how does the network generate the Iu Release Command ?

AC: This proposal relies on a new procedure on RUA. In terms of complexity, I believe this proposal has a higher complexity. In addition, this proposal introduces a dependency between the two protocols; RUA and RANAP. This proposal still keep the processing load in the GW.  We should try to move away from the Rel-9 and remove the load from the GW.

Chairman: CELL_FACH has to be part of the discussion.

AC: If this proposal allows the HNB to decide what kind of relocation to perform, it should be stated in this paper as an enhancement.
NSN has run extensive simulations and found out that the interruption time during a HO is a very important parameters

Lixiang Xu (Samsung): We should first concentrate on Cell_DCH mobility, and only then on Cell_FACH.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101917
	Optimized HNB to HNB mobility (HNB-GW based solution)
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper describes the steps for solution 1 more closely. The accompanying CR is in R3-101920.

It is worth mentioning that even from the release-8 architecture for the HNBs  that the HNB-GW is not fully transparent for C-Plane and U-Plane traffic. It was acknowledged previously many times that the HNB architecture cannot work without sniffing and storing some of the C-Plane and U-Plane traffic at the HNB-GW.
Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm): Why is it necessary to sniff User Plane traffic?
CN: The use of word “user plane”” is not appropriate here.

Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): Some issues are not discussed in this paper. All proposed solutions have to address:

· Sequence numbering
· Quality indicators

· Rate control

Zheng Zhou (Huawei): RAN2’s current agreement is very explicit in that Cell_FACH is excluded from this discussion.
Chairman: Cell_FACH is within the scope of the Work Item.

Martin Warner (ALU): We should send an LS to RAN2 since there are some issues with Cell_FACH.

CN: But Cell_FACH is not within this Agenda Item.
Chairman: If we discuss Cell_FACH under some other agenda item, then the danger is that there will be two different solutions.

Phlippe Godin (ALU): I think the issues listed by Martin I only apply to solution 1.
CN: We should not disturb the core network in intra-HNB GW mobility.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): The HNB GW should switch the transport network layer from source to target.
Andrei Radulescu Qualcomm): Is the list provided by Ericsson complete? Don’t we also need time stamps?
MI: Sequence numbers can include time stamping.
Srinivas Kadaba (Kineto): Encryption may need time stamps.
AC: At the moment IuUP termination is optional at the GW. But if proposal 1 is adopted, then this becomes mandatory.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101918
	Outstanding issue related to the Intra HNB GW mobility solution
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper addresses the outstanding issues that caused the HNB-GW based mobility solution to be deferred to Rel-10, and presents solutions to those issues:

1) Iu UP handling during mobility

-> Solution: As mobility has to be anchored by the HNB-GW (i.e. in order to keep it transparent to the CN) Iu UP shall be terminated in the HNB-GW.
2) Location Reporting

-> Solution: The HNB GW appears as logical RNC towards the CN. Therefore, the HNB-GW will terminate the RANAP LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL message and RANAP LOCATION REPORT message. Since the HNB-GW recognizes both of the SA of the source HNB and the target HNB, in case of intra-HNB-GW relocation, the HNB-GW can report on change of SA to CN. In the case of periodic location reporting, the HNB-GW relays the RANAP LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL message to the target HNB, possibly updated to indicate the remaining number of reports required after relocation.
3) Data Volume Reporting

-> Solution: The HNB-GW accumulates data volume reports from the different HNBs involved in a UE’s mobility and reports the final value to the SGSN at RAB release.

4) RAB related parameters

-> Solution: The HNB-GW already stores some RAB parameters fetched during RAB establishment procedure which are necessary for performing on TNL remapping. In addition to this, the HNB-GW will have to store security (both encryption and integrity protection) related parameters from the RANAP messages.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101919
	Analysis for HNB GW based HNB to HNB mobility solutions
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper makes four proposals:

1: While evaluating the possible solutions, factors such as HNB impacts, HNB GW impact, IoT issues, standardisation efforts etc. shall be considered.

2: While evaluating the possible solutions, how each candidate solution addresses the outstanding issues (from release-9) shall be considered.

3: For the HNB GW based solution, keep the main focus on addressing mobility in CELL DCH until RAN Plenary 49.

4: For the HNB GW based mobility solutions, a path switch message towards the MSC/SGSN is not needed. 

Philippe Godin (ALU): Does not agree with the conclusions

Chairman: CELL_FACH has to be part of the feature.
CN: My opinion is that CELL_FACH was already excluded from this discussion.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101836
	HNB-HNB HO GW based solutions comparison
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Martin Warner (ALU). This paper compares four different solutions to the HNB to HNB HO problem.

1. The GW terminated method based on HNB-HNB mobility.
2. The GW terminated method similar to 1, but with less (or no) termination of initial messages in the GW.
3. The GW involved method where relocation information is transported transparently via the GW.
4. The GW terminated method similar to 2 but using a different initial message.
ALU supports solution number 3.

Chenghock Ng (NEC): In the last meeting a similar contribution was presented and it was commented that the counting of IEs is not correct. However, in this paper the same mistakes remain.

MW: Remembers the dicussion, but no other company has challenged these numbers by proposing another solution. Thinks that these figures provide a way to measure proposals.

Zheng Zhou (Huawei) & Lixiang Xu (Samsung): Also question the counting of IEs.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): We should not nit-pick about the exact numbers of IEs, but rather use them as a measure of complexity. Thinks that this contribution provides a way to compare different solutions.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101855
	GW-based solutions discussion
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Lixiang Xu (Samsung). This paper compares the different GW-based HNB-to-HNB HO solutions and makes two proposals:

Proposal 1:  First select the node which decides the relocation type i.e. normal relocation across CN or optimized relocation.

Proposal 2:  Reuse the Relocation Request message as much as possible and avoid defining another relocation procedure for this purpose.

Srinivas Kadaba (Kineto): It is claimed in this paper (solution 4) that a number of paramaters (IMSI, UE AMBR, CSG Membership Status, SNA Access Information, UESBI-Iu) are also necessary in the GW. Where does it get that infomation? How does their handling differ from solution 2.

LX:: In solution 2, these parameters have to be sent from source to the GW. In solution 4, the source NB can compose the message itself.
Philippe Godin: How does target side know which solution is used? This is not addressed in the contribution.
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Shares the concern of ALU. It is not clear what the functionality of the source NodeB is. About Forward compatibilty: does not agree that there is a forward compatibility issue with solution 3.

Philippe Godin: The principle explained by NSN is good since it enables the decoupling of RANAP and RUA protocols.

Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): In table 1; “path switch message to the upper node”; second bullet: “The target use the source RNC selected algorithms the same as for seamless HO”. Does this mean that it is not possible to update the used algorithms indepedently in the network since all nodes have to use the same algorithm.
MI: if the algorithm is selected by the source, then the target has to support the same algorithm... this assumption should be defined somewhere

Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm) : If there are compatibility issues, we can always use the Rel-9 relocation.

SK: If the target decides to use a different algorithm than what the source has chosen, then it will become a problem no matter which mobility algorithm is employed.
MI: What is written here seems like a limitation. It seems that the assumption is that all algorithms should be available in all nodes all the time. A better solution would be to allow different RNCs to have different algorithm support. Some may be been upgraded before others, etc.

Chenghock Ng (NEC): Does not see a problem if the target side selected a different algorithm.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101951
	Solution for enhanced mobility in HNB systems
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Revised

	R3-101963
	Solution for enhanced mobility in HNB systems
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Amgelo Centonza (NSN).This paper presents a full stage 2 description of a solution for enhanced intra HNB GW mobility. The solution provides the following advantages:

· It has a very low impact on the HNB GW complexity due to the HNB GW almost transparent transfer of relocation information from source HNB to target HNB and vice versa

· It allows for relocation of PS and CS domains within a single procedure. Namely, relocation procedures do not need to be repeated for each domain as with legacy mobility based solutions

· It can mostly be reused in case of direct interfaces between HNBs

· It enables support of enhanced CELL_FACH either via HNB GW or via direct HNB to HNB interface

The paper also makes two proposals:
Proposal1: It is proposed to select one of two possible mechanisms to configure the HNB with appropriate neighbour information: either via enhanced HNBAP HNB Registration procedure or via enhanced TR069 neighbour cell list configuration

Proposal2: It is proposed to agree to the solution described in this paper as the solution of choice for the HNB GW based enhanced mobility and to move forward to the drafting of stage 3 details for the solution

Chenghock Ng (NEC): In conclusion, 1st bulletpoint: It is claimed that this solution has a very low impact on the HNB GW, but it should also be mentioned that it puts a burden on HNB.
Philippe Godin (ALU): Argues that femto is a more complex solution than this.
AC: In NEC’s solution we cannot use legacy HNBs, they have to be upgraded to include new procedures.

CN: NSN’s solution needs to iintroduce a new mechanism for intra-GW mobility and as a result it is more complex than NEC’s solution.

PG: Supports NSN’s view - complexity depends on how much processing is needed. Martin W’s paper proves that a femto-based solution is much heavier.
Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): Cannot support the view that complexity only depends on the number of IEs in a message. Complexity also includes other parameters.

-> Revised in R3-101963:

Milena Filipovic (NEC): This draft requires the control plane to pass user plane data.

This proposal generates another set of procedures over HNBAP.
Support from: NSN, ALU, DT, Ericsson, Interdigital

Decision: Noted
Documents Not Treated:

	R3-101920
	Optimised HNB to HNB mobility – HNB-GW based solution
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.467
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10 
	Not Treated


U-RNTI assignment
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101921
	U-RNTI management over the Iuh interface
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This contribution describes the need to coordinate the U-RNTI allocation among the HNBs that connect to a given HNB-GW, especially to handle scenarios where the UE can move between HNBs (e.g. in an enterprise environment). Two mechanisms where described for the coordination of the U-RNTI over the Iuh interface; The source companies prefer mechanism 1. The related CRs are in 1922-1924.
Angelo Centonza (NSN): This is proposal is good in cases of UEs being not disconnected after an RNC session termination. But in my view, this proposal does not address the case where the UE is disconnected. This may result in clashes of U-RNTI values.

CN: We use RUA_Connect message to transport U-RNTI values.
AC: Clashes may still happen.

Philippe Godin (ALU): If you solve the problem in registration time, then do you have to deal with it later during RUA Connect as well ?

-> if the issue is solved during the reagistration, is there a need to solve it during RUA Connect as well?

Decision: Noted

	R3-101952
	Scalable enhanced HNB mobility solution
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Angelo Centonza (NSN). This paper describes a proposal to guarantee uniqueness of the U-RNTI parameter assigned to a UE within a pool of HNBs served by the same HNB GW. Such uniqueness is essential to enable successful enhanced Cell_FACH mobility between HNBs. The presented proposal has minimum impacts on current specifications, requiring only the addition of a new U-RNTI IE in four messages. The paper also makes three proposals:
Proposal 1: Include a new U-RNTI IE in the HNBAP UE REGISTER REQUEST and HNBAP UE REGISTER ACCEPT messages

Proposal 2: Include a new optional U-RNTI IE in the RUA CONNECT (UL) and RUA DIRECT TRANSFER (DL) messages

Proposal 3: Include a new U-RNTI IE in the RUA CONNECT (DL) message
Chenghock Ng (NEC): You are using two different messages to transport U-RNTI: UE Registration Request and RUA Connect. Why not use only RUA Connect and thus avoid having two scenarios?
AC:if you always put U-RNTI into RUA Connect, there is a chance for a clash.

Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm): RUA Connect in the uplink, I cannot see the reason to have U-RNTI included in it.

AC: The way Andrei described the procedure is also possible.

Philippe Godin (ALU): Femtos could also have a pool of fixed U-RNTIs.
AC: The problem with ALU’s approach that we can easily run out  of U-RNTI values.

Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): I see this discussion as a very good example of complexity: too many ways of doing the same thing.

AR: ALU’s proposal is to do signalling plus some other things. It does not sound very simple.

Decision: Noted
-> The chairman engourages an offline discussion, with fewer proposals on the table on Thursday when we will come back on this issue.

Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101922
	U-RNTI Management over the Iuh interface
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.467
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101923
	U-RNTI Management over the Iuh interface
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.468
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101924
	U-RNTI Management over the Iuh interface
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.469
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


Other considerations
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101925
	Intra CSG Intra HNB-GW Mobility in CELL FACH state
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper defines the inter HNB mobility that is triggered by the cell update message sent by the UE, when the UE reselects to a new cell (in this scenario a new HNB) in CELL_FACH state. The proposed solution reuses the existing signalling as much as possible, introducing only one new message.

Martin Warner (ALU): In step 10; RANAP Relocation Information – is that a container?
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Is this a part of the overall solution for GW-based mobility?

CN: Yes

AC: The target would need to have a U-RNTI. But the message signalling chart does to explain when this into is transferred from the source to the target. In our solution it is passed in HNBAP.

Philippe Godin: Step 5 shows that no legacy solution can work, we need to upgrade the source.
Chairman: We should choose the solution to be used in this meeting. The next meeting will be about writing CRs then.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101964
	Proposed way forward fro HNB-GW based HNB to HNB mobility
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc., AT&T, ip.access, Huawei, Samsung, Qualcomm, ZTE, Orange, Motorola
	Disc, Appr
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC).

Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm): Any solution addressing the solution is fine, including this.
Philippe Godin (ALU): Not sure about this solution, does it solve the problem?
Angelo Centonza (NSN): We are falling to the same issues we already discussed in Rel-9, the same problems and confusions are now in Rel-10. This approach will result in an incomplete specification.

Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): If we choose solution 1 (stage-2), my fear is that this may result in several different stage-3 solutions.

PG: Even the stage-2 solution is incomplete.

Andreas Neubacher (DT): I think that a stage-3 solution is necessary. This solution leaves too much open.
Vince Spatafora (AT&T): As an operator, cannot understand why we are not going forward with this. It is already postponed from Rel-9.
CN : Maybe a more detailed stage-2 description is enough.
Elena Voltolina (Ericsson): I think it is up to proponents to sell their proposal to others with a detailed contribution.
Chairman: It is clear that some stage-3 clarifications are needed in the updated WF document.

Decision: Noted
Way forward on GW-based mobility enhancements:

1964 (Solution 1)

- stage-3 is needed to complete the solution

- new issues: FQC handling in UL/DL at reception and transmission; time alignment at reception and transmission, rate control, rate control in case TRFO; make sure that teh behaviour for each procedure in 415 is clear.
- Support: NEC, Kineto, AT&T, ip.access, Huawei, Samsung, ZTE
1963 (Solution 3)

- Support: NSN, ALU, DT, Ericsson, Interdigital

- it has to be shown how this solution addresses the above issues
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101926
	Intra CSG Intra HNB-GW Mobility in CELL FACH state
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.467
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101927
	Intra CSG Intra HNB-GW Mobility in CELL FACH state
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	CR
	25.469
	 
	 
	B
	TEI10
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


6.2 3G --- Evaluation of other possible solutions for optimized HNB-to-HNB mobility

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101841
	HNB-HNB HO enhancements
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Martin Warner (ALU). This paper concludes that the implementation of a direct interface between HNBs is beneficial and hence further discussions should be held on the actual procedures, messages etc that can be defined to support such a solution.
Decision: Noted

	R3-101834
	HNB-HNB HO Direct Interface solution comparison
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Martin Warner (ALU). Rel-10 considers enhancements for HNB to HNB HO and there is only one candidate solution for this; namely the Direct Interface, as other candidate GW based solutions are considered to be part of the WF for correction of Rel-9 HNB-HNB HO. Therefore this paper considers the issues of direct interface in respect of:
A. Benefits for direct interface (e.g. more efficient mobility support w/ respect to CN-based solution? Benefits of SHO? etc.)

B. Complexity to introduce the direct interface.
MW: Complexity / effifiency of the solution is comparable to the GW-based solution #3 (from NSN).

Decision: Noted

	R3-101835
	HNB to HNB Handover Architecture
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Martin Warner (ALU). This paper discusses the impact of a HNB to HNB handover function on the HNB architecture. It makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: A new direct logical interface Iuhr can be deployed between HNBs.

Proposal 2: A new application protocol HNBRAP is introduced for this new interface.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101863
	Discussion on Soft Handover for Enhanced H2H Mobility
	Huawei, Motorola
	Disc 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Zheng Zhou (Huawei). This paper proposes that RAN3 agrees on the following proposals:

1: A direct interface between HNBs should be considered only if soft handover is applicable in the enterprise case.

2: The security requirement of direct interface between HNBs should be considered by SA3.
Philippe Godin (ALU): I dont understand proposal 1 in terms of standardisation. What needs to be done?
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Do we need all the features supported by the Iur?

-> Huawei and Motorola are not going to support the direct interface if SHO is not going to be supported. Direct interface could be postponed until SHO is supported.

-> ALU supports direct interface as a mobility solution.

Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): Why should we couple this issue with SHO. Is there any technical basis on combining these two issues?
Decision: Noted
	R3-101900
	Considerations for HNB-GW bypass inter-HNB mobility
	Kineto Wireless, NEC
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Srinivas Kadaba (Kineto Wireless). This document discusses the list of issues that have to be addressed by mobility procedures that completely bypass HNB-GW.

Martin Warner (ALU): 
- Issue 2 is already covered by ALU’s document.
- Issue 7: Performance management:. Cannot see the benefit of the GW to collect all this information sicne HNB already does this.
- Issue 9: Security is probably not a problem.
SK:
- Issue 2: OK

- Issue 7: GW can do this better.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101928
	Consideration points for the Direct Interface between HNBs
	NEC, Kineto Wireless Inc.
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper discusses the issues that will need addressing if a direct interface between HNBs is introduced (deployment scenarios, protocol reusing, UE association handling, and data forwarding).

Philippe Godin (ALU): This proposal introduces more delay than the direct interface proposal.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): We should ask the opinion of SA3 on the security aspects of this solution.

Kit Kilgour (IP.Access): The IPsec interface has an effect on companies that are designing hardware.

-> May have to liaise SA3 to understand the security requiremets in case of direct interface femtos; for both LTE and 3G. Will be discussed also in the next session. 

Martin Warner (ALU): It should be clarified in the ls that the direct interface is assumed to be deployed in an enterprise scenario and it is an operator-managed deployment.

-> the LS will be in 1954 (NEC/NSN)
Decision: Noted
	R3-101954
	[DRAFT] LS on the security on the direct interface between H(e)NBs (To: SA3)
	NEC
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Revised

	R3-101966
	[DRAFT] LS on the security on the direct interface between H(e)NBs (To: SA3)
	NEC
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Agreed

	R3-101967
	LS on the security on the direct interface between H(e)NBs (To: SA3)
	RAN3
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Approved


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC).
Angelo: would be better to use a generic expression: “direct connection” instead of  “direct connection with secured IP” (both in the text and in the figure)..
Martin Israelsson (Ericsson): Need to explicitly add the architecture picture for LTE.
Philippe Godin (ALU): Need to explicitly add that we are looking at this at the context of an enterprise scenario.
Catalina Mladin (Interdigital): Should we expand tihis LS to include macro-to-femto case.

Philippe Godin (ALU): That would make the LS quite complex.
Chairman: We can send two LS to SA3, the second one to handle the LTE macro-to-femto case.

-> offline discussion about the necessity of the second LS (NEC).

-> revised in R3-101966

-> Agreed, final LS in R3-101967

Decision: Approved
	R3-101842
	Cell FACH support for HNB Handover.
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Martin Warner (ALU). This paper discusses the issues to be taken into account when considering the support of Cell FACH UE on HNBs. It is proposed to agree on the following:

Proposal 1: Discuss the impact of handling Cell_FACH related procedures on existing HNB specifications e.g. for Access Control.
Proposal 2: Discuss whether it would be useful for the UE to provide additional information to the HNB during a Cell Update procedure.

Proposal 3: Send an LS to RAN2 to clarify the behaviour of a UE in Cell_FACH when it is accessing a HNB. 

Andrei Radulescu (Qualcomm): I believe there is no need for additional UE information, all the necessary information is already there.
-> No need for special access control/handling in case of cell update procedure.

Decision: Noted
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101837
	Text Proposal for HNBRAP
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101838
	Additional messages to support HNB-HNB HO in HNBAP
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	25.469
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101839
	Introduction of HNB to HNB mobility architecture.
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	25.467
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101840
	Introduction of HNB to HNB mobility procedure using direct interface.
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	25.467
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


6.3 LTE --- Solutions for optimized (H)eNB-to-HeNB mobility

Requirements, Scope and other general considerations
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101932
	Requirements and deployment scenarios for enhanced HeNB-to-Macro mobility
	NTT DOCOMO
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Takeshi Okamoto (NTT DoCoMo). The UMTS traffic data in NTT DoCOMo’s commercial network shows that a large number of inbound/outbound handovers occur in busy hours. Hence, LTE network shall be also able to support the high frequency of mobility. The problem in Rel-9 LTE network is that the MME will have to cope with a large amount of S1 handover signalling.

Therefore, NTT DoCoMo proposes that to relieve the MME processing load, RAN3 should also specify the optimized mobility between eNB and HeNB in the Rel10 time frame.

Philippe Godin (ALU): Not convinced by the use case “Expanding area coverage”. I think we usually deploy macro cells in this case. In RAN1 only indoor femtos are considered.

TO: Is there really any difference between indoor and outdoor femtos?

PG: There are not so many macro-to-femto scenarios. Maybe only when you enter a building with poor outdoor coverage.

Osok Song (Qualcomm): In America shopping malls provide a good example of hybrid indoor/outdoor environments where macros and femtos do mix. I think we should not limit the scenarios involved in femto-macro scenarios.

Vince Spatafora (AT&T): Agrees with the proposed user cases. Mobility from femto to macro is important.

Elena Voltolina (Ericsson): Would it be more pratical to have a pico cell in these scenarios instead of femto cells ?

TO: The cost for operators includes also the infrastructure cost; femtos may be cheaper than picos since the infra may be provided by others.

Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): The user case for Macro-to-femto is very limited.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): Shares the view of Vodafone. We will not see a large number of HeNBs deployed because of many practical reasons (number of PCIs and interference).

Andreas Neubacher (DT): What is the advantage of introducing new products instead of using existing products such as light-weight MMEs?
-> Do we need to optimise for HeNB-to-Macro mobility?

Yes: DoCoMo, Samsung, Qualcomm, Mitsubishi, AT&T, Orange, NEC, KDDI

Neutral: Ericsson, Huawei

No: ALU, Vodafone, NSN, DT
Decision: Noted
	R3-101849
	Way forward proposal for (H)eNB to HeNB mobility
	Orange SA
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Serban Purge (Orange). Proposes that the focus on eNB mobility should be on HeNB-to-HeNB mobility.

-> Proposal number 1 is agreed.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101887
	Usage of X2 Interface for HeNB mobility enhancements
	Ericsson
	Appr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Revised

	R3-101956
	Usage of X2 Interface for HeNB mobility enhancements
	Ericsson, Huawei, NTT Docomo, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm Incorporated, Alcatel-Lucent, Orange
	Appr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Revised

	R3-101968
	Usage of X2 Interface for HeNB mobility enhancements
	Ericsson, Huawei, NTT Docomo, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm Incorporated, Alcatel-Lucent, Orange
	Appr
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Agreed


Discussion: Presented by Elena Voltolina (Ericsson). Ericsson believes that it is reasonable to introduce the X2 interface in the following situations:
In case of Open Access:

· between the open access cell HeNB and eNB;

· between open access HeNBs.

If HeNBs are deployed as open access nodes, it is assumed they are controlled by operators and represent a trusted environment. Deployment of a gateway should not be so a matter for standardization.

In case of Closed/Hybrid Access:

· only for closed/hybrid mode HeNB-s that are not connected to EPC nodes via the same HeNB Gw (if the principle discussed in 2.1 needs to be preserved);

· between closed/hybrid mode HeNB-s that have the same CSG ID;

· between closed/hybrid mode HeNB and eNB/open access HeNB for outbound mobility, i.e. from closed/hybrid mode HeNB to eNB/open access HeNB;

Osok Song (Qualcomm): Unclear about the last case. This proposal would make the X2 interface asymmetric?

EV: The association would be asymmetric.

Philippe Godin (ALU): is there a mistake in the third case? A: No.

PG: Why is the 5th scenario needed?
-> This list includes the scenarios that are allowed, maybe it is better to list the restrictions.
OS: Scenario 3 is not needed, scenario 5 depends on the scope of the work item and it is already covered by scenario 1.
Chairman: Can we agree on scenarios 1, 2 and 4? A: no...
-> Need Way-Forward clarifying the scope of the work Item. 

-> Discuss whether we want to list restrictions

-> Revised in R3-101956.

R3-101956: Presented by Elena Voltolina (Ericsson)

Chenghock Ng (NEC): Question about the third bullet point in section 2; what kind of closed/hybrid combinations are included.

Long discussion followed; about closed / hybrid / open cells, which cases will be covered in the requirements.

-> Word “hybrid” removed from the third bullet

-> Two sub-bullets were added to the third bullet point:


- FFS whether the hybrid to hybrid case (with the same CSG ID) needs to be addressed.


- FFS whether the close to hybrid case (and vice versa) needs to be addressed.

- FFS whether the hybrid to hybrid/close/open case needs to be addressed also

In the end, it was decided to remove “only” from the first sentence of section 2, and “hybrid” from the third bullet point

-> agreed unseen in R3-101968

Decision: Agreed

	R3-101905
	Enhancement of inter-HeNB Mobility
	Alcatel-Lucent 
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). This paper analyses various requirements for inter-HeNB mobility. It concludes in favour of introducing a solution not impacting the EPC to serve the most relevant non-residential scenario. Also, it proposes a preferred solution based on the X2 interface between two HeNBs in order to optimize the intra-CSG scheme where no access control is needed and for which handovers will be frequent.
Proposal 1: allow inter-HeNBs handover in release 10 by X2 interface 

Proposal 2: For inter-CSG scenarios introduce a new “access control query” function over S1

Proposal 3: when HeNB-GW is deployed, terminate this new “access control query” procedure in the HeNB-GW by providing the Allowed CSG List to the HeNB-GW at call setup or handover from macro eNB.

-> Agreed: Work on HeNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancements shall focus on intra-CSG case.

Decision: Noted
HeNB to HeNB mobility
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101936
	Principles of HeNB-to-HeNB mobility optimization
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Osok Song (Qualcomm). In this paper the three candidate solutions are analysed as well as the open issues for the HeNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancement. Based on the analysis, the following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: The option of S1 HO termination at GW should be removed from the candidates, as it has a fundamental problem related to security context handling during handover.
Proposal 2: Adopt the direct X2 interface solution for the HeNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancement.

Proposal 3: The HeNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancement is only for intra CSG. Some non-UE dedicated X2 procedures would be useful between HeNB with different CSGs, but it is not in the scope of the current WI.
Chairman: Lets focus on proposals 1 and 2.

-> Support of proposal 1:

Yes: Qualcomm, ZTE, Ericsson, DoCoMo, Mitsubishi, CATT, Orange, ALU, Deutsche Telecom, NSN

No: Huawei, Samsung, NEC

-> WA: Remove the option to terminate the S1 HO at the HeNB GW.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101899
	Solution discussion for optimized HeNB-to-HeNB mobility
	ZTE
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Hua mary Chion (ZTE). This contribution discusses the possible solutions for optimized HeNB to HeNB mobility in intra-CSG, which are used to improve the performance of mobility procedures between HeNBs served by the same HeNB GW. Three options are discussed according to four criteria:
Criterion 1: signalling traffic at MME;

Criterion 2: CSG valid check;

Criterion 3: message interaction and processing;

Criterion 4: message transfer delay.

Based on the comparison, it is proposed that the X2 interface via HeNB GW and the direct X2 interface between HeNBs are supported for HO between HeNBs.

Steven Xu (Motorola):  Why do we need to support 2 solutions?

HC: With the focus on HeNB to HeNB case, we support the direct X2 interface.

Serban Purge (Orange): Does not see the benefit of supporting the direct X2 interface. 

Decision: Noted
	R3-101864
	Consideration on HeNB-to-HeNB mobility
	Huawei
	Disc 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Zheng Zhou (Huawei). This paper discusses three possible HeNB-to-HeNB solutions:

· Solution1: S1 HO termination at GW 

· Solution2: X2GW-based

· Solution3: Direct X2 between HeNBs

In order to still consider the S1 HO termination at the GW as potential alternative, we think it is better to clarify the security aspects with SA3. Our analysis shows that the Direct X2 interface has less complexity and better efficiency. 

Decision: Noted

	R3-101856
	HeNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancement discussion
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Lixian Xu (Samsung). This paper discusses the open issues proposed in the last meeting and makes the following proposals:
Proposal 1: HeNB to HeNB mobility enhancement is necessary. 

Proposal 2: For optimized HeNB to HeNB mobility, Direct X2, X2 terminated at GW and S1 HO termination at GW should be considered as possible.

Proposal 3: Optimized solutions for intra-CSG mobility, move to open mode and hybrid mode should have higher priority in Rel-10. Inter-CSG mobility is FFS.

Chairman: What is the difference between the X2 terminated at  the GW and  X2 gateway - based solution.
-> Both versions are considered together.
Decision: Noted

	R3-101878
	Discussion on mobility enhancements for (H)eNBs-to-HeNBs
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by (CATT). CATT makes three proposals:
Proposal 1: It is not recommended to consider terminating S1 HO procedure at HeNB GW as the solution for HeNB mobility enhancements.

Proposal 2: Direct X2 interface is preferred to enhance the mobility between HeNBs.

Proposal 3: X2GW-based solution shall be considered for the mobility enhancement between eNB and HeNBs.

-> CATT supports the direct X2 interface.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101950
	Challenges of HeNB mobility enhancements
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Angelo Centonza (NSN).

These issues are already covered by other contributions.

Decision: Noted
*************************

Agreements:

Solution alternatives selected for future evaluation:

- X2 GW-based

- direct X2

-> Need to wait a response from the S3 to our LS.
-> The solution may no be mutually exclusive.
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101906
	Introduction of inter-HeNB mobility architecture
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101907
	Introduction of inter-HeNB mobility function
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101908
	Introduction of enhanced inter-HeNB mobility procedure
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	B
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


Macro eNB to HeNB mobility
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101933
	Open issues for HeNB-to-Macro mobility
	NTT DOCOMO
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Takeshi Okamoto (NTT DoCoMo). The following open issues are discussed in this paper.

· IP address issues

· Scalability and macro impact issues

It is proposed that Alternative 2: “Terminating X2-HO procedure at HeNB-GW” and Alternative 3: “Direct X2-IF HO procedure” should be identified as candidate solutions.
Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): In LTE HNBs, which entity has NNSF functionality?
Chairman: HNB GW.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): If you do have a HNB Gateway, then it has the NNSF functionality. If you do not have a gateway, then HNB supports NNSF. 

AK: How does the HNB know when to trigger the X2 handover message towards a macro ?

AC: My view is that this cannot be solved in legacy HNBs.
Osok Song (Qualcomm): This is Rel-10 work item; thus HNBs need to be upgraded anyway to comply.
AC: The only viable alternative is the direct X2 interface.

Serban: Purge (Orange): Supports both NSN and NTT DoCoMo’s views 

Decision: Noted
	R3-101865
	Consideration on the enhanced HeNB-to-Macro mobility
	Huawei
	Disc 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Zheng Zhou (Huawei). In this contribution, four aspects of HeNB mobility is discussed:

· The requirement & scenarios for enhanced HeNB-to-Macro mobility

· IP Issues

· Scalability of the solution based on direct X2 or X2GW

· Feasibility of a single solution to cover (H)eNB-to-HeNB

Huawei is worried aboutt the increase of complexity and the cost of the HeNBs.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101827
	Optimized eNB-Open HeNB mobility
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Steven Xu (Motorola). This paper compares the two options for the enhanced eNH-Open HeNB mobility. As a conclusion it makes one proposal: For enhanced eNB-Open HeNB mobility, solution based on X2 connection between macro eNB and HeNB-GW, and X2 connection between HeNB-GW and Open HeNB, is preferred.
-> Need to look at what information need to be maintained in the eNB in terms of NRs (in case of X2 direct vs X2 GW-based solution).

Decision: Noted

	R3-101857
	eNB-to-HeNB mobility enhancement discussion
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Lixiang Xu (Samsung). This contribution discusses enhanced eNB to HeNB mobility and vice versa. This paper makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: eNB to HeNB mobility enhancement and vice versa is necessary. 

Proposal 2: For optimized eNB to HeNB mobility, it is proposed to use the X2GW based as way forward.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): Does not belive that here will be large numbers of open mode HeNBs within one macro cell.

Elena Voltoline (Ericsson): Open femto is not a user-deployed device. About proposal 2: are you saying that a gateway should used? Should this be standardised or left as a deployment option?

Angelo: This depends on what the gateway is doing? Is it only aggregating SCTP connections or is it also terminating X2-AP messages?

-> Is X2-GW located in HeNB or it a separate logical node? A: It is located in HeNB GW.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101937
	Principles of HeNB-to-Macro mobility optimization
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Osok Song (Qualcomm). This paper analyzed the two candidate solutions and the open issues for the HeNB-to-Macro mobility enhancement. Based on the analysis, it proposes:
1: Both the direct X2 based solution and the X2GW based solution should be considered and adopted for the HeNB-to-Macro mobility enhancement.

2: It is preferred to have a single solution based on X2 to cover HeNB-to-HeNB and HeNB-to-Macro.

3: When use of X2GW is agreed, RAN3 should discuss the issue of X2 message routing with X2GW.

4: When use of X2GW is agreed, RAN3 should discuss the issue of avoiding all-to-all X2 relations between all HeNBs and all macro eNBs through X2GW.
Steven Xu (Motorola): Proposal 4, why do you need to upgrade all the macro eNBs here?
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Do these issues also apply to picocells? Why do we have two different sets of rules for essentially similar systems. Picocells support X2 interfaces.

-> During the meeting it was noted that if there is a scalability issue with a X2 direct interface to a open/HeNB, then there is a scalability issue for X2 interface at pico eNBs.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101847
	On macro eNB-HeNB enhanced mobility for shopping mall scenario
	Mitsubishi Electric
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Mourad Khanfouci (Mitsubishi). Mitsubishi concludes that the proxy based solution (alternative 2) is the preferred choice for enhanced eNB/HeNB mobility in shopping mall scenarios.
Decision: Noted

	R3-101850
	Discussion of enhanced mobility solutions between MeNB and HeNB
	New Postcom
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yihua Jiang (New Postcom). This paper makes three proposals:
Proposal 1: Enhance HeNB GW to support the X2GW function as the solution for this scenario: 

· Enhanced eNB-to-HeNB mobility and vice versa, where only open-mode HeNBs are considered.

Proposal 2: For the X2 AP control plane, the HeNB GW should:

· Relay UE-associated X2 application part messages between the MeNB serving the UE and the HeNB serving the UE;

· Terminate non-UE associated X2 application part procedures towards the HeNB and towards the MeNB.

Proposal 3: Outcomes of X2 Proxy study in the relay architecture WI should be reused as much as possible for X2GW based solutions.

Decision: Noted

Working Assumptions:

If we adopt the X2-GW solution, then:

- For X2-GW we should apply similar principles used for S1-GW.

- X2-GW located in HeNB-GW.

Open issues:

- X2-AP message routing with X2-GW

Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101828
	X2 setup between macro eNB and HeNB-GW
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


6.4
Others

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision


Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101858
	Supporting of Open Access Mode HeNB
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101909
	Enhanced Mobility to HeNB open cells and macro CSG/Hybrid cells
	Alcatel-Lucent
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101910
	Enhanced Mobility to HeNB open cells and macro CSG/Hybrid cells
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	C
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101911
	Enhanced Mobility to HeNB open cells and macro CSG/Hybrid cells
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.413
	 
	 
	C
	HNB_HENB_mob_enh 
	Rel-10 
	Not Treated

	R3-101888
	Addressing of HeNBs
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101879
	Discussion on the access control for intra-eNB handover
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101898
	NodeB informed when UE reading inter-frequency CSG/Hybrid Cell
	ZTE
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Revised

	R3-101898
	NodeB informed when UE reading inter-frequency CSG/Hybrid Cell
	ZTE
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated


7
Relays WI
7.1
O&M Requirements

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101889
	Relay OAM Connectivity Requirements
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson). Ericsson has analyzed some of the possible requirements of OAM traffic to and from RNs and has formulated a couple of working assumptions. Ericsson’s opinion is that an OAM link failure to an RN is not different than OAM link failure to an eNB. The following proposals are made:

1: The OAM architecture for RNs of Figure 1 should be adopted as a working assumption.

2: RAN3 should adopt as working assumption, that OAM commands, alarms and counters should be transported on a high priority (possibly GBR) bearer, while e.g. software downloads may be transported on a lower priority (possibly non-GBR) bearer. Already standardized QCI values should be studied for feasibility before investigating new ones.

3: For a RN, the OAM connection interruption should not cause traffic interruption per se. This scenario is equivalent to an eNB losing its backhaul link to the core network, and it should be handled in the same way.

4: RAN3 should make the working assumption that an IP-level security mechanism will be adopted for OAM traffic.
Philippe Reininger (Huawei):
- Is there a need to specify that we need to have two O&M channels: a first one low priority/slow and a second one high priority/fast?

- Is there a need to have two dedicated bearers for O&M or we can re-use the Un bearers alread used for S1/X2 transport?

GM: Dedicated bearers are a possibility, operators’ opinions are welcome.
Philippe Godin (ALU): I don’t understand GPRS counters

-> There is no need to transport O&M counters in real time

Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): Alarms need to be transported in real time.

Yang Ning (CMCC): Is RAN3 the right place to discuss this?

Chairman: Yes, since we establish the requirements for SA5.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): RAN2 is already talking about O&M requirements.

Chairman: We should set the O&M requirements.
PG : Do we need an O&M connection?

AK: Yes ! If we lose the connection, we do not have any kind of access to the node.
AC: Coupling signalling and user traffic into one bearer is more unreliable than 2 bearers.

PG: The bearer used for the O&M connection should have the highest priority in terms of ARP.
Chenghock Ng (NEC): 
- The previous expression (about ARP) is too strong at the moment -> cancelled.

- No need to specify a new QCI for O&M signalling.
Andreas Neubacher (DT): We should have one O&M connection for high priority data and another one for low priority data.

Haijing Hu (CATT): In Fig1 it looks like the channel from O&M to RN is end-to-end?

Chairman: That is something we should discuss.

PR: We should ask SA3/SA5:

- How is the tunnel established ?
- How the RN contacts O&M?

- With what IP address?

- What are the security requirements needed in this process?

-> these were agreed

AK: In Ericsson’s paper there is only one secure connection.

AC: Any node that is connected to an O&M system, gets a secure channel.

YN: If the O&M architecture is end-to-end, then if the relays are controlled by malicious people, they can attack our network.
AC: But then the attacker should be able to decrypt the traffic which is challenging.
PG: The same assumed security problems also apply to femtos.

YN: There is no secure channel between DeNB and OAM.
Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DoCoMo): What is the difference between the macro scenario and the case presented here?

YN: This kind of relay does not exist in macro nodes.

-> Need to ask SA3 if there are any additional security requirements for RN O&M connections

-> Chairman: 

- Proposal 1 agreed as WA


- Proposal 4 needs some rewording

-> To Gino Masini:

- Collect stage-2 proposal on O&M requirements in R3-101957

-> Huawei: Send an LS to SA2/SA5 in R3-101958
Decision: Noted
	R3-101938
	Framework for Relay Configuration
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm). This paper proposes a hybrid scheme for the configuration of relay nodes, whereby:

- parameters that related to the Relay eNB (ReNB) and are independent from parameter settings that are configured in the DeNB to which the ReNB is connected to are determined at O&M and can be directly retrieved by the ReNB 

- parameters in the ReNB which are dependent and shall be kept consistent with the parameters of the DeNB for the correct functioning of the system are determined at DeNB and then signalled to ReNB 

- DeNB parameters remain configured by O&M, while a subset of parameters related to the ReNB are decided within the DeNB and then propagated to the ReNB via RRC. The O&M could provide the DeNB with ranges or options for ReNB settings, to ensure control and flexibility 

Furthermore this paper proposes to send an LS to RAN2 asking it to identify what relay parameters needs to be determined at DeNB (group B), as they have interdependency with DeNB. 

Philippe Godin (ALU): O&M for RN and O&M of DNB may be from different vendors, which can cause coexistence issues.

Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): I think that O&M equipment from different vendors do not need to communicate with each other. How can the parameters be the same in donor and relay nodes? If they communicate with each other, then it has to happen using operators specific means.

-> offline, Alexej to coordinate.
WA: It is assumed that RN O&M and DeNB O&M systems are different and it is assumed that they do not communicate with each other.

CB: LS to RAN2 to inform about the above (CC: SA5)

Decision: Noted
	R3-101866
	Consideration on RN configuration and OAM issues
	Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Phlippe Reininger (Huawei). Noted without presentation.

Decision: Noted

	R3-101873
	Discussion on OAM Issues for RN
	CMCC, CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Ning Yang (CMCC). This contribution discusses the connection issue between RN and its OAM has been discussed and our proposal is as follows:
Proposal: We propose RAN3 to send LS to SA5 for other parameters configuration for RN to trigger the corresponding discussion.
Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): Regarding the application protocol for O&M, we should have one standardized protocol. It could be TR-069, but the final decision is with SA5.
Gino Masini (Ericsson): Why should the relay node be different, security-wise, from eNB ?
Philippe Reininger (Huawei), Angelo Centonza (NSN), Anders Neubacher (DT): TR-069 is not suitable for this purpose.
Chairman: RAN3 should set the O&M requirements and let SA5 to choose/define the protocol.

- RAN3 to provide SA5 with a list of specific relay parameters that need to be configured by O&M => contributions invited for the next meeting.

- What application protocol to be used for O&M? This is up to SA5 to decide.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101940
	IP Connectivity for Relay’s O&M
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm). Qualcomm proposes to adopt option2 for relay IP connectivity (i.e. IP address assigned by P-GW functionality within DeNB), while supporting different deployment alternatives, as summarized in the following three proposals:

1: The IP address used by the ReNB for O&M and other external connections shall be assigned by the P-GW functionality within DeNB.

2: Both alternatives of (a) routable IP address to O&M server or (b) reachable IP address to/from O&M server via NAT (Network Address Translation) shall be allowed for relay deployments.

3: The selected O&M protocol should be able to support both of these alternatives, in case options 2 will be selected for O&M connectivity.

Steven Xu (Motorola): With respect to proposition 1: this is the IP address used for the O&M connection after RN attached to the network as a relay?
Osok Song (Qualcomm): Yes.
- Should RN IP address come from the initial attachment of RN to the network as UE? 

Decision: Noted
	R3-101912
	O&M and security requirements on IP addresses
	Alcatel-Lucent 
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Relay
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). This paper analyses the specification of P-GW functions in the architecture alternative 2. ALU proposes to clarify in the specifications that the P-GW functions addressing the RN-UE resides in a logical entity that isn’t necessarily embedded in the DeNB. It is proposed to agree on the corresponding CR in tdoc R3-101913.
Andreas Neubacher (DT): What is the benefit of this proposal?

Osok Song (Qualcomm): Need to clarify stage-2 the IP connectivity requirements -> tdoc R3-101960.
Andreas Neubacher (DT): Should O&M IP address come from the initial attachment of RN to the network as UE.

Philippe Reininger (Huawei): Agrees with DT, we cannot see the benefit of P-GW allocating the IP address.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101913
	P-GW function embedded in DeNB
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	LTE_Relay 
	Rel-10
	Revised 

	R3-101960
	P-GW function embedded in DeNB
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	LTE_Relay 
	Rel-10
	Postponed


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). It is clarified that all P-GW functions are embedded in the DeNB and none can be external to the DeNB. It is also clarified that separate IP address can be allocated to O&M which can be either routable (external) or not routable (internal).

Osok Song (Qualcomm): The last added sentence should be: “If separate IP address for O&M is allocated, then this address can either be routable or non-routable.”
Yan Wang (Huawei): Question about “DeNB provides all S-GW/P-GW functionality” -> should be any necessary functionality.
=> Discussion to continue at the next neeting.

Decision: Postponed

	R3-101957
	RN OAM Requirements
	Ericsson
	CR
	36.300 
	 
	 
	F
	 LTE_Relay
	Rel-10
	Revised

	R3-101969
	RN OAM Requirements
	Ericsson
	CR
	36.300 
	 
	 
	F
	 LTE_Relay
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson). Introduction of Stage-2 LTE-A RN OAM connectivity requirements.
Chairman: Move the sentence on independence of RN O&M and DeNB O&M in a new section called “other consideration”
Steven Xu (Motorola): Remove the sentence related to RLF.
Philippe Reininger (Huawei): 4.x.7.4: Replace the last sentence from the security paragraph with “It is FFS whether additional security requirements are needed for relays”
Yan Wang (Huawei): It was already agreed earlier that there is no need to specify new QCI values other than those already standardized.


-> remove “The exact values for QCI and ARP are FFS [but” from 4.x.7.3

Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): Remove [GBR} from 4.x.7.3.
Vince Spatafora (AT&T):
- Prefers stronger expressions in the third paragraph of 4.x.7.3 (shall->should, shall->may).

- It is unnecessary to differentiate high- and low-priority alarms.

Philippe Godin (ALU): Why configuration messages should have lower priority than alarms ?
-> Revised in R3-101969; agreed as a baseline document on stage-2 requirements for relays O&M.

-> At the next meeting we will produce the final CR for 36.300

-> Ericsson to submit at the next meeting this document as baseline for discussion

Decision: Noted
	R3-101958
	[DRAFT] LS on OAM security and OAM connection issues of RN (To: SA3, SA5, RAN2)
	Huawei
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Revised

	R3-101970
	[DRAFT] LS on OAM security and OAM connection issues of RN (To: SA3, SA5; Cc: RAN2)
	Huawei
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Agreed

	R3-101971
	LS on OAM security and OAM connection issues of RN (To: SA3, SA5; Cc: RAN2)
	RAN3
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Approved


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei).

Discussion about the sentence in the overall description (“RAN3 assumes that RN OAM and DeNB OAM systems are different and assumes that they do not communicate with each other.”) -> sentence removed.
Philippe Reininger (Huawei): Move RAN2 from ‘To’ -> ‘Cc’, no actions for RAN2.

Gino Masini (Ericsson): is not comfortable with the mention of two OAMs in the LS -> remove sentence on the separation between O&M systems.
Agreed unseen in R3-101970, Final LS in R3-101971
Decision: Approved
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101874
	[DRAFT] LS on OAM issues of RN
	CMCC
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Not Treated


7.2
HO related / U-plane

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101875
	Discussion on Handover Optimization for Relay
	CMCC
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Ning Yang (CMCC). This paper makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: For the handover from RN to other node, the DL packet forwarding is not from RN, but from its DeNB to reduce the wireless backhaul overhead.

Proposal 2: The DeNB can not release the DL packets to UEs attached to RN until it receives an indication signalling from RN or some conditions are met.

Philippe Godin (ALU): On proposal 1: How can you ensure that the relay has delivered all packets to the UE.

NY: This is because of proposal 2.

Osok Song (Qualcomm): How eNB status report will be interpreted with DL packet forwarding?

Decision: Noted
	R3-101880
	U-plane handling during handover
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). This document discusses the handover procedure and proposes:
Proposal 1: In case of Intra-DeNB handover, there is no need to send “end marker” packets from the EPC. 

Proposal 2: In the case of intra-DeNB handover, DeNB generates “end marker” packets to indicate the end of downlink data on the old path and the timing of sending “Un end marker” packets is as soon as DeNB detects the Handover Request ACK message. 

Proposal 3: “Un end marker” can be used as an optimized data forwarding solution during outbound handovers from RN with low cost.
HH: Proposals 1 and 2 are only applicable to intra-DeNB case.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101914
	Optimization of UE handover for relay
	Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Relay
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). This paper makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: agree on the DeNB start buffering the DL data towards the UE associated to RN, once the UE prepares to handover, and stop forwarding the DL data to RN once the handover is confirmed.

Proposal 2: agree on the new procedures SM_R, EM_R and Relay HO Status Report to implement this solution. 
Osok Song (Qualcomm): Proposal requires modification of the GTP-U protocol?
PG: Yes.
Decision: Noted

	R3-101859
	Proposed Way Forward on Smart Forwarding
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chaegwon Lim (Samsung). It is proposed for RAN WG3 to let the smart forwarding discussed in RAN WG2 and focus on other relay issues under RAN3’s responsibility.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101942
	Smart Data Forwarding in X2 Handover involved with RN
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Osok Song (Qualcomm). This paper discusses the End Marker solution for supporting smart data forwarding during an X2 handover when RN is involved. It shows that a proper implementation that uses existing procedures and messages in the current spec is sufficient to provide smart data forwarding. Therefore three proposals are made:

Proposal 1: Smart forwarding during handover from RN should be limited to a DeNB implementation using existing procedures and messages in the current specifications, and it should not have any impact on either RN or core network.

· Proposal 1a: The implementation choice at the DeNB shall be transparent to the RN. I.e. the RN expects to receive exactly one End Marker.

· Proposal 1b: No impact to CN. I.e. the SGW sends one End Marker after receiving U-plane update request message.

· Proposal 1c: The operation for optimizing the X2-handover with RN is optional and limited to the DeNB implementation, which includes a UE S-GW proxy function.
Proposal 2: If the DeNB performs smart forwarding during intra DeNB handover, the DeNB creates an End Marker to RN using the UE S-GW proxy function and consumes an End Marker received from the external UE’s S/P-GW.

Proposal 3: If the DeNB performs smart forwarding during intra DeNB handover, in order to accommodate the handover advance preparation with multiple cells, the DeNB starts buffering and stops transmitting downlink data on the old Un interface only after it receives the SN Status Transfer from the source RN. 

Philippe Godin (ALU): About proposal 1: How does the relay know the time when the donor has started buffering?
OS: At step 6.
Haijing Hu 9CATT): 

osal 1: How does the xx know the time when the

 DL packet forwarding?ssues


































Decision: Noted
	R3-101947
	Forth and Back Data Forwarding on Un
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Angelo Centonza (NSN). This document discusses forth and back data forwarding and proposes not to support optimization for back and forward data forwarding on Un interface within Rel-10.
Osok Song (Qualcomm): This feature was the main argument for solutions 2 and 4. So is it still applicable.

Yan Wang (Huawei): Supports NSN.

Philippe Godin (ALU): All these assumptions are based on 100 kbps data rates. Is this applicable to LTE?

Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DoCoMo): The proposed gain is very small -> no support.
Decision: Noted
-> Status quo is kept: no need for changes in Rel-10 for smart forwarding.

7.3 HO related / C-plane

Choice of HO type
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101829
	HO Type determination
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Steven Xu (Motorola). Motorola analyses the background for HO type determination, and proposes to reuse the HO type determination as used in macro system for relay.
Proposal 1: 

· From a RN’s perspective, the neighbouring cell can be considered as a cell of the RN’s DeNB. 

· From a macro eNB’s perspective, the neighbouring RN can be considered as a cell of the RN’s DeNB. 

· From a DeNB’s perspective, the neighbouring RN is either considered as its own cell, or can be considered as another DeNB’s cell.

Proposal 2: 

· During the X2 setup procedure or eNB configuration update procedure towards a RN, the DeNB includes the RN’s neighbouring cell in the Served Cell Information field if this cell’s eNB have X2 connection with the DeNB. 

· During the X2 setup procedure or eNB configuration update procedure towards a macro eNB, the DeNB includes its RNs in the Served Cell Information field. 

· During the X2 setup procedure or eNB configuration update procedure towards a DeNB, the originating DeNB includes its RNs in the Served Cell Information field. 

Proposal 3: The source eNB can initiate an X2 HO to target cell if there is an X2 connection with an eNB who reported the target cell as its Served Cell in X2 Setup procedure, or eNB configuration update procedure. Otherwise, the source eNB can only use S1 HO.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101890
	X2 Connections Setup to Other Nodes
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson). Ericsson shows that it is possible for the RN to keep track of the presence of X2 connections to neighboring eNBs, and makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: For each eNB it is aware of, the RN keeps track of whether X2 is present and selects the most appropriate handover type.

Proposal 2: Evaluate the solutions described above for a possible way forward.

Chairman: Motorola’s proposal 2.1 and Ericsson’s approaches are similar.

Philippe Godin (ALU): This proposal is really an optimization.
Angelo Centonza (NSN): What if a donor has a neighbour, and this neighbour has an X2 estalished with a donor. But in the donor’s neighbour relationship table there is no HO check. How is that indicated?

Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): Why would donor establish an X2 if there is no handover? Why would that be done?

Chairman: This is allowed.

Steven Xu (Motorola): You have to download the attributes from OAM as usually.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101867
	Consideration on HO type choosing issue
	Huawei
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei). Huawei analyses the different handover types and makes 2 proposals:
Proposal 1: In order for RN to decide whether HO can be triggered and choose a suitable handover type, DeNB need to send RN the final “no X2” “NO HO” information between DeNB and neighbour eNBs

Proposal 2: In order for RN to choose a suitable handover type, DeNB need to send RN the relevant MME pools information which neighbour eNBs belong to. 

-> Given the different O&M systems for RN and DeNB, we cannot guarantee that there are consistent (synchronised) NRT tables across the two.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101851
	Handover Type Decision at DeNB
	LG Electronics
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Genebeck Hahn (LG Electronics). LG proposes that for the inter DeNB handover scenarios where RN does not know the availability of X2 interface between its DeNB and target eNB, the handover type decision, i.e. X2 or S1, is made by DeNB not by RN.

Chairman: Is this proposal somewhat similar to the proposal 3 from Ericsson?

GH: Yes
Philippe Godin (ALU): Does not like the idea of introducing new type of signalling.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101896
	GU Group id and HO type
	ZTE
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by ZTE. ZTE makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: GU Group id should be remained for re-using to decide handover type in RN impact system.
Proposal 2: RAN3 should research how node can get its target’s GU Group id.

Chairman: This proposal is in line with Ericsson’s proposal and Motorola, but also adds GU Group ID info.

Gino Masini (Ericsson): GU group ID is not relevant info.
Decision: Noted
Routing of HO messages
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101934
	Handover message routing for relays
	NTT DOCOMO
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DOCoMo). This paper discusses handover message routing schemes for relays, and makes a proposal:
- RN eNB ID based routing should be used for relays. The same eNB ID as the DeNB should be assigned to the RN.

Philippe Godin (ALU): It is not true to say that DeNB id can only be managed by an OAM system.
Yan Wang (Huawei): Fully supports this paper.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): Also supports this paper.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101892
	Facilitating Routing of Relay Inbound Handover
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson). We have proposed an RN ECGI configuration for RNs that facilitate RN inbound handover. It consists of the eNB ID of the DeNB serving the RN and a cell identifier unique within DeNB. Two proposals are made:
Proposal 1: The RN shall be configured with an ECGI that includes the eNB ID of the DeNB serving the RN, and a cell identifier that is unique within its serving DeNB.

Proposal 2: The RN OaM shall configure the RN ECGI to include the eNB ID of the DeNB serving the RN, and a cell identifier that is unique within the DeNB.
Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): Is the RN eNB IDconfigured by the RN O&M or is it configured by the DeNB via RRC?

Yan Wang (Huawei): We should also consider E-GCI.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101843
	RN eNB ID and Routing of Handover Message
	New Postcom
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Noted without presentation (issues included in other contributions).

Decision: Noted
	R3-101860
	Consideration on eNB ID of Relay Node
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Noted without presentation (issues included in other contributions).
Decision: Noted
	R3-101831
	S1 HO message routing
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Steven Xu (Motorola). This contribution analyses the different options to support S1 HO message routing and makes 2 proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN3 to solicit operator input on whether operator can accept to upgrade the eNB or MME.

If operators does not want to upgrade the eNB or MME, then 

Proposal 2: RAN3 to solicit operator input on whether operator can accept the restriction on TAI assignment, or the restriction on maximum number of DeNBs under a DeNB.

Steven Xu (Motorola): How is E-GCI configured? 
Gino Masini (Ericsson): And how to ensure uniquness of E-CGI?

Chairman: Can we use the S1 setup “as is”?

Philippe Godin (ALU): Is the maximum number of cells per DeNB equal to 256 acceptable?

Philippe Godin (ALU): Is future proofness (w.r.t. mobile relays) needed?  
Decision: Noted
	R3-101845
	Signalling Routing Options for Relays
	Mitsubishi Electric
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Mourad Khanfouci (Mitsubishi). This paper compares the four routing options for the deployment of the relays.
This contribution supports NTT DoCoMo’s proposal.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101868
	Methods to handover routing issue with relay
	Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei). This paper supports NTT DoCoMo’s proposal.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101901
	The feasibility of applying TA-based Routing to RN
	Potevio
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Ting Li (Potevio). This contribution analyses the feasibility of applying TA-based Routing to RN, and makes one proposal:

Proposal 1: New schemes other than TAI-based Routing may be needed in order to solve the S1-based Handover request routing problem in relay scenario.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101883
	Problem of handover request routing during S1 handover in RN network
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). This paper proposes to adopt Option-1 (TAI-based solution) to solve the handover request routing problem. 

Decision: Noted
	R3-101916
	Solution for routing of handover messages
	Alcatel-Lucent 
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Relay
	Rel-10 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). This contribution shows that there is actually no issue of handover routing as such but an issue of automatic configuration in an heterogeneous network composed of RNs. The paper proposes a solution based on existing mechanisms (paging, node selection based on TAI) adapted to the relay case.
Steven Xu (Motorola): Some assumptions made in this paper are not feasible.

Mourad Khanfouci (Mitsubishi Electric): Is this proposal equivalent to having a flat-routing table in the MME?

PG: No
Gino Masini (Ericsson): What happens when the network configuration changes over time? Doesn’t it involve a lot of signalling?

-> No support for this proposal.
Decision: Noted
***********************************************************

Option 1: eNB ID of RN == eNB ID of DeNB

- NTT DoCoMo, Ericsson, New Postcom, Samsung, Huawei, Qualcomm, CMCC, Mitsubishi, NSN, ZTE, CATT, NEC, Motorola
Q1: Is RN eNB ID/E-CGI configured by the RN O&M or is it derived from the DeNB’s broadcast channel ?

Q2: How is E-GCI configured? And how to ensure uniqueness of E-GCI?
Q3: Can we use the S1 setup “as is” in case eNB ID of RN == eNB of DeNB?

Q4: Is the maximum number of cells per DeNB equal to 256 acceptable.

A: Yes

Q5: Is future proofness (w.r.t. mobile relays) needed?

A: No

Q6: In case of different RNs initiate the same procedure towards teh DeNB, does the DeNB need to perfrm extra handling to address this scenario.
-> Agreement that in Rel-10 we have eNB ID of RN == eNB ID of DeNB

ANR implications

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101869
	ANR related procedures with relay
	Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei). The contribution analyzes the possible ANR related procedures with RN, and observes that the procedures may run without problem if RN has the same global eNB ID with its serving DeNB.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101943
	ANR function and X2 management for Relay Nodes
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm). Qualcomm argues that Cell ID of RN containing the DeNB’s eNB ID is a straight-forward solution for ANR to work, while the alternative solution may have some potential problems.

Proposal 1: The eNB ID corresponding to the Cell ID of RN should be the DeNB’s eNB ID.

Proposal 2: The ANR function with relays can work without any specification changes.

Proposal 3: If Proposal 1 is accepted, it should be discussed what method (RRC or OAM) is used to configure the Cell ID of the RN.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101830
	TNL Address Discovery procedure for relay
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Noted without presentation (issues included in other contributions).
Decision: Noted
	R3-101884
	The impact to ANR from the introduction of RN
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). This paper makes 2 proposals:
Proposal 1: The RN needs to maintain the NRT attributes of its neighbour cells, which include ‘No X2’ and ‘No Remove’.

Proposal 2: The RN acquires the NRT attribues of its neighbour cells by its own O&M, and the DeNB serving the RN acquire the ‘No X2’ attribute of the RN directly by the DeNB’s own O&M.
Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): Here DeNB gets to know the attributes of relays. Is that relevant?

Decision: Noted
	R3-101930
	X2 connection setup upon detection of cell from RN
	NEC
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Chenghock Ng (NEC). This paper has highlighted interactions between RN, DeNB and neighbouring eNB for the setting of X2 interface upon:
· Detection of a new cell  from the RN ANR

· Detection of RN

The paper also makes two proposals in section 2.3.

Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): Can the relay just start the S1AP eNB Configuration Transfer procedure itself?

Decision: Noted
-> To offline discussion: the handling of neighbouring info and choice of HO type (Moto).
	R3-101965
	Handling of neighboring info and choice of HO type
	Motorola, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DoCoMo, Ericsson, Mitsubishi
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Postponed, Revised

	R3-101972
	Handling of neighboring info and choice of HO type
	Motorola, Nokia Siemens Networks, NTT DoCoMo, Ericsson, Mitsubishi
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Postponed


Discussion: Presented by Steven Xu (Motorola). This contribution summarizes the conclusions of discussiona on Relaying neighboring cell handling, the choice of HO type and the ANR implications.
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Did we agree that we need the eNB GU Group information here?
-> Discussion to continue in the next meeting.

MCC: Revised in R3-101972 because R3-101965 was corrupted on the 3GPP server.

Decision: Postponed

Intra-DNB HO Optimization

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101882
	Discussion on necessity of Path Switch procedure
	CATT, CMCC
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). In this document the necessity of Path Switch procedure during handover for Alt2 is discussed and 2 proposals are made:
Proposal 1: In the case of Intra-DeNB handover, there is no need for E-UTRAN to initiate the Path Switch procedure towards the EPC.  
Proposal 2: In the case of Intra-DeNB handover, the DeNB handles the path switch to/from the RNs.

Yan Wang (Huawei): How to handle the security issues in case of optimised intra-DeNB HOs?
-> Send an LS to SA3 asking if these proposals present show-stopping problems (draft will be in R3-101972).
- Point to the CATT proposal 

- Note that it may pose security requirements

- Ask for advice

Ericsson, Huawei: Not happy to send the LS, with the attached document.
Motorola: There is no harm in sending the LS.
-> No LS sent, in the next meeting there will be a separate AI for the related security issues.

Decision: Noted
Other considerations

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101915
	GTP handling for control plane messages
	Alcatel-Lucent
	CR
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	LTE_Relay
	Rel-10
	Not Agreed


Discussion: Presented by Philippe Godin (ALU). The specification of how GTP tunnels are internally mapped for control plane messages is removed from the external specification in alignment with the selection of the architecture alternative 2.
-> No need for the proposed change, but a clarification may be needed.

Decision: Not Agreed
	R3-101881
	Discussion on MME addressing issue during X2 handover procedure
	CATT, CMCC, Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Postponed


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). This contribution proposes that the DeNB parses the MME UE S1AP ID IE and GUMMEI IE in X2 Handover Request message, and stores the information as the UE context.
Gino Masini (Ericsson): Ericsson has a related proposal in R3-101891.

Decision: Postponed
7.4
Issues related to non UE-associated messages

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101891
	X2 Proxy Functionality for Relays
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 Postponed


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson). This paper makes 4 proposals for supporting X2 proxying in the DeNB for RNs.
Decision: Postponed
	R3-101948
	Challenges of X2 deployment for Relay nodes
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Revised

	R3-101953
	Challenges of X2 deployment for Relay nodes
	Nokia Siemens Networks, III
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Angelo Centonza (NSN). In this paper the X2 interface architecture has been analysed when applied to LTE-A Relays. Key areas of the X2 procedures handling have been tackled, such as establishment of an X2 path between RN and neighbour eNBs, RN awareness of the existence of an X2 interface with a neighbour eNB, handling of non-UE associated X2 procedures when messages are propagated between RN and neighbour eNBs other than the serving DeNB. Four proposals are made:
Proposal 1: In order to guarantee correct functioning of the neighbour discovery and X2 Setup procedures and to ensure correct routing of mobility procedure messages to the RN, RN and DeNB shall share the same eNB ID

Proposal 2: In order for the RN to notify the discovery of a new neighbour eNB cell to the DeNB and to eventually trigger X2 Setup procedures between DeNB and neighbour eNB, the eNB CONFIGURATION UPDATE procedure shall be used. 

Proposal 3: The DeNB shall confirm if the X2 interface with the neighbour eNB has been established by sending an eNB CONFIGURATION UPDATE procedure including details of the neighbour eNB cell to the RN.        

Proposal 4: The DeNB shall allow only one instance of the Cell Activation procedure to be propagated at the time

Andrea Caravaglia (Qualcomm): How do you handle a situation where X2 is established, but no X2 HO is allowed.
AC: Basically in this situation there is no X2.

-> offline discussion.

Decision: Noted
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101870
	Non UE-associated X2 messages processing at DeNB
	Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101846
	X2-AP procedures management through an X2 proxy
	Mitsubishi Electric
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101832
	Non-UE-associated X2 message handling in DeNB
	Motorola
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101885
	The routing and termination issue for X2AP messages
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101897
	Termination of X2 non UE-associated messages
	ZTE
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101929
	Relay: Handling of S1 Non UE-Associated Signalling Procedures
	NEC
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101848
	Solutions for routing non UE-associated messages with the X2 proxy
	Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101844
	Non-UE Associated Meesage Handling for Relay Architecture
	New Postcom
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101931
	Handling of X2 Reset Procedure for Relaying
	NEC
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated


-> For all topics in 7.4, Huawei to lead an offline discussion with the interested companies before the next RAN3 meeting.
     - the outcome of the discussion to be reported in the next meeting.
7.5 Aspects related to RN attachment/release

Attachment and initial configuration
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101902
	RN Access Control
	Vodafone
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone). Vodafone highlights some concerns about relying only on RN pre-configuration for providing access to a DeNB. Pre-configuration implies the implementation of additional interfaces to transport necessary radio and core network related data into the RN O&M. Implementation of such interfaces is costly and therefore the amount of data to pre-configure should be as minimum as possible. Vodafone would like to make the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN2/3 should investigate an access control mechanism for the RN access to DeNB assuming no pre-configuration is in place. 

Proposal 2: The broadcast of the one bit indicator seems sufficient to allow the RN to choose an eNB cell which is able to support RN as alternative RRC Setup procedure could be used.
It is also proposed to liaise with RAN WG2 to inform them about the RAN3 preferred way forward and to specify an appropriate mechanism. 

Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DoCoMo): Agrees with Vodafone. There could be a problem with legacy equipment.

Angelo Centonza (NSN): Why would be want to statically pre-configure a relay node when we can do it dynamically ?

Chairman: The pre-configuration would not need to be manual, it can also be an automatic download.

Andreas Neubacher (DT): Feel unfomfortable that RAN2 has made this decision without consulting RAN3.

AK: Relay node reconfiguration is OK, but the very first attachment should be automatic.

Chairman: - three options to choose in the offline discussion:

1) eNBs to broadcast the capability to serve as DeNB

2) RN confidured with list of DeNBs to which it can connect to


a) the list of DeNBs can be manually configured


b) the list if DeNBs is downloaded during the RN initial attachment to the network as regular UE

-> Compromise solution: 

ALU:
1) eNB broadcasts the “I am DeNB” bit

2) RN attaches to one of the eNBs broadcasting tjhe bit and connects to O&M

3) O&Ms may download a list of new DeNB cells for the RN

4) If a list of new DeNB cells, the RN detach and reattach to teh new DeNB cell

Vodafone:

1) eNB broadcasts the “I am DeNB” bit

2) RN attaches to any eNBs

3) O&M may download a list of DeNB cells for the RN

4) If a list of new DeNB cells, the RN attach and reattach to the new DeNB cell; if no list is downloaded, the RN selects the DeNB based on OTA indication.

WF (?) – come back on Thursday:

1) RN attaches to any eNBs as a normal UE and connects to O&M

2) O&M downloads a list of DeNB cells for the RN

3) The RN attach and reattach to the new DeNB cell. It may not cover the case of emergency.

- Does it cover the case of emergency? 
- Can we always assume that O&M can download the list of DeNBs to the RN?

Offline: need to establish whether we need additional OTA access control for RN?

Decision: Noted
	R3-101949
	Initial RN connection configuration
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Qualcomm
	Disc, Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Noted without presentation.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101876
	Discussion on Issues about RN Startup and Release
	CMCC, CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Ning Yang (CMCC).

-> To be part of the offline discussion for R3-101961.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101893
	RN Attach and Authorization
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson).

-> To be part of the offline discussion for R3-101961.

Decision: Noted
Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101904
	[DRAFT] LS on Pre-configuration of the Relay Node
	Vodafone
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101877
	[DRAFT] LS on authentication and verification of RN
	CMCC
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Not Treated

	R3-101894
	[DRAFT] LS to SA2 on Relay Handling
	Ericsson
	LSout
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101939
	Initial Relay Configuration
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101944
	Startup procedure for Relay Nodes
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated


MME Selection

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101903
	Initial Attachment of RN-UE
	Vodafone, Motorola, Alcatel-Lucent
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone). It is proposed to write an LS to RAN WG2 to specify an indication in RRC that device accessing the DeNB is a RN. It is also proposed to highlight to RAN2 the possibility to use the IE for indicating that device is a RN for other types of devices e.g. M2M devices at Initial Attach.  Hence, the specification of the indication that the device is a RN could be more generic. 
Angelo Centonza (NSN): Before your relay node goes to relay node operation mode, it has to be reconfigured by O&M ?

Decision: Noted
	R3-101871
	On the selection of RN-UE’s MME
	Huawei, Nokia Siemens Networks, Ericsson, CATT
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei). In this contribution Huawei provides an analysis of possible MME deployment scenarios and suitable solutions. Huawei proposes that RAN3 should use Rel-8/9 procedures (Solutions 1 and 2) to address the issue of RN’s MME selection. The exact choice or threshold for making a choice is an implementation issue.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101852
	Consideration on MME Selection at RN Start-up
	LG Electronics
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Jian Xu (LG Electronics). This paper proposes that at RN start-up, the MME for RN should be selected by its DeNB based on the RN indication scheme.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101861
	Proposals for RN MME selection
	Samsung
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay
	 
	Not Available


Discussion: 
Decision: Not Available

GW Selection
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101833
	SGW and PGW selection for relay node
	Motorola, Vodafone
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Steven Xu (Motorola). In this contribution, Motorola analyses the options for PGW/SGW selection, and proposes:
Proposal 1: Reuse existing PGW selection for relay node

Proposal 2: RAN3 to decide if option 1(fixed approach in MME) or option 3 (DNS-based SGW selection with considering the DeNB’s eNB ID) should be used.

Decision: Noted
	R3-101872
	On the selection of RN-UE's SGW
	Huawei
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Yan Wang (Huawei). In this contribution Huawei analyzes 3 solutions on the local SGW selection for RN-UE. Solution 1 does not introduce new mechanism on S-GW selection when compared to Rel-8. Solution 2 requires the enhancement of MME to store the mapping table. Solution 3 requires the enhancement on the DNS query mechanism.
Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone): Supports the paper.
Philippe Godin (ALU): Section 2.2 is not applicable if the initial attachment has been performed.
Decision: Noted
	R3-101886
	Network nodes selection for Relay
	CATT
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Haijing Hu (CATT). CATT proposes that the current SGW/PGW selection function can be re-used by serving MME to select suitable GWs (i.e. DeNB) for RN.

Decision: Noted
CB: R3-101961 – Stage-2 paper capturing the initial attachment (including MME/GW selection) -- NSN

- To use R3-101944 as a baseline.

	R3-101961
	Detach procedure for relays
	Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson, Nokia Siemens Networks, Vodafone, Deutsche Telekom, Huawei, CMCC, Samsung, NTT DOCOMO, Mitsubishi, ZTE
	CR
	36.300 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	 
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Osok Song (Qualcomm). This CR describes the start-up procedure for relays in the standard with the identified open issues.
Chairman: Who supports the current WA on MME selection (informative) 

- Based on RN preconfiguration (of GUMMEI) at first connection: NSN, Huawei, Ericsson, CATT

- Selected by DeNB (with no need for pre-configuration): Vodafone,  NTT DoCoMo, DT, Orange, Motorola, ALU, LG, Mitsubishi, ZTE

- Undecided: Qualcomm

The document will be used as a baseline for discussion at the next meeting.

Decision: Noted

Release
	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	R3-101935
	RN release procedure
	NTT DOCOMO
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Noted


Discussion: Presented by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DoCoMo). This paper makes two proposals:
Proposal 1: The RN release procedure for temporary coverage provisioning should be supported at least in Rel-10.

Proposal 2: The detach procedure for the legacy UE in combination with Rel-9 X2AP procedures can support the RN release procedure for temporary coverage provisioning.

Yan Wang (Huawei): Will the temporary coverage scenario be within the scope of Rel-10 work item?workorary workCoMo)


































































































Yang Ning (CMCC): Yes
Chairman: In Fig.1: What is the difference in between the initial and regular attachments?

-> Release procedure needs to be addressed in the scope of the R-10 WI
-> Need to produce an initial Stage-2 CR (in R3-101962, NTT DoCoMo)

Decision: Noted
	R3-101962
	Detach procedure for relays
	NTT DOCOMO
	CR
	36.300 
	 
	 
	 B
	LTE_Relay-Core
	Rel-10
	Postponed


Discussion: Presented by Hideaki Takahashi (NTT DoCoMo). Adds the detach procedure for relays into 36.300.

workorary workCoMo)


































































































-> The discussion to continue at the next meeting.

Decision: Postponed

7.6
Un-Un Bearer mapping

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision


Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101853
	Consideration on Uu-Un Bearer Mapping
	LG Electronics
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101895
	Un Bearer Handling
	Ericsson
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101945
	Un Bearer Management
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101946
	Control Plane Bearer Handling on Un Interface
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated


7.7
Others

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision


Documents Not Treated:
	R3-101941
	Automatic PCI Selection at Relay Nodes
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Disc
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated

	R3-101854
	Considerations on Energy Saving in Relay Networks
	LG Electronics
	Appr
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Not Treated


8. 
Outgoing LSs
Note that the list of final outgoing LS is also given in Annex C.

	Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Type
	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Cat
	WI
	Rel
	Decision

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Discussion: 

Decision: 

9. 
Closing of the meeting

The meeting was closed at 17.45 on Thursday 1.7.2010 by the chairman.
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