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6.4.2
1 Progress status

Percentage of completion: 10% (previously 5%)
Summary of progress: Discussed the need for a new use case that could justify the configuration for CA.
Outstanding issues: none
2 Minutes

The RG session was held on November 14, 2011, Quarter 3.

	Tdoc
	Title/Discussion/Conclusion
	Source 

	S5-113583
	“Configuration of Carrier Aggregation”
Discussion:

   - QUALCOMM: You've mentioned that some CA specific PMs are needed, but with your logic, operator cannot do anything based on these PMs (e.g. come to conclusion that some actions are needed, but no actions possible - not even turn it off);

   - ERICSSON: We only claim that the measurements have to be interoperable;

   - NSN: agree with ERICSSON that we need to ensure that existing measurements are still working and maybe identify some new ones. Also cannot agree with the final conclusion - single UC does not justify that configuration for CA is not needed;

   - HUAWEI: Support this contribution (according to RAN decision configuration of CA has to be within the eNodeB itself). Also noticed ZTE's contributions and propose to have a combined decision;

   - NSN: Yizhi is working on a UC but could not attend the meeting due to health issues. We propose not to make a "final" conclusion before we see all use cases;

   - ERICSSON: We are not asking for blocking anything. So, we welcome the new contributions/use cases on CA configuration;

   - HUAWEI: no need to rush with conclusions now, we still have time for the new contributions;

   - ZTE: agree with NSN. still have multiple meetings ahead where we don't have to agree that CA configuration is NOT needed.

   - NSN: section 3.3.3 does not justify full freedom for eNodeB (similar situation in Energy Savings)

   - Chair: noted
Conclusion: noted
	Ericsson

	S5-113613
	“CR R11 32.762 Add CA related attributes”

Discussion:

   - ERICSSON: we are against this contribution. It lacks justification for the new attributes, it goes against the agreed RAN principles on CA, it contradicts the conclusions in Ericsson's contribution;

   - ZTE: operator may do planning or optimization work and based on this planning, operator can know that some cells are mainly used for coverage, while others are mainly for capacity. Based on this operator may want to preconfigure them.

   - ERICSSON: do you mean that justification for these attributes is to reduce the CA related measurements?

   - ZTE: yes, if we do have list, we won't need measurements for every cell...

   - ERICSSON: contribution should then mention this (measurement reduction) as the reason. Don't see the planning justification as relevant.

   - QUALCOMM: CA is a new feature, it may not be supported by all the UEs. From that point of view, UC is possible to prevent the CA capable UEs from consuming all the available capacity and reserve some capacity for non-CA capable UEs. So, it's a bit premature to say that there is nothing to be configured.

   - NSN: not arguing about configuration in general. But why do you configure CA in this particular way? There are more efficient ways to do this. Could you, please, explain why you did it this way? You define cell lists at the eNodeB level, however, the cells are contained in the eNodeB - you could just define the attributes directly...

   - HUAWEI: before jumping into the stage 2 discussions on modeling (black list, etc...), we need to see the use case justifying this.

   - ZTE: we mentioned that operator shall be able to configure this

   - NSN: propose to the authors to first describe the justifying use case

   - ERICSSON: disagree with QUALCOMM proposed use case - it may only be justified for a vendor that "fails miserably" with the scheduler implementation (resource allocation fairness is responsibility of a scheduler);

   - ZTE: will bring the UC to the next meeting

   - Chair: noted, no need to open the solution set contribution S5-113614
Conclusion: noted
	ZTE

	S5-113614
	“CR R11 32.766 Add CA related attributes - Align with IS”
Discussion:
   - Chair: noted, no need to open the solution set contribution based on the results of S5-113613

Conclusion: noted
	ZTE

	S5-113615
	“Revision of S5-112971 CR R11 32.425 Statement for handover related measurements in CA”
Discussion:

   - HUAWEI: based on the last meetings discussion, we disaree with adding this statement (all measurements are only applicable to the Pcell). we do have alternative contribution

   - NSN: we both agree that these measurements will work only for Pcell, we may modify the measurements definition

   - HUAWEI: can not agree

   - Chair: propose to discuss together with HUAWEI contribution

   - NSN: we need to make a decision on the way forward.

   - HUAWEI: we should wait for one more meeting for opinions from other companies

   - Chair: for this meeting, the conclusion is noted
Conclusion: noted
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	S5-113642
	“Proposal on handover related measurements for CA”
Discussion:

   - NSN: if you want to measure only Scells, but the trigger comes on the Pcell, it's worth adding the clear statement about Pcell applicability (according to the NSN contribution);

   - Chair: noted
Conclusion: noted
	Huawei
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