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1. Opening of the meeting

Chairman Denis Fauconnier opened the meeting. Kaisu Iisakkila and Mikko Rinne from Nokia would act as secretaries for the ad hoc meeting. 

Siemens had prepared an intermediate version of TS 25.331, where all CRs agreed in the previous RAN WG2 meeting had  been incorporated. This version would be used in the review process.

2. Approval of the agenda

The agenda proposed by the chairman was approved. 

3. Review of TS 25.331

3.1 General comments

Lucent commented that the main focus of TS 25.331 should be to describe UE behaviour unambiguously. Currently some parts of the specification are written from the network point of view. This should be corrected in all relevant sections of TS 25.331. 

Conclusion: This principle was agreed.

Motorola commented that parts of the UE capability technical report  (TR 25.926) were previously agreed to be incorporated into one of the  specifications. The full UE capability parameter definitions included in the report could be incorporated e.g. in TS 25.331. The chairman commented that another option would be to make TR 25.926 into a report.

Conclusion: No conclusion yet. 

Qualcomm commented that in the current specification, there are several overlapping ways of executing radio bearer, transport channel and physical channel configurations. The network has a choice of which specific procedure to use, but in the UE all permutations must be implemented. Qualcomm's suggestion is to simplify and consolidate this part of the protocol. This has been commented previously and is partly a time scale issue. 

The chairman commented that the procedure descriptions need to be kept aligned. The suggestion is to have only one procedural description. Different messages could be retained, if preferred.

Lucent commented that from past GSM experience that it is preferable to have only a few messages. 

Nokia commented that it could be a good idea to have the procedural description in one section so that overlapping descriptions are omitted. 

Ericsson commented that they too see a benefit in consolidating the message descriptions but that messages could be kept as they are. 

Conclusion: The procedure description could be consolidated, but it is difficult to make this kind of change online. Proposals are invited to RAN2#15.

The chairman commented that some behavioural aspects have currently been described in the message semantics column. This kind of descriptions should be moved to the protocol parts. 

Conclusion: Agreed

3.2 Per section review
3.2.1 Section 3.2 Abbreviations

· C, M, and O are obsolete and should be removed.

· ODMA should be removed.

Conclusion: [Action]: Update abbreviations will be done by the rapporteur?

3.2.2 Section 4 General

Siemens: Routing of higher layer messages seems to be outside of RRC. 

Conclusion:  A note to clarify this could be added. 

3.2.3 Section 8.1.1 System information

Ericsson is going to provide a CR to RAN2#15 based on comments given in RAN2#14.

There were also many new comments: 

Motorola: In section 8.1.1.1.2 it says "The UE mode/state column in table 8.1.1 specifies in which UE mode or UE state the IEs in a system information block are valid." This is not what is implied in the table, there it indicates, in which state the information is read/acquired. 

Conclusion: The text should be clarified.

Lucent: Does the UE read system information before camping on a cell? It is not explicitly stated anywhere, which SIBs must be acquired before camping. Required SIBs are mentioned in different sections describing different procedures using system information. 

Conclusion: It should be checked that the relevant SIBs are mentioned in the correct sections. It should also be checked in 25.304 that the definition of camping is correctly described and that relevant SIBs are mentioned.

Lucent: The whole section 8.1.1.1.3 is too network specific. The text should say "the UE shall support…" instead of "UTRAN may…"

Conclusion: This same comment applies to all of 8.1.1. The whole description should be clarified.

NTT DoCoMo: In section 8.1.1.1.3, it says " UTRAN may concatenate several complete system information blocks". This is obsolete, should allow other combinations as well. 

Conclusion: The text should be corrected.

Lucent: In section 8.1.1.2 what exactly will the UE do when it receives SIBs other than those scheduled? Will it skip them or does it need to decode then? The general view was that the UE is not required to decode them. 

Conclusion: The text should be clarified.

Motorola: In section 8.1.1.3, What exactly does it mean to say "is valid for 6 hours".  Conclusion: This should be clarified.

Lucent: In section 8.1.1.3, the parts describing which transport channels are used to send system information. The role of the MIB on the FACH is unclear. The SIB reception behaviour in different states in general is a bit unclear. 

Conclusion: This should be clarified. There may be a need for technical discussion on this in RAN2#15.

Motorola: In section 8.1.1.3, What exactly does it mean to say "the UE shall store information about the new PLMN"? What information is that?

Conclusion: This should be clarified.

Motorola: In section 8.1.1.3 it says "UE shall receive system information". This should be replaced by "UE shall read system information".

Conclusion: The text should be corrected.

Lucent: In section 8.1.1.3.1, it is not clear that when reading the cell value tag, if the value tag has changed for previously stored IEs, the new IEs relating to the value tag will be changed. 

Conclusion: The text should be clarified.

Lucent: In section 8.1.1.4.1, it is not clear how the UE will react if the value tag of the MIB on the BCH is different to the MIB value tag indicated on the PCH. 

Conclusion: The  behaviour of the UE should be clarified.

Lucent: In section 8.1.1.4.1, the text is written from the point of view of the UTRAN. What will the UE do, if the UTRAN does not behave in the manner as described?

Conclusion: The text should be rewritten from the UE point of view.
3.2.4 Section 8.1.2 Paging

Motorola: 8.1.2.3, 2nd paragraph: Is it right to stop checking for occurrences after one paging record for this UE is found. In the end of the previous section this possibility is already ruled out. 

Conclusion: 8.1.2.2 last sentence striked out to allow multiple records for one UE. 8.1.2.3 left as it is.

Lucent: 8.1.2.3: Towards the end of the section, there's a bullet point under "A connected mode UE shall; - if the IE "paging originator" is CN, ignore that paging record. This is commented to be incorrect.

Proposed modifications to the bullets were: A connected mode UE shall; "- " "- In case of at least one match, the UE shall enter CELL_FACH state and perform a cell update procedure with cause "paging response" as specified in subclause 8.3.1.2", "- if the IE "paging originator" is CN, NOT ignore that paging record

The only way so far to page from MSC or SGSN a UE that is already in URA_PCH is to use paging type 2 with CN as the paging originator. Suggested modification would be opening another possibility to page first by RNC with paging type 1 saying that originator is RNC, then in e.g. CELL_FACH send a paging type 2 with the CN indicator.

Conclusion: The issue was left open for companies to come back with contributions.

3.2.5 Section 8.1.3 RRC connection establishment

Is it required the UE performs specified action in exactly the written order.  Does the UE Furthermore, how does the UE revert back, if one of the listed actions fail.

Conclusion: In section 12, a requirement should be added that semantical checks of the message should be done before processing the required actions.  A reference should be added to this requirement in the initiation description of each procedure. 

Motorola: In section 8.1.3.4, does the UE specifically make a state transition and only then send the RRC CONNECTION SETUP COMPLETE?

Conclusion: The text should be clarified.
Discussion on the interpretation and usage of the activation time. What is the length of the activation time and is it tied to the SFN or the CFN?

Conclusion: The exact definition and usage of the activation time. What is meant by it? How is it defined on the radio interface? What are the constraints to the UTRAN set by UE performance requirements? How should the procedures handle it, including error situations? This is an open point to be clarified.

Motorola: In section 8.1.3.4 it is not clear, when the UE enters CELL_FACH state?

Conclusion: The state transition should be clarified in section 8.5.7

Qualcomm: In section 8.1.3.7, the wording of the suppression of cell reselection should be clarified so that cell reselection performance is not wrongly affected. All cell reselections should not be suppressed. The "at least" is not necessary. 

Conclusion: The text should be clarified.

Qualcomm: Does the UE stop monitoring the PCCH and the BCCH when it is waiting for an activation time?

Conclusion: This should be clarified.

3.2.6 Section 8.1.4 RRC connection release

Motorola: In many places, the UE resumes something without having suspended it.  

An example is in section 8.1.4.4. The word resume has probably been used unnecessarily and should be removed. If the semantical check is done first, there is no need to interrupt and resume the procedure in the first place. Is there in general a need to describe a procedure for each invalid RRC message or is it enough to reference a common section? However, a message cannot be ignored completely, because the ciphering procedure requires the incrementation of the sequence number.

Conclusion: Invalid message treatment should be treated in a separate common section. A reference will replace parts of the current descriptions in invalid message sections.

Motorola: In comment to section 8.1.4.5, we should be consistent on whether the counters are incremented or decremented. Elsewhere in the specification, it seems that counters are incremented and in 8.1.4.5, the counter is decremented. 

Conclusion: The initialisation of the counters in relation to the state transitions need to be clarified.
3.2.7 Section 8.1.5 RRC connection re-establishment

Lucent 8.1.5.2, it is vaguely stated that "the UE may initiate a new cell selection by transiting to CELL_FACH state." Is this really correct 8.1.5.3 Is the UE in CELL_FACH state when it detects the "in service area"? 

Conclusion: The state transition should be clarified. 

Nortel: 8.1.5.2. The procedural description is very vague. The sending of the message itself is not specified. What triggers the initiation? The procedure may end even before any message is sent. 

Conclusion: The description on the whole should be clarified and relevant parts moved to the radio link failure description.

Section 8.1.5.4 The RRC CONNECTION RE-ESTABLISHMENT can be sent both on the DCCH and CCCH.

Conclusion: This should be updated. 

Motorola: 8.1.5.4 General comment: Why is the START value needed in the RRC connection re-establishment message?

Conclusion:  This will be checked from the security people. 
Nortel: 8.1.5.3 and 8.1.5.9 What does the UE do, if does not detect "in service area"? 

Conclusion: The outcome should be clarified nd moved to the radio link failure description section.

General comment: Radio link failure is covered only for the CELL_DCH state. 

Conclusion: The radio link failure case for CELL_FACH and CELL_PCH and URA_PCH should also be specified.

General comment: The RRC connection re-establishment could be joined together with the cell update procedure.

Conclusion: Open point, companies can contribute on this if preferred.

8.1.5.6 and 8.1.5.7 and 8.1.5.9 Is there a danger of having a mismatch between network and UE with implicit release of radio bearers? Should it be indicated in the RRC CONNECTION RE-ESTABLISHMENT REQUEST? 

Conclusion: Open point to be clarified.

When is the timer T301 exactly triggered? What if T314 has elapsed when the actual message is transmitted on the RACH? In 8.1.5.9 the additional "during the last T301 cycle" is probably unnecessary.

Conclusion: The usage of the timers should be clarified.

3.2.8 Section 8.1.6 Transmission of UE capability information

Lucent 8.1.6.2 Does the UE first transit to CELL_FACH before transmitting the UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION. Should there be a cell update before this? Why is there no cause value for uplink signalling in the CELL UPDATE message?

Conclusion: Should be checked whether the state transition is completely described in section 9 and updated if necessary. The signalling cause value should be clarified in the CELL UPDATE.

Motorola 8.1.6.2 What should the UE include in UE CAPABILITY INFORMATION if the UE capabilities change during the RRC connection?

Conclusion: This should be clarified.

Motorola 8.1.6.2 How does the UE decide to use AM or UM for the message?

Conclusion: This should be clarified.

8.1.6.6. A typo in the first sentence. 

Conclusion: This should be corrected.

3.2.9 Section 8.1.8 Initial direct transfer

NTT DoCoMo 8.1.8.2 - SIB 12 is mentioned, but alternatively  the information may be acquired from SIB11, if SIB 12 is not transmitted. 

Conclusion: Should be clarified.

Qualcomm 8.1.8.2 – "When the transmission of the INITIAL DIRECT TRANSFER message has been confirmed by the RLC the procedure ends" is unclear.

Conclusion: Should be replaced by "when delivery to the network has been confirmed".

3.2.10 Section 8.1.11 Connected mode paging

Motorola 8.1.11.1 – It is said that "Upper layers in the network may request initiation of paging, for e.g. to establish a signalling connection."  

Conclusion: The sentence will be removed to avoid confusion. 

Motorola 8.1.11.1 – It is said that "The UE shall indicate paging and forward the paging cause and the paging record type identifier to the upper layer entity indicated by the CN domain identity."

Conclusion: The "indicate paging and" will be replaced by "indicate that paging has been received" to make it clearer. 

3.2.11 Section 8.1.12 Security

Section was skipped in this ad hoc. 

3.2.12 Section 8.1.13 Signalling connection release

8.1.13.1 The chairman was concerned that the procedure is not described generically enough. The UE should obey a signalling flow release regardless of whether the flows are originated from different CN domains and whether some or all flows from a given domain are released. 

Conclusion: The text should be made more generic and the procedure should be renamed to signalling flow release. It should even be possible to release all signalling flows so that the UE remains RRC connected without a connection to any CN domain. 

3.2.13 Section 8.1.14 Signalling connection release request

8.1.14.1 - The UE should not indicate a given signalling connection, but a given signalling flow id. The UE should also not send flow identifiers in the request message. 

Conclusion:  To be clarified.

3.2.14 Section 8.1.15 Counter check procedure

8.1.15.1- The "in release 99" should be omitted. 

Conclusion: To be removed.

8.1.15.2 – The following sentence is unclear: "The granularity of these checking values and the values themselves are defined to the UTRAN by the visited network. "

Conclusion:  This will be clarified from the security people.

8.1.15.3 – The expiry of a UTRAN timer does not need to be specified.

Conclusion:  The UTRAN timer should be removed.

8.1.15.4, 8.1.15.5, the procedure should be simplified so that the mismatch is handled by the UTRAN. 

Conclusion: Should be clarified. 

3.2.15 Section 8.2.1 Radio bearer establishment

Motorola: Section 8.2.1.1 There can be only one RAB subflow for each radio bearer. The plural in the second bullet point is wrong.

Conclusion: This should be corrected. 

Motorola: Section 8.2.1.1 Why is it necessary to mention that a transport channel can be used for the transparent transfer of signalling?

Conclusion: The sentence should be removed. 

General discussion: The RB 0 (CCCH) has not been described in 25.301. On the other hand, the CCCH is not really UE specific.

Conclusion: It is an open to be clarified whether RB 0 should be described in 25.301 and interpreted as a signalling radio bearer. 
Nortel: Section 8.2.1.3 From the text, it seems that if no physical channel reconfiguration parameters are included, the UE should always use the PRACH info and SCCPCH info in system information. However, this should apply only for UEs in CELL_FACH state.

Conclusion: The CELL_FACH and CELL_DCH behaviour needs to be clarified to avoid having to repeat non-modified DPCH parameters. The same needs to be checked for all of the channel configuration procedures.

Qualcomm: Section 8.2.1.3 It needs to be clarified if the UE sends the complete message after activation time has passed or when the message has been received. 

Conclusion: It needs to be clarified which configuration the UE should use when sending the complete message. Also the channels to be used in state transition cases need to be clarified.

Nokia: Section 8.2.1.3, it says that the UE should number the RAB subflow in the order of when the radio bearers within the radio access bearers where created. The subflow mapping is unclearly described. 

Conclusion: Text should be added that the UE shall interpret that radio bearer subflows are constructed in the same order as listed in the radio bearer setup message. Subflows are not conveyed to the upperlayers.  

Motorola:  8.2.1.3 Large parts of the text are duplicated in the other channel configuration procedures. Could these parts be moved to 8.5.7?

Conclusion:  A proposal on this are invited. 

Motorola: Section 8.2.1.4, The word "unacceptable" is unnecessary in the title. 

Conclusion: Editorial update should be made.

Motorola: Section 8.2.1.5, why is it mentioned that the activation time has expired? Has it not always expired if the UE has begun to try to activate the new channel? This may also reflect the case, where the UE is, for some reason, late in the channel activation. Conclusion: Open point to be clarified. This is also related to the discussion on activation time on CFN and SFN.

xxx: Section 8.2.1.6, it is not clarified that e.g. "UL timing advance" is TDD only. 

Conclusion: This will not be explicitly stated in the text.
Motorola: Section 8.2.1.8, The words "previously" or "subsequently" are misleading. The impact of RLC timers and the activation time was also discussed.

Conclusion: Open item to be clarified: RLC timer interaction with activation time.

3.2.16 Section 8.2.2 Radio Bearer Reconfiguration

Section 8.2.2.3, editorial work is needed on the paragraphs "if the xxx message is used to initiate a transition from CELL_DCH…" There is duplication and illogical "procedure ends" sentences. The same applies in many other channel configuration procedures. 

Conclusion: An editorial update is needed. 

Discussion: Could the active set update procedure be combined to radio bearer reconfiguration procedure?

3.2.17 Section 8.2.3 Radio Bearer Release

No new comments were made.

3.2.18 Section 8.2.4 Transport channel reconfiguration

8.2.4.11 (Ericsson): Normal case: UE first does cell reselection before initiating the cell update procedure.

Conclusion: Clarify that cell search means that cell re-selection is done, insert reference to 25.304.

Section 8.2.4.3 (Motorola) removing the sentence on turning off the UE transmitter during transport channel reconfiguration was proposed by Nokia in the previous meeting. It was left pending due to request from Motorola.

Conclusion: The sentence can be removed.

3.2.19 Section 8.2.5 Transport format combination control

No new changes were discussed.

3.2.20 Section 8.2.6 Physical channel reconfiguration

8.2.6.6: "If the UE instructs the UE", first UE changed to UTRAN.

Conclusion: Will be changed.

Section 8.2.6.4 (Ericsson): "If none of the TFS stored is compatible with the physical channel, the UE shall delete stored TFS and use the TFS given in system information" is only valid for common channels. It was further commented by Nortel that the sentences before should be modified to "The UE shall use the physical channel(s) applicable to its current state. In Cell FACH, if neither the IE…""

Conclusion: The sentences will be worked on.

3.2.21 Section 8.2.7 Physical shared channel allocation [TDD only]

8.2.7.3 (Motorola): Motorola has a number of comments, which will be passed offline to Siemens. E.g. There is no mention of stopping the timer 310, which is started previously. Siemens is preparing a CR to clarify 8.2.7 and 8.2.8. Nokia further commented that no failure cases have been specified for the TDD procedures.

Conclusion: Siemens produces a CR.

3.2.22 Section 8.2.9 Downlink Outer Loop Control

General: Nortel asked if there are references to SIR that should be removed?

Discussion: Nokia replied that the BLER target levels are specified in other messages. 

Ericsson commented that the text is probably not entirely up-to-date. The notion of DL SIR target is still valid, but it's not signalled to the UE. 

Conclusion: Open Item: Whether the downlink SIR target is needed in RRC at all, as BLER should be the only measure for outer loop quality at the moment.  Does the procedure work at all, is it useful?

8.2.9.3 (Motorola): Second paragraph is repetition.

Conclusion: It shall be removed.

3.2.23 Section 8.2.10 Uplink Physical Channel Control [TDD only]

Nortel: "TDD" should be added to the section name, as the whole procedure is applicable to TDD only.

Conclusion: Ok.

3.3 Section 8.3 RRC Connection Mobility Procedures

3.3.1 Section 8.3.1 Cell Update

Figure 41: "Complete" missing from the TRANSPORT CHANNEL RECONFIGURATION.

Conclusion: To be added.

Section 8.3.1.3 (Nokia): Is it not allowed to search as long as T305 is running? 

Discussion:  Nortel commented that "searching for a cell to camp" is very vague. Ericsson replied that this expression is not defined in 25.304. 

Conclusion: A reference should be added pointing to 25.304 and use the same expressions as in 25.304 for the "searching for a cell to camp".  Open item: Find proper text to relate to a continuous procedure.

Section 8.3.1.1 (Nortel): 

Conclusion: It should be added in the general section that this procedure is used also when there is data to be sent.

Conclusion: Open item: Should Cell Update be streamlined to indicate traffic volume.

Section 8.3.1.1 (Lucent): If a UE is in URA1, goes to URA2, sends a cell update, goes back to URA1. Complete-message from the network is lost. Current protocol doesn't specify any behaviour.

Conclusion: [Action] Should be written somewhere that if the UE sends a URA update, then the procedure must be completed, even if returning to the original URA. Same valid for both URA Update and Cell Update. Detailed solution open.

Section 8.3.1.5 (Qualcomm): The possibility to use C-RNTI may cause a collision of identifiers.

Clarification: C-RNTI is only used in the cell where it has been allocated.

Conclusion: No problem is seen.

Section 8.3.1.2 (Motorola): First sentence before bullets seen to be vague. The sentence should read: "The UE shall initiate this procedure in the following cases (NEED to separate triggers and actions)"

Conclusion: Open item, work needed on the bullets to comply to the statement in parenthesis.

Section 8.3.1.2 Fourth bullet. Must be amended: "from CELL_DCH to CELL_FACH".

8.3.1.2 fourth bullet (Qualcomm): Referring to RB control message and response, do these messages exist? Was not seen to be unambiguously defined, even if it can be interpreted as referring to one section of the specification.

Conclusion: Motorola will check whether the initiation sections could be easily split to triggers and actions.

3.3.2 Section 8.3.2 URA Update

8.3.2.2 triggers and actions should be separated in the bullet points as in cell update.

Conclusion: Action for the rapporteur to do or outsource.

General: Lucent asked if these procedures should give information about the previous serving cell.

Discussion: It was seen that there are much bigger problems if the UE context cannot be retrieved from the serving RNC, thus giving the old URA in the message would not help much. This is different from location update, where the path to the old VLR has to be given.

Conclusion: No changes to be done.

8.3.2.3 (Motorola): Sentence before last three bullet points changed to: "If the UE does not end up in the CELL_FACH state, the UE shall, after other possible actions:". Nortel commented that the negative sentence should be changed to a positive form.

Conclusion: [Action] Open item. 

3.3.3 Section 8.3.3 RNTI reallocation

General: If no RNTI is included (both are optional), where to write down that this is erroneous?

Section 8.3.3.3 (Lucent): Handling of the IE:s which are not mentioned currently. Would the use of the procedure for other purposes be precluded?

Nokia commented that the procedure was designed to support SRNS relocation, but the name was derived from the ability to change RNTI without relocating.

Conclusion: [Action] Name to be changed for more generic. URA to be added.

A comment on the semantics to be added. If there is neither new C-RNTI nor new U-RNTI, the UE should continue to use the present values.

8.3.3.3 editorial: Second paragraph, plural for "IE:s" should be changed to singular.

Conclusion: [Action] Editorial correction to be done.

3.3.4 Section 8.3.4 Active set update in soft handover

Editorial [Action]: Section name to be changed (delete "soft handover", as the command can be sent also when there is connection to only one cell).

8.3.4.2 (Samsung): Whether the message is sent in AM or UM RLC is conflicting between tabular and the procedure description.

Conclusion: [Action] Both AM and UM possible for the NW, consistently.

Conclusion: 8.3.4.1: [Action] Open item / Add sentence: "Continuous transmitter needs to be SHALL, and also may be in 8.3.4.3".

8.3.4.3 (Samsung): "in the following" not necessary.

Conclusion: Will be checked by the rapporteur.

8.3.4.3 (Qualcomm): Second sentence in the second bullet should be moved up to the first bullet because it only makes sense in the context of adding a radio link (that you don't add before removing when the active set is full.

Discussion: Nokia commented that the order indicated in the specification cannot be imperative to the order of combining on the UE physical layer. Motorola also commented that the receiver operation is never directly mandated.

Conclusion: The text is updated as "should" to describe what the UE is expected to do. 

3.3.5 Section 8.3.5 Hard Handover

No comments were made.

Chairman: The meeting ended at this point. More work will be needed for review of the following sections, probably after the new RRC edition of September 00.
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