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Within these minutes open issues are highlighted in green and actions are highlighted in yellow. Where an actions are  changes to be made to the RRC specification, the copy of the specification that was edited on line during the meeting should also be seen. 

1 General comments on specification

Ericsson: The document needs a note at the beginning of the document and each chapter to help guide readers through the spec - the order to read the chapters. Action: Proposal needs to be seen
Chairman: Protocol states section 9 contains mainly stage 2 text, with very little text specifying UE behaviour.

Ericsson: Details of signalling radio bearers needs to be added. Action: Check contents of 25.301 to see whether it is sufficient - decide whether to add to 301 or include some new text in 331.

Nokia: ‘MD’ IEs contain text about the default value if the IE is not present (they are optional in ASN.1). This text should be in section 8, not in tabular.

Qualcomm: Normative/informative status of tabular needs to be clearly stated.

Ericsson: Need to specify when the procedure ends - may be different in different cases. Action: Ericsson to distribute some example text.
Qualcomm: Why do we need to configure ciphering independently for each CN domain.

Chairman: It has previously been agreed (July joint meeting) that security stage 3 should be in RRC - 33.102 is only a stage 2, although written with stage 3 style text.. Is security in 331 complete? Action: A company to check what security information is missing from 25.331 

Chairman: 10 remaining FFS need to be resolved.

Nokia: Direct transfer procedures need further review. Flow ID assignment on handover from GSM to UTRAN.

Chairman: Documents still describes network behaviour rather than specifying UE behaviour. Editorial work still to be done.

Chairman: Long sentences with list of comma separated conditions and actions should be clarified - replace with bulleted lists.

2 Section by section review

2.1 8.3 - RRC connection mobility

2.1.1 8.3.1 Cell Update

Ericsson: 8.3.1.2 - needs to be stated what the UE does with the old C-RNTI - two cases for cell selection and periodic update. Action: A company needs to clarify.

Motorola 8.2.1.3 - Setting of protocol error indication for initial cell update and for subsequent cell updates due to protocol error. For all UE initiated procedures this is a problem. Action: A company needs to propose clarifying text.
Qualcomm: 8.3.1.5 - Cell update confirm includes a frequency for network direction. Should there be a new cell update on the new frequency. 

Motorola: How should the cell re-selection procedures be modified by this frequency info - issue for email discussion on interaction between cell selection and RRC procedures. Open issue to be handled at the next meeting. 

Ericsson: Physical channel parameters for current cell in cell update confirm. The current information is not sufficient without system information - due to the ASC/persistency information that must be sent on sys info. Conclusion: This is okay for FACH but will not work for RACH. Action: UE specific allocation of RACH resources should be removed. Open issue: question whether transmission of RACH info should also be removed for the dedicated to common channel switching case. Interaction between FACH selection and UE specific FACH allocation needs to be clarified.
Ericsson:8.3.1.5 - Is there a string need to have the cases where physical and transport channel configuration complete are sent. UE response is dependant on contents of system information - seem unnecessary. Action: The complete messages can be removed - replace with UTRAN mobility confirm.
Chairman 8.3.1.5 - The bullet starting ‘no case…’ needs clarification that the case can not happen - otherwise it is a protocol error. Ericsson: Maybe some other action is appropriate rather than protocol error. Agreed principle: Not to be treated as a protocol error. UE in cell FACH without C-RNTI should perform cell update until it is allocated or connection is released. Action: Text referring to transmission of new cell update to be proposed.

Ericsson: 8.3.1.5 - Final paragraph should not apply in the case of periodical cell update. Why is the ‘new C-RNTI’ condition needed. Action: Should be worded ‘if the UE has a stored C-RNTI’. Also, need to check that deletion of C-RNTI is explicitly stated (on transition to Cell_PCH and URA_PCH states).

2.2 8.3.2 URA update

Ericsson: 8.3.2.5 - First paragraph. Condition should be either ‘U-RNTI’ or ‘C-RNTI’ or both. Action: Change to any of the following and a bulleted list.
Vodafone: 8.3.2.1 - Do we mean hierarchical URA in general section. Action: Change hierarchical to overlapping.

2.3 8.3.3 UTRAN mobility information

Ericsson: 8.3.3.1 - List of purposes should be ‘and/or other UTRAN…’.Can currently also perform a state transition to Cell_PCH and URA_PCH. Action: DRX indicator and related IEs to be removed from message - state transitions can not be performed with the procedure.

Editorial: DRX indicator could be renamed ‘UE RRC substate indicator’. 

2.4 8.3.4 ASU

Motorola 8.3.4.7/8.3.4.8 - Use of order_config and ordered_ASU is unambiguous. Open issue: Decide how to handle the interaction between ASU and reconfigurations (mutual exclusion, one having precedence, etc?)
2.5 8.3.5 Hard handover

Ericsson: 8.3.5.1.1 - ‘synchronised’ and ‘non-sychronised’ are confusing terms. Action: Replace with more appropriate text.

2.6 8.3.6 Handover to UTRAN

Qualcomm: 8.3.4.6 - bullet starting ‘if possible’ is currently never possible. Action: ‘possible’ changed to ‘if allowed by other RAT’ but sentence to remain at the moment. Open issue: Further consideration on whether the function is needed or an addition needs to be made to GSM.
2.7 8.3.7 Handover from UTRAN

Action: Editorial change ‘1900 bandwidth’ to ‘PCS band’ in 8.3.7.3
2.8 8.3.9 Intersystem cell reselection

Chairman: It is possible to instruct the UE to move from Cell_DCH to GPRS. Also in Cell_FACH may be difficult to use the intersystem handover from UTRAN command as the GPRS message can not be transferred to the RNC. Open issue: Solution for Cell_FACH case.
Mannesman: 8.3.9.2 - use of ‘may’ suggests optionality: Action: Change ‘may’ to ‘is applicable in’
2.9 8.4 Measurements

Ericsson: General comment - LCS measurements are not mentioned. Chairman: Can’t intra-frequency measurements apply to LCS measurements. Measurement type applies to where we measure rather than what. Action: Add an extra measurement type for LCS. 

Motorola: Section 8.4 - Set definitions bullets 2 and 3 contradict the note. Action: To be clarified that detected set may contain cells from the monitored set, but detected set is only intra-frequency (as edited online). Other references (14.1.2.1, 14.1.2.5, ) to un-listed cells should also be corrected. Para starting ‘In Cell_DCH state - change ‘unlisted’ and add events 1a and 1e.
Ericsson: Section 8.4, last paragraph ’sent on RACH’ is incorrect. Action: Change ‘sent on RACH’ to ‘sent on common channels’. Delete FFS at end.
Nokia: General - some explanatory text about additional measurements is needed. Action: Some text to be added in 8.4.
Ericsson: Section 8.4.1.4 - What is the definition of an ‘unsupported measurement’ - not supported in UE caps, no appropriate compressed mode, etc. Also can compressed mode and measurement control be configured at different times. Also there is no corresponding value for the ‘failure cause’ IE. Open issue: To be addressed at next meeting.
Chairman: Why can’t measurement control use DCCH with UM-RLC. Action:??
Ericsson: Section 8.4.1.6 - Section can be removed - also applies to other parts of the spec. Action: remove these section
Nokia: Section 8.6.7.3 - How is the cell information list managed when cells are added/removed. Action: List managed by removing cells, renumbering, and then append new cells.
Motorola. Section 8.4 - Number of parallel measurements? Action: Reference to WG4 specs although it is currently missing from 133 - to be raised in WG1/WG4 joint meeting, Sophia Antipolis.
Ericsson: Section 8.6.7.3 - Usage of ‘wild cards’ is confusing. Action: Expand the stars.

Nokia: 8.6.7.3 - Need some way of indicating the measurement of detected set - can’t just use an empty cell ID list as that has a different meaning. Action: Propose text
2.10 8.5 General procedures

Ericsson: 8.5.1. Action change ‘has the value GSM MAP’ to indicates GSM MAP
Ericsson: General - definition of RLC unrecoverable error should be added. Action: add section
2.11 8.6 Generic actions on receipt of IE

Actions:
· Ericsson: General - title should also cover non receipt of IE.

· Section 8.6.3.4 - needs to cover handling of  the CN domain

· Ericsson: Section 8.6.1.2 - Text out of date and needs to be aligned with current IE definition

· Motorola: Section 8.6.3.6 - MaxSFN - 4095 (not 4096)

· Nokia: 8.6.7.1 Final paragrpah should be ‘any’ measurement not ‘an’ measurement

· Ericsson: 8.6.3.4 - How to handle activation time when it doesn’t align with the TTI of the RB

· Ericsson 8.6.5.2 - Clarification for the case that no TFCS is included. Action: Clarify text to say that the TFCI ordering should correspond to the CTFC ordering.

2.12 9 RRC states.

Action: Keep section 9 but only the picture and normative part (UE actions).. Also move the rest of the text of section 9 to an informative annex (overview of RRC operation). 

[Note: Alternative is to move the normative part to 8 and move error handling to 9 (to save renumbering section 10) - Speak to Hans about which he would prefer]

Action: Definition of RRC connection: A peer to peer association between UE and UTRAN characterised by the allocation  of a U-RNTI
Motorola: Section 9.3.4.3 contains FFS

2.13 10 Messages and IEs

Actions (also see version of spec edited on-line)
· Section 10.1.1.2 - does first sentence apply to tabular or ASN.1. Action: needs to be reviewed

· Section 10.1.1.2 - two messages missing from message list, one redundant.

· Section 10.1.1.2 - Sentence starting ‘In the direction…not criticality…’ needs clarification. Action: Should be ‘no criticality’.

· Section 10.3.6.69 TFCS - type and reference column are incorrect. Action: Change here and check where else this problem occurs in the spec.

· 10.3.7.3 - remove note

· 10.3.7.6 clarify 12 LSB of count-c

· 10.3.7.88 range for SFN-SFN does not support the full range of values (does the UTRAN have to provide some degree of SFN synchronisation between Node Bs).Action: Should be modulo 256

· 10.2.49.8.2/3 SIB 1/2 contain UE timers - There is no way to transfer this information for UE handed over from GSM Action 10.3.3.42 - need to say timers are PLMN scope and need some mechanism to provide them to the UE

· 10.3.5.23 Note re rate matching alignment with 302 and WG1. Action: Investigate

· 0.2.49.8.3 SIB 2 Should URA id list have PLMN scope - results in the need to do value tag planning. Action: Change to cell scope, and move UE timers to SIB1.

· 10.3.1.3 Contains FFS. Action as reference 24.008 and remove not.

· 10.3.7.29 Note referring to an SMG2 dependency. Action: Remove note

· 10.3.7.30 - Amount of reporting needs clarification. Action: Clarify text.

· 10.3.3.29 - Timer values should be OP in seconds. Needs to be defined in procedure what value to use.

· 10.3.3.1 - Activation time - future/past issue still to be resolved

· 10.3.7.86 - Need to clarify the max number cells type 1/2/3. 

· 10.3.6.46 - IE type/reference missing for TFCI combining set.

· 10.3.7.82 - Remove FFS

2.14 13 Protocol timers and counters

Action (also see version of spec edited on-line):
· 13.4.17 - SIB 14 to be removed - it has no value tag. SIB 15.1,15.2, 15.3 missing 

· 13.1/13.2 - Action at timer expiry overlaps with section 8. Action: Note clarifying that 8 prevails should be 8.

· 13.2 V301 is missing.

2.15 14 Specific functions

Action (also see version of spec edited on-line):
· 14.1.2.1 -The pathloss inequality should be less than rather than greater 

· 14.1.2.2 - The pathloss inequality should be ‘greater than’ rather than ‘less than’ 

· 14.1.2 - Sentence starting ‘example’ and ‘note that’ should be removed

· General - Text is often descriptive rather that specific. Action: This should be resolved - proposal needed

· 14.1.4  - Even triggered periodic reporting - not necessary for inter-frequency and intersystem measurements. Action: Messages needs to be revised to not allow this

· 14.1.5.3 - Needs to clarify direction of cell individual offsets.

· 14.2.1 - reference to a missing subclause.

Open issues to be resolved at next meeting
· 14.5.2.4 - interaction with UE max power event and TFCI selection is not clear. Also the MAC spec should whether the TFCI selection should prioritise transmission rate or quality. Should the event be triggered whenever the MAC is reducing the rate due to power considerations?.

· General - Clarifying text needed to say that radio link measurements and events are only used in Cell_DCH. Some discussion as to whether this restriction should apply to Cell_FACH. Action: Issue to be resolved at next meeting.

2.16 15 Primitives between RRC and upper layers

Action: Add reference to 24.007
2.17 17 SDL

Action: Section to be deleted
2.18 18 Appendices

Actions:
· Delete appendix and move table to RRM strategies document

· A.1 - ‘network’ replace with ‘RRC’

2.19 1 Scope

Actions:
· ‘describes’ should be replaced with ‘specifies’

2.20 2 References

Actions:

· All references in spec need to be aligned.

· Ref 17 - title of spec to be corrected

2.21 3 Abbreviations

Actions:
· Changes as edited online. 

· Should also check for usage of ‘UMTS’ in the document.

2.22 Section 8.1

Section 8.1.1. Actions:
· 8.1.1.1.2 - Sentence starting  ‘FDD UEs …’ should be deleted. 

· 8.1.1.1.2 - General - section 8.1.1 still needs to be re-written with a UE perspective. Action: Ericsson and Motorola to progress for November meeting (perhaps also via email discussion)

· General - what should UE do when required SIBs are not sent  (or with very low periodicity)

· 8.1.1.1.2 - Clarification that UE mode/state column only refers to the when the SIB is received - not its validity. Final sentence of paragraph 4 should be removed. Note 1 should be removed. Other edits as made online.

Open issues to be resolved at next meeting:
· 8.1.1.4.3 - Is the implication the UTRAN must support BCCH on FACH for time critical modification of system information blocks? What is time critical? Action: Open item to be resolved. Also a need to check RAN4 specifications.

· General - Is it specified that the UE needs to listen to a single FACH or must it receive all FACH on a SCCPCH. Needs to be checked.

Section 8.1.2.3 Actions:
· 8.1.2.3 - Clarify ‘if at least one match’. If both domains page simultaneously both page indications should be reported to higher layers. Also CN1 to be notified of this.

Section 8.1.3 

Actions:
· 8.1.3.2 - Needs to be clarified what transmit means - sent over the air rather than submitted to lower layers. Order of bullets needs to be changed - set IEs, send message, start timer.

· 8.1.3.7 - ‘Delay’ replace with ‘disable’.

Open issues to be resolved at next meeting:
· 8.1.3.2 - What happens when the MAC indicates transmission failure to RRC. Needs to be resolved (also for other procedures).

· 8.1.3.4 - Confirmation of connection establishment to higher layers is missing. Action: Contribution on this issue will be submitted next week.

Section 8.1.4 Actions:
· 8.1.4.3 - Second last paragraph. Should be ‘UE shall’ rather than ‘UE may’

· 8.1.4.2 - Last phrase of first paragraph, ‘although …’ to be removed. 

· General - are there any AS requirements when the UE is powered off. There is no UTRAN detach mechanism. No change to spec needed.

· 8.1.4.7 - Section to be removed.

· 8.1.4.5 - V308 should  be increased by one. Also change in counters section.

Section 8.1.5

Actions:
· 8.1.5.2 - T315=0 condition should not release signalling radio bearers. Action: needs to be checked

· 8.1.5.2 - RLC unrecoverable error - remove explanation in brackets. Also to be done in other places

Open issues:
· General - subsections missing to cover the leaving service area. Action: Needs to be checked whether action is needed.

Section 8.1.6 Actions:
· 8.1.6.2 - UE capability info should be AM mode, not UM mode. Section 10 also to be updated.

· 8.1.6.2 - Second bullet clarified.

CRs and future ad hocs

Future ad hoc meeting to be decided next week.

Open items to be solved next week. CRs by November meeting.
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