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1
Opening of the meeting

Denis Fauconnier and Howard Benn were Chairmen of this joint meeting.

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) opened the meeting.

1.1
Call for IPR

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) reminded the delegates of their obligations with respect to IPRs.

NOTE:
IPRs should be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, not to the WG2 or WG4 Chairman.

2
Approval of the agenda

R2-011715
Draft agenda WG2/WG4 joint meeting (Chairman)

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) proposed the agenda for the meeting.

Discussion: There were some additions to the agenda (covered in these minutes).
Decision: With these additions, the agenda was approved.

3
TFC selection

R2-011636
Discussion on TFC selection (Ericsson)

Joakim Bergström (Ericsson) presented this document.

Discussion: There were questions on the use of "blocked". This was defined in R4-010931.
Decision: The document was noted.

R4-010931
TFC selection at the UE maximum power (Nokia)

Peter Stahlfjall (Ericsson) presented this document.

Discussion: The name "recovered TFC set" could be misleading, because it did not take place at TFC set-level, but at TFC level. It was explained that the TFC set did change, although changes did indeed take place at TFC level. It seemed that the CR in WG4 defined a complement to the algorithm in MAC, instead of the performance. Also, there was different terminology between WG2 and WG4 and duplication. It was clarified that the issues were very closely related, that it was therefore felt to be good that the algorithms were close, and that that was the reason to handle this in the joint meeting in the first place. It was commented that it might be quite difficult to match the two correctly. It was stated that the division of work between WG2 and WG4 was understood to be as follows. The definition of the supported TFCs and the definition of what "blocked" meant should be provided in WG4. The valid TFCs were a subset of the supported TFCs and the definition of that should be handled in WG2 (MAC). It was not understood why there was a sentence on supported TFCs in the WG2 CR. It should be sufficient to base the definition on the notion of "blocked" only. The idea of having more flexibility on the evaluation of blocking criteria was something that should be in the WG4 specifications.
Decision: The document was noted.

Conclusion

The algorithm seemed to be correct, but the wording could be improved and some changes needed to be made based on the discussion on R4-010931. Both CRs would be reviewed by a small group of delegates, and the result would be given to both WG2 and WG4 (one for information, one for agreement, depending on which WG it was presented to).

4
Release-independent frequency bands

4.1
Scope of 25.307

It was clarified what 25.307 looked like. It was a very small specification that contained pointers to the relevant specifications. From a management point of view, it was easiest to keep the specification high level and leave the details within WG4, and therefore not start referring to clauses/subclauses in the WG4 specifications.

Originally 25.307 was started "as GSM" which meant covering the UE only, not the network. It was clarified that there were no "Release 5 networks" or "Release '99 networks", just "networks" that should be able to work with the UE.

A problem with the current coverage of UMTS 1900 was with the references from ITU. Some parts of UMTS 1900 were in R'99, other parts in Rel-5), but currently ITU did not use the 3GPP Release 5 specifications, and so it was incomplete.

WG4 needed to check whether it was sufficient to refer to 25.101, or whether it was unavoidable to refer also to 25.133.

WG4 would, taking into account the clarifications given about 25.307 (including those of what had been the concerns in the TSG-RAN plenary) continue the discussion and inform WG2 of the results (especially on the correct references to use in 25.307).

It was discussed whether it would be better to transfer 25.307 to WG4. After some discussion it was decided to handle this specification in a similar manner as 25.306, where WG1 agreed on CRs on its parts, which were then taken to the plenary (after formal agreement) by WG2. A split would be made to keep RF issues and signalling separate, to facilitate this process.

4.2
Status/objectives for UMTS 1900

This would be discussed and finished in WG4 (see discussion in agenda item 4.1.

4.3
Other

It was proposed to have a raster for UMTS 1900 to offset problems found by WG4. In order to explain why fixed offsets were difficult, a slide on 3G spectrum was shown that showed that there were overlaps between the lower parts of the 1900 band and the DCS 1800 band and UMTS (though not between downlink-only or uplink-only). However, with the IMT-2000 spectrum, it was possible that such an overlap would occur, some time, somewhere in the world.

In different countries different numbers were needed. There was currently a formula for numbering with steps of 200 kHz numbering all frequencies up to 3 GHz (and that was the cause of the problem). However, a specific numbering per supported frequency band should be used instead, and that would resolve the issue. Since the mapping of RRC signalled values into actual carrier frequency was defined by WG4, in that case WG4 could solve the issues internally. A mapping table would be defined per supported band. Currently 16000 numbers were available, and only if WG4 would run out of those, was it necessary for WG2 to review the situation. Only the supported frequencies would be given numbers, to make running out of numbers less likely. The only signalling consequence of a smaller raster than 200 kHz for a given supported frequency band would be to consume more numbers out of the 16000 available values.

5
UP Performance

5.1
Status

R2-011621
UE Positioning: Measurement Requirements and Accuracy Indicators (Qualcomm)

Vince Jolley (Qualcomm) presented this document.

Discussion: This was a good overview of the status of UE positioning, but some more information was needed for the WG4 delegates. Most of the work was not finished (although it was not universally agreed that all the work needed to be finished).
Decision: The document was noted.

R2-011640
Discussion paper on UE positioning measurement quality information (Siemens)

Mark Beckmann (Siemens) presented this document.

Discussion: The justification for not reporting the quality for the Rx-Tx time difference type 2 measurement was incorrect. The right question was whether it was needed for both the RTT measurement and the Rx-Tx time difference type 2 measurement or for neither of the two. The sentence "An error of 1ms would cause an error in the location estimate of about 4 metres" was clarified to mean that the satellite moved about 4 metres in 1 ms. It was clarified that the requirements from TSG-SA WG1 were all in percentile terms and also that the accuracy depended on the application and on radio conditions. It was clarified that the UE Positioning Ad Hoc consisted of experts on UE positioning methods, not on physical layer issues (in other words, not on a particular technology) and they had not continued physical layer work. It was also clarified that a lot of the work on the physical layer had in the past been done in WG1. For WG1, for FDD everything was in place more than a year ago, for TDD work was still being done and for LCR TDD work was about to start.
Decision: The document was noted.

R4-010962
Discussion about accuracy indicators for LCS measurements (Nokia)

Jussi Numminen (Nokia) presented this document.

Discussion: The concept of accuracy indicators was not very clear to WG4 delegates. It was attempted to clarify this. However, a problem was then the accuracy of the accuracy indicators... To clarify the current situation the LS from TSG-SA WG1 (R2-011711) was referred to, which made it clear that there were no clear-cut requirements. Everything depended on the application, was 'best-effort', and was given in a percentile manner. So, no help could be derived from that LS.

Decision: The document was noted.

R2-011639
Discussion paper on inconsistencies of Rx-Tx time difference type 2 (Siemens)

Mark Beckmann (Siemens) presented this document.

Discussion: The proposal was to leave Layer 1 as it was and correct the protocol, since in the Layer 1 it had always been optional. This would be left for WG2 to correct in RRC.

Decision: The document was noted.

R4-010961
UE and UTRAN LCS measurements and time stamping (Nokia)

Jussi Numminen (Nokia) presented this document.

Discussion: This was the type of work that WG4 could do in the future. The document was presented here for information to the UP experts to see what WG4 would be doing and the type of work welcomed by WG4.

Decision: The document was noted.

5.2
Objectives of the specifications
R2-011711
(S1-010785, to TSG-RAN WG2) Response to LS (R2-011481) on Requirements on UE positioning (TSG-SA WG1)

Denis Fauconnier (Chairman) presented this LS.

Discussion: There were no clear-cut requirements. Everything depended on the application (and radio conditions), was 'best-effort', and given in a percentile manner. The assumption that two different implementations would, without requirements, come to a similar result was highly optimistic.
Decision: The LS was noted.

5.3
Other
There was no input for this agenda item.

Conclusion

The Stage 1 requirements did not allow to derive precise performance requirements for the measurements. Therefore, WG4 would try to define a "reasonable compromise" based on scenarios and implementations, and positioning experts were invited to support WG4 so that the relation between measurement requirements and achievable positioning accuracy could be better understood. Companies were encouraged to contribute towards a completion for the next RAN Plenary. WG2 would do the necessary correction from R2-011639. WG4 would study the concept of accuracy indicators in more detail, probably for definition in releases later than Release 99.

6
Reference pilots

R2-011706
Status on dedicated pilots and S-CPICH specification related to UE-specific beamforming (Nortel Networks)

Sarah Boumendil (Nortel Networks) presented this document.

Discussion: It is clarified that the UE can perfectly work in an environment with dedicated pilots without using them. The following document is related to this issue, so they were discussed together.

R4-010936
Identified impacts of UE specific beamforming for RAN WG4 specifications (Nokia)

Jukka Viksted (Nokia) presented this document

Discussion: It is clarified that this discussion does not apply to closed loop Tx diversity. Regarding the paper by Nortel, it is commented that the performance requirements should better be included in Release 5 and not in Release '99, the two options proposed in the Conclusion.

A correction to WG2 specs on the IE for S-CPICH is required so it can it is clear that S-CPICH does not apply to demodulation secondary S-CCPCH

Decision: The agreeement in the joint meeting is that the WG4 part (performance requirements) for dedicated pilots should be in Release 5, but WG1, WG2, WG3 parts should be in Release '99, and a Rel '99 UE that supports the UE capability for dedicated pilots shall support the Rel-5 performance requirements.
6.1
Secondary CPICH

6.1.1
Status

There was no input for this agenda item.

6.1.2
Other

There was no input for this agenda item.

6.2
Dedicated pilots

6.2.1
Current status

There was no input for this agenda item.

6.2.2
How to implement RAN decision to make it a R'99 UE capability

There was no input for this agenda item.

6.2.3
Other

There was no input for this agenda item.

7
Other

7.1
Cell reselection

R4-010929
Cell reselection test cases in CELL_FACH state (Nokia)

Sari Korpela (Nokia) presented this document.

Discussion: The intention of this paper is that WG2 checks if the delay values comply with their requirements. It is clarified that the value of 1.76 secs is a worst case scenario and that this is a test specification, not the core specification.

Decision: The document was noted.

7.2
RLC re-establishment

R4-010879
Introduction of RRC Connection re-establishment requirements (Siemens)

Volker Breuer (Siemens) presented this document.

Discussion: The intention of the paper is to inform WG2 of the values

Decision: The document was noted.

8
Any other business

There was no input for this agenda item.

9
Closing of the meeting

The meeting was finished at 15:30 on Wednesday 11 July.
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