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1 Opening of the meeting
1.1 Call for IPR

	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective 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 hereby 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 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/).


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the Chairmen.

2 Approval of the agenda

3 Incoming LS on LTE
4 Documents for information
Current situation in SA2: latest TR 23.882, RAN2 TR, RAN3 TR, SA2 discussions on inter-access mobility and possible implications on intra-access mobility.
5 Architecture proposals for User-plane retransmission Schemes
A lot has been discussed in London/Cannes, and we probably have 2 candidate architectures based on the agreements we had in Cannes:

A. HARQ and Upper ARQ in Node-B

B. HARQ in Node-B and Upper ARQ in central node

One joint contribution per candidate architecture is the target. The following should be described, for each architecture:

1. User-plane termination points

2. Upper ARQ functions
3. Mobility support

a. Fast cell selection

b. Handover support

c. Macro-diversity

The discussion will focus on repetition layers and aspects like bearer handling in CN, charging, QoS ensuring, user plane ciphering, will  not be treated in this agenda item.
Given that supporting companies were indicated in Cannes, this means that we should have ideally have one company championing one architecture and work with other companies, so that at the end we have 2 contributions for the whole joint meeting on this agenda item 5, and when several proponents disagree on the details within one architecture, they should indicate it inside the contributions (variant N, variant S, etc)

However, individual contributions are of course allowed whenever necessary.

This will allow to have a synthesis for each proposal; Text should be such that it can ultimately be easily moved in the Technical Report (s).
6 Architecture proposals for Control-plane

Most has been discussed in Cannes, ending up with 3 candidate architectures:

A. RRC Idle and Connected in Node-B

B. RRC Idle and Connected (in central node(s)) above Node-B
C. Idle state in central node and  RRC Connected in Node-B

One joint contribution on each candidate architecture is invited, covering:

1. Mobility procedures in Idle mode

Note:
For Architecture B and C, an MM-entity comprising functions as listed in the iRAN3 TR R3.018 are already agreed.

2. Mobility procedures in Connected mode

3. Idle – Active transitions

4. RRC functions

5. ”bearer”/”flow” establishment, QoS/policy signalling/negotiation

6. handling of RRM (Admission control, measurement handling, HO decision, etc.)
7. UE contexts location and content

8. Support of roaming / area restrictions

Given that supporting companies are known, this means that we should have 3 contributions for the whole joint meeting on this agenda item, and when several proponents disagree on the details within one architecture, they should indicate it inside the contributions (variant E, variant Q, variant S, etc...)
Individual contributions are of course allowed but should be less necessary than on AI 5.

This will allow to have a synthesis for each proposal; Text should be such that it can ultimately be easily moved in the Technical Report(s).
7 Liaison and output to other groups

8 Any other business
9 Closing of the meeting
