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1
Opening of the meeting

1.1
Call for IPR

The Chairmen (Denis Fauconnier from Nortel Networks and Alexander Vesely from Siemens AG) welcomed the participants to the RAN2-RAN3 joint session and opened the meeting at 09.15am. The delegates were welcomed to Seoul.
The Chairmen made the following IPR call:
	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group was 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 RAN WGs Chairmen.
2
Approval of the agenda and minutes of previous meeting
	R2-052701
	Agenda RAN2-RAN3 joint session, 07-11 November 2005
	Chairman


Discussion: The Chairmen presented the agenda.
Decision: The agenda was approved.
	R2-053004 /R3-051161
	Proposed Minutes of the RAN2-RAN3 joint meeting on UTRA/UTRAN Long Term evolution - Annex A
	ETSI MCC


Decision: The Annex A of this document, minutes of the RAN2-RAN3 joint session, was approved.

3
Incoming Liaison Statements on LTE
	R2-052812 /R3-051181
	(S2-052479, Cc RAN2). Reply LS (to S3-050602) on Security Requirements for Long Term Evolved RAN/3GPP System Architecture Evolution
	SA WG2


This Liaison Statement was presented by Dave Fox from Vodafone.

Discussion:

Decision: The LS was noted.
	R2-052819 /R3-051182
	(S2-052480, to RAN2). LS on Time Plan for FS on 3GPP System Architecture Evolution
	SA WG2

	R2-053007 /R3-051305
	(S1-051185, Cc RAN2). Reply LS (to S2-052480) on Time Plan for FS on 3GPP System Architecture Evolution
	SA WG1


This Liaison Statement was presented by Benoist Sebire from Nokia.

Discussion:

Decision: The LS was noted.
Note:
The LS R2-053007 was provided later-on in R2-053026, correct file containing TS 22.258 as attachment.
	R2-052820 /R3-051183
	(S2-052481, to RAN2). LS on Latest Status of SAE work in SA 2
	SA WG2


This Liaison Statement was presented by Benoist Sebire from Nokia.

Discussion:

Contains TR 23.882 version 071.

Decision: The LS was noted.
4
Documents for information
	R2-052925
	Discussion on potential requirements for a spectrum aggregation function
	China Mobile, Cingular, NTT DoCoMo, O2, Orange, Telefonica, TIM, T-Mobile, Vodafone


This document was presented by Dave Fox from Vodafone.

Discussion:
It was clarified that only scenarios 2.1 and 2.5 are considered worthwile in the document.
Decision: The document was noted. Discussions will carry-on on RAN WG4.
	R2-052913
	Functional Architecture for SAE/LTE
	Siemens


This document was presented by Thomas Ulrich from Siemens.

Discussion:

Decision: The document was noted.
5
Architecture proposals for User-plane retransmissions Schemes
	R2-052900
	Solutions for 2-node SAE / LTE architecture
	Ericsson


This document was presented by Mattias Wahlqvist from Ericsson.

Discussion:
(R2-052902 is a related discussion paper with more details).
In figure 3, question on e.g. the roaming case : how could the functionality be split among two Access Gateways (bullet e) ?
Question was asked for the case of RRC terminated in the anchor gateway: how would the Node-B handle the first access ? Answer that a temporary identity would be used as for today. For the first access, which gateway to use does not matter.
It was clarified that relocation could be avoided, at least during active connections (to be discussed).
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052901
	Performance comparison of outer ARQ options
	Ericsson


This document was presented by Sven Ekemark from Ericsson.

Discussion:
For the simulation assumptions, question on the correlation with HSDPA and E-DCH (parameters) (e.g. a different number of retransmissions is defined for E-DCH.).
It was clarified that the HARQ is independent between Node-Bs.
It was clarified that the HARQ is proposed as not in the Node-B in the document, hence no transferring of radio context.
Question on the 18ms Core Network delay. What was the reason for this ? Comment that in the assumptions the Iub delays seem rather short compared to the Radio Interface / CN delays, in the document. Answer that the Iub delay of 4ms was re-used from previous simulation assumtions. In addition, changing the fractional Iub delay would not change the overall results. It was also clarified that the "CN delay" also includes the internet-server delays. CN and Iub delays are one-way delays.
It was replied in turn that the "Total RTT" is one-way delay, not the round trip time.

Comment that only one retransmission would be possible in fact with the timing values.
It was clarified that the total RTT in the document is an output of the simulations and will depend on the number of retransmisssions. 48 ms is not a simulation parameter in fact.
Question on the RNC round trip time: Answer that Ideal feedback was assumed (i.e. no precessing time for sending the feedback).
Question on the MAC PDU size: Is it one packet ?
The value of the 10-3 for the HARQ Feedback BLEP was challenged. Also, the Iub delay would affect the simulations.
Question on the RLC PDU size.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052902
	Placement of outer ARQ functionality
	Ericsson


This document was presented by Joakim Bergström from Ericsson.

Discussion:
Question on the Outer ARQ Status Report and its affect on the latency in the downlink (as this will affect buffer sizes and Node-B reporting).
Question on LTE handovers to/from UMTS.
With relation to subclause 2.1, it was commented that Iub delays may be more in the order of 10ms and hence would not be insignificant.
It was clarified that in the proposal, the Outer ARQ would not perform segmentation. Radio Link segmentation would be performed in the MAC layer (in the Node-B) instead. It was commented in turn that a consequence of this would be that in case of error in the packet, the whole IP packet would have to be retransmitted.
It was commented that the solution of outer ARQ in central node would not resolve the ACK to NACK function. However, this could be adressed in the Node-B itself.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052920
	Joint proposal on U-plane architecture option A
	Nokia, IPWireless, Samsung, Fujitsu, ETRI, Nortel, LGE, Alcatel, Motorola, Panasonic, CATT, Huawei, NTT DoCoMo, NEC, Lucent Technologies


This document was presented by Benoist Sebire from Nokia.

Discussion:
Handover support is the main difference between the two architecture alternatives.
One solution would be to forward the context from source Node-B to target Node-B
Question was raised of the reordering at handover. Answer that SDUs would be re-ordered by the target Node-B (e.g. like for the R'99 SRNS relocation).
The target Node-B will be receiving packets from both the GGSN and incoming RNC: How does the Node-B takes the decision of switching between packets ? Answer that there is a GTP sequence number.
Would a Sequence number be needed in the gateway ? It is important not to send packets out of order to the UE. Comment that this may be only a "last packet flag" sent from the old Node-B.
Comment that reordering may impact TPC as reordering may trigger TPC retransmissions.
Alternative B is more optimised for mobility. Hence this decision may be linked with the soft handover decision/areas.
Comment that having the UE remaining longer on the old cell may affect capacity.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052918
	ARQ and HARQ
	Siemens


This document was presented by David Randall from Siemens.

Discussion:
It was commented that one possibility would be to assess the pros and cons in "+/-", however quantifying some aspects is not possible. Answer that understanding the implications is however needed.
Is it possible to weight the criterias between them ?
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052921
	Qualcomm proposal for E-UTRAN Architecture and Protocols
	Qualcomm


This document (only clause 2) was presented by Etienne Chaponniere from Qualcomm.
Discussion:
Question on the 1 byte for sequence numbering. Answer that since framing is done at the E-NodeB, this is necessary for retransmission. Re-segmentation may be performed in the NodeB.
It was clarified that the NACK from the Non-serving cell may be forwarded to the anchor. The NACK is handled by the serving cell and the anchor, but not by the non serving cell.

Question on how the buffer is flushed in the Node-B. Answer that this is a flow control procedure. However, the ACK may be sent to the other cell (with macro diversity).
Buffers would be duplicated with the Central RLC approach.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052929 /R3-051393
	C-Plane architecture for LTE
	Siemens


This document was presented by Thomas Ulrich from Siemens.

Discussion:
It was clarified that the re-negotiation was a RAB re-negotiation.
Showing one eGSN (split in two, control and user) may be simpler in the figure.
The box on QoS negotiation in the figure will be removed, as this is more for SA2.
Comment on the proposed way forward (Clause 4 in the document):
Point 1: In SA2, separation of control and user plane is being discussed. The possibility of separating eGSN Control plane and User plane was raised.
Decision: The document was revised into R2-052930:
	R2-052930
	C-Plane architecture for LTE
	Siemens


This document was presented by Thomas Ulrich from Siemens.

Discussion:
In the figure, the aGW is one node. Separation for Control and User plane is FFS. This will be added in a sentence.
Decision: The content was endorsed in R2-052931.
6
Architecture proposals for Control-plane
6.0
Overall papers

	R2-052922
	Consideration of LTE/SAE Architecture 
	Cingular Wireless


This document was presented by Don Zellmer from Cingular Wireless.

Discussion:
Comment that the assessment of the security level will come from SA WG3.
The "quicker development" that the re-use of specifications would create (as indicated in the document) was challenged. Answer that a general comparative study of solutions is still needed.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052801
	Location of outer-ARQ function 
	Samsung


This document was presented by Kyeong in Jeong from Samsung.

Discussion:
It was commented that with regards to subclause 2.4, the support for real-time services may not be better if there are different Node-Bs.
Decision: The document was noted.
Control Plane:
	R2-052919
	Joint proposal to select C-plane architecture option C: Idle state in central node and RRC Connected in Node-B
	NTT DoCoMo, Alcatel, CATT, ETRI, Fujitsu, LG Electronics, Huawei, IPWireless, Lucent, NEC, Nokia, Nortel, Panasonic, Samsung, Toshiba


This document was presented by Wuri Hapsari from NTT DoCoMo.

Discussion:
It was commented that RAN WG1 should give guidance on the inter-cell RRM subject. Related discussions are happening (the same week) in RAN WG1.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052904
	On UE control plane termination point
	Ericsson


This document was presented by Mattias Wahlqvist from Ericsson.

Discussion:
There could be potentially 64 neighbours to each cell. With a 3 cells site this would give (64/3=) 21 interfaces.
It was commented that terminating the RRC in the Node-B would lead to an O&M burden.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052921
	Qualcomm proposal for E-UTRAN Architecture and Protocols
	Qualcomm


This document (clause 3) was presented by Francesco Grilli from Qualcomm.
Discussion:
It was clarified (by the presenter) that following the summary table in subclause 3.3.4.4, an even better gain may come from a redesign of the protocols.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052906
	Proposal for the C-Plane Architecture
	Siemens


This document was presented by Thomas (...), Huber Alois and Toby Proctor from Siemens.

Discussion:
Questions on figure 1. Comment that the RRC layer provides a forwarding function.
Comment that the proposed architecture is the same as today, with its associated call setup delays. Answer that today's delay are not due to the architecture but to the procedures that sit on top of it (e.g. SIB7).
Decision: The document was noted.
See the Chairmen's summary in R2-052927:

	R2-052927
	Chairman notes on LTE 
	RAN2 Chairman


	R2-052933
	List of potential questions (and potential voting) to RAN Plenary
	RAN2 Chairman


	R2-053005
	Location of RRC 
	Samsung


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
6.1
Idle mode mobility
	R2-052912 /R3-051341
	LTE_Idle Mobility
	Siemens


This document was revised into R3-051358:

	R3-051358
	LTE_Idle Mobility
	Siemens, Nortel


This document was presented by Thomas Ulrich from Siemens.

Discussion:
Comment on the inter-MME/UPE mobility. There is no current agreement to co-locate the UPE.
Comment on Figures 7.X-1 and 7.X-2. One naming should be changed.
Re-attach solution should be added if all solutions are added.
The addressing of the UE (Attach, IP connectivity) should be added.
The note on the non co-location of MME/UPE with eNode-B was challenged. It was replied that this was already discussed in RAN WG3.
Decision: Motorola will provide a text proposal, to be discussed in RAN WG3.
6.2
Connected mode mobility
	R2-052875 /R3-051347
	Intra-radio access mobility, Make-Before-Break Handover in LTE_ACTIVE
	Nokia


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052917 /R3-051344
	LTE_Active mobility
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052894
	Mobility Support in E-UTRA
	Nokia


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
6.3
Idle -Active transitions

	R2-052914 /R2-051342
	Paging and C-Plane Establishment for LTE
	Siemens


This document was revised before presentation into R2-051392:

	R3-051392
	Paging and C-Plane Establishment for LTE
	Siemens


This document was presented by Thomas Ulrich from Siemens.

Discussion:

It was commented that one message was agreed for the downlink in RAN WG3. There are three here.
Counting should be 5, 7, 8. Not 6, 7, 8.

Point 5 in the steps should be more general (UE replies to the paging).
It was clarified that IP service in 7.X.2 is IP connectivity.
Comment of the beginning of 7.x.2. "An incoming data packet is terminated at the MME/UPE will be changed to "... terminated at the UPE".
Question on why steps 5, 7, and 8 go through the radio functions. Can not the arrows go directly between UE and MME/UPE ?
Comment that some points should be adressed with SA3. Exact list of points to discuss needs to be found.
Decision: The document was noted.
	R2-052916 /R3-051343
	Authentication and security configuration for LTE
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052924 / R3-051352
	Tunnel Endpoint Options in Idle Mode 
	Motorola


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052795 /R3-051359
	LTE_IDLE->LTE_ACTIVE signaling flow 
	Samsung


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052889
	A signalling optimisation from IDLE to ACTIVE
	NTT DoCoMo


(The document was not presented during the meeting).

6.4
RRC functions

	R2-052768
	Functions of E-RRC and E-MAC
	LG Electronics


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052835
	RRC Functions and Location
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052858
	RRC Functionalities in E-UTRA
	Panasonic


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052903 /R3-051350
	Performance comparison of RRC placement options
	Ericsson


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
6.5
Bearer/flow establishment, QoS/policy signalling/negotiation

	R2-052923 /R3-051345
	Resource Establishment and QoS Signalling
	Siemens


The document was revised before presentation into R2-051363:
	R3-051363
	Resource Establishment and QoS Signalling
	Siemens, Nortel


The document was revised before presentation into R2-052893:

	R2-052893
	Connectivity procedures
	Nokia


This document was presented by Toby Proctor from Nokia.

Discussion:

E-NodeB is normally used for a physical entity, not a logical one. Fmac should be used instead of eNodeB.

End of first sentence in subclause 7.X.2 will be changed ("in case of application signalling...").

In the figure, Step 6 should be moved to step 7. Step 11 should be stated as ffs. Step 12 should be rephrased accordingly.
Decision: The document was noted.
6.6
Handling of RRM (Admission control, Measurement handling, HO decision, etc...)

	R2-052907 /R3-051340
	Functional Entity RRM/RRC
	Siemens


The document was superseded by R3-051367:
	R2-052905 /R3-051351
	RRM for Architecture Option C in the Control Plane and Op-tion A in the User Plane
	Alcatel


The document was superseded by R3-051367:
	R3-051367
	RRM Functions
	Alcatel, Siemens


This document was presented by Dietrich Zeller from Alcatel.

It is the merge of R2-052907 and R2-052905.

Discussion:
It was clarified that the Definition and Description of RRM tasks will be included in the TR.
The second sentence in the open issues will be re-phrased.
Decision: The document will be updated.
6.7
UE contexts location and content

There was no input under this agenda item.
6.8
Support of roaming / area restrictions

	R2-052908
	Network Sharing for LTE
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052909
	Redundancy/Load Sharing for LTE
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052910
	Roaming/Area Restrictions for LTE
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
6.9
Other functions

	R2-052911
	Architectural Impact of SHO/MDC
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting).
	R2-052915
	TCP RTO and intra system handover interruption requirements
	Siemens


(The document was not presented during the meeting. Not available).
7
Liaison and output to other groups

7.1
TSG-SA WG3
	R2-052926
	Further clarifications on LS to SA3 sent at RAN2-48bis
	Vodafone Group


This document was presented by Alessandro Goia from Vodafone.
Discussion:

Decision: The document was noted. An LS will be provided, in R2-052928. Will be seen on the Friday:
	R2-052928
	Proposed LS to SA3 on Further clarifications on LS sent at RAN2-48bis
	Vodafone Group


This proposed Liaison Statement was presented by Alessandro Goia from Vodafone.

Discussion:
Joint meeting with SA3 on the 12th January should be added in the LS.
The text stating that "the majority of companies do not believe that network termination is preferable" was challenged. In fact the whole paragraph will be removed.
RAN2 should not mention Group A/B companies but should state what is feasible.
Decision: The proposed LS will be revised in R2-052932:
	R2-052932
	Proposed LS to SA3 on Further clarifications on LS sent at RAN2-48bis
	Vodafone Group


The document was not presented. Not available (no LS was sent).
8
Any other business

There was no input under this agenda item.
9
Closing of the meeting

The Chairmen closed the meeting and thanked the delegates for their work. 
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