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1 Introduction

This document gives an overview of issues related to the introduction of UTRA-LTE reselection in 25.331, and the related email discussion initiated after the RAN2 Meeting #62bis in Warsaw, Poland.
2 Main issues Raised in email discussion
The details of the email discussion are provided in Annex A, where 3 companies exchanged views on the details of the CR for the introduction of UTRA-LTE reselection to 25.331. In this section we focus on the main issues outstanding:
1) In the current version of [1] it is proposed that UARFCN is explicitly signalled since a maximum of 3 UTRAN frequencies would not consume a considerable amount of space in the system information, and ARFCN is signalled as a cell ID which the UE can use to obtain ARFCN from the stored variable CELL_INFO_LIST since signalling of multiple ARFCNs may consume significant space. This follows on from discussions and comments made at RAN262bis and in the email discussion summarised below.
Proposal1: Explicitly signal UARFCN, but use Cell ID to indicate GSM ARFCN and agree on the procedural text proposed in [1]  
2) The current version of [1] includes dedicated priority information signalling in UTRAN Mobility information which can be sent at any time in connected mode, before RRC connection is released. In the current version this has been included in RRC connection reject also as requested in the email discussion. 

Proposal2: Agree to signal dedicated priorities in UTRAN Mobility Information
Issue1: RAN2 to discuss whether dedicated priorities can be assigned using RRC connection reject. 

3) As requested in the email discussion, the current version of [1] includes Priority validity timer which can be se to 5, 10, 20, 30, 60, 120, 180 minutes. Any dedicated priorities assigned to the UE will be valid until this timer expires, and if this is not signalled the priorities would remain valid until the next update. This is also reflected in the text proposal in LTE [2] 
Proposal3: Agree on the addition of Priority validity timer with values as described above.
4) It has been discussed whether a maximum number of 8 priorities is sufficient for the purpose of inter-frequency and inter-RAT priority reselection. With the possibility to signal different priorities different UTRAN frequencies, and different groups of GSM cells, in addition to different E-UTRA frequencies this may be considered an issue. 
Issue2: RAN2 to discuss whether a maximum of 8 priorities is sufficient or if this needs to be reconsidered. 

5) Further improvements and suggestions have been made in the current version of [1]. The variable proposed in previous meetings has been split into 2 – PRIORITY_INFO_LIST and EUTRA_FREQUENCY_INFO_LIST in order to facilitate idle mode priority based reselection, dedicated priority handling, and measurements in CELL_DCH state. The procedural text for handling reception of System Information and dedicated priorities been updated accordingly. 
Proposal4: Agree on approach for variables, signalling of the parameters and corresponding procedural text in [1]
3 Summary of Proposals/Issues
Proposal1: Explicitly signal UARFCN, but use Cell ID to indicate GSM ARFCN and agree on the procedural text proposed in [1]  

Proposal2: Agree to signal dedicated priorities in UTRAN Mobility Information
Proposal3: Agree on the addition of Priority validity timer with values as described above.

Proposal4: Agree on approach for variables, signalling of the parameters and corresponding procedural text in [1]
Issue1: RAN2 to discuss whether dedicated priorities can be assigned using RRC connection reject. 

Issue2: RAN2 to discuss whether a maximum of 8 priorities is sufficient or if this needs to be reconsidered. 

4 Annex


From: ext Schmitt, Harald [mailto:Harald.Schmitt@T-MOBILE.NET] 
Sent: 08 August 2008 10:25
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [62bis_UTRA_B03] UTRA-LTE 25.331 CR
Dear Brian, All,
 

Thanks for taking the effort to put all the comments into the CR. Unfortunately I have one more. 
From T-Mobile point of view we see the need to have validity timers for dedicated priorities. The use case we have in mind is load balancing esp. during congestion. E.g. in case a 3G site is congested a UE could be sent to a different RAT with dedicated priorities. The congested state might only be temporary therefore it would be sufficient to assign the dedicated priorities in the range of some minutes. Our proposal would be 5, 10, 20, 30, 60, 120, 180 minutes. In case the validity timer are not present the dedicated priorities could be valid till the next update occurs. 
 

Regards,
 

Harald
T-Mobile International AG
Aufsichtsrat/ Supervisory Board: René Obermann (Vorsitzender/ Chairman)
Vorstand/ Board of Management: Hamid Akhavan (Vorsitzender/ Chairman), Michael Günther, Lothar A. Harings, Katharina Hollender
Handelsregister/Commercial Register Entry: Amtsgericht Bonn, HRB 12276
Steuer-Nr./Tax No.: 205 / 5777/ 0518
USt.-ID./VAT Reg.No.: DE189669124
Sitz der Gesellschaft/ Corporate Headquarters: Bonn


-----Original Message-----
From: Brian Martin [mailto:brian.2.martin@NOKIA.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2008 1:27 PM
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [62bis_UTRA_B03] UTRA-LTE 25.331 CR
Dear Odile + all,
 

Thank you Odile for the comments, and also thanks to those who provided comments offline. 
 

I have replied inline below to Odile's comments. 
 

I have attached a colourful "intermediate" revision of the CR. Intermediate, because procedural text has not yet been updated -- only the message and variable content has been changed. If there are no objections on this, then we can proceed with updating the procedural text. 
 

Main changes: 
 

1) Added "priority info" to RRC connection reject in addition to UTRAN mobility info. We received offline comments that it would be desirable to assign dedicated priorities without the need to set up an RRC connection. 
 

2) Separated PRIORITY_INFO_LIST into 2 separate variables. 
 

PRIORITY_INFO_LIST: contains frequencies, priorities and variables related only to idle mode priority reselection.
FREQUENCY_INFO_LIST: contains EUTRA frequencies and variables. 
 

The benefit from this would be that dedicated priorities can be handled separately to the storage of E-UTRAN neighbours - so that E-UTRA frequency list can be accessed when configuring CELL_DCH measurements - even if some frequencies are removed from PRIORITY_INFO_LIST for the purpose of idle mode priority reselection 
 

3) System information, priority information arranged per RAT. Though it would be simpler procedurally to access priority per RAT. Also in the case if UE not supporting E-UTRA, this IE can be ignored + no need to create indexes in the UE variable for these cells. 
 

Some principles for handling the dedicated priorities when received, to be specified in the procedural text: 
- in dedicated information it is possible to 'remove' some E-UTRA frequencies (i.e. prevent the UE from measuring or reselecting some frequencies) but not add new ones.
- With the 'Priority info' IE it is not possible to only indicate the priorities to remove (i.e. incremental update); we always have to send the full list (this is already in the CR, see the statement "If the CHOICE “Action” has the value “Configure dedicated priorities”, the UE shall:    1>
clear the variable PRIORITY_INFO_LIST;")
- If priority for a frequency is not provided in dedicated information, that frequency is considered as no longer available  for measurement and reselection for idle mode (as opposed to: keep same priority as sys_info). However, the frequency is not deleted from the FREQUENCY_INFO_LIST/CELL_INFO_LIST (it could be used if the UE enters connected mode).
 

Please let me know if there are any further comments. 
 

Best Regards,
Brian.
 



From: ext Odile Rollinger [mailto:odiler@BROADCOM.COM] 
Sent: 01 August 2008 14:47
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG
Subject: Re: [62bis_UTRA_B03] UTRA-LTE 25.331 CR
 Dear Martin 
  
Thanks a lot for issuing the updated CR and initiating the discussion. 
Please find below some comments/ questions 
  
Open Issues: 
1) How to link priority information to the CELL_INFO_LIST or to signal UARFCN ? 
a) Some concerns were raised during the meeting about the existing proposal of not signalling any UARFCN or ID for UTRAN. Nokia do agree that a simpler approach could be used, but this will be at the expense of using extra space in the new SIB. Our preference would be not to signal UARFCN, but instead to signal Cell ID + then to retrieve the UARFCN form SIB11/CELL_INFO_LIST. It would also be beneficial to allow multiple UTRAN cell IDs to be signalled in each entry in the list - this is to deal with the case that some frequencies are assigned the same priority. 
[BRCM] We would prefer having the UARFCN included and not refer to the CELL_INFO_LIST (if we consider a maximum of 3 other UTRA frequencies, it does make that big a difference in size). We would also prefer having BCCH ARFCN/Band indicator explicitely.  
I am also not quite sure about the proposal of having multiple UTRAN cell IDs for one entry in the list. I assume that even if two frequencies have the same priority, they will still have different Qqualmin and Qrxlevmin, so we woul prefer having one entry for each frequency (we can just use MD if the parameters have the same values as the previous entry) 
[BM] We agree, UARFCN is now explicitly signalled and any indexing back has been removed. For BCCH ARFCN we thought GSM cell ID would be better in the case that many ARFCN need to be signalled which would use significant space in system information. UE can easily access the ARFCN from the store CELL_INFO_LIST which has cell ID assigned for each ARFCN. 
b) In the attached CR already Qqualmin and Qrxlevmin are added to PrioritySysInfo. Whichever method is used to signal UARFCN, this would remove the confusion as to which values to choose from the CELL_INFO_LIST. Therefore we would like to get agreement on this, and welcome any comments or alternative suggestions. 
[BRCM] we are fine with this. 

2) Where to signal dedicated priority information? 
It was mentioned in RAN62bis that priority information could be added to UTRAN mobility information. Nokia prefer this approach, since it avoids needing to add this IE to all reconfiguration messages - UTRAN mobility information can be sent at any time in connected mode, and this also makes sense since priority information is related to mobility information. 
Also this would remove any need for dedicated priority validity timers. In connected mode the priorities can be cleared by sending UTRAN mobility information. In idle mode, UTRAN mobility information can be sent after LAU is done ( before RRC connection release ). 
[BRCM] we would be happy with having the information in a single message. 
However, in the case you don't provide explicitely the UARCFN  for GERAN cell, I am not quite sure how it works. 
Is the message always sent in CELL_FACH after the UE has read SIB11/11bis and the cell index is refering to the position im SIB11/11bis.?  
Or can the message be sent in CELL_DCH? if yes, to which cell list does the index refer to ? 

[BM] no longer an issue  
 Also, do we really need to have a "GSM Cell grouping list" here? The message is not supposed to redefine the grouping, so including a single Band indicator/BCCH ARFCN (cell index) should be enough to identify the group.
[BM] we agree -- this is not yet updated in the attached draft, but we can do this 
 An alernative option could be to require the UTRAN to provide the priority information in the same RAT/FREQUENCY order as they appear in SIB19. in that case, they will be no need to provide UARFCN (UTRAN/E-UTRAN) /GSM cell groups, But this would be possible only if UTRAN MOBILITY IBNFORAMTION is sent when UE is already in CELL_FACH  
3) Should priority information reselection for inter-frequency be allowed in CELL_FACH state? 
IT was already agreed not to use this for reselection to LTE in CELL_FACH state, however how should the inter-freq case be handled? Using legacy rules or priority information? 
[BRCM] I assume we should have the new algorithm in CELL_FACH as well (does not seem tight having different algorithms in CELL_FACH and CELL-PCH) 
[BM] We will be updating the CR to 25.304 so that inter-freq priority reselection applies in CELL_FACH.  
4) How should priority information clearance be done on leaving RPLMN? 
It was agreed to align to the LTE solutions, this should be discussed in the joint session at the next meeting, I include this point here for a reminder that it is still "open" from UTRAN point of view. 
[BRCM] Other comment : MaxPrio 
We would prefer to keep the priority range 0..7 as in LTE 
We could decorelate the index in the PrioritySysinfo list from the maximum number of priorities and define a MaxRAT/Frequencies instead  . 
[BM] Either max priorities needs to change back to 0-7 as with LTE, or LTE needs to be updated to 0-15. Based on feedback from a few parties, it was mentioned that 8 different priority levels may not be enough, given that we can have multiple priorities in each RAT. This needs to be discussed also with LTE, perhaps in the joint session.
Best Regards 
Odile Rollinger 
Broadcom Corporation 

________________________________ 

From: Brian Martin [mailto:brian.2.martin@NOKIA.COM] 
Sent: 30 July 2008 12:05 
To: 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2@LIST.ETSI.ORG 
Subject: [62bis_UTRA_B03] UTRA-LTE 25.331 CR 

Dear All, 
This email is intended to trigger the UTRA-LTE interworking discussion related to the CR to 25.331 presented during RAN2#62bis. This is also a follow-up to the discussion [62_UTRAN_C01] held after RAN2 #62, a summary of which was presented in R2-083298
I have attached a revised version of the CR in question, R2-083208, including changes for the new SIB agreed in RAN2#62bis, some corrections and clarifications, and additional proposals.
<<draft_R2-08xxxx UTRA-LTE CR_25331_revR2-083208v1.zip>> 
Changes included: 
1) Added new SIB 19 + removed changes from SIB11/11bis. This reflects the agreement to add a new SIB for priority information. 
2) Added signalling of Qqualmin, Qrxlevmin in the new SIB + removed the text for how to get this information from CELL_INFO_LIST -- removes problem of which set of params to choose from CELL_INFO_LIST, and partially reflects the concerns raised during the meeting on the method of linking priority information to the CELL_INFO_LIST. *(also see open items)
3) added rule that if the UARFCN is already stored then discard this entry in SysInfo priority *(also see open issues - not needed if we signal CellID) 
4) Priority information added to UTRAN mobility information + removed from RRC connection release *(also see open issues)
4) Added extra handling in "priority info" for dedicated priorities -- existing text didn’t say exactly how to handle all of this. 
5) Increased possible number of priorities from 8 to 16, this is to address the concerns raised during the meeting that there may not be enough values to cover all required frequencies/RATs. This may also need to be discussed during the joint session at the next meeting.
6) Corrections and alignment of IE and type names 
Open Issues: 
1) How to link priority information to the CELL_INFO_LIST or to signal UARFCN ? 
a) Some concerns were raised during the meeting about the existing proposal of not signalling any UARFCN or ID for UTRAN. Nokia do agree that a simpler approach could be used, but this will be at the expense of using extra space in the new SIB. Our preference would be not to signal UARFCN, but instead to signal Cell ID + then to retrieve the UARFCN form SIB11/CELL_INFO_LIST. It would also be beneficial to allow multiple UTRAN cell IDs to be signalled in each entry in the list - this is to deal with the case that some frequencies are assigned the same priority. 
b) In the attached CR already Qqualmin and Qrxlevmin are added to PrioritySysInfo. Whichever method is used to signal UARFCN, this would remove the confusion as to which values to choose from the CELL_INFO_LIST. Therefore we would like to get agreement on this, and welcome any comments or alternative suggestions. 
2) Where to signal dedicated priority information? 
It was mentioned in RAN62bis that priority information could be added to UTRAN mobility information. Nokia prefer this approach, since it avoids needing to add this IE to all reconfiguration messages - UTRAN mobility information can be sent at any time in connected mode, and this also makes sense since priority information is related to mobility information. 
Also this would remove any need for dedicated priority validity timers. In connected mode the priorities can be cleared by sending UTRAN mobility information. In idle mode, UTRAN mobility information can be sent after LAU is done ( before RRC connection release ). 
3) Should priority information reselection for inter-frequency be allowed in CELL_FACH state? 
IT was already agreed not to use this for reselection to LTE in CELL_FACH state, however how should the inter-freq case be handled? Using legacy rules or priority information? 
4) How should priority information clearance be done on leaving RPLMN? 
It was agreed to align to the LTE solutions, this should be discussed in the joint session at the next meeting, I include this point here for a reminder that it is still "open" from UTRAN point of view. 
Best Regards, 
Brian. 
Brian Martin 
Nokia UK Limited 
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