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Object:
Control Plane Session report
6.2
Control plane

6.2.1
RRC (36.331)

6.2.1.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.
R2-091168:
E-UTRA RRC main issues after RAN2#64bis
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Disc
=>
Noted
After handling all RRC inputs:

=>
Update in R2-091899 after having discussed all inputs.
R2-091899: 
E-UTRA RRC main issues after RAN2#64bis
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Disc
-
Only 1 issue remaining.
=>
From now on, no intention to provide an open issue list.

6.2.1.2
In principle agreed CRs
R2-091063:
Need code for SoundingRsUl-ConfigCommon in HO command
Panasonic
CR 36.331 0057 - F

=>
Not agreed. For counter proposal see R2-091364 & R2-091366
R2-091364:
Further analysis on R2-091063: SRS common configuration
Panasonic
Disc
-
Ericsson supports the proposal.  Samsung is also fine with alternative 2.

=>
Go with alternative 2 and look at R2-0901366
R2-091366:
SRS common configuration
Panasonic
CR
36.331
tbd
F
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091604CR0057R1

R2-091013:
Correction to the Counter Check procedure
Broadcom Corporation, Samsung CR 36.331
0007
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091015:
Spare usage on BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
36.331
0009 -
F

- 
Should correct “printing problem”

=>
Ericsson would prefer to introduce n16 rather than just removing the spare. Agreed

-
In general network misconfiguration when the modification period is larger than the SFN cycle.

=>
Ericsson proposes to introduce 256 for the messagSizeGroupA rather than just removing the spare.

=>
Ericsson would like to introduce value 300ms for t300/t301.

=>
Additional changes should be indicated on coversheet.
=>
Will see update in R2-091692 CR009R1

R2-091692:
Spare usage on BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
36.331 0009 R1
F
=>
Agreed

R2-091016:
Issues in handling optional IE upon absence in GERAN NCL  Panasonic CR 36.331 0010 -
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091017:
CR to 36.331 on Removal of useless RLC re-establishment at RB release
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 0011
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091018:
Clarification to RRC level padding at PCCH and BCCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0012
-
F

=>
Should correct printing problem

=>
ME should be ticked, and no impact on other specifications

-
Samsung wonders about the change to 8.2. Nokia thinks we have no extensions after the X691 coded part.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091693 CR0012R1

R2-091019:
Removal of Inter-RAT message
Ericsson
CR
36.331
0013
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091020:
Padding of the SRB-ID for security input
Ericsson
CR
36.331
0014
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091021:
Validity of ETWS SIB
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
0015
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091022:
Configuration of the Two-Intervals-SPS
CATT, CMCC
CR
36.331
0016
-
F

=>
Samsung indicates that we could save one bit if we have an enum with one value and still optional conditional for TDD
=>
Should see small update in R2-091694 CR0016R1
R2-091694:
Configuration of the Two-Intervals-SPS
CATT, CMCC
CR
36.331
0016
R1
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091023:
Corrections on Scaling Factor Values of Qhyst
CATT
CR
36.331
0017
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091024:
Optionality of srsMaxUppts
CATT
CR
36.331
0018
-
F

=>
Same change can be made as for R2-091022

=>
Should see small update in R2-091695 CR0018R1
R2-091695:
Optionality of srsMaxUppts
CATT
CR
36.331
0018
R1
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091025:
CR for discussion on field name for common and dedicated IE Huawei CR 36.331 0019 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-091026:
Corrections to Connected mode mobility
Huawei
CR
36.331
0020
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091027:
Clarification regarding the measurement reporting procedure Huawei CR 36.331 0021 – F
=>
Agreed

R2-091028:
Corrections on s-Measure
Samsung
CR
36.331
0022
-
F

=>
“Impact on other specs” should be ticked

=>
Agreed with this change in R2-091696 CR022 R1

R2-091029:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on combination of SPS and TTI bundling for TDD
CMCC
CR 36.331 0023 – F

=>
Updated proposal in R2-091450
R2-091450:
R1 of CR0023 (R2-091029) on combination of SPS and TTI bundling for TDD
CMCC CR 36.33
(0023)
tbd
F
-
Ericsson wonders whether it is not easier to stay with “Release-8” ? Samsung explains that normally we do it like this so that we do not need to update in a next release if the situation stays the same.

=>
Agreed
R2-091030:
L3 filtering for path loss measurements NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Corporation CR 36.331 0024 – F

=>
Agreed
R2-091031:
S-measure handling for reportCGI
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
0025
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091032:
Measurement configuration clean up
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
0026
-
F

=>
Updated in R2-091413
R2-091413:
Update of R2-091032 on Measurement configuration clean up
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR 36.331
0026
R1
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091033:
Alignment of measurement quantities for UTRA
NTT DOCOMO, CATT
CR
36.331 0027 -
F

-
Only format for references was changed

=>
Agreed

R2-091034:
CR to 36.331 on L1 parameters ranges alignment
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Panasonic
CR
36.331
0028
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091035:
Default configuration for transmissionMode
Panasonic
CR
36.331
0029
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091036:
CR to 36.331 on RRC Parameters for MAC, RLC and PDCP Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
0030
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091037:
CR to 36.331 - Clarification on Configured PRACH Freq Offset Nortel CR 36.331
0031 F

=>
Updated in R2-091626

R2-091626:
CR to 36.331 - Clarification on Configured PRACH Freq Offset Nortel CR 36.331
0031R1 F

=>
Agreed
R2-091038:
Clarification on TTI bundling configuration
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
0032 -
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091039:
Inter-RAT UE Capability
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.331
0033 -
F

=> 
updated proposal in R2-091090 (see AI 6.2.1.7)
R2-091090:
Update of R2-091039 on Inter-RAT UE Capability
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Ericsson
CR
36.331
0033
R1
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091040:
Feature Group Support Indicators
Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm, Ericsson
CR
36.331
0034
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091041:
Feature Group Support Indicators (Annex)
Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm, Ericsson
CR
36.331
0035
-
F

=>
Noted; based on offline discussion, we should see update in R2-091689
R2-091042:
Corrections to RLF detection
Huawei
CR
36.331
0036
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091043:
Indication of Dedicated Priority
CATT
CR
36.331
0037
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091045:
Correction of TTT value range
Huawei
CR
36.331
0039
-
F

- 
not changed, but related to R2-091477

=>
Agreed

R2-091477:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Considerations on values of TimeToTrigger
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
(0137)
-
F

-
Samsung thinks we don’t specify how frequent the measurements are coming from L1. The 200ms is a kind of averaging window but not a periodicity. QC agrees with this comment. Measurement samples can come more frequent then 200ms. However QC does agree that the smaller values do not make much sense.

-
Ericsson thinks the small values can probably be removed. Maybe we should keep the 100ms. 

-
Samsung indicates that also in UMTS we have the smaller values.
=>
Noted
R2-091046:
Correction on CDMA measurement result IE
Samsung
CR
36.331
0040 – F

=>
Agreed
R2-091047:
Clarification of Measurement Reporting
CATT
CR
36.331
0041
-
F

-
CATT indicates this is somewhat related to R2-091082 related to the second change. Intention with the “if needed” was to indicate that if there is nothing to report then the neighbouringMeasResults will not be included.
-
NSN wonders if the “if needed” is applicable to all reporting or only to event based reporting ? Panasonic indicates that also for periodic this not reporting is applicable, e.g. when below sMeasure.
=>
First Agreed => Later superseded by R2-091761
R2-091048:
Spare values in DL and UL Bandwidth in MIB and SIB2
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
0042
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091049:
Correction to sib-MappingInfo in SIB1
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
0043
-
F

-
There will still be a general discussion on error handling on common channels. Might need to revisit this.
=>
Agreed

R2-091050:
Clarifications to System Information Block Type 8
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 0044 – F

-
Related discussion document in R2-091524

R2-091524:
Clarification of IRAT behavior between LTE and CDMA2000
· Ericson assumes that this timing information is only essential for handover mobility, not for the other cases.

· NSN assume that cell reselection will require this information for single receiver UE’s (i.e. for cell search). Nortel has the same understanding. 
· Nortel assumes that in can also be usefull for release with redirection. Nortel would like to have a clarification that it is for measurement on the other RAT.
· ALU proposes some more offline.
· Important aspect seems to be agree what cases are broken when this information is not provided. 



a) Handover:


Agree broken without this information



b) Cell reselection:

Broken / Nice to have ?


c) Release with redirection
Nice to have information
-
Ericsson thinks for case b) it depends on the performance requirements for the cell reselection.
-
Nortel thinks even for case c) it should be there; otherwise it is a blind redirection. 

After offline discussion:


a) Handover:


Agree broken without this information



b) Cell reselection:

Agree broken without this information


c) Release with redirection
Nice to have information

-
Ericsson proposes to state that the “information is needed for handover, cell reselection and can be usefull at release with redirection”.
-
Nortel would like to think a bit more about this. Nortel would like to capture that if the redirection is required with m
-
Ericsson proposes to state that the “information is needed for handover, cell reselection and for redirection with measurements, but not for blind redirection”.
-
Nortel is already a bit more happy but would like to think about it a bit more.

=>
Seems we converge to the above description but can allow some more time. Update in R2-091810
R2-091810:
Clarifications to System Information Block Type 8
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 0044 R1 – F

=>
Agreed
R2-091051:
Reception of ETWS secondary notification
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
0045
- F

=>
Agreed

R2-091053:
CR for Timers and constants values used during handover to E-UTRA
Panasonic CR 36.331
0047
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091054:
Inter-RAT Security Clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.331 0048
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091055:
CR to 36.331 on consistent naming of 1xRTT identifiers
Huawei
CR
36.331
0049 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-091056:
Capturing RRC behavior regarding NAS local release Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331 0050 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-091057:
Report CGI before T321 expiry and UE null reporting
Qualcomm Europe
CR 36.331 0051 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-091058:
System Information and 3 hour validity
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
0052
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091060:
Set of values for the parameter "messagePowerOffsetGroupB"
LG Electronics Inc., Texas Instruments
CR
36.331
0054
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091061:
CR to paging reception for ETWS capable UEs in RRC_CONNECTED
Huawei
CR 36.331 0055 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-091062:
CR for CSG related items in 36.331
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
0056 - F

=> Updated in R2-091150
R2-091150:
CR for CSG related items in 36.331
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
0056 1 F
=>
Agreed
R2-091064:
RRC processing delay
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
0058
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-091065:
CR for HNB Name
Huawei
CR
36.331
0059
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091066:
HO to EUTRA and delta configuration  Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
0060
- F

=>
Updated proposal in R2-091118
R2-091118
Update of R2-091066 Handover to EUTRA delta configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0060
R1
F
-
Panasonic wonders about re-establishment case. Should the HO-Conn in the reconfiguration also include SRB’s in the re-establishment ? Samsung assumes we have normal delta signalling, so need ON. 

-
W.r.t. “HO” in the reconfiguration message, Ericsson thinks the wording in this CR is better than in the rapporteur CR. So rapporteur CR should not link it to whether the mobilityControIInfo is present for the nonHO condition. RAPPCR. That change should be undone from the rapporteur CR.
=>
Print out correction

=>
Spec’s effected should be ticked

-
NTT DCM wonders if you can have DRB to setup in re-establishment and connection setup ? Ericsson assumes this is not possible. NTT DCM wonders whether this should then not be explicitly indicated ? Samsung indicates we have already some clarification in the procedure text. E.g. connection setup establihshes SRB1 only. So would mean 
=>
Will add to the condition that DRB toaddmodify shall not be included in connection setup and re-establishment case.
=>
Add to SRBtoaddmod, only SRB1 can be included in connection setup and re-estabishment

=>
Will see update in R2-091697 CR0060R2
R2-091697
Handover to EUTRA delta configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0060
R2
F
=>
SRB-toaddmod is not mandatory in re-establishment. So first HO-Conn condition should be updated. Remove “and RRC connection re-establishment to establish only SRB1”
=>
Should make sure that it is clear that at handover to EUTRAN both SRB1 and SRB2 have to be established.

=>
Will see update R2-091806 CR0060 R3
R2-091806
Handover to EUTRA delta configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
36.331
0060
R3
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091067:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications resulting from ASN.1 review
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331
0061
-
F

R2-091067 = R2-090851 CR was the status after RAN2 #64bis;
=>
Noted: Update after email discussion see R2-091485 (AI 6.2.1.3)

R2-091014
CR to 36.331-UE Actions on Receiving SIB11
Vodafone
CR
36.331
0008 – F

=>
Agreed
6.2.1.3
ASN.1 review
=> Including outcome of email discussion [64b: 6] RRC rapporteur  CR (Samsung)
Note that CR’s addressing issues found during the ASN.1 review should still be submitted under the corresponding functional area in the next sections.
R2-091169:
Review issue list after RAN2#64bis
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report


ASN.1 review - status after RAN2#64bis

-
Mainly intended as input for this meeting so that companies know what to prepare contributions on.

-
How to continue ? This list was intended for the freeze, so this could be the last version.

=>
Rapporteur will provide one more version after this meeting which only includes the non-addressed level 3 issues. Just for information.

R2-091485:
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications resulting from ASN.1 review
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331
(0139)
-
F  R2-091067 = R2-090851 CR was the status after RAN2 #64bis which was further discussed by email [64b: 6] with the result: R2-091485
-
Already one comment related to R2-091118.
=>
Yellow highlighted part in field description maxNumberROHC-ContextSessions can be removed.
-
Will probably have further changes.

=>
Next update can be provided in R2-091699 CR0139
R2-091699: 
Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications resulting from ASN.1 review
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR
36.331
0139

=>
Printing problem should be solved
=>
We will have email discussion for detailed checking. Comments can be provided up to Thursday evening (no new issues), and update will be provided on Monday week after.
=>
Final CR also solving the printing problem can be provided in R2-091902 CR0139 R1
R2-091170:
Further ASN.1 review related issues
Samsung
Report
36.331

=>
Agree with proposals 1, 2, 4, 5 (without “TS”), 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18
Proposal 3:

-
NSN indicates that normally “TS” is not added for CDMA specifications. The “S” is already indicating specification.

=>
Agreed, but not introduce the “TS” in all the names

Proposal 12:
=>
TMO wonders what the “1” is referring to for the range ? Should make it clear that in case of absence, only the startPCI is applicable.

=>
Correct editorial “hysical” in field description

=>
Agreed with these changes

Proposal 15:
=>
ZTE indicates that for GERAN, a cell consists of multiple frequencies and one has BCCH. When we refer to a specific cell, we list the frequency that has the BCCH. This can be clarified in the field description.
=>
Agreed with this one change
=>
Proposal 13 will be handled in rapporteur CR RAPPCR R2-091699
=>
Remaining proposals will be in separate CR in R2-091700 CR0142

R2-091700:
Further ASN.1 review related corrections CR142
=>
Agreed
6.2.1.4
Connection control 
Issues w.r.t. connection establishment/release, re-establishment, mobility or reconfiguration. 
Security

R2-091044:
Security Clean up - Alt1
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.331
0038 -
F

=> Update CR in R2-091089 (see AI 6.2.1.4)
R2-091089:
Update of R2-091044 on Security Clean up
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, NTT DOCOMO INC
CR
36.331
0038
R1
F
-
CATT wonders if RRC can be aware of the NAS procedure status ? NSN assumes UE side shall be aware.
-
Ericsson wonders if the NCC increase is really needed ? What is the motivation ?  NSN thinks S1 handover cancel cases will anyway increase the NCC.
-
Huawei thinks normal cases can be handled by 2 bits, but thinks that following SA3 having 1 extra bit seems safer. So Huawei supports going to 3 bits.

=>
Huawei thinks in 10.3 that sourcesecurityalgorithm can also be used by the target cell at handover for using delta signalling. Remove “for the potential re-establishment to succeed.” addition.

=>
Field Table for SecurityModeCommand should be removed completely

=>
CR is agreed with these two changes in R2-091703 CR0038 R2
R2-091182:
NAS COUNT
HUAWEI 
=>
Withdrawn
R2-091247:
Correction for short MAC-I generation
Fujitsu
CR
36.331
(0104)
-
F

-
Huawei indicates that the SA3 specification is updated with in principle agreed CR S3-090094, and this indicates that the order from the RRC spec should be followed.
=>
Noted
Establishment

R2-091236:
SMC and reconfiguration
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0099)
-
F

-
Ericsson wonders what if the network sends a network configuration in between ? ALU would prefer to avoid a discussion on what messages are / are not allowed.
-
Motorola thinks UE capability enquiry should be allowed inbetween.

-
ALU thought this would help UE vendors. ALU also thinks that when you delay the reconfiguration, UE might continue sending messages on SRB1. 
-
Motorola would like to keep the flexibility to allow the UE capability to be sent inbetween SMC and reconfiguration.
-
Ericsson wonders how this would help UE implementations ? Infineon does not see big gains for implementation simplicity. Panasonic sees some gains, e.g. reducing number of test cases. 
-
NSN sees no big gains.
-
If we do not have this, then any message requiring security can be sent inbetween SMC and reconfiguration. 

-
Infineon sees no technical gain with restricting, but sees some advantages of not restriction.
-
Samsung clarifies that from 4.2.2 it is clear that SRB2 always needs to be established.

-
NSN wonders what “security is activated” means.

-
ALU thinks that if we have a “substate”, how long can this substate last ?

-
Panasonic wonders if handover is possible inbetween SMC and reconfiguration ? Probably not since the response to the MME is only sent after the DRB’s are established.
-
Samsung thinks we only have a substate if we would restrict.

-
Nokia thinks it might be sufficient to only indicate to RAN5 that they do not have to test

-
Panasonic would like to continue the discussion for handover case.

=>
Majority does not want to have restrictions. So in principle almost any message that is allowed to be sent after security activation can be sent inbetween SMC and the reconfiguration message establishing SRB2. Can think a bit further on the handover case. After offline discussion update in R2-091805
R2-091805:
SMC and reconfiguration  CR099

-
Nokia thinks this is written for a UE behaviour, but it might be better to write it for a network point of view.
=>
Will see a small update clarifying this network restriction in section 5.3.5.2 in R2-091892 CR0099 R1
R2-091892:
SMC and reconfiguration  CR099 R1
-
HTC wonders if this proposal is correct in relation to CSFB ? ALU indicates that this is mobility intra-LTE.
-
Ericsson thinks that this issue that the first reconfiguration after a re-establishment cannot be a handover is now becoming a bit blurred.

=>
We should update to something like “SRB2 and at least 1 DRB are setup and not suspended”
=>
CR is agreed with this change in R2-091897 CR0099 R2
Re-establishment

R2-091225:
Configuration failure at RRC re-establishment
ZTE,Qasara,Infineon
Disc

-
NSN wonders what we are talking about “UE cannot comply” ? Is this a network error case ? For the reconfiguration cases we have an upfront check
-
Samsung thinks that although the IE’s re the same as in the reconfiguration, the network does not need to configure them the same. The network could use more safe configurations in the re-establishment case.

-
Ericsson thinks we could rely on T301. However is there a case that the message is received, timer is stopped, but UE cannot comply. Currently this behaviour is undefined.
-
NSN sees no reason for this. 

-
Infineon thinks that the same question will be brought up many times if we do not agree to this.

-
Panasonic prefers not to clarify this. T301 should be sufficient. However no strong objection. Important aspect is to clarify now.

-
Huawei is ok with clarifying this.
=>
After offline discussion, it was concluded that it might be possible that a UE encounters a configuration it cannot comply to, but it is not very likely. A sensible behaviour is indeed to go to IDLE in the end, but it was assumed not necessary to specify this additional error handling (otherwise also for other cases people can start to propose behaviour).
=>
Noted

R2-091226:
CR for configuration failure at RRC re-establishment
ZTE,Qasara,Infineon
CR 36.331 (0097) – C
=>
Noted (Related to previous discussion)

R2-091415:
State mismatch recovery at re-establishment
NTT DOCOMO, INC., Qasara
Disc

-
Motorola wonders whether this is not a very rare case ? NTT DCM agrees it is not a frequent scenario but thinks it would still be preferable to handle this. This is not something the network can prevent because it is related to RLF.
-
Samsung agrees this will happen very rarely and does not justify using left-over bits in the re-establishment.
-
Ericsson points out that RLF will take some time to detect. So it is not that likely that it would happen after after receiving the request message and before sending the response message.

-
Panasonic supports 2b.

-
Huawei thinks UL and DL are different so it could happen.  E.g. could have poor quality on UL. So this could cause RLC retransmission max in UL.
-
NTT DCM explains that this is for Rel-8 mainly only related to recovery in the same eNB, but if we have forward handover in Rel-9 this could be used to get the correct AS configuration from the source network
-
Ericsson thinks normaly it should be ok to send the same information again in the re-establishment complete.
-
Nokia agrees the case is very rare. So why is option 1 not sufficient ?  NTT DCM thinks the resulting NAS covery will be noticeable by the user.

-
NTT DCM thinks in future releases we might further extend the message

-
NTT DCM thinks the minimal solution is to have these release case clarifications.

-
QC thinks that if a network is realy worried about this, the network could perform an intra-cell handover at important reconfigurations. Then the network can destinghuish based on the C-RNTI. NTT DCM agrees, but we do have restrictions that it is not possible to establish a DRB at handover.
-
Samsung thinks solution 1 is sufficient. Nokia agrees. In many cases the user might not even have data transport ongoing and will not notice the problem. NTT DCM has seen this in their UMTS network.
-
LG thinks option 1 should be sufficient. If it is very rare, it should not be a problem to have some user noticed interruption if data transport is ongoing.

-
4 companies think we should do something. 8 companies think no further action is needed.

=>
Will clarify for the 2 cases indicated in 2.3 that the UE takes no action if the to be release id is not existing (i.e. no network error)

=>
We will see CR in R2-091704
CR0128
R2-091704:
Clarification on removal of non-existing bearer and measurement identities CR0128
-
Samsung asks if the notes are really needed ? We should try to avoid notes, and the behaviour is already clear from the “if” statements. NTT DCM would appreciate this kind of notes, could except without these notes if this behaviour is clearly minuted.

-
Ericsson thinks the notes should clarify also that the UE does not perform any removal.
=>
Agreed
R2-091416:
Draft CR to 36.331 on State mismatch recovery at re-establishment
NTT DOCOMO, INC., Qasara
CR
36.331
(0128)
-
F

=>
Noted (related to previous discussion)
R2-091206:
RLF leading to configuration state mismatch
HUAWEI
Disc

R2-091207:
CR on RLF leading to configuration state mismatch
HUAWEI
-
Based on the previous discussion, only handling the release case with R2-091704 should be sufficient.

=>
Noted
Release

R2-091233:
DRB release
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Samsung indicates that we have a NOTE in 5.4.3.3. which is not in line with the indicated behaviour for inter-RAT from EUTRAN. This note indicate no NAS signalling requirement.
-
ALU points out that in UTRAN we have partial preservation. So a RB not being present does not necessarily mean the PDP context should be released. Explicit NAS signalling will be required by NAS if the PDP contexts have to be released. However the note is stil correct. NAS will be informed but not release the PDP contexts (only some inactive state)

-
QC wonders where we would send the LS and why ? LS to SA2 to verify our understanding.
=>
Will sent small LS indicating erroneous paragraph and check our understanding of most complex cases e.g. inter-RAT handling in R2-091705
R2-091080:
DRB status indication to the upper layer
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

=>
Noted (covered by previous document)

R2-091081:
DRB release indication to upper layers
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
(0064)
- F

-
ALU thinks the note is correct for most cases (e.g. handover), but not correct for the MME initiated release in which case a NAS message will be present. QC thinks that even in that case the EPS bearer will be released.
-
Do we need the note ?  Nokia thinks CT1 specification should be sufficient. QC confirms that CT1 specifications do indicate the action when a RB release is received from lower layers. 24.301, but agreed in last meeting (C1-085381).

=>
Noted
FDD<->TDD handover

R2-091488:
Discussion on TDD Handover – Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Samsung thinks this is still under discussion in RAN4.

=>
Skip proposal 1 (see in next documents)
Proposal 2:

-
Samsung indicates that so far do not use “need” for not present. ALU agrees, so this should be captured differently

-
Ericsson wonders if we really need to clafiry. QC thinks it would be good.

-
Samsung points out that a UE can detect with the cell search procedure whether the cell is FDD or TDD.

=>
Will clarify this. Can discuss how (e.g. field description or 5.2.2.2 or 6.1)

Proposal 3:

-
CATT assumes that on handover from TDD to FDD we would fully configure the PUCCH-Config.

=>
Noted
Proposal 4:
=>
Intention is agreed
Other:

-
From FDD to TDD, what to do with UL bandwidth or other FDD specific IE’s ? ALU thought there are statements that when these IE’s are not present, the value is clear. Can be discussed offline.

R2-091238:
TDD handover
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0101)
-
F
=>
Will see CR update in R2-091706 CR0101
R2-091706:
TDD handover
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
0101
-
F
-
ALU thinks the generic case is captured.
-
Samsung indicates that for system information fields, we have an NSN CR indicating that information not present should be cleared. So do we still need something for system information ?
=>
Agreed
SameRefSignalsInNeighCells

R2-091161:
Status of parameter “sameRefSignalsInNeighCells” (formerly “sameRefSignalsInNeighbour”) Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
RAN4 chairman is aware of urgency.
R2-091162:
CR on optionality of “sameRefSignalsInNeighCells” Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331 (0088) – F
R2-091294:
Use of SameRefSignalsInNeighbor parameter
Ericsson CR
36.331
(0111)
- F

=>
Can revisit on Friday based on latest RAN4 status [CB Friday]
T301

R2-091174:
Configurability of T301
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0090)
-
F

-
Panasonic proposed to signal only 1 value.  If we have forward handover, it would still be ok to have 1 value (set it a bit longer) applicable to both T300 and T301.

-
QC supports Samsungs proposal. QC wonders if the large values are really needed ? Samsung thinks fetching the context could take a bit longer.

-
Nokia wonders if we should really take potential Rel-9 changes into account. Nokia prefers the Panasonic paper. If we have Rel-9, then we can have some extensions. Samsung thinks that at this stage you do not know what release the UE is. 

-
NTT DCM supports the Samsung proposal. Ericsson is also ok with 2 separate timers. RIM is also ok with separate timers.
-
Panasonic thinks testing could be reduced if there is a combined value. QC sees no testing gain (there is no functional difference).

-
LG thinks we could have 1 value but extend the range.


a) Separately configured values for T300 and T301 [10]



- same of different value range ?


b) One value configured for both T300 and T301 [4]

=>
Separately configure values.
-
Nokia thinks the timers could have the same range. QC agrees. Panasonic also prefers same range

=>
Both timers have the same range

=>
Will see update CR only removing the FFS in R2-091707 CR0090
R2-091707:
Configurability of T301
Samsung
CR
36.331
0090
-
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091367:
Signalling of T300/T301
Panasonic
CR
36.331
(0120)
-
F

=>
Noted (already covered)
Other
R2-091417:
Draft CR to 36.331 on Renaming of AC barring related IEs
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR 36.331 (0129) – F

-
TMO wonders if this is editorial, could it be included somewhere else ?
-
TMO thinks the renaming is editorial, but the removal of the maxAC is maybe a bit technical.

-
LG wonders if removing maxAC is really beneficial ? TMO points out that since GSM times it is this value 5.

=>
NSN would like to rename ac-BarringforHighPriority. 11 to 15 are not necessarily high priority. Will call it “ac-Baringfor11to15” or maybe something related to “special categories”
=>
We do the effort of shortening the names, offline on exact naming. Will see update in R2-091752 CR0129
R2-091752:
Draft CR to 36.331 on Renaming of AC barring related IEs
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR 36.331 0129 – F
-
However editor realised when making this that a SEQUENCE of SEQUENCE is included in this and therefore made an alternative proposal in R2-091868
R2-091868:
Draft CR to 36.331 on Renaming of AC barring related IEs
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR 36.331 0129 R1 – F
=>
The CR in R2-091868 is agreed
R2-091097:
Access barring alleviation in RRC connection establishment
HTC Corporation CR 36.331
(0072)
- F

-
NTT DCM thinks the timers can expire. HTC agrees but only cover the cases of stopped.

-
Expiry is already covered in the timer table

=>
Agreed in R2-091751 CR0072

R2-091098:
Resume suspended RBs after handover
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
(0073)
- F

-
Huawei thinks this is not needed. eNB should resume SRB2 and DRB’s before executing a handover. 
-
Infineon indicates this was discussed before and we agreed not to apply the handover for the resumption. Ericsson has the same understanding

=>
Noted

R2-091176:
NAS message forwarding
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0092)
-
F

-
Nokia also assumes alternative 1. Panasonic also assumes alt 1. Ericsson also.
-
Samsung clarifies the intention is to only clarify this non-comply error case.

-
CATT thinks it would be usefull to clarify.

-
QC thinks the specification is sufficiently clear. Huawei thinks the specification is sufficiently clear.

=>
Noted: Alternative 1 is common understanding, and specification is assumed to be sufficiently clear.

R2-091177:
Usage of activation / de-activation
Samsung
Disc

-
Panasonic supports this proposal. Current usage of activation/deactivation is confusing.

=>
Proposal is agreed, and will be include in R2-091699

R2-091235:
Open issue on EPS bearer id
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Huawei supports the proposal

=>
Proposal is agreed (no impact on spec; issue can be removed from open issue list)

R2-091380:
Correction on RRC connection re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0122)
-
F

-
Samsung thinks we have agreed we would never go back to broadcast information once it has been provided by dedicated signalling.
-
Ericsson wonders whether there is a big concern about the mismatch ? ZTE thinks if we do not have this change, then there will be misalignment between UE and eNB for some time ?
-
Samsung thinks it would have been better to always apply the SIB2. But now we have agreed to not do that and then we shoud not create more exceptions.

-
Panasonic is also assuming that the UE never needs to apply this SIB2 value in connected mode.

-
At re-establishment, the UE will assume a default configuration for mac-Main. However there is no default for this parameter. CATT assumes this is because this is somewhat of a cell specific parameter, not a UE specific parameter.
-
Without this CR it is not really clear what happens at re-establishment. You go to default MacMain but still apply the value stored.

-
Nokia is ok to make connection establishment and re-establishment aligned.
=>
Nokia thinks we should have the same order of actions in the re-establishment then for the setup case. So first apply the default Mac-Main config and then the time alignment timer.
=>
Will see CR update in R2-091756 CR0122
R2-091756:
Correction on RRC connection re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.331
0122
R1
F
=> Agreed
R2-091454:
Removal of 'a period of 300s' at local release LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 (0132)
 - F

-
TMO thinks this is editorial. 
-
Nokia thinks this can be removed from 36.331. 

-
Samsung thinks that at least when we discussed this last time, we decided not to remove this.

=>
Agree to remove the text, but can be done in Rapporteurs CR RAPPCR R2-091699
R2-091602:
Correction regarding RedirectionInformation for GERAN Samsung, T-mobile
-
TMO explains that also in UMTS and GERAN, you can redirect to a single or multiple frequencies in one carrier.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091757 CR0141 R1
R2-091758:
ri-ConfigIndex issue
1) Can remove code point OFF for ri-ConfigIndex?
=>
Agree to indicate to RAN1 that from our point of view, OFF can be removed.
2) When switching to default mode, switch rank reporting to off ?

-
Samsung wonders if this applicable to only when we switch by default mode 2, or also when we configured tm2 ? Ericsson only intends to clarify when you fall back because in that case there is no signalling.
-
So in general it is the responsibility of the network to configure the ri-ConfigIndex in alignment with the tm mode.

=>
Agreed

3) Setup/release or OR ?

-
Panasonic thinks OR is better.
=>
Agree to “OR”
=>
Will see CR in R2-091763 CR0144
R2-091763:
Further analysis on code point “OFF” for ri-ConfigIndex CR0144
-
Samsung wonders the fallback only applies if there is actual signalling. So this seems to be the correct place. 
-
Need to make consistent with rapporteur CR. Can be handled by CR merging
=>
Ericsson would like to make the ri-ConfigIndex “OR” instead of OP

=>
Printing problem should be solved
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091867 CR0144 R1 with these 2 issues addressed.
6.2.1.5
Measurements
Including measurements for SON-ANR
=> Including outcome of email discussion [64b: 1] TTT and DRX (Nokia)

Email: DRX and TTT

R2-091122:
Summary of email discussion on DRX and TTT handling Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation) Report

-
Resulting CR proposal in R2-091121 which indicates a quite “rough” approach.
-
Samsung wonders if we can assume that the periodical reporting timer would always be longer than the long DRX. Ericsson assumes any timer value can be used for the periodical timer.

Delay the report ?

-
QC is also ok with allowing to delay the report. Ericisson is also fine.

=>
We can agree that the UE is allowed to delay the reporting until a next active occasion.

Additional sample ?

-
Ericsson is fine not to require this. Will be complicated for the inter-freq case.

-
Panasonic explains that we cannot forbid the UE to take another sample into account. E.g. if the report is delayed for some time, depending on UE implementation another sample may come from L1.

=>
Not required to take another sample after TTT

How long can you delay the report ?
-
Ericsson wonders if it is true that as soon as the UE becomes active, it shall sent a report  ? E.g. what if there is higher priority data ? Nokia thinks there is no higher priority data than SRB1.

-
Ericsson assumes that the delay is probably implemented in RRC. Does this mean that the MAC needs to inform RRC continuously about the activity status. Nokia agrees that the modelling is not so easy and therefore proposes a simple note and not go in the details of the modelling.
=>
Agree that if the UE is not in DRX, there should not be any additional delay. So we only talk about a delay when DRX is configured.

=>
When DRX is configured, and the UE is not awake, the UE can delay the reporting until next active time
-
Ericsson wonders what happens if the UE does take an additional sample while delaying. Shall this measurement be taken into account ?  Motorola assumes the new measurement would be taken into account but assumes we do not needs to specify this.  Nokia thinks that since we do not specify when the samples are coming, anyway difficult to test.
-
Ericsson wonders if this would not mean we might end up in a non-optimal cell because the UE is reporting old information. QC assumes that RAN4 concluded this delay is acceptable.
-
NTT DCM wonders whether we want to test this delaying behaviour ? Nokia thinks this is not mandatory behaviour. NTT DCM thinks one could test that the UE reports the measurement by this latest time. Nokia thinks it could probably be somehow tested. 

Periodical reporting

-
When is the periodical timer restarted ? QC indicates that currently it is started at the reporting. Assume we leave it like this, changes would need contribution and good motivation.

=>
Rest is noted
R2-091121:
CR from email discussion to capture DRX and TTT handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
(0078)
-
F

=>
Note should indicate that when DRX cycle is configured (i.e. when DRX is not configured, you do not delay).

-
ZTE wonders whether this means that the UE can report the measurement any time in between the TTT expires and the next active time. Nokia agrees that this is implied by the wording.

-
Samsung wonders whether the note is not better placed in the reporting section ?

=>
Will see update in R2-091759 CR0078
R2-091759:
CR from email discussion to capture DRX and TTT handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0078
-
F
=>
Agreed
R2-091175:
Correction related to TTT
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0091)
-
F

-
Huawei wonders what the problem is with the old text ? Samsung thinks in the old text you have to take 2 measurements at least TTT apart. 

-
Motorola also thinks the old text is fine. Samsung thinks RAN5 could test the current text: if there is a condition that is true shorter than TTT, the UE is not allowed to trigger a report. So if we do not want this, we should change the spec.

=>
Intention is ok
=>
Will reformulate to “all measurements taken during TTT”

-
Maybe should clarify it could be a single measurement.

-
Samsung thinks probably we should talk about “measurement after filtering”

-
LG wonders if field descriptions should also be updated ? Can be checked offline.

=>
Offline on the wording; will see update in R2-091760 CR0091
R2-091760:
Correction related to TTT
Samsung
CR
36.331
0091
-
F

-
QC thinks note 1 is confusing since it seems to overrule the procedure text which mandates along TTT. Why do we need to distinguish the 1 sample case ?

=>
Remove NOTE 1
=>
CR is agreed with this change in R2-091903 CR0091 R1
Measurement reporting

R2-091223:
Deactivation of periodical measurement
ZTE
Disc

Proposal 1

-
Samsung indicates that it is specified that the periodical reporting is only started when a “first” measurement becomes available. So Samsung assumes that there is nothing that would trigger the UE to create another entry in VarMeasReport again.
-
Huawei thinks it would be good to clarify this.
-
Nokia wonders if we let the UE remove the meas-id, is there a risk for misalignment between UE and eNB ?

-
Huawei is ok with the proposed solution, and sees no real risk of de-synchronisation
-
QC thinks it is sufficient to clarify that the UE stops the reporting. No need to have the UE remove the meas-id entry (and still have the eNB remove the measurement). QC thinks so far the meas-id management is under network control.
=>
Agree that at least within one cell the reporting is stopped when maxreports is reached. Can discuss offline how this is best captured.
Proposal 2

-
Ericsson does not like this proposal. Ericsson assumes the UE start again at “0” when the first report is sent, up to max reports. 

-
ZTE wonders if this means that if the target eNB wants to stop the measurement, it has to explicitly remove the meas-id ? Ericsson confirms that this is their understanding.

-
Samsung thinks we should handle periodic and event triggered the same. So we deactivate the gaps but should not do much more. However currently the resetting of the number of reports counter is not specified.

-
QC indicates we do specify in 5.5.6.1 that the periodical timer is reset

-
Samsung wonder if the sentence “1>
remove all measurement reporting entries within VarMeasurementReports;” not already applies that you start from “0”. Also the next line seems to indicate that.

-
QC would like to check with home.

-
LG thinks that periodic reporting is quite cell specific. So is it for sure usefull in the new cell ? Ericsson thinks this is up to the network to decide.

-
Samsung wonders what this means ? Are we re-opening everything e.g. also for event triggered and periodic event triggered ?

=>
Offline on whether the periodic reporting measurement is stopped at handover or continued with resetting the counter to 0.
R2-091224:
CR for Deactivation of periodical measurement
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0096)
-
F

=>
Update in R2-091772
R2-091772:
CR for Deactivation of periodical measurement
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0096)
-
F

-
Nokia wonders what happens for reportStrongestCellsForSON ? Is that also restarted after every handover ? Yes. Nokia thinks this is quite cell specific.

-
Nokia assumes ReportStrongestCellForSon should be stopped. Just like Report GCI but not based on timer T321.

-
Ericsson thinks it could be nice to have a network choice whether to have a continuing reporting or not.
	At handover, current proposal:

ReportGCI;                                 stopped because T321 is not restarted

ReportStrongestcellForSON:     stopped by some other mechanism / configurable
ReportStrongestcell:                  restarted with again maxreports


-
Complete solution seems to become quite ugly. Nokia agrees. Maybe removing meas-id is not such a bad solution.

-
QC is now also leaning towards removing the meas-id for all cases. Main cases interested for continuing seems to be the ReportStrongstcell with “infinity”. So why not stop everything, and ask the eNB to setup the meas-id again if the infinity behaviour is desired ?

-
NTT DCM is also fine with original ZTE proposal. It seems cleaner. It seems a signalling optimisation if you want to continue. 
-
CATT wonders what happens in case of handover failure ? The UE would do a re-establishment and the meas-id’s would anyway be removed.

-
CATT wonders about the context we forward in the AS-context ? More a separate issue.

=>
Will remove the meas-id at handover/re-establishment for all periodic measurements
Where does this bring the case of reaching maxreports in a cell ?

-
QC is also fine with removing the meas-id for that case.

-
Nokia is also fine with removing the meas-id. Nokia had some concerns about misconfguration between UE and eNB but this should not be a problem after the NTT DCM CR.

-
Panasonic is fine with this way forward.

-
Panasonic wonders what the impact is for the swapping behaviour ? No swapping for periodic measurements. Should be able to indicate a correct order in the section on “actions at handover”

-
Samsung thinks there might be some impact on the section on “performing measurement”  (some simplifications)

=>
Will also remove the meas-id from and VarMeasReport at reaching reportAmount.
=>
Can see CR update in R2-091798 CR0096 R1
R2-091798:
CR for Deactivation of periodical measurement
ZTE
CR
36.331
0096 R1- F
-
Nokia wonders what happens when T321 expires ? The meas-id is removed (reach maxreports)
-
Ericsson wonders what happens if the reporting is set to infinity ?  Measid is removed at handover. However understanding is based on the order in 5.3.5.4 that the handover message could add the measid again if required.

=>
NTT DCM wonders if we should add to the timer table for T321 “and remove the corresponding measid” for expiry 

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in R2-091865 CR0096 R2

R2-091082:
Clarification on the need of empty reporting and message coding
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331
(0065)
-
F

-
Samsung thinks we should not specify negative requirements. So it might be better to add “if any” in some places.
-
QC wonders what the “if needed” in R2-091047 is targeting events that not require neighbour meas results rather than non-availability ? Samsung thinks both target omission of neighbouring cell results.

=>
Can discuss offline whether an update of the CATT CR is needed. Update can be provided in R2-091761 CR0041 R1
R2-091761:
Clarification on the need of empty reporting and message coding
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331
CR0041 R1 – F
=>
Agreed
R2-091478:
Periodic measurements
Samsung
Disc

Text proposal 1:
- 
Nokia wonders how the UE determines the strongest cell ? When does the UE know it has determined the strongest cell ? Nokia agrees with the intention but wonders if there is another way to capture this ? 
-
Huawei wonders what happens if we update the NOTE 1 but not add NOTE 2 ?

=>
Agree with the intention (existing NOTE 1 is not correct). Can discuss the wording offline.
Text proposal 2:

-
QC wonders if it is really correct that the UE can always determine the strongest cells for UMTS. In UMTS we have a 3 step cell search. QC thinks the UE cannot determine the quality of all cells on a frequency from one gap. Ericsson agrees with this. Also this scanning is a bit dependant on UE implementation. Ericsson agrees that this is dependent on UE implementation.

-
Nokia points out we have L1 filtering in addition to L3 filtering. Would this not mean the UE would report on all cells ? Nokia would like to think about this.
-
Panasonic assumes the UE reports a part of the cells on which the UE was able to measure. So this does not necessarily mean this are the strongest cells on that carrier.

-
QC assumes that cell identification performance requirements will set some limit.

-
Alternative way would be to clarify that since a periodic measurement report just reports on the cells that the UE was able to measure, a measurement report might not provide a complete picture e.g. not include the actual strongest cells.

-
Ericsson assumes that it depends also on the period timer duration. If the periodic timer is set longer than the total measurement time required by the UE to do all measurements, then the strongest cells should always be included.

=>
Can discuss offline how to best capture this

=>
We will see a CR for both text proposal in R2-091762 CR0143
R2-091762:
Periodic measurements
Samsung
Disc CR0143
=>
Agreed
R2-091387:
Corrections to reportStrongestCellsForSON
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0123)
-
F

=>
Covered by discussion on previous document
Other

R2-091297:
Adding and deleting same measurement or configuration in one message
Ericsson Disc

Measurements
-
Panasonic thinks this is an important issues. Panasonic is ok with the measurement configuration. This was also discussed before.
-
NTT DCM agrees this is ok.
=>
Adding a note should be sufficient

Radio resource configuration
-
Panasonic thinks it is not possible to delete and add with the same DRB identity. 
-
NTT DCM would like to be able to do this in the same message, so think this should be clarified.

-
Samsung wonders if we need to change ASN.1 order. At least it should be clear in the procedure.

-
Ericsson thinks this is clear already because we put 5.3.10.2 before 5.3.10.3. Ericsson understands that also in UTRAN we execute according to the order.

-
CATT thinks we could e.g. merge release and addition section

-
NTT DCM thinks an alternative would be to release and add later, but only allow different DRB-Id’s.

-
Panasonic does see also a technical reason related to the fact that the MAC is not released and DRB release. So then packets from the old context could end up in new DRB. Panasonic thinks there maybe be a problem with the ciphering.

-
NTT DCM wonders if this is not against security concerns: you would again start from a COUNT =0 on the same DRB. Seems an issue
-
ALU wonders if the DRB release and setup processed in the same message, what is informed to NAS; e.g. does this trigger a NAS context release.
-
The NTT DCM problem is also resolved if the DRB-Id’s are different.

-
NTT DCM thinks we should still clarify the oreder. NSN wonders why this is required. NTT DCM thinks that anyway you are establishing contexts. So maybe e.g. the same EPS bearer if could be used ?

-
How does the interaction with NAS work ? The DRB release would remove the NAS context. Then if we setup the DRB again, there is no NAS message. QC wonders if this means that the NAS message should be included twice in the NTT DCM reconfiguration scenario.

=>
Mandate of order of radioresourceconfiguration, but cannot use same DRB id for release and setup in one message.
Is there any interaction with NAS “to be fixed” ?

-
If we do not fix this, for the “reconfiguration RLF case” it means the re-establishment should probably be rejected. 
-
NTT DCM wonders if this means we could again introduce the transaction id in the re-establishment ?  Ericsson thinks the reject is sufficient.  No support for introducing this transaction id at least for Rel-8
-
Note that NTT DCM CR on the “release ignore or non-existing object” is still usefull for the release case.

=>
Will see CR in R2-091765 CR0145
R2-091765:
Adding and deleting same measurement or configuration in one message CR0145
=>
Change sentence in 5.1.2 to: “1> within a subclause, process the steps according to the order in the procedural description”
=> 
Boxes in coversheet need to be ticked (ME/RAN and other specs)
=>
NTT DCM thinks that the first sentence in 5.3.10.x is no longer needed since the IF statements are now in 5.3.10.0. Also need to change the indentation.

=>
5.3.10.0 should start with a “UE shall”

=>
Correct name should be used for “radioResourceConfiguration”
=>
Will see update in R2-091906 CR0145 R1 [CB Friday]
R2-091397:
Performing Measurements to report CGI for CDMA2000
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
(0124)
-
F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091766 CR0124
R2-091399:
CDMA2000-SystemTimeInfo in VarMeasurementConfiguration
Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
(0125)
-
F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091767 CR0125

R2-091296:
Default serving cell offset for measurement event A3
Ericsson, Panasonic, NTT DoCoMo, Inc.
CR
36.331
(0112)
-
F

-
CATT wonders if with the CR it is clear how it works when you have a non-zero offset for the serving cell ? NTT DCM assumes added text to 5.5.4.4 is sufficiently clear.
=> CR is agreed in R2-091768 CR0112

R2-091479:
Measurement event definition corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0138)
-
F

-
Ericsson wonders why e.g. for A1 you would have to apply the serving cell offset if you can anyway play with the Threshold ? Samsung agrees this can be done, but assumes that if you handover between two cells with different offsets, it will mean you have to reconfigure the threshold if we do not take a cell individual offset into account.
-
Samsung assumes that there is no action if we take the Ocs into account at handover. Ericsson thinks alternatively we could update the measurement object at handover (because you did not know where the UE goes).
-
NTT DCM assumes it depends a bit on how you want to use the other events. E.g. is the absolute RSCP important or only a relative value. If it is the absolute RSCP, not taking an offset into account can be defended.

-
Nokia assumes that the other events are based on absolute measurements.

-
NTT DCM thinks the difference between A4 and A1 is that A4 compares with multiple neighbours (so you cannot adjust 1 Thresh suitable for all), but A1 only works on one cell (serving cell) so you can always adjust the Thresh.
=>
Noted: Not needed for Release-8

R2-091099:
Mobility event count at state transition
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Huawei thinks this has been discussed already before, at least for IDLE->ACTIVE and ACTIVE->IDLE. Then we agreed the handling of these transitions are left to UE implementation. However Huawe is fine with the proposals.
-
Nokia thinks also the IDLE case has been discussed, and we agreed to do the same as in UTRA that it is up to UE implementation how to handle this.

-
NTT DCM is also fine with leaving to UE implementation. Anyway difficult to test.

=> 
Indicated behaviour is allowed but not required to be specified. Consensus is that sensible behaviour w.r.t. mobility event counting can be left to UE implementation.

R2-091137:
On the code-point definitions of neighbourCellConfiguration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders what the different from UE point of view between 10 and 01 ? Panasonic assumes it would be the same from UE point of view. Nokia agrees it is the same for UE measurement point of view. However for 10 the UE will know the MBSFN allocation exactly before going to a neighbouring cell. Motorola thinks this IE was related to measurements.
-
Samsung sees some benefits but shares Panasonic understanding. Samsung indicates RAN4 has agreed this should be used also for inter-freq per carrier. Samsung thinks 01 should be kept since it is also usefull for inter-freq. So 10 could be rephrased to “MBSFN subframe allocation are subset of serving cell”.
-
Motorola thinks this IE is already stable for a long time. 

-
Ericsson wants to keep 01. Ericsson agrees with Motorola. Ericsson is very happy with what we currently have. 

-
QC agrees with Samsung’s proposal for 10 but would need to check with RAN4. Anyway need to see RAN4 LS. Panasonic thinks Samsung proposal for 10 is sensible but we should check with RAN4.

=>
Will allow some offline to check latest RAN4 status and discuss whether some update is usefull (Should be very carefull and check with RAN4). Will see CR in R2-091769 CR 0084
R2-091769:
Use and code-point definitions of neighbourCellConfiguration
-
Should also look at incoming LS R2-091780
-
Motorola thinks that the proposed update is only beneficial in limited cases: e.g. only if you have one SFA that is covering a subset of a larger SFA, then only the outer cells can benefit from the updated definition

-
Nokia assumes that typically the “subset case” applies to half of the cells.

-
QC thinks we should not make to many assumptions on plausible MBMS deployments. QC thinks this are just corrections of the definitions.

-
Huawei thinks there is no change to UE behaviour.

-
Motorola thinks it is not obvious that there is no impact. 
-
Chairman wonders if there is any negative impact of this reformulation. 
-
Motorola is ok with adding a note saying that in case all the neighbouring cells are a subset, then the network may signal 10. QC thinks this is functionality completely equivalent.
-
Huawei thinks there is no functional change. So we could keep the current text. No strong opinion.

After offline discussion
=>
Proposal seems agreeable if we do not have changes to 00

=>
for “10”, change to “identical to”
-
Samsung thinks if we keep the existing definition for 00, then if the configuration is a subset, the network can signal either 00 or 10. Motorola confirms.
=>
Will see update in R2-091901 CR0084 R1 [CB Friday]
R2-091138:
Proposed CR modifying the code-point definitions of neighbourCellConfiguration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
(0084)
-
F

=>
Noted (related to previous discussion)
R2-091149:
Clarification on measurement object modification
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0085)
- F
=>
Noted (already discussed)
Withdrawn
R2-091179
CR -Correction of inter-fRAT measurement during handover
HUAWEI

6.2.1.6
Broadcast

Including System information, MBMS and ETWS. 

ETWS
R2-091052:
Validity time for ETWS message Id and Sequence No Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei 
CR
36.331
0046

F

=> 
Counter proposal in R2-091274
R2-091274:
Possible update to R2-091052
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
-
Ericsson wonders if there is any harm with the second proposal ? Seems a bit better.

=>
Agree on approach from R2-091274. Will see update CR in R2-091770 CR0046 R1
R2-091770:
Validity time for ETWS message Id and Sequence No Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei 
CR
36.331
0046 R1 F
=>
Agreed
R2-091075:
Delivery of Message Identifier and Serial Number to upper layers for ETWS
NTT DOCOMO, INC. CR 36.331
(0063)
-
F

=>
Proposal is agreed in R2-091771 CR0063

R2-091227:
Transmission of ETWS primary notification
ZTE
Disc

-
Samsung thinks this only happen when SIB10 period is longer than paging cycle, and SIB10 is transmitted after paging but before SIB1.

-
ZTE thinks in these cases the 10s is harmed.

-
Ericsson thinks this are micro level details. Ericsson agrees with the ZTE analysis in very rare cases but this will not happen continuously, and anyway the intention of the spec is very clear.

-
Huawei thinks a smart UE will anyway read SIB10, so no problem. Samsung has the same understanding. When you receive a new paging you do not cancel the outstanding request.
-
Vdf thinks that anyway after the last paging message the UE anyway reads SIB10.

=>
Can leave this to smart UE implementation

R2-091228:
CR for transmission of ETWS primary notification
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0098)
-
F

=>
Noted

R2-091272:
Presence of parameter dataCodingScheme Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc

Three options:


a) every segment


b) first segment


c) any segment but at least in one

-
QC thinks option b) is most logical. Panasonic agrees.

=>
Go for option b.
R2-091273:
Correction relating to dataCodingScheme presence
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
(0107)
-
F

=>
 Noted
R2-091208:
Corrections to IE dataCodingScheme in SIB11
HUAWEI
CR 36.331
-
first segment is the segment with SN=0
=>
Samsung points out that it should be mandatory for the first segment ? So condition should be corrected.

=>
Should see update in R2-091774 CR0147
R2-091774:
Corrections to IE dataCodingScheme in SIB11
CR 0147 HUAWEI
CR 36.331
=>
Agreed
R2-091368:
Reception of ETWS notification without verifying digital signature
Panasonic
CR 36.304 (0063)
-
F

=>
Updated to R2-091600
R2-091600:
Reception of ETWS notification without verifying digital signature
Panasonic
CR 36.304 -
F
-
Panasonic indicates we receive a related LS in R2-091687 from SA1. In this LS SA1 indicates there is no service requirement in Rel-8.

-
Nokia thinks if there is no service requirement we should not do it. Or is it still allowed ? Panasonic thinks so.

-
NTT DCM also thinks that the correct handling in AS would be to always forward this to upper layers, and then leave it to these layer how to handle this. QC agrees with this. Also Ericsson shares this view.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091775 CR0063 R1
Other

R2-091124:
Need Code handling on BCCH messages
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
(0079)
-
F

-
QC wonders if the special handling for BCCH for OR should be captured in the table for the case that a SIB is not sent. Nokia would be ok with that.
-
Samsung thinks 5.2.2.2 is a proper location since it is specific for system information.

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung thinks in general we apply the SIB2 information. So if there is no IE in SIB2 you clear the parameter. Exception is time alignment timer.

-
Ericsson thinks there is some other exceptions then the TAT, e.g. PCI-range. Panasonic assumes that a connected mode UE does not apply SIB4. Ericsson meant that in IDLE, when the information is absent in a cell you do not clear what you have stored for the PCI-range.

CR:

=>
We need to the sentence in 5.2.2.2, something like “unless otherwise specified”

=>
Will see update of CR in R2-091776 CR0079
R2-091776:
Need Code handling on BCCH messages
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331
0079
-
F
=>
Should remove everything but the CR
=>
Agreed in R2-091808 CR0079 R1
R2-091303:
Need codes for intraFreqNeighbouringCellList  and intraFreqBlacklistedCellList
Ericsson CR 36.331
(0116)
-
F

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-091132:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Field Descriptions for MBSFN Subframe Configuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
(0082)
-
F

-
Motorola wonders if it is appropriate to talk about “future release” ?

-
LG thinks if we do not do this, relay is incorrectly handled.

-
Nokia thinks that these frames anyway have a control part that is used by Rel-8.

-
Nokia thinks we could change to “allocated for MBSFN subframes” rather than “MBSFN”

-
Ericsson is fine with the current text. If we change it we should also change all the ASN1 names.

=>
Noted

R2-091157:
Remove Redundant Optionality in SIB8
Nortel
CR
36.331
(0087)
-
F

=>
Updated in R2-091627

R2-091627:
Remove Redundant Optionality in SIB8
Nortel
CR
36.331
0087
-
F

-
Samsung wonders if nothing goes wrong related to the interaction with NAS if we remove the RegistrationAllowed Boolean ? Nortel indicates that if the parameters are present, it is allowed, otherwise registration is not allowed.
-
Samsung wonders if the parameter were first present and then are not present, do we need to inform upper layers that the parameters are no longer present ?

=>
Add to the procedure text an “otherwise registration is not allowed” (if parameters are not present).

=>
LG would prefer that the registration parameter  field description indicates “if CSFB via oneXRTT is supported”

=>
Will see small update in R2-091777 CR0087 R1

R2-091777:
Remove Redundant Optionality in SIB8
Nortel
CR
36.331
0087 R1-
F
-
Samsung wonders if we need PowerDownReg as part of the parameters ? NSN assumes that there are many forms of registrations, but only a subset is assumed to be applicable for this situation.

=>
Should not talk about “CDMA upper layers” CDMA2000 upper layers”

=>
Inserted bullet should be a  “3”
=>
Typo in the field description

=>
CR is agreed with these 3 minor changes in R2-091803 CR0087 R2
R2-091242:
Corrections to system information acquisition
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0102)
-
F

-
QC assumes this means we create a void section, and we have “hanging text” in 5.2.2.4.
-
IPW supports the change since it improves readability.

=>
CATT thinks updates to the references is not correct. Need to make some updates.

=> 
Will see smaller update which make clear that the references are already correct in R2-091778  CR0102
R2-091778:
Corrections to system information acquisition
Huawei
CR
36.331
0102
-
F
=>
CR is agreed
R2-091250:
Some Corrections and Clarifications to 36.331
CATT
CR
36.331
(0106)
-
F

Proposed change 1:

-
Samsung assumes also a UE in IDLE may check the value tag. So the change does not really seem required. Nokia agrees with Samsung. Panasonic agrees. If we do not restrict the text, it should be read as applicable to both

=>
Not agreed

Proposed change 2:

-
QC would prefer to remove “for all calls” and make no further changes

=>
Remove “for all calls” from the original text. And change “Barred” to “barred”. Change to “’barred’ means the cell is barred as defined in 36.304”
Proposed change 3:

-
should indicate “prior to re-establishment”

-
Ericsson wonders about re-establishment to the same cell. Does the UE need to re-acquire SIB1 and SIB2 ? Nokia agrees that the UE needs to apply MIB, SIB1 and SIB2 but it might not require him to read SIB2 if he can validate they are still valid.
-
But then Ericsson thinks hat for the re-establishment case, the UE determines the antenna port count from the MIB, not from this Common information

-
Also the existing field description is strange because it talks about IDLE mode UE.
=>
Update the field description to remove mentioning about IDLE.

=>
Check if IDLE/re-establishment needs to be clarified somewhere. Maybe not needed ? Samsung thinks it is clear that we re-aquire the MIB ast re-establishment, so then from RAN1 specs it is clear that from that the antenna port count is determined. Probably no clarification needed.
=>
Need to see CR update in R2-091779 CR0106
R2-091779:
Some Corrections and Clarifications to 36.331
CATT
CR
36.331
0106
-
F

=> 
Agreed
R2-091440:
Need of the additionalSpectrumEmission
Samsung
Disc

SIB2:

-
Samsung corrects that they prefer option1, but it should be optional with “OR”
-
Nokia thinks the codepoint for no restrictions exists (NS_01 lists no requirements). This is also the Ericsson understanding.
-
Samsung wonders what the difference is between NS_01 and NS_08 and up. NTT DCM thinks these latter ones are reserved for future use.

-
Assume NS_01 means no restriction (can check further and come back if not correct)

-
Can check offline if it is true that restrictions are normally not applied and whether it would be worthwhile to optimise SIB2 encoding for this.
-
After offline checking, in Europe this restriction would not be required. But in quite large area of USA and Japan this would be required. So companies seem ok to keep the IE mandatory. However RAN4 specification should be made clear about the meaning of NS_01.  Ericsson also thinks this will be quite frequently used. However Ericsson thinks it could still be made optional. The RAN4 codepoint is not that clear. So Ericsson would prefer to have 1 bit optional. 

=>
Will sent small LS to ask RAN4 to clarify that NS_01 means no restriction in R2-091804 [CB Samsung Friday]
MobilityControlInfo:
=>
ON already; no change needed.
R2-091457:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on system information acquisition during reselection
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
(0133)
- F

-
QC wonders what goes wrong if we do not have this CR ?

-
LG thinks that when the UE camps on cell1 and applies those timers, and then attempts reselection and reads/applies timers from cell2 without actually camping there because it returns to cell1. Would it continue with the timer values from cell2 in cell1 ?

-
NTT DCM thinks no clarification is needed.

=>
Noted
R2-091464:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on-demand forwarding of NAS system information to NAS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
(0136)
-
F

-
Nokia thinks the unconditional forwarding already seems doubtfull why to specify. For the unconditional forwading, Nokia assumes 36.304 is sufficient. So Nokia does not see a need for the notes. QC agrees with Nokia. NTT DCM has the same view.

-
Infineon wonders if we have to mention the forwarding at all. It was clarified that this was discussed already and we settled on the current text.

=>
Noted ( no additions)
Not available/too late/Withdrawn
R2-091164:
Clarification of essential system information missing
ITRI
Disc

=> Withdrawn
R2-091456:
Clarification on system information acquisition during reselection
LG Electronics Inc. Disc

=> Withdrawn
R2-091452
PhysicalCellIdentityAndRange for neighbouring cell list
Samsung
Disc
6.2.1.7
Inter-RAT Mobility
Contributions discussing Inter-RAT mobility (procedures, signalling, security, ….) should be submitted under this agenda item.
R2-091091:
Clarification on NAS Security Container NSN, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
(0069)
- F

-
Second change does not seem to be made ? The is only 1 change.
=>
CR is agreed w.r.t. first change. Coversheet should be updated to remove mentioning a second change. Agreed in R2-091781 CR0069.

R2-091102:
Mobility from E-UTRA procedure for CS Fallback
ASUSTeK CR
36.331
(0075)
-
F

Proposed change 1:

-
Asustek wants to inform NAS of a separate release cause. IDT thinks this is not needed.
-
NSN wonders why we need this ? 

-
Is it true that NAS needs an indication from AS when mobility from EUTRA  is completed ? Asustek explains that this is the trigger for NAS to continue with the CSFB. NSN thinks that anyway NAS will know the RAT change is performed and now CS is available.

-
QC wonders if there is really a clear NAS requirement.

=>
Can discuss offline if really some change is needed
=>
NSN reported that after offline discussion it was concluded no change is needed.

Proposed change 2:

-
So this proposal wants to try to avoid that the UE performs a re-establishment when the UE anyway only wanted CSFB from IDLE.
-
QC wonders if the eNB could not handle this ? Asustek agrees, but some steps could be avoided.

-
Ericsson wonders if the current situation is not already that the UE goes to IDLE ? No, currently it is re-establishment.

-
NSN thinks that anyway it is up to NAS how to continue. 

-
NTT DCM agrees this optimisation is not needed. The UE performs cell selection before re-establishment. If the cell selection would bring him to UMTS, then everthing is fine.
=>
Not agreed
Proposed change 3:

-
QC wonders whether without proposal 2, this failure case does not seem to happen (we do not perform a release by a re-establishment) ? We will not go to 5.3.12 in case of handover failure.
=>
Not agreed

- 
NTT DCM thinks that maybe this CSFB failure indication is not needed. Might receive an LS from CT1 on this.

R2-091103:
MAC Reset due to Mobility from E-UTRA procedure ASUSTeK
CR
36.331 (0076) – F

-
Panasonic wonders why RLC needs to be re-established here ? Asustek agrees the main concern is MAC reset.

-
A UE should not perform e.g. RACH to LTE when he has received this message. It is true that a smart UE will probably stop these lower layer activity even before successfully complete the handover.

-
Ericsson thinks we should at least understand whether there is a serious risk. So far there does not seem to be a serious risk/problem.

-
Asustek indicates the main case they are concerned about is the max RLC retransmission. Chairman indicates this cannot happen because MAC will not ask for RLC PDU’s. Asustuk wonders about SPS. Ericsson assumes even in that case MAC would not ask RLC for a PDU.

=>
Noted (no need for further clarification)

R2-091156:
Missing Parameter for LTE SR-VCC
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.331
(0086)
-
F

-
HTC thinks PDCP should not be released. All releases PDCP/RLC/DTCH do not need to be specified because at success they will anyway be release.

-
ALU is not 100% convinced yet that it is needed. Problem is that we have little time. Note that there is a statement in the SA2 spec’s that for SRVCC there is “no impact on E-UTRAN”. NSN wonders if this is really true.
-
Samsung wonders why AS needs to be involved in the bearer mapping ? NSN explains that normally SGSN will have the full picture. But the SGSN will not see the PS bearer that is removed.

-
NSN thinks that an automatic release based on the information in the handover to UTRAN command is not possible due to the support of partial preservation in UTRAN.

-
QC would like some time to check this. 

-
If we go this way, ALU assumes the DRB to replace should be indicated.

=>
Allow some offline checking; can see updated CR in R2-091800 CR0086 
=>
After offline checking, it became clear that at the NAS layer, the NAS layer informs the UE about the QCI’s for EPS bearers. Also we have a standardised QCI=1 for VOIP. So then it is possible for the UE in case e.g. 2 PS bearers are not continued after the inter-RAT handover, then the UE can know which one was the one handling VOIP and is now continued in CS.
=>
R2-091800 CR0086 is withdrawn

R2-091178:
Correction to Mobility from E-UTRA procedure
NEC
CR
36.331
(0093)
-
F

-
Already covered by R2-091054
=>
Noted

R2-091401:
UE Capability Information for CDMA2000 1xRTT
NSN CR 36.331 (0126)
-
F

-
QC wonders what number the xx should be ? Will be determined at CR implementation
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091782 CR0126
Withdrawn

R2-091101:
RRC Connection Establishment due to Inter-RAT Cell Change Order ASUSTeK CR 36.331 (0074) – F

6.2.1.8
AS container handling

=> Including outcome of email discussion [64b: 8] Inter-Node AS signalling (NEC)

Email: Inter-Node AS signalling

R2-091355:
Email discussion summary [64b: 8] Inter-Node AS Signaling
NEC
Report
=>
Noted

R2-091059:
Inter-Node AS Signalling
NEC
CR
36.331
0053
-
F
-
Samsung assumes that this table includes some information that are not relevant for the target to know. E.g. the measurement gap configuration (we have no delta signalling for that). So it seems we could limit the information more ? NEC agrees that maybe this could be released

-
Ericsson agrees that this is a list of mandatory information, so since this is not mandatory it should be removed.
=>
Measurement gap configuration can be removed.

=>
With this one change, the CR is agreed in R2-091783 CR0053 R1
Other

R2-091291:
Exchange of (UE-specific) RRM information upon inter-RAT handover Ericsson Disc
=>
Proposed way forward is agreed
R2-091292:
Transmission of rrm-Config at Inter-RAT Handover
Ericsson
CR
36.331
(0110) – F

-
NSN would prefer not to sent it. Ericsson thinks this is anyway allowed. They CR only “allows” to sent it.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091784 CR0110

R2-091323:
Correction for AdditionalReestabInfoList
Motorola
CR
36.331
(0118)
-
F

-
NSN agrees that the second change is correct, but it does not seem needed to clarify this in RRC ? Motorola thinks 33.401 does not mention this list. CATT thinks the second change is usefull. NTT DCM is ok with having the second clarification.
-
Note that the *keNB for the target cell is sent in S1/X2 AP. NTT DCM assumes that nothing is broken when the target cell is still included. Motorola indicates the *keNB is 16 bytes.

-
Ericsson thinks both proposals are not needed. Everything is sufficiently clear already.
-
CATT thinks SA3 has not paid much attention to this re-establishment, so it is good to clarify here.

-
NSN agrees with Ericsson. There is no real risk of implementation confusion.

-
NSN thinks that if we start to clarify, there are probably other points which are more important.

=>
Noted (considered sufficiently clear already)

R2-091301:
dl-EARFCN missing in HandoverPreparationInformation
Ericsson CR 36.331 (0114) – F

-
Ericsson indicates the UL is already in SIB2.

-
ZTE wonder if this is only for FDD ? CATT thinks the change is also relevant for TDD (there is no info in SIB2).

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091785 CR0114
6.2.1.9
Other

=> Including outcome of email discussion [64b: 9] Discussion “not applicable” (Ericsson)

Email: “field not applicable”

R2-091293
Summary of email discussion [64b: 9] Discussion “not applicable”
Ericsson
Report

related to email discussion [64b: 9]
-
ALU is not happy with the A2 formulation and would prefer to use the same wording as for “ON”. In both this case and “ON” we can list additional exceptions if we need to release the configuration.

-
Ericsson thinks there are 2 possible way forwards:


a) Proposed A2


b) Have “ON” sentence, and list cases that are different separately.
-
Ericsson thinks that this case is not exactly the same as “ON”, because here “not present” has to address both ON and OR.
=>
Cover ON with the general statement for not present, but also indicate in generic statement “unless otherwise stated in field description”

=>
List OR cases explicitly in the field description.
=>
Will see a CR in R2-091786 36.331 CR0149
R2-091786
Handling of fields “not present” CR0149
-
Third case is removed in other CR. Can leave it in the CR (will be removed in the CR implementation)
=>
Agreed
UE capability

R2-091480:
UE radio capability transfer
Samsung
Disc

Proposal 1:
-
Ericsson assumes that this compression will not be very usefull. So Ericsson sees no big gains for enabling a critical extension.
=>
No critical extension possibility for UE-EUTRA-Capability IE
Proposal 2:

=>
No longer valid
Proposal 3:

-
NSN supports this proposal.
-
When implementing, do not have to include the ue-SecurityCapability

-
CATT assumes that at least the capability for one RAT Type should be included ? Samsung assumes that the target eNB should be able to continue when he does not receive E-UTRAN capabilities.

=>
Agreed

=>
Updated CR only including proposal 3 in R2-091787 CR 0150
R2-091787:
UE radio capability transfer
Samsung
CR150
-
UE-CapabilityRAT-ContainerList should become a global IE since it is now used in multiple places.
=>
RAPPCR should be make UE-CapabilityRAT-ContainerList a global IE.

=>
The condition “Cond HO” should be taken away for the RRM information
=>
Also the “Cond HO” for the non-critical extension should be removed

=>
With these two changes, the CR is agreed in R2-091807 CR0150 R1
R2-091304:
Value range and extension mechanisms for UE Categories
Ericsson
Disc

Only proposal 1&2 need to be discussed
=>
Proposal 1&2 are agreed.
R2-091305:
Correction to the value range of UE-Categories
Ericsson CR 36.331 (0117) – F

=>
Agreed in R2-091788 CR0117
R2-091248:
Clarification of UE-EUTRA-Capability
CATT
Disc

Proposal 1:
-
ZTE does not understand why the order matters ? They are in the same container.

-
Ericsson sees no reason to change order. QC agrees

=>
Not agreed

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson/QC think this is not really needed.

=>
Noted

R2-091249:
Clarification of UE-EUTRA-Capability
CATT
CR
36.331
(0105)
-
F

=>
Noted (same issue)

R2-091257:
Change of CDMA 1xRTT radio capability
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
NSN wonders if the MME also stores the CDMA capabilities. ALU replies yes.
=>
Proposal is agreed. Shall be included in the RAPPCR R2-091699

R2-091209:
CR to 36.331 on value of CDMA band classes
HUAWEI
-
Why 32 ? Huawei thinks this is an alignment.
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091789 CR0151
R2-091134:
On reporting the supported E-UTRAN bands by the UE
Nokia Corporation
Disc

-
Vdf thinks the first cases in the table are the likely cases. For these there is not much gain.
-
Nokia thinks worldphones or test terminals.

-
Samsung thought we said size is not so important. So Samsung does not see a strong reason.
-
Nokia wonders how this will look in LTE-A with ban aggregation. Then the benefit might increase.
-
Ericsson sees no significant gains for likely deployed scenarios

=>
Noted
R2-091135:
Proposed CR on reporting the supported E-UTRAN bands by the UE
Nokia Corporation CR
36.331
(0083)
-
F

=>
Noted (related CR)
R2-091136:
Proposed CR to clarify indication of half-duplex operation
Nokia Corporation CR 36.306 (0012)
-
F
=> 
Noted (related CR)
Sequence of Sequence

R2-091299:
Removal of SEQUENCE OF SEQUENCE
Ericsson, QC
Disc

-
NSN+Nokia supports the proposal; 

=>
Proposals are agreed
R2-091300:
Removal of SEQUENCE OF SEQUENCE
Ericsson, QC
CR
36.331
(0113)
-
F

=>
Changes will be included in RAPPCR R2-091699
Error handling
R2-091172:
Extensibility requirements for parameters on common channels
Samsung
Disc

-
Nokia thinks that the generic error handling is quite good already. Probably the listed 3 cases could be clarified specifically if needed.
-
Samsung’s main worry is that we might be overlooking cases. Therefore they propose additional conform UMTS to the generic error handling.

-
Ericsson agrees with Samsung; it would be preferable to extend the generic error handling.

-
Nokia agrees we could overlook cases but sees no problems for DCCH. Maybe we could extend the generic error handling for the common channels. If we would do DCCH, this might also impact processing delay. Maybe that is the safest way forward.

-
Panasonic agrees with the Nokia view.

=> 
Will extend the generic error handling for common channels, not for DCCH

R2-091171:
Corrections to the generic error handling
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0089)
-
F

=>
Agreed on proposals 1,2,4,5,6,7
Proposal 3:

=>
Only common channels based on discussion on R2-091172

Proposal 5: 
-
Panasonic wonders what this really means. Samsung indicates that this is a mandatory IE which is not comprehended. However the UE should not ignore message, but ignore the spare field.

Proposal 6:
-
CATT indicates that also RAN1/MAC have reserved values. Does this proposal also concern these codepoints ? Samsung assumes we want the same behaviour for all cases.
Proposal 7:
-
Nokia points out that this is only relevant for DCCH.
-
Samsung indicates that currently in 36.331 there is a conflict between generic error handling (ignore message) and the error handling for the reconfiguration procedure (return failure message).

CR:
=>
Update needed for limiting extended generic error handling to common channels

=>
Will see update in R2-091791 CR0089

R2-091791:
Corrections to the generic error handling
Samsung
CR
36.331
0089
-
F
=>
Agreed
Other

R2-091100:
Need of further specification of RRC processing delay
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Panasonic supports this proposal.
-
CATT wonders if there is any common understanding about within how much time the UE acquires the SFN after the handover ? Samsung wonders why we would specify that ? QC wonders why we would specify this ? If we do not specify this, we do not know when the UE will be ready to use PUCCH/SRS configurations. Nokia assumes that RAN4 does not specify this (only radio related performance requirements). Might be quite difficult to specify this. Panasonic thinks that anyway this is not related to RRC processing delay. QC agrees: if this is to be specified, it should be specified in RAN4.

=>
Agreed
Proposal 2:

-
Nokia wonder if there are requirements in UTRAN for handover from GERAN ?
-
It seems that the source RAT should specify the RRC processing delay for the handover from that RAT. So we would need a entry in the table for the handover from EUTRAN

-
Samsung wonder if this would include the processing of the inter-RAT message ? I.e. we have an E-UTRAN RRC message containing the UMTS-RRC message. So does the processing delay specified in E-UTRAN include the processing for this UMTS-RRC message ?

-
One way forward would be that the source RAT specifies the processing delay for the “source-RRC processing”, and the target RAT specifies the processing delay for the including “target RRC processing”. Note that handover to LTE even involves NAS processing for security.
=>
Have email discussion on inter-RAT handover performance [EMAIL QC]
1) 
Which RAT specifies what performance parts of the inter-RAT handover ?

2) 
In the RAT specifications, is it the RAN2 (RRC) or the RAN4 specification that specify this delay.

3) 
Do we need, and if so how, other processing delays like at NAS level.
Proposal 3:
-
Nokia has the same understanding. Do not see a need to specify this. There are potentially many combinations. Panasonic also has the same understanding.
=>
Agree to proposal 3.

R2-091125:
Unification of T300 and T301 and removal of miscallaneous FFSs
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
(0080)
-
F

Only proposal 2.

-
TMO wonders for GERAN, if there is a problem now that only 8 non-consecutive frequencies can be signalled. It seems we can signal 8 sets of non-consecutive frequencies.

-
Ericsson assumes the indicated values are ok.

-
CATT assume that for LCR and 15Mhz band, you might need 9 carriers. So they prefer to keep the 16.

-
Vdf would like to keep the values at 16. NTT DCM also prefers to keep the current values.

=>
CATT indicates that also maxGERANcarriers can be removed (not used)

=>
We will see small CR removing the FFS’s and removing the listed max value in R2-091792 CR0080
R2-091792:
Unification of T300 and T301 and removal of miscallaneous FFSs
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0080
-
F

=>
Agreed
R2-091173:
Use of delta signalling within 'setup' branches
Samsung
Disc

-
Panasonic agrees that this should be considered, and they think short-DRX should be mandatory. Samsung thinks it could be made “OR” as for the CQI. 
=>
Will make short-DRX OPTIONAL with “OR”

-
NSN is fine with the current coding.

=>
Agree that RAPPCR R2-091699 will make short-DRX optional with “OR”

R2-091302:
Cleanup of references to 36.101
Ericsson
CR
36.331
(0115)
-
F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091793 CR0115

R2-091329:
Discussion on CSFB Indicator
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
-
It seems we have an error indication in the typical failure case, but there are other failure cases where NAS seems only able to recover based on a timer.

-
Nokia indicates NAS has a timer of 5s which is only stopped when the UE enters a CS capable system, and at expiry the procedure is considered failed.

=>
Noted (will wait for further input from CT1; no action now)
R2-091370:
Clarification for Timer T320
Panasonic
CR
36.331
(0121)
-
F

-
Nokia thinks the behaviour is already clear that you do not start the timer and thus the values apply forever “until overwritten”. 

-
Should be carefull with the inter-RAT inheritance CR.

-
Nokia wonders if need code “OP” is indeed not more appropriate ? ALU thinks this was discussed before and either could be used.

=> 
Noted

R2-091403:
CDMA2000 related editorial changes Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 (0127)
-
F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091794 CR0127

R2-091461;
Proposed CR to 36.331 Description alignment for paging parameter, nB
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 (0135)
 - F

=>
CATT thinks Paging Frame and Paging Occasion should be with capitals.
=>
CR is agreed with this one change in R2-091795 CR0135

R2-091083:
Clarification on the maximum size of cell lists
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331 (0066) – F

-
For all other multiplicity values we do not indicate where they are used. There are already some other cases.
-
Samsung thinks maybe the real problem is the difference between what we use in broadcast and dedicated signalling. Maybe we could have one maxcellSIB = 16, and we already have maxcellmeas which is 8. maxCellSIB would replace maxCellBlack, maxCellIntrer and maxCellInter.

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091796 CR0066
R2-091237:
Semi-editorial updates on RRC
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0100)
-
F
-
Nokia thinks exactly the text from X.691 is simpler than having exceptions. X.691 already indicates that the basic production can include 0..7 padding bits. Samsung has the same understanding. Samsung notes that the difference between UTRAN and E-UTRAN is that we only align to 8 bits, and UMTS also has to align to different sizes.
=>
Noted

R2-091181:
Corrections to DRB modification
HUAWEI
-
Rapporteur points out that logical channel configure and RLC cannot be reconfigured in the rapporteur CR anymore. So only the PDCP configuration can be reconfigured at handover
=>
Agreed in R2-091797 CR0152

R2-091458:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on 'reconfigure' and 'apply'
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
(0134)
-
F

-
Huawei thinks this note is not needed. It will make the specification more unclear.
-
Panasonic thinks the current spec is already sufficienty clear.

=>
Noted
R2-091801:
Correction to presence condition for pdcp-Config CR0153

-
NSN wonders about the handover to E-UTRAN ? Then the DRB is setup.
=>
Agreed
R2-091896:
Correction to additionalReestabInfoList CR0154
-
ALU wonders why this change ? It is required to succeed.
-
ALU thinks the newly proposed text seems to imply that even without this the re-establishment could succeed. Ericsson assumes this is clear from the re-establishment procedure.

-
NTT DCM also thinks the original text is correct.

=>
Agree that even if a target receives this list, there is no requirement on the target eNB to accept re-establishments. 
=>
Noted (no need to update specification)
Not available/too late

R2-091204
Discussion on usage of START in HO from E-UTRAN to UTRAN
HUAWEI
Disc

=> Withdrawn
R2-091369
Handling of incomprehensible field or value
Panasonic
Disc

=> Withdrawn
R2-091205
CR to 36.331 on usage of START in HO from E-UTRAN to UTRAN
 HUAWEI 

R2-091212
Small correction for CSG list (36.331)
HUAWEI

6.2.2
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

6.2.2.1
Status

Input from rapporteur only, e.g.  open issue list and rapporteur cleanup/corrections on non-controversial issues.
6.2.2.2
In principle agreed CRs
R2-090946:
CR to 36.304 on correction of definition of Pmax
T-Mobile
CR
36.304
0045 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-090947:
Reestablishment at acceptable cell for emergency call
Panasonic CR 36.304
0046 – F

=> Updated CR in R2-091509
R2-091509:
Update of R2-090947: Emergency call in camped on any cell state in LTE Rel8
Panasonic CR 36.304 (0046)
tbd
F
-
Panasonic proposes this change because they think the UE cannot really identify if the cell supports CS domain or not.
=>
Samsung wonders if this excludes CDMA2000 ? It should be added.

-
Panasonic thinks it is not possible for the UE to see CS domain is not supported in UMTS.  

-
NTT DCM thinks that even in UMTS there is no special handling for the UE to emergency camp on a PS only cell.

-
NEC thinks that the CS container would be provided even if the network is PS only.

-
One possibility for a PS only UMTS network is to handover the UE immediately e.g. to GSM.

=>
Will see update in R2-091809 CR0046 R1 also including outcome of discussion on R2-091159
R2-091809:
Update of R2-090947: Emergency call in camped on any cell state in LTE Rel8
Panasonic CR 36.304  0046 R1 F
=>
Agreed
R2-090948:
Handling of Priority of Camping Frequency
CATT, T-Mobile
CR
36.304
0047 – F

=>
Agreed

R2-090949:
Correction to implementation of CR0009 to 36.304
T-Mobile CR
36.304
0048
-
F

=>
Ericsson comments that it should be made clear in the second paragraph that it is an acceptable cell with that CSG-Id in the selected PLMN.  Can try to improve the wording in alignment with UMTS.

=>
We will see update in R2-091811 CR0048 R1

R2-091811:
Correction to implementation of CR0009 to 36.304
T-Mobile CR
36.304
0048
-
F

-
Nokia wonders if it is really true that we want to find all CSG-Id’s regardless of whether they are sent by a CSG cell or by a non-CSG cell ? Nokia thinks we should only report CSG Id’s from CSG cells. NTT DCM agrees. Otherwise we can report CSG Id’s of a normal cell. This is not what we want.

=>
So change to “In the UE on request of NAS, the AS shall scan all RF channels in the E-UTRA bands according to its capabilities to find CSG IDs of available CSG cells” 
=>
We will see update with the merging of R2-091864 and the above reformulation in R2-091893 CR0048 R2
R2-091893:
Correction to implementation of CR0009 to 36.304
T-Mobile CR
36.304
0048
R2
F
-
Huawei thinks there are some misalignments between UMTS and EUTRAN. Maybe we should have an email on this. Can discuss tomorrow.
=>
Agreed
R2-090950:
UE Behaviour on Registration Failure to CSG
Vodafone CR
36.304
0049
-
F

=>
Agreed

R2-090951:
Corrections to 36.304
Nokia Corporation, NSN, T-Mobile
CR 36.304 0050 - F

=>
Update proposal in R2-091119
R2-091119:
Update of R2-090951 CR to 36.304 to capture several editorial corrections
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.304
0050
R1
F
-
Nokia will fix any remaining reference misalignment in the next meeting.
=>
Should not have revision marks on the cover sheet

=>
Will see update in R2-091812 CR0050 R2, also including proposals from R2-091241
R2-091812:
Miscallaneous corrections to 36.304 Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.304 0050
R2
F
=>
Agreed
R2-090952:
CR to 36.304 on Update of Figure 4.1-1 Overall Idle Mode Process
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304 0051 – F

=>
Updated in R2-091698

R2-091698:
CR to 36.304 on Update of Figure 4.1-1 Overall Idle Mode Process
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304 0051 R1 F

-
UMTS session has agreed on a “dotted box”. Will have solid box for now.
=>
Agreed
6.2.2.3
Other

PS/CS mode 1

R2-091411:
Possible AS impact from UE mode of operation
Panasonic
Disc 36.304 (0069)
- F
R2-091376:
Need of reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC
Disc

=>
Update in R2-091753

R2-091753:
Need of reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC
Disc
Discussion:

-
Two possibilities: 
a) No specific functionality in UE


b) Special functionality in UE

-
NSN thinks it would be good not to introduce additional mechanisms. Otherwise we have to analyse how a NAS mechanism works together with the priority mechanism we already have.
-
NTT DCM supports the Panasonic approach and does not want UE based approach: the network should be fully in control since this migh e.g. impact load balancing. NTT DCM understands that there is NAS signalling to the MME to inform this preference, and then the MME can reflect this in the SPID sent to the eNB.

=>
Should inform CT1 that the UE based solution potentially has AS impact. RAN2 would prefer to avoid further AS impact.
-
QC is not sure that this UE mode is known to the MME. Even if it is, the understanding of QC is that the SPID is only sent to the eNB at connection. However it was clarified that in 36.413 this can be updated later with a context modification.

=>
Infineon wonders if the UE should fallback to LTE if there is no UTRAN/GERAN ? Can ask this.

=>
Will sent LS in R2-091813 to CT1 [CB Panasonic Friday]
R2-091377:
Reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC
CR
36.304
(0065)
- F

=>
Updated in R2-091754

R2-091754:
Reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC
CR
36.304
(0065)
- F
=>
Noted (already covered by previous discussion)

Reselection priorities
R2-091298:
Draft CR to 36.304 on Correction to UE behaviour if dedicated cell reselection priority is assigned but  frequency is not configured by system information
T-Mobile
-
It should already be clear that the UE only looks other carriers when it has a priority and the frequency is indicated in broadcast. 

=>
CATT would like to add the word “dedicated” so “dedicated priorities”

-
Nokia points out that in SIB5 inclusion of the priority is optional. This will enable to have a carrier where only UE’s with dedicated priorities will go.

=>
CR is agreed with this one change in R2-091814 CR0070

R2-091160:
CR on UE behaviour in absence of reselection priorities in system information
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
(0057)
-
F

=>
CATT thinks also the priority obtained from other RAT’s should be considered.

=>
Wording can be improved a bit to not mix the dedicated and common cases.

=>
After the rapporteur CR we only have one common name for the reselectionpriority for all RAT’s. 

=>
Use italics when referring to these IE’s and messages.
=>
Ericsson kindly requests the editor to also use the RRC message names in the first paragraph of the section.
=>
Will see update in R2-091815 CR0057
R2-091815:
CR on UE behaviour in absence of reselection priorities in system information
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
0057
-
F
=>
Nokia thinks so far we have not talked  about “stored”.
=>
Also the dedicated case should be described

=>
We will see update in R2-091866CR0057 R1
R2-091866:
CR on UE behaviour in absence of reselection priorities in system information
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
0057
R1
F
=>
TMO wonder if we need the text after “in short” ? TMO prefers to remove this text.
=>
Will add to the first new sentence “in which the idlemodecontrolinfo is present but”

-
QC assumes that the receipt in another RAT is covered by “previously received in dedicated signalling”
-
Infineon would prefer some simplification.
=>
Allow one more round; update in R2-091895 CR0057 R2
R2-091895:
CR on UE behaviour in absence of reselection priorities in system information
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
0057
R2
F
=>
RIM indicates that the coversheet should not longer mention the RRCconnectionrelease

=>
Tick other spec’s effected

=>
CR is agreed with updating of the coversheet in R2-091904 CR0057 R3

R2-091158:
Retention of dedicated priorities through 'camped on any cell' state
Qualcomm Europe Disc

=>
Noted (QC indicates that after discussion R2-091509 we do not need to treat this document.)
R2-091159:
CR on retention of dedicated priorities through 'Camped on any cell' state
Qualcomm Europe CR 36.304
(0056)
-
F

-
First bullet is no longer proposed. So only discuss second bullet.
-
Intention is to capture that when the UE goes to normal camping again, it shall uses these prioroties.

-
Ericsson wonders if the wording could not be improve a little “otherwise valid”, “still valid at that time”.

=>
Infineon thinks it is more a note (it indicates a “no action”). Nokia proposes to add such a not in 5.2.4.1

=>
Can be captured in the update of R2-091509 which will be provided in R2-091809
Other mainly non-CSG
R2-091120:
Capturing USIMless UE to stage 3
Nokia Corporation, NSN CR 36.304 (0052) – F

-
TMO wonders if we would not better have a central sentence somewhere that indicates that a UE without a USIM shall disable E-UTRA capabilities (no longer E-UTRA capabilities).
-
Vdf thinks the proposal is a bit strangely captured (location is a bit strange), although the intention is ok.

-
Huawei thinks this sentence could stay in Rel-9.
=>
Will in “central position” indicate that a UE shall disable all E-UTRA capabilities if not equipped with a USIM. 

=>
Will see a CR on 36.306 which will clearly capture this in R2-091817 CR0015
R2-091817:
CR to require UE to disable its E-UTRAN capabilites if not equipped with an USIM CR0015
=>
CR is agreed in R2-091898 CR0015 R1
R2-091251:
Corrections to Inter-RAT Cell Reselection Criteria
CATT
CR
36.304
(0060)
- F

-
Panasonic agrees with the intention.

=>
Agree the additional critera for UMTS should be clarified, but slightly updated wording

=>
Will see update in R2-091818 CR0060
R2-091818:
Corrections to Inter-RAT Cell Reselection Criteria
CATT
CR
36.304
0060
- F
=>
Agreed
R2-091241:
Some corrections to definitions in TS 36.304
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0059)
- F

-
TMO thinks this is editorial

=>
Will be included in R2-091812

R2-091476:
Proposed CR to 36.304 Clarification on '0ms' for Treselection
LG Electronics Inc. CR

-
Motorola wonders what goes wrong without this clarification ? LG thinks than stupid implementer could think the criterian 1 does not need to be met during any time. 
-
Motorola think this is not needed. QC thinks this change is not necessary.

=>
Noted

R2-091460:
Proposed CR to 36.304 Clarification on applying DRX value
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304 (0067) – F

=>
Should indicate something like “T is determined by the smaller of the UE specific DRX and the common DRX”.
-
Samsung thinks no change is needed.
=>
Will see small CR in R2-091819 CR0067
R2-091819:
Proposed CR to 36.304 Clarification on applying DRX value
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304 0067 – F
=>
Agreed
R2-091123:
Correction to priority based reselection handling
Nokia Corporation CR 36.304 (0053) -
F

Focus is on 5.2.4.5 changes

-
for the “barred cell case”, QC wonders what the problem is we try to solve: if we do not accept this CR, then the UE would go out of service because it stays on the highest ranked frequency but can get no service.

=>
The bullet for CSG is not needed. The bullet for barred should be limited to the case the IFRI is set to “not allowed”.

-
TMO thinks that to a large extend this is already clear from 5.3.1. Nokia thinks there is a kind of contradiction between 5.2.4.5. and 5.3.1.

-
ZTE thinks 5.3.1 is clear enough. Panasonic agrees. 

-
QC thinks it would be good to clarify. 5.3.1 only states that the UE shall not reselect to another cell on this frequency. 5.2.4.5 then indicates you cannot go to another frequency so you are stuck.

-
ZTE wonders about equal priority reselection. Nokia thinks that that is clear. We are discussing the case of reselection to a lower priority.
-
Huawei thinks the proposed change is in line with everybodies understanding so why not have it.
-
Nokia thinks there is a clear problem.

=>
Will add a sentence indicating that “if the highest ranked cell on the serving frequency is “barred” or treated as “barred” and the IFRI is set to “not allowed”. “.
=>
Will see updated CR only adding this one sentence in R2-091863 CR0053
R2-091863:
Correction to priority based reselection handling
Nokia Corporation CR 36.304 0053 -
F
-
QC wonders about the “treated as barred case”: QC assumes that the cells on the same frequency are also considered barred regardless of the IFRI ? (forbidden TA 5.4.2.2, AKA failure,…)
=>
So there are some cases where regardless of the IFRI, the whole frequency is considered barred. Should add some clarification

=>
Infineon thinks the sequences of and’s and or’s can be misinterpreted.

=>
Shoud see update in R2-091900 CR0053 R1 [CB Friday]
Mainly CSG
R2-091234:
Manual CSG selection
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

-
Panasonic agrees that it would be good to clarify this for PLMN search as well.
-
TMO thinks PLMN selection does not need to be supported e.g. in GSM connected mode (because you are only in for short duration). In LTE you might be in connected mode for several hours so it should be supported.

-
Huawei thinks UE’s should not be allowed to do local release to not confuse the network. ALU agrees in principle, but there is no mechanism for the UE to trigger the release. Huawei thinks the UE could do a DETACH.
-
Panasonic wonders what the UE behaviour should be for PLMN search in connected mode ? TMO thinks in long DRX the UE should be able to do this. TMO thinks if we do not support this, one could keep the UE’s in a certain PLMN for a long time.
-
Ericsson wonders if we are only discussing manual PLMN search ? Default timer for background search is 60min. So the proposed CR could mean the UE performs a local release every 60min.

-
ALU thinks there is a difference between manual search (which the UE cannot delay), and a 60min search which the UE can plan in DRX.

-
Ericsson explains that for the UE implementation, PLMN and CSG search are quite similar so should be handled the same.

-
QC points out that this means local release is not only for error case anymore. ALU thinks we still limit this to rare cases.

After offline discussion:
-
People are not that happy with local release but also not with DETACH because e.g. you are temporarily not pageable

=>
For both manual CSG search and manual PLMN search we allow the UE to locally release the RRC connection
R2-091328:
Manual selection
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.304
(0062)
- F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-091861 CR0062
R2-091096:
Clarification to the best non-allowed CSG cell
Samsung
-
Change in 5.3.1 should be undone ?
Section 5.2.4.4

-
Reference is already corrected by other CR.

-
QC wonders why in 5.2.4.4., whether it should be “may” or “shall” ?

-
Samsung proposes not to add the line to 5.2.4.4

-
Ericsson quite likes the change to 5.2.4.4.

=>
Nokia indicates we should not indicate “ignore” but “shall not consider for reselection”.

-
Panasonic wonders if we should say “consider the cell as barred”. Nokia wonders for how long ? Panasonic would also like to know for how long the cell should not be considered for reselection ? Nokia thinks maybe can leave this for implementation in Rel-8. 

-
QC thinks the barring is probably not good, because the allowed list could be updated and then what happens. So it is probably better to leave it to UE implementation for now.

-
Panasonic thinks that if we don’t specify a timer, we should say “may”

=>
Nokia proposes “when the…. is know by the UE to be a non-allowed CSG cell, then the UE shall not consider the cell for reselection”

Section 5.2.4.6

-
Motorola wonders how the UE knows ? E.g. based on PCI-range if it is a non-CSG UE. Also CSG-UE’s might ignore based on fingerprint.

-
The “may” here is correct ? ZTE thinks it should be a “shall” to avoid ping-pong. If the UE is not sure, it could be a “may”. Note that we have not mandated the usage of this PCI-range information.

=>
Behaviour should be clear in 5.2.4.4 and 5.2.4.6 but should also take the outcome of the IFRI CR into account.
=>
Can make update based on comments and also taking account ”IFRI CR” in R2-091862 CR0071 [CB Friday]
R2-091371:
Clarification for Manual CSG ID Selection
Panasonic
CR
36.304
(0064)
- F

-
TMO thinks this is clear if you read both the UMTS and E-UTRAN specifications. So then we do not need this.

-
QC thinks the current status is that if NAS asks UTRAN to scan, both UTRAN and E-UTRAN are scanned. But if NAS asks E-UTRAN to scan, only E-UTRAN is scanned ? TMO thinks NAS is not able to selectively trigger E-UTRAN or UTRAN. 

-
Panasonic thinks this behaviour is up to UE implementation.

-
Nokia clarifies that for PLMN search, we do not list all the RAT types but the situation is the same.

-
Nokia proposes the same selection as used for PLMN selection, i.e. refer to UMTS in separate section.

-
Samsung wonders if this is a shall requirement. If we take the same approach as for PLMN selection, this is problem is avoided.

-
TMO woud appreciate if Panasonic will provide same CR for 25.304. Panasonic promised this for the next meeting.

=>
Nokia indicated that concerning section does not exist in v8.4.0
=>
Will see small update with similar approach as for PLMN selection in R2-091864 CR0064
R2-091864:
Clarification for Manual CSG ID Selection
Panasonic
CR
36.304
0064
- F
-
Section 5.5. does not exist so this CR should be merged to the update of R2-091811
=>
Proposal is agreed, but will be merged to the update of R2-091811
R2-091255:
Cell reselection with CSG cells
Motorola
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-091256:
Draft CR - Cell Reselection with CSG cells
Motorola
CR
36.304
(0061)
- F

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-091462:
Proposed CR to 36.304 priority handling at inter-frequency reselection on a CSG cell
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
(0068)
- F

=> Update to R2-091628 (exactly same document) due to double allocation

R2-091628:
Proposed CR to 36.304 priority handling at inter-frequency reselection on a CSG cell
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
(0068)
- F
-
ZTE thinks the proposal will cause ping-pong. LG does not see this problem.

-
IDT thinks we already have a mechanism if the serving cell quality becomes below a certain threshold to go to a lower priority frequency.

-
QC thinks we have sufficient mechanism. 

=>
Noted
Not available/too late

R2-091215
CR to 36.304 for cell reselection with CSG cells
Qualcomm Europe CR
36.304 (0058) -
F

