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Technical documents:
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Parallel ad hocs are held (see agenda item 2.1) on







- LTE user plane (Annex A, Tue-Wed): chaired by Richard Burbidge
- LTE control plane (Annex B, Tue-Wed): chaired by Gert-Jan van Lieshout
- UTRA/UTRAN (agenda items 8-11, Mon-Wed): chaired by Etienne Chaponniere
No joint ad hocs with other WGs were held.
next meetings:





TSG RAN WG2 #66,

04.05. - 08.05.2009
San Francisco, USA










TSG RAN #44,



26.05. - 29.05.2009
Oranjestad, Aruba
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #65bis was held in Seoul, Korea, co-located with RAN WG1, WG3, WG4 and WG5. The RAN WG2 meeting had 3 parallel sessions: LTE user plane (UP) Tue-Wed (see Annex A or R2-092603), LTE control plane (CP) Tue-Wed (see Annex B or R2-092681) and UTRA session Mon-Wed (see sections 8-11). Common parts were treated Mon, Thu and Fri.
· 167 participants (registered before the meeting: 189)
· 732 Tdocs allocated with actual 582 available contributions.
· 36 incoming liaison statements (x related to UTRA, x related to LTE/E-UTRA): 4 received during RAN2 #65bis, 1 of x UTRA LSs were not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #66.
· 10 outgoing liaison statements (x related to UTRA, x related to LTE)
· 19 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #65bis
· Among x change requests (CRs) in total: x CRs (x cat.A for UTRA, x for LTE) were agreed in principle.
Note:
The sequence in which the different topics appear in this report is related to the agenda of the meeting. However, the Tdocs do not necessarily appear in the sequence as they were treated in the meeting.

1
Opening of the meeting

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #65bis on Monday morning 23.03.2009 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host LG Electronics Inc. SeungJune Yi welcomed the delegates to Seoul, Korea and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:
Diamond Hall (floor -1), planned for 200 participants, Mon-Fri

First ad hoc room:
Andante room (floor -1), planned for 40 participants, Mon-Thu
2nd ad hoc room:

Allegro 1+2 room (floor -1), planned for 80 people, Tue-Thu
Other RAN WGs:
same location:
RAN1: Harmony 1&2 Hall (floor -1)
RAN3: Vivace room (floor -1)
RAN4: Harmony 1&2 Hall (floor -1)
RAN5: Jupiter/Apollo room (floor 30)
1.1
Call for IPR

Gert-Jan van Lieshout (TSG RAN WG2 chairman) made the following call for IPRs and reminded the delegates of their obligations with respect to IPRs:
	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.
The delegates were asked to take note that they were hereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the work of 3GPP.

· to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs, e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2 chairmen.
2
General: Agenda / Organisation
2.1
Approval of the proposed agenda
R2-091980
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #65bis, Seoul, Korea, 23.03.-27.03.2009
Samsung (RAN2 chairman)
Agenda
=>
Approved
Schedule as it was finally carried out:
	Day
	Main RAN2 room
plenary & LTE CP
	1st ad hoc room
UTRA
	2nd ad hoc room
LTE UP

	Monday Morning before coffee break
	Joint LTE – UTRA:

AI 1 - 2
AI 3.1 LSin joint UMTS/LTE
	-
	-

	Monday Morning after coffee break
	Joint LTE:

AI 3.2 LSin LTE
AI 5.1 REL-8 LTE General
	UTRA:
AI 3.3 LSin UMTS
AI 8 UTRA REL-7 & earlier
	-

	Monday Afternoon
	Joint LTE:

AI 4.1 UMTS/LTE joint REL-8
(HeNB & inter-RAT mobility)

AI 4.2 UMTS/LTE joint REL-9
(HeNB enh. & min. drive tests)
	-
	-

	Tuesday
	LTE CP:

AI 5.8 REL-8 LTE RRC
AI 5.9 REL-8 LTE Cell selection/reselection
	UTRA:
AI 9 UTRA REL-8
	LTE UP:

AI 5.3.1-5.3.6 REL-8 LTE MAC

	Wednesday
	LTE CP:

AI 5.9 REL-8 LTE Cell selection/reselection

AI 6.1 REL-9 LCS for LTE

AI 6.2 REL-9 IMS for Emergency calls over LTE

AI 6.5.1 TEI9 CP aspects
AI 6.6 REL-9 SON
	UTRA:
AI 10 UTRA REL-9
AI 11 LSout UTRA
	LTE UP:

AI 5.3.7-5.3.8 REL-8 LTE MAC
AI 5.4 REL-8 LTE RLC

AI 5.5 REL-8 LTE PDCP

AI 5.6 REL-8 LTE UE cap.

AI 5.7 REL-8 LTE Model of L1

	Thursday
	Joint LTE:
AI 6.3 REL-9 eMBMS
AI 7 REL-9 LTE adv. SI
	-
	-

	Friday
	Joint LTE – UTRA:

AI 12 Leftovers from UMTS/LTE
AI 13 LSout LTE
AI 5.2 REL-8 LTE 36.314 eNB Measurements
AI 6.6 REL-9 SI E-UTRA mobility
AI 14 AoB
	-
	-


Not treated agenda items (AI):

6.4 REL-9 Home-eNB enhancements

6.5.2 TEI9 user plane aspects
Agenda items without input documents:

4.1.3 UMTS/LTE joint session: REL-8 Other
4.2.3 UMTS/LTE joint session: REL-9 Other
9.7 HSPA VoIP to WCDMA/GSM CS continuity
9.10 Support for Additional Navigation Satellite Systems (ANSS) for LCS

2.2
Minutes of previous meeting
R2-091981:
Draft report of RAN2 #65, Athens, Greece, 09.02.-13.02.2009
ETSI MCC
Report
=> 
Comments to be provided before Thursday evening

=>
No comments received; final version will be provided in R2-092697
=> R2-092697 is agreed
2.3
Reporting from other meetings
SA2#71 – CSG

· Will attempt to coordinate RAN/SA/CT effort more in the future (see e.g. RP-090272; SP-090187)

RAN#43

· RAN Elections (NTT DCM, AT&T, TMO, CMCC)

· CR approval status (see emails Joern). Company CR’s on:

· RP-090321: 
CR; LTE-L23; Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover; Ericsson

· RP-090275:
Corrections carrierFreq for CDMA (SIB8) and GERAN (measObject), Samsung

· RP-090364:
Feature group support indicators 25.331, NTT DCM

· RP-090367:
Feature group support indicators 36.331, NTT DCM

· RP-090339:
Early UE limited support of allowed CSG list, Panasonic

· UMTS & LTE ASN.1 are Frozen !

· UMTS CSG: Full CSG functionality might not be supported by early Rel-8 UE’s. RAN2 should discuss whether Nokia mechanism is needed for avoiding legacy camping on CSG cells (see RP-090355)

· Overview of main new WI/SI’s with potential RAN2 impact:

	Main Rel-9 WI/SI’s
	RAN Tdoc
	Lead WG
	WI or SI
	RAN2 Agenda
	Planning w.r.t. RAN delivery
	Remarks

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DC-HSDPA MIMO 
	RP-090332
	1
	WI
	10.1
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#44 Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	

	DC-HSUPA 
	RP-090014
	1
	WI
	10.2
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	

	DB-HSDPA 
	RP-090015
	4
	WI
	10.5
	All CR’s: RAN#45
	Should only impact RAN2 UE capability signaling after RAN4 has confirmed feasibility

	2msTTI coverage enhancements
	RP-090333

	1
	WI
	10.5
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	First RAN1 has to select solution

	TxAA nonMIMO 
	RP-090013
	1
	WI
	10.5
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#44 Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	Minor impact expected

	UMTS + LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Home-(e)NB enhancements
	RP-090351
	2
	WI
	4.2.1

6.4 - LTE

10.3 - UMTS
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	SA decided (SA-090237): No VPLMN-autonomous CSG roaming support for Release 9

	Drive test minimization
	RP-090341
	2
	SI
	4.2.2
	1st TR: RAN#44 

2ndTR: RAN#45
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positioning
	RP-080995
	2
	WI
	6.1
	Stage-2: RAN#44

LPP:

1st TS in RAN#45

2nd TS in RAN#46
	WI already approved RAN#42

Stage-2 might be separate TS

LPP may be new protocol or enhancement of existing protocol

	IMS Emergency
	RP-081140
	2
	WI
	6.2
	Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#45
	WI already approved RAN#42

	eMBMS 
	RP-090350
	2
	WI
	6.3
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#45

Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#46
	Major effort expected

	U-TDOA 
	RP-090354
	2
	WI
	-
	All CR’s: RAN#46
	Probably not in RAN2 before September (if at all)

	SON 
	RP-090162
	3
	WI
	6.6
	Stage-2 CR’s: RAN#45
	Might have some limited impact on RAN2

	SU-Dual Layer beamforming


	RP-090359
	1
	WI
	-
	Stage-3 CR’s: RAN#46
	Not before RAN#44 in RAN2


· Respond from RAN2#66 to RP-090358 on scope for LTE Femto cells
· LTE advanced way forward agreed from RP-090357:
· RAN1 responsible for new TR (36.912) which will be sent with ITU-R submission
· RAN2/3 should deliver parts of this TR related to their scope
· RAN2 text should be collected/provided by LTE rapporteur [NSN]
· No/restricted HSPA session in RAN2#66bis [LA USA] ? Note that we would still discuss LTE/UMTS common issues.

2.4
Other

R2-092015:
RAN WG2 compendium v3.0
ETSI MCC
Info
This is a document that will be updated after each RAN plenary and it intends to be a guide for all RAN WG2 participants, especially newcomers, people who intend to contribute TDocs, rapporteurs, chairmen, hosts...

=>
Noted (for information)
Proposed CR handling in this quarter:

1) Create new TS/TR’s where required (e.g. LTE positioning, Minimisation of drive tests)

2) Accept Rel-9 CR’s on stage-2 documents (e.g. 36.300, 25.308, 25.319); Rel-9 versions from June

3) Attempt to use collective CR’s for new WI’s as much as possible (except TEI)

4) Attempt to not create Stage-3 spec’s in June, but only in September (in principle agreed TEI CR’s have to be resubmitted next quarter)

3
Incoming liaisons
3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
Inter-RAT mobility

R2-091985:
Reply LS to S2-090805 = R2-090887 on RAU/TAU following inter-RAT handover
REL-8
LTE-L23
(C1-090774; to: SA2; cc: GERAN2, RAN2, RAN3; contact: NSN)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091993:
Reply LS to S2-090805 = R2-090887 on RAU/TAU following inter-RAT handover
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-090565; to: SA2; cc: RAN3, RAN2, CT1; contact: NSN)
GERAN
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
TAU/RAU for LTE->GERAN, it is required. FFS for GERAN->LTE.

-
For UMTS<->LTE, NSN thinks situation is still a bit unclear. Do we align with GERAN, or would it not be needed?

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091987:
Reply LS to S2-090783 = R2-090885 on Sequence Number Handling
REL-8

LTE-L23
(C1-091132; to: SA2; cc: GERAN2, RAN2, CT4; contact: NSN)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091994:
Reply LS to S2-090783 = R2-090885 on Sequence Number Handling
REL-8

GELTE
(GP-090566; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, CT1, CT4; contact: NSN)
GERAN
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091988:
Reply LS to R2-091142 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation
REL-8

LTE-L23
(C1-091198; to: RAN2, GERAN1; cc: SA2; contact: NEC)
CT1
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
NSN has some concerns about this document in R2-092463

-
ALU is confused about terminology: ALU thought CS/PS1 & 2 are applicable only when the UE is registered to both domains?

=>
Noted, LS answer postponed
R2-091989:
LS on Roaming in a VPLMN not supporting CS fallback

REL-8

SAES-CSFB
(C1-091199; to: SA1; cc: RAN2, GERAN1; contact: NEC)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091990:
Reply LS to S3-081589 = R2-090008, R2-090845, S3-090298 = R2-090894 on preventing inter-RAT HO for UE with SIM access
REL-8

LTE-L23
(C4-090512; to: SA, SA3; cc: CT1, RAN2, RAN3, GERAN2; contact: Vodafone)
CT4
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091991:
Reply LS to S3-090298 = R2-090894 on preventing inter-RAT HO for UE with SIM access
REL-8

LTE-L23
(GP-090351; to: SA3, CT4, CT1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
GERAN
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091995:
Reply LS to R2-091922 on handling of dynamic UE UTRAN capability during Handover
REL-8
GELTE
(GP-090567; to: RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
GERAN
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
See proposed response in R2-092085; comments on this proposed response can be provided to Ericsson. Will see response on Friday

=>
Noted, LS answer already drafted by Ericsson in R2-092085
R2-092007:
LS on CS domain and IM CN subsystem selection principles
REL-8

LTE-L23
(S2-091781; to: SA1, CT1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA2
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
The question 1 case could potentially take a lot of time for the UE to switch. Samsung thinks this time could be similar to “switch on” delay. Probably not 30s, but RAN4 does not specify a requirement for this case.

-
ALU thinks we have no choice anyway for Rel-8.

-
NSN thinks if the network is CSFB capable, then there would be no need for UE to reselect.

-
Ericsson assumes that in the ATTACH, the UE will learn whether the network supports CSFB and/or IMS emergency calls. ALU wonders if this means we now support emergency calls in Rel-8 ?

=>
Noted. Will have a response LS in R2-092466 (drafted by Ericsson), based on progress in this meeting.
R2-092008:
LS on Emergency CS Fallback
REL-8

CSFB
(S2-091796; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
SA2
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
QC indicates that this case is ATTACH failure, so we are already in “camped in any cell” state. So we already have the behaviour 1 today in the spec.

=>
Noted. Can sent small reply in R2-092467 to be drafted by NTT DOCOMO
ETWS

R2-091984:
Reply LS to R2-090842 on Duplication Detection for ETWS, REL-8
ETWS
(C1-090759; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, GERAN2, CT4, RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
CT1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091992:
LS on ETWS information in TS 23.041, REL-8
ETWS
(GP-090525; to: SA, CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
GERAN
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
Proposed response is that we would prefer no changes to 25.331 and 36.331: i.e. keep duplicate detection at AS level and show the IE’s in 25.331 / 36.331. GERAN should decide whether they want to have the same approach or take a different route with only a transparent container.

=>
Noted. Will sent response LS in R2-092468 (drafted by Ericsson)
R2-092005:
Reply LS to R2-090837 on Receive of ETWS outside home-PLMN, REL-8
ETWS
(S1-090199; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
SA1
submitted as R2-091687 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there;
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer (but reactivation of an LS answer which was withdrawn by Qualcomm at RAN2 #65, see below)
On this subject, but earlier LS:

-
Last meeting we decided for LTE to forward the information to NAS in limited service state. Issue is still open for UMTS. We were going to sent a response LS but cancelled because the UMTS handling required more thought. QC understands that there are slightly different proposals for UMTS now.

=>
Based on progress in UMTS session, we still need to sent the reply LS which was intended for the last meeting (forwarding ETWS info in limited service state ?).  Can prepare LS in R2-092469

Home-(e)NB

R2-092006:
LS on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection, REL-9
HENB
(S1-090346; to: CT1, CT4, CT6, CT, RAN2, SA; cc: SA2; contact: Samsung)
SA1
submitted as R2-091688 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there;
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091986:
Reply LS to S1-090346 = R2-091688 on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection, REL-8
HNB-supp, LTE-L23
(C1-091131; to: SA1, CT6, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Vodafone)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092003:
Reply LS to R2-090852 on Interaction between PLMN selection and manual CSG selection, REL-8
HNB-supp, LTE-L23 (S1-090048; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA1 submitted as R2-091685 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there; no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092012:
Results of SA Prioritization and Coordination Discussions for HNB, REL-9
HENB
(SP-090237; to: RAN, RAN2, RAN3, SA2, CT, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-
Bit unclear what it means that this VPLMN-autonomous functionality is out. Does this mean that we do not support the roaming case ? Ericsson assumes that we still support the roaming case but only with HPLMN support. Nobody seems to have a different opinion, so this is the assumption so far.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Other

R2-092001
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON FEMTOCELLS, REL-9
HENB
(RP-090256; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: ITU-R WP 5D)
RAN (ITU-R WP 5D)
note: This LSin was treated in RP-090256 at RAN #43 and it was decided to provide it to RAN2 as well. LS is provided for information, see R2-092002 for related actions.
=>
Noted (for information)
R2-092002
Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells, REL-9 HENB
(RP-090358; to: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: AT&T)
RAN
see R2-092001 for original ITU-R WP 5D LS;
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
=>
Noted. AT&T will prepare response LS for the next RAN2 meeting, which will be sent from that meeting RAN2 #66.
R2-092009:
LS on minimising drive tests, REL-9
FS_NGN_min_drive-tests
(S5-090041; to: RAN2, RAN; cc: SA; contact: Qualcomm)
SA5
submitted as R2-091894 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there;
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
LS was sent before the SI was agreed for RAN.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092010:
LS on Minimisation of Drive Tests, REL-9
SON
(S5-091490; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1; contact: Qualcomm)
SA5
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
Attachment gives an indication of the scope for the SI, although RAN2 could bring in other topics based on expertise.

-
E.g. a principle that we do not collect information already available in the network.

-
Further study required on how/what we actually will report.

-
Ericsson wonders how much work will be done in SA5 on this ? QC assumes RAN2 focusses on measurement part. Other aspects, e.g transport, can be discussed later by SA5.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092004:
Reply LS to S2-090809 = R2-090888 on necessary work for Service Specific Access Control, REL-9
SSACR
(S1-090172; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
SA1
submitted as R2-091686 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there;
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
So current assumption is that SSAC is only applicable for LTE ?

-
For LTE there is no WI yet.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Late LSs:
R2-092682:
LS on on CSG Access Control during inbound handover
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(R3-091004; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
=>
Noted (option already included in email discussion), LS answer postponed (further RAN2 work needed)
R2-092683:
LS on eMBMS architecture
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
(R3-091005; to: SA2; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
RAN3
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
3.2
LTE relevance

R2-091982:
Reply LS to R2-087429 on Connection recovery by NAS

REL-8

LTE-L23
(C1-090755; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
CT1
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091996:
LS on relaying

REL-9

FS_RAN_LTEA
(R1-091110; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN1
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-091997:
LS on mobility evaluation
REL-9

FS_EUTRAN_mob
(R1-091127; to: RAN4, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
- 
proposed response parts in R2-082114,R2-092186, R2-092432, R2-092433
-
NTT DCM paper was also submitted to RAN1. Ericsson wonders if RAN2 would have to indicate that 350kmh needs to be supported. RAN1 should decide on this. NTT DCM thinks deployments and speed should be decided by RAN1. Main input from RAN2 would be on RLF detection and signaling sequences.

-
QC thinks it would be nicer to indicate this as delta to the existing TR. It can be discussed offline whether the NTT DCM contribution should be attached in its current format or more as delta to the current TR.
=>
Noted. Offline activity to come to one response LS. Will see response in R2-092570 (drafted by Qualcomm).
R2-091998:
LS on transfer of UE Security Capabilities to target eNBs
REL-8

LTE-L23
(R3-090664; to: SA3; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092000:
Reply LS to R2-090834 on Common Test Environment (TS 36.508)
REL-8

LTE-L23
(R5-090704; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN5
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=>
Noted, no LS answer
R2-092011:
Response LS to R2-091917 on L2 measurement status
REL-8

LTE-L23
(S5-091732; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Huawei)
SA5
no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
There are documents handling this.

=>
Noted, no LS answer
Late LS:

R2-092666:
LS on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures
REL-8

LTE-L23
(S3-090596; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
=>
Noted. Proposed reply in R2-092670 (drafted by NSN)
3.3
UMTS relevance

R2-091983:
Reply LS to R5-085577 = R2-090031 on "Expected UE behaviour in PMM-CONNECTED mode"
REL-6

TEI_Test
(C1-090757; to: RAN5; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
CT1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?

=>Noted, no LS answer
R2-091999:
LS on RAN2 agreement on fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell
REL-8

RANimp-DCHSDPA
(R3-090682; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: NSN)
RAN3
RAN2 action requested; LS answer drafted?
-Treat under [9.12]
=>Noted. We’ll have a reply LS. Qualcomm is drafting it in R2-092164.
=>Reply LS has been approved in R2-092495

R2-092667
Response LS to R3-090682 = R2-091999 on RAN2 fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell
REL-8

RANimp-DCHSDPA
(R1-091615; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: NSN)
RAN1
no RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
=> Not treated. Will be resubmitted to RAN2 #66.
4
UMTS/LTE joint session
Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session. Documents should focus on Stage-2 aspects common for both UTRA and E-UTRA.
4.1
Release 8

4.1.1
Inter-RAT mobility UMTS<->LTE
Note that stage-3 proposals specific for UMTS should be submitted under 9.6, and specific for LTE under 5.8.4.


=> Including outcome of email discussion [65.3] on Inter-RAT mobility performance requirements [Qualcomm].

Outcome of Email discussion on Inter-RAT mobility performance

R2-092025:
Email discussion summary [65.3] Inter-RAT performance requirement specification
Qualcomm Europe
Report
related to email discussion [65.3]
-
See proposed outgoing LS to RAN4 in R2-092120

Proposal 1:

=>
Approach 1 is agreed

Proposal 2:

=>
Will sent an LS in R2-092120

Proposal 3:

-
QC thinks that the security handling at NAS level can be done in parallel with UE configuration of lower layers. So no separate delay is required.

=>
Will not specify any additional delays

CS/PS1
R2-092235:
Need of reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC

-
NSN wonders why the lack of dynamic behaviour is a problem ? Why not always camp on the technology you prefer ? Are we expecting that the CS/PS1&2 setting will be changed very often by the user ?

-
QC wonders if we do not have the UE based solution, what happens in the network based solution when the user changes setting ? Do we perform a TAU ? Might be needed (or detach/attach).

-
NSN wonders what happens in the UE based solution when the mode changes ? NEC clarifies that then only locally the priorities will change. So NSN wonders if we go from mode 1 to mode 2 and you previously went to UMTS, will the UE go to LTE ? NEC clarifies that due to the change prioties, the UE would go to LTE and dependant on NAS perform a registration.

-
Ericsson wonders what the complexity is with a UE based approach in connected mode ? NSN wonders if it means the UE will locally release the connection.

-
TMO assumes that CS/PS1&2 selection is quite static in a PLMN. 

-
Nokia wonders if the user would really understand this CS/PS mode 1/2 ? TMO also wonders if the user can really do this.

-
Ericsson assumes that all this is only for the time that the network does not support CSFB.

-
NSN would prefer a network based solution but CT1 seems to have chosen the approach with lowest impact for them. NSN thinks operators will have to educate users if we go this way.

-
NTT DCM also wonders whether the user could understand this behaviour.

-
NTT DCM thought that all operators were keen on implementing network based priorities. NTT DCM was previously pushing network based control, but is now also ok to accept UE based solution.

=>
Question:: NTT DCM assumes that the mode is only applicable when the combined ATTACH/TAU does not succeed. So the UE AS would have to remember this and apply the overwrite every time the UE receives an overwrite of the dedicated priorities ? Probably this is required.

=>
Question: NTT DCM wonders if CS/PS mode 2 does not have the same problem (i.e. dedicated priorities favouring e.g. UMTS); would we also not need to overwrite in this case ?

-
Ericsson thinks that also in this case the UE could change the priorities locally.

-
TIM would prefer that the user cannot set preferences for camping.

-
TMO has concerns about the UE changing camping priorities.

-
Nokia thinks we should only agree to something when we have a complete solution.

-
The next CT1 meeting is before our meeting.

=>
Question: Interaction between dedicated priorities and CS/PS mode 2.

-
Panasonic points out that if the UE has to go to another RAT, this is more a cell selection to cell reselection. So we should make sure this case is covered when we change priorities.

=>
Issues:


1) Are the modes applicable in connected mode ? E.g. will UE’s locally release the connection when the UE goes from an MME that is CSFB supporting to an area which is not supporting CSFB ? (corner case ?)


Or what happens if the UE changes the mode while connected ?


2) Is CS/PS mode setting a user/MMI setting ?

=>
Will sent LS with questions in R2-092466

R2-092026:
Implementing UE mode of operation
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-092463:
Problem on the Proposals in R2-092026

R2-092027:
Implementing UE mode of operation
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.304
F
R2-092028:
Implementing UE mode of operation
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.304
F

R2-092236:
Reselection priorities locally indicated by NAS
NEC

Other

R2-092095:
Updates on UE capability transfer and container handling for E-UTRA Ericsson CR 36.300
F
=>
ALU thinks same note as in figure 3 should also be present below figure 7. Ericsson agrees the same note can be added.

-
NSN indicates that the SI/PSI is only included in figure 4 when the seNB asks for it. Should we somehow show that this is optional to provide based on source-eNB request ?

=>
Should clarify this request bit and corresponding provision, e.g. with a note

-
NSN thinks we could mandate that at least the source and target RAT capabilities should be provided. Samsung wonder if the handover would have to be delayed to get this ?

=>
Figure 4: so GSM and E-UTRAN capabilities shall be included, and UMTS capabililies are optional.

=>
Samsung proposes to generally capture that source/target capabilities shall be included.

=>
Based on offline discussion on when to set the START value to zero, steps 3/5 in section 18 might need to be  updated.

=>
Will see update in R2-092578

R2-092578:
Updates on UE capability transfer and container handling for E-UTRA Ericsson CR 36.300
F
=>
In principle agreed

R2-092365:
Clarification on handover to UTRAN from E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
Disc

-
HTC clarifies they are concerned about the case that no RAB info is provided in the handover command.

-
NSN wonders if no default bearer is established in LTE ?

-
After offline discussion, it was assumed that LTE has to start security before the handover. Then LTE might as well always establish an EPS default bearer. So the PS handover will result in a PS signaling connection in UTRAN in this case with only a default bearer. HTC wonders whether this should be clarified in the specification ? QC thinks it would be good to capture this in spec if such a limitation really exists.

-
NSN thinks still there is a case that a target would not accept the default bearer ? If this is true, then QC thinks we need a clarification on the signaling connection.

=>
Allow some more offline discussion; see CR in R2-092366
Not available/too late:
R2-092119
Draft LS to RAN4 on Inter-RAT handover performance requirements
Qualcomm Europe LSout  related to email discussion [65.3]
=>
Withdrawn
R2-092103
Discussion on usage of START in HO from E-UTRAN to UTRAN
Huawei Technologies
D

R2-092108
CR to 36.331 on usage of START in HO from E-UTRAN to UTRAN
Huawei Technologies CR 36.331 F


R2-092109
CR to 25.331 on usage of START in HO from E-UTRAN to UTRAN
Huawei Technologies
CR 25.331 F


4.1.2
Home-(e)NB
(UTRA: RAN2 WI, HNB-supp, closed: March 09, WIDS: RP-080752; LTE: part of LTE-L23)

Only stage-2 proposals will be discussed here. Note that stage-3 proposals specific for UMTS should be submitted under 9.9, and specific for LTE under 5.8/5.9.

R2-092290:
Clarification on outbound mobility
ZTE
Disc
=>
Only proposal 1 is discussed now (joint issue). Remaining parts in UMTS session

-
Motorola wonders if a change to the spec would be needed ? ZTE would like to clarify that the UE stays on the CSG cell as long as the cell is highest ranked and suitable.

-
QC assumes that we could leave this to UE implementation since the UE decides when to go from non-CSG to CSG.

-
Motorola thinks a sensible CSG cell could set this threshlow to 0 for neighbouring non-CSG cells

=>
Confirm that a sensible CGS cell could set Threshlow of neighouring macro’s to zero.

4.1.3
Other
No contributions.

4.2
Release 9
4.2.1
Home-(e)NB enhancements (RP-090351)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090351)
Common UMTS/LTE stage-2 proposals will be discussed here. Stage-3 proposals specific for UMTS should be submitted under 10.3, and specific for LTE under 6.4

WID
R2-092150:
Discussion on the WID of Support of Home NB and Home eNB enhancements RAN2 aspects Huawei
Disc

-
Vdf thinks it might be good to clarify some aspects, e.g. IDLE mode enhancements. E.g. preferential CSG cell selection in one frequency layer.

-
Huawei wonders if this VPLMN handling removal would impact the WI ? Ericsson assumes this does not impact the roaming scenarios considered by RAN2.

=>
Can be offline activity to improve the wording. Can see if you want to submit anything to next RAN2, but main submission should be to RAN. RAN2 does not agree on WI’s.
Hybrid access

R2-092122:
Requirements for Hybrid Access Mode and RAN2 Impacts
Vodafone
Disc

General:

-
TMO wonders if “preferential access” is something different from the reselection rules we have a for a closed CSG cell (for the CSG UE). Vdf assumes that also for resource handling, such a UE could get preferential resources.  E.g. an overloaded (e)NB could move non-CSG UE’s away.

-
TMO wonders if there is any impact on UE mobility due to CSG load ? TMO would not like to see this.

Proposal 1:

-
NSN wonders if this applies to connected and IDLE ?  Vdf focussed on IDLE.

-
NSN wonders what the UE behaviour is ? 

-
Nokia is concerned whether the UE would have to check the CSG-ID or all neighbour cells?

-
Ericsson thinks this is a very first proposal and we can leave the details for a bit later.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
TMO assumes that this is only for UE’s with a “relevant” CSG id.

-
Vdf assumes that in general a UE with an allowed CSG ID list should be able to detect a hybrid cell and check the CSG Id.

-
TMO assumes that e.g. when the UE would know this is a CSG id which is only used for closed CSG cells, this UE would not have to check hybrid cells CSG ID’s.

-
Ericsson thinks this proposal is quite obvious: we use the same mechanisms as for closed cells.

-
Nokia is worried about the always checking of all neighbouring cells for the CSG-id. Ericsson shares this concern. However we can work on this further. QC agrees.
Proposal 3:

-
NSN wonders if this means that UE’s have to ignore hybrid cells in normal cell reselection ? Vdf clarifies that proposal 3 just wants to indicate that we have no autonomous search in this case. However we still have the normal cell reselection.

-
Huawei wonders whether we have to do anything, if anyway legacy UE’s can enter this cell.

-
Motorola wonders if Rel-8 can camp on hybrid cells ? Vdf confirms, but only based on normal cell reselection rules.

-
TMO wonders why this is proposed ? Is there not a risk that the UE immediately moves out of the hybrid cell ? Vdf thinks this is the same concern as for closed CSG cells.

-
TMO thinks that the likelihood of moving out might be higher in this case (the user does not know where the (e)NB is.

-
Vdf indicates that to this functionality is needed to report CSG’Id’s to NAS.

Proposal 5:

-
TMO wonders why it is needed ? Can anyway study this.

Proposal 6:

-
NSN points out that this does not relate to IDLE mode. NSN wonders if this is related to handover preparation ? E.g. we should not have a handover to a cell if the UE cannot have access.

=>
Can leave this connected mode mobility for now

	Agreements for IDLE mode:

1)   UE with an allowed CSG Id list should be able to check the CSG id of a hybrid access mode cell of a H(e)NB.

2)   UEs with an allowed CSG ID list should be able to detect hybrid access mode cells either autonomously (to find cells belonging to his allowed CSG’s) or by manual search and camp on those cells.
NOTE: This does not imply that the UE will always have to check the CSG-id of any hybrid cell.

3)   UEs with an empty CSG ID list do not need to autonomously search for hybrid access mode cells. They may however manually search for hybrid access mode cells when requested by NAS. 

4)   For legacy UE’s, hybrid cells will just look like normal open cells.


R2-092052:
Hybrid Cells
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson wonders how the battery impact would be limited ? NSN thinks either Rel-8 UE’s are excluded, or we handle the battery issue.

-
NSN clarifies that Rel-9 UE’s that prioritise camping on hybrid cells with a matching CSG-Id, then the UE would have to check the CSG-Id for all cells not belonging to the reserved CSG range. NSN considers it important to allow Rel-8 UE’s to these cells.

-
TMO thinks autonomous search already limits the battery life. Rel-9 applies normal cell reselection, and for the rest autonomous search (e.g. with fingerprinting) can be used.


-
Ericsson wonders if this requires changes to the Rel-8 spec’s (e.g. some reformulation) ? Seems not. For the Rel-8 UE it is a normal open cell. Ericsson thinks we might indicate that this is an allowed combination.

-
ZTE wonders if this means that hybrid cells are not deployed on a dedicated carrier ? NSN does not thinks so.

Proposal 3:

-
Motorola wonders whether the NCL would include the CSG of the neighbouring cells ? NSN assumes normal NCL information. TMO wonders if this does not have a large implications for macro cells ? 

-
For LTE we should not blacklist these cells. What does it mean for UMTS ?

-
For UMTS, TMO would be worried about the impact on non-CSG UE’s. I.e. they will have to look for more cells since the list is now bigger.

-
ZTE wonders how many PCI/PSC’s would be used for hybrid cells ? 

-
TMO would be fine not to list (at least for UMTS), and rely on cell reselection based on coverage limitations. Vdf would like Rel-8 UE’s to find these cells.

	Agreements:

1)
A hybrid cell is a cell that can be at the same time a CSG cell for UEs with its CSG-ID in their whitelist, and a regular cell to all other UEs.

2)
Hybrid cells do not belong to csg-PCI-Range (CSG PSC Split Information), have a csg-Indication (CSG Indication) turned off but broadcast a csg-Identity (CSG Identity).


NOTE: although Release 8 non-CSG and CSG UEs would be able to camp on such hybrid cells (which would be seen as a normal one) there is no possibility for Release 8 CSG UEs to see hybrid cells as CSG cells when their CSG ID matches their whitelist.

3a)
Neighbour Cell List: Hybrid cells should not be blacklisted in the LTE NCL

3b)
Neighbour Cell List: FFS how to handle hybrid cells in the UMTS NCL


=>
Should see contributions for 36.300 and UMTS Stage-2 to capture these agreements.

=>
LTE in R2-092580
=>
UMTS in R2-092581

=>
Come back on Friday
R2-092580:
Idle mode requirements to support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
CR
36.300
=>
Motorola wonders what “similar” means in the first sentence in 10.5.1.2.1. Vdf agrees it could be changed to “same”

-
NSN thinks we have agreed that the hybrid is either a CSG or a normal cell. Now it seems a subset of CSG. Vdf thinks this is in line with SA1 definition.

-
Terminology:


Option 1: Open cells 
CSG cells (closed CSG) 
Hybrid cells


Option 2: Open cells 
Closed CSG cells 

Hybrid CSG cells

-
Vdf thinks we should align to SA1. NSN would like to sent an LS to SA1. 

-
QC wonders if we are just discussing terminology ?

=>
We continue to use option 1 for terminology until SA1 replies

=>
TMO would prefer to remove the green part

=>
TMO thinks terminology w.r.t. “allowed CSG list” and “Hybrid CSG cells” to be used consistently.

=>
Remove “incentives from the operator” from the appendix.

-
Samsung thinks 3a/3b are not reflected yet. Vdf thinks it is more stage-3.

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-092687
=>
Will sent LS to SA1 to ask them if this renaming is really necessary in R2-092686 [NSN]  If we get a response that SA1 does not prefer to change their naming, we will align to the SA1 terminology.
R2-092687:
Idle mode requirements to support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
CR
36.300
=>
Still on place remaining of “CSG cells operating in hybrid access mode”. Should be changed.

=>
In definitions: we should not talk about home-eNB: should say cell that operates as ….

=>
Will go for email approval together with R2-092688 EMAIL DISC

-
NSN wonders if we could remove the informative annexes for the Rel-9 36.300 ? QC would prefer to have some more time to check if nothing important would be removed. TMO thinks it would be good to remove. We stil have the Rel-8. TIM thinks that F.2 has connected mode requirements. So maybe we should not remove.

R2-092581:
Idle mode requirements to support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
CR
25.367
-
Same comments as on previous documents apply

=>
Continue to use Rel-8 terminology; CSG cell is closed CSG cell. And we have Hybrid cells.
=>
Will see updated CR in R2-092688
R2-092688:
Idle mode requirements to support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
CR
25.367
=>
Same comments as on R2-092687 apply

=>
Changes on changes

=>
Still “closed access mode cells” remaining.

=>
Renaming to CSG cells (as in Rel-8) and “Hybrid cells”

=>
Will go for EMAIL DISC approval (R2-092707 for 36.300; R2-092708 for 25.367) 1 week [Vdf]
The following 5 Tdocs were not treated:
R2-092310:
Open Access, Hybrid Access and closed H(e)NBs, and Macro eNBs
Motorola
Disc

R2-092083:
Support for hybrid home base stations
Ericsson
Disc

R2-092405:
Hybrid cell and PCI-split
Samsung
Disc

R2-092140:
Discussions on mobile camping on hybrid cell
Huawei
Disc

R2-092123:
Definition of CSG Cell to Include Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
Disc

Inbound mobility

R2-092139:
Incoming Handover to CSG
Huawei
Disc
-
QC thinks that we should not limit use cases now, but only if we find problems later in realization.

-
Motorola wonders why use case 2 would be rare ? Huawei assumes that this use case only happens when you come home/leave home, not when you walk on the boundary of your home cell.

-
Motorola wonders what the intention is for use case 1 ? Is the intention to support this in Rel-8 ?  Huawei thinks this could be possible

-
IDT wonders if this means that the network would keep UE locations / CSG visits in memory ? Huawei thinks this would be possible.

-
If we solve use case 2, we also address use case 1. 

-
Huawei thinks that the difference between use case 1 and 2 is that for 2 the UE still needs to provide proximity information.

=>
Noted; no willingness to limit use cases now.
R2-092142:
Inbound handover to CSG and hybrid cells
 InterDigital
Disc

Issue 1:

-
Nokia wonders how in UMTS CELL-DCH, timely detection could be guaranteed ?

-
IDT assumes we would need some form of compressed mode.

Issue 2:

-
Huawei wonders if IDT agrees that proximity detection is an issue (i.e. only activate the measurements in certain locations), or can the measurements run all the time ? IDT agrees that fingerprinting could be used or mechanisms to assist the UE.

-
NSN wonders if we can live without the UE doing part of the work. Also currently there is no whitelist in the eNB.

-
Main question seems to be whether the UE or the eNB does the initial UE check ?

=>
So main issues seem to be on how do we determine the target cell uniquely (at least have common understanding between UE and (e)NB, and who does the suitability check (UE or network).

-
QC thinks at least for pre-Rel-9 UE’s, the network will have to do the check.

=> 
Noted

R2-092084:
Active Mode Mobility Support for Home Base Stations
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Not treated (already covered)

R2-092177:
UE behaviour for Intra-frequency Active Hand-in to HNBs
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Huawei thought SFN reporting is optional for UMTS UE. QC thinks this is a mandatory capability.

-
Airvana supports this proposal. 

-
QC only makes this proposal for UMTS. For LTE, a completely different proposal is proposed (R2-092113). 

-
QC thinks for UMTS inter-freq, measurement gaps will be required.

-
QC thinks for LTE intra-freq, it will be more difficult to read this GCI.

=>
Noted

R2-092113:
Connected mode mobility in the presence of PCI confusion for HeNBs Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
IDT wonders if this means that the UE never needs to read the GCI/SIB1 in advance ? Or is this proposal only relevant if the UE did not manage to read SIB1 ?

-
Motorola thinks this might cause a fairly big interruption ? The proposal would not result in a big interruption if the UE goes to the correct cell.

-
NSN wonders how likely it is the UE goes to the right cell ?

-
NSN wonders if fetching the context is really faster than going through IDLE (you don’t have an  X2). QC thinks this should be studied

-
QC clarifies that the conditional handover command does not include any configuration. It is just to trigger the UE to go to that cell and check the suitability. 

-
Nokia wonders where the UE gets the configuration from ? Normally in handover you get the configuration via the source cell. QC clarifies that want they want to do is more enforce a re-establishment.

-
If the UE finds out it is not allowed in the target cell, he would just go back to the source cell.

-
Motorola wonders if we would not allow many attempts to cells the UE is anyway not allowed to access ? 

-
NTT DCM wonders how the UE continue on the source cell if the conditional handover fails ?

-
How long will the source eNB keep resources for this UE ? QC thinks this would become clear from the context fetch.

=>
Noted

R2-092302:
Access Checking for handover to HeNBs
Motorola
R2-092307:
PCID confusion
Motorola

-
ZTE wonders how this works for the TDD network ? All home-(e)NB would sync to the macro.

=>
Noted

R2-092404:
Hand-in to a CSG cell
Samsung
Disc

=>
Updated in R2-092450
R2-092450:
Hand-in to a CSG cell
Samsung
Disc

-
Motorola wonders for proposal 3, is this not the same as today: UE sends measurement report and then the eNB can trigger GCI reading. Samsung clarifies that the gap would be assigned before the measurement report in order to not delay the handover. Request could e.g. be triggered based on fingerprint.

-
ZTE wonders if the proposal 2 is the same for all types of CSG cells (hybrid, closed,…). Samsung assumes so,

-
QC wonders if this proposal is also valid for UMTS ? Samsung would prefer to use the same approach for UMTS and LTE. QC thinks then the gaps are not required for intra-freq.

=>
Noted 

R2-092412:
Connected mode CSG mobility considerations Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc
-
Nokia clarifies that the capability would relate support for “connected mode CSG support”.

-
QC wonders if this bit is needed if the eNB would know the allowed CSG list of the UE ? Probably not.

-
NSN wonders if we support hybrid inbound mobility ? The WI does require supporting this.

-
NSN wonders if the inbound mobility to uncoordinated cells in general should be aligned (i.e. closed CSG or hybrid cell). Huawei thinks this should be aligned.

=>
Noted

R2-092424*:
Issues with UE autonomous search function for Home-eNB cells
Samsung
Disc

-
Proposal 2 is withdrawn. Focus should be on proposal 1

-
QC wonders if proposal 1 is for home-eNB’s. Yes, so focusing on LTE.

-
ZTE wonders what kind of CSG information we are talking about ? Samsung clarifies e.g. CSG-ID, operating frequency, …

-
Motorola wonders if this can really work if we have many home-eNB’s ?

-
Samsung clarifies that it is the home-eNB broadcasting this information in the other carrier, not the macro cell.

-
TMO has strong concerns on home-eNB’s performing transmission on the macro layer. Samsung agrees that the interference might be a problem.

-
NTT DCM is doubtfull about this proposal. Also home-eNB would have to have 2 transmission in parallel. Seems to increase home-eNB cost. Samsung thinks the home-eNB can switch.

-
TMO is worried that temporarily CSG users could not be serviced when this inter-frequency transmission is made.

-
QC thinks this is an interesting proposal, however is concerned about macro cell interference.

=>
Noted

Current situation:

- Two main problems identified:

	Problem
	UE based solution
	Network based solution

	1) PCI/PSC confusion 

How can seNB find the target
cell ?
	* UE provides GCI in meas report

* measurement gaps needed for connected mode ?
	* UE provides PSC/PCI in measurement report

* network somehow resolves confusion, e.g:

· separate SON-ANR report request from UE

· “proximity information” from UE

· location report from UE

· LTE: frame timing diff from UE



	2) Who performs initial suitability check (CSG in allowed CSG list) ?
	* UE performs check and might:

a) refrain from reporting if the check is not passed, or

b) report the cell with “not allowed”
	* UE always reports cell but network should do the check. 

* Which node: probably NB/eNB if many invalid reports are expected ?




- Is conditional handover, UE or network based solution ? Kind of “delayed UE based solution” ?

- Handle intra-freq and inter-freq differently ?

- Handle UMTS and LTE differently ?

- Different support for pre-Rel-9 and Rel-9 UE’s ?

-
ZTE wonders if mixed UE/network solution are possible ? Everything still possible

-
NSN thinks it is clearly not possible to have the MME perform the initial suitability check. 

-
NSN thinks one option would be to only support the use case 3 of Huawei: only in case of coverage loss the UE would go to the home-cell in connected mode. This would limit the inbound mobility to coverage loss cases.

-
Main questions for the email discussion:


1) How to address PCI/PSC confusion ?


2) Who does initial suitability check (CSG in allowed CSG list) ?

-
QC wonders what judgement criteria do we have ? Performance, Complexity,….

- 
Huawei thinks legacy support is important. ALU has some sympathy for this criteria.

=>
Motorola will coordinate email discussion up to next meeting EMAIL DISC
4.2.2
SI: Minimisation of drive tests (RP-090341)
(FS_NGN_min_drive-tests, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09; target: Sep.09, WIDS: RP-090341)

Proposed TR

R2-092030:
Skeleton TR UE measurements for minimizing drive-tests in next generation networks Qualcomm Europe
Disc
-
QC would prefer to only capture agreed use cases in section 5.

-
Huawei wonders why we do not address policy control / message formats ? QC explains that the general principle is that the architecture discussion should be done in SA5. So without this architecture, we cannot define message formats.

-
Huawei wonders where the contents of chapter 4/5 will come from ? Will we agree them here ? QC think we can use the initial input from SA5, and can have further thoughts ourselves based on radio knowledge/operator input. 

-
Huawei wonders if there is any SA5 plan for this architecture, since it could impact the RAN2 work ? QC thinks the architecture can be determined later (e.g. transport in RRC, OMA application layer,….).

-
Ericsson thinks the transport would impact e.g. reporting frequency. So we would need to understand a bit the receiving node. 

-
Nokia indicates that this proposal seems to propose almost a technical specification for a SI. Is that correct ?

-
Nokia thinks we should first discuss the use cases. Then we should discuss where the measurement are done, e.g. eNB or UE.

-
Ericsson is quite ok with the outline, but proposes to:

=>
Add the note 3 from the WI in scope

=>
Section “specification impact” is probably not required in the TR. Can be removed

=>
Also Ericsson would like to add “end user impact”. QC wonders what this would be ? Ericsson thinks that e.g. when we have location reporting, then security might be an issue.

=>
Title should be aligned to WI title. QC indicates that this title was already listed in the WI. Ericsson thinks it was probably forgotten in plenary to change this title in accordance with the WI title. So Ericsson would also prefer to change the title. Huawei would also prefer this name change.

=>
Should be clear that it is a technical report

-
Motorola wonders if the scope should also be changed ? Ericsson clarified that the title was changed in RAN because we should first discuss/agree on use cases, and only if required define UE measurements. Current scope seems to be copied from WI objective.TIM thinks the objective in the WI is clear.

-
Huawei wonders if this is all really applicable to UMTS as well ? Do we want a new architecture/new measurements ? QC wants to use existing measurements as much as possible.

=>
Will see update TR on Friday in R2-092583

R2-092583:
Skeleton TR UE measurements for minimizing drive-tests in next generation networks Qualcomm Europe
TR
36.805
-
ToC needs to be corrected 
=>
Agreed with change as v0.1.0 in R2-092702
Other

R2-092029:
UE Measurements for Minimizing Drive Tests
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
-
Nokia thinks we should focus on the use cases. So first the use cases and not first the measurements. QC agrees. 

-
Huawei wonders whether the SI should also cover the configuration of the measurements ? QC agrees that if we need input for a measurement, then we should indeed indicate this in the TR (e.g. timer for periodical reporting).

-
Ericsson thinks we could agree on some high level use cases for the framework. E.g. use cases from section 4 but without the measurments.

-
TIM also sees some benefits in capturing the measurements, e.g. how they could be used to support the use case. At least it should be seen as basis for future work.

=> 
Agree on the 5 indicated use cases. Wording should be discussed offline, e.g. removing measurement details.

-
Nokia wonders what the difference is between 4.1 and 4.2 use cases ? QC thinks they are already covered in 36.902. Still we should understand the difference. TIM thinks 4.1 is related to settings optimising coverage, and the capacity<->coverage trade-off. Use case 4.2. is tuned to handover/mobility failures.

=>
QC indicates on use case is missing compared to the LS from SA5 which is “load balancing”. QC would prefer to also take that use case in the TR. This is also agreed.

-
Ericsson thinks for each use case we should have an analysis of what information could be obtained from the network already, and what is really missing and might thus need to be reported from the UE.

=>
Will stop at use case level for this meeting. Next meeting can have inputs on this network availability and potential UE reporting

-
QC wonders how much detail we need for the measurement already available in the network ? Or can we directly go to the UE measurements ?  Ericsson would prefer to see for each use case what is already available from the network. QC wonders how we can determine whether the information collected by the network is sufficient ?

=>
Will see updated text  proposal only containing the use case descriptions. In R2-092584

=>
Based on offline discussion, later agreed to be merged into R2-092585

R2-092435:
Preliminary analysis on use cases and UE measurements for minimisation of drive tests Telecom Italia
Disc
-
Ericsson thinks some of the use cases are already agreed. Two new use cases are:


a) Radio quality characterisation


b) Control plane delay

-
Ericsson assumes “traffic distribution” is similar to load balancing. TIM does not agree: it is intended to capture from where in the cell the traffic is coming from ?  Ericsson wonders what this is used for ?

-
Vdf thinks there are 2 more use cases that a missing so far: Idle mode accessibility (when can the UE not see broadcast), and “Idle mode return to E-UTRA coverage”. Can be discussed in a next meeting.

-
Huawei wonders why 2.3 includes traffic volume measurements ? 

-
Huawei assumes that “traffic volume reporting” is not really something related to drive tests. TIM thinks that this is collected in drive-tests where we collect location and throughput and relate it to CQI.

-
Nokia wonders how “control plane delay” relates to drive tests ? TIM thinks it can help operators in detecting where there are problems in the network.

-
Huawei wonders if “radio quality characterisation” is not included in coverage and capacity. TIM would like to highlight the need to detect problems in specific areas of a cell.

-
One problem is that the titles are the same as the SON uses cases.

=>
Will work offline on trying to define a use case on “control plane delay”

=>
Will work offline on trying to define a use case on “radio quality characterisation”

=>
Will work offline on trying to define a use case on “traffic distribution”

=>
Will see update proposal in R2-092585

R2-092585:
Use case description for minimisation of drive tests
-
Motorola wonders what 5.5. is intended to measure and if the UE is involved ?

-
Ericsson thinks 5.5. might be merged with 5.1. if throughput is related to coverage. SA5 is already doing an effort on throughput.

-
Ericsson wonders what 5.6. is intended to obtain ?

-
Ericsson wonders whether 5.7. could not (at least partly) merged in 5.1 ?

-
QC thinks based on the discussion measurements, we could see if we can merge use cases. Anyway we should avoid duplication under different use cases.

-
Ericsson thinks in the use cases the relation to drive tests should be clear. Nokia agrees to this.

-
TMO would be interested if these tests could avoid active probes.

=>
Will go for 1 week email discussion EMAIL DISC; final version in R2-092703 [TIM]

=>
Main intention is to avoid duplication in use case coverage, so some rewording might be needed.

-
Assumption is that later the link with drive tests should be motivated when measurements are provided. 

R2-092024:
Possible measurements for minimising drive tests
TeliaSonera
Disc

not treated
Not available/too late:
R2-092360
Optimization of RACH parameters
Samsung
Disc
withdrawn
R2-092361
Detection of the cell outage
Samsung
Disc
withdrawn
4.2.3
Other

No contributions.

5
Long Term Evolution (LTE) Release 8
5.1
General

Under this agenda item we discuss Stage-2 issues, and also issues that are too general (e.g. impacting multiple protocols) or important (e.g. major impact on other groups) to be discussed in the CP / UP sessions separately.

5.1.1
36.300

R2-092096:
Clarification of PLMN id to be used in Global eNB ID Ericsson CR 36.300 F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
ALU wonders why we need this CR ? TMO sees no difference between MNC/MCC and PLMN.

=>
Noted (can think if still something needs to be clarified w.r.t. “primary-PLMN”)

R2-092099:
Correction of UE measurement model
Ericsson
CR
36.300
F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
NSN wonders where the 200ms comes from ? Ericsson thinks the filtering coefficient is tuned to that.

-
Panasonic wonders if this CR implies that the UE needs to adapt the coefficient based on the input rate from L1 ? Ericsson wonders about long DRX cases. Ericsson thinks an implementation could input the sample every 200ms.

-
Huawei has the same understanding as Ericsson. Main intention is too inteprete the usage of the filtering coefficient. Should this be in RRC or RAN4 ?

-
Motorola thinks this is not a stage-2 issue.

-
How was this handed in UMTS ? Huawei thinks then RRC indicates specified this. RIM thinks that then we references 25.133 with the reporting rate equal to the measurement period.

-
Ericsson would be fine to keep the reporting rate in stage-2 at point B implementation dependant, but capture in the filtering specification in RRC that it should act like having a 200ms reporting rate. This seems ok for the non-DRX case.

-
NTT DCM wonders what happens in DRX ? Does the UE adapt the filtering ? RAN4 seems to be discussing this this week as well. Nokia wonders why we have a reporting rate of 200ms in case of DRX ? Nokia assumes that a UE is not performing measurements outside DRX. Ericsson thinks the UE could assume a sample every 200ms by copying.

-
CATT wonders if the 200ms is applicable only for intra-freq or also for inter-freq ? Ericsson assumes it can be the same. QC thinks the problem is that there is no measurement period in RAN4.

=>
Allow some time for offline discussion. Can try to see if a CR for 36.331 is possible based on offline discussion including both DRX and non-DRX in R2-092571, preferably covering both DRX and non-DRX

R2-092571:
Correction of UE measurement model
Ericsson
CR
36.300
F REL-8 LTE-L23

=>
Nokia thinks we should refer to the “sample rate equal to the L1 measurement period as defined in 36.133” instead of the 200ms.

=>
editorial comment from NTT DCM “the the”

-
NTT DCM wonders about DRX ? 

-
Samsung wonders why not indicate that the measurements are provided once every measurement period.

-
RIM thinks that in UMTS the rate at point b is not specified. The filter coefficient is set based on the assumption that the rate is the same as the measurement period. RIM thinks that also for UMTS this adaptation is assumed to be done by the UE. Then it might be better to explicit to indicate this.

-
Huawei indicates the measurement period in DRX is  times DRX period. So never the 200ms. Huawei wonders if this CR is really thought through; maybe we should discuss with RAN4. However anyway Huawei supports the CR.

-
Nokia thinks the CR is ok and they checked with RAN4.

=>
With these 2 changes, the CR is in principle agreed in R2-092684

R2-092219:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on Removal of MBMS LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.300  F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
NSN thinks we already agreed to only have a sentence for the scope in the beginning in Rel-8, and nothing else.

-
Chairman clarified that we cannot have this CR now. If we want it, we should do it next quarter.

=>
Noted
5.1.2
L1/2 control in RRC
Contributions on aspects related to the handling of L1, MAC, RLC and PDCP parameters in RRC.

R2-092104:
Proposed CR forbidding the reconfiguration of UM RLC SN field size
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
 F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola thinks changing the size at handover/re-establishment should be allowed.

-
Ericsson supports the Motorola view. E.g. eNB not supporting larger SN size.

-
Samsung thinks no CR is needed since anyway networks would not often do this.

-
Samsung thinks network will not know what the UE will do when it is reconfigured. So the network cannot really do this.

-
Ericsson thinks that since there is a new RLC entity created at handover/re-establishment, there is not need to disallow it for those cases. Nokia wonders whether RLC-re-establishment is the same as creating a new entity.

-
LG thinks we should not even allow at handover/re-estalishment since there is a relation to the PDCP SN size. Ericsson thinks there is no 1-to-1 required relation.

-
ALU thinks it is usefull at handover / re-establishment. Huawei agrees. We should also specify that on the fly reconfigurationn (without handover/re-establihsment) is not allowed.

-
NTT DCM explains that the current modeling is that the existing RLC entity is re-established so not a new RLC entity. But all the state variables are reset so it is like a new entity.

=>
Agree that the RLC UM SN length can only be changed at re-establishment/handover. Should see an update CR in R2-092572

R2-092572:
Proposed CR forbidding the reconfiguration of UM RLC SN field size
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
 F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Should change “re-establishment” to “RRC connection re-establishment” in the newly added sentence.

-
Maybe RRC should be checked in general on this. ALU checked, and in may places in RRC we have used “re-establishment” meaning RRC connection re-establishment. So this should be the general default understanding.
=>
In principle agreed with this one change in R2-092685

R2-092364:
Clarification on RLC-Config
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
F
-
Ericsson thinks the timer values could be reconfigured on the fly. NSN agrees. There are some parameters for which change on the fly is ok.

=>
Noted; R2-092362 can be discussed in UP session.

R2-092233:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Alignment of power control parameter names with L1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN thinks this is not an essential for Rel-8. If we need this, NSN would prefer a collective CR for small changes. Samsung agrees with this remark.

-
LG thinks it would be good to have collective CR.

=>
Huawei thinks a “(1)” is missing in the name used for dynamic scheduling. 

=>
Ericsson wonders if it is P”0” or P”O” ?

=>
Will see update CR in R2-092573

R2-092573:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on Alignment of power control parameter names with L1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
It was clarified that RAN1 also used Pzero, although this might have been incorrect.

=>
Will merge these changes in rapporteur CR R2-092672
R2-092249:
Allow statusReportRequired change after connection re-establishment
Motorola CR 36.331 F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
Samsung wonders what the intention is ? Would the target eNB set it to “disabled” ? Motorola thinks a target eNB should be able to set it like it wants.

-
Ericsson thinks this is a very specific case. In addition, the eNB can always ignore a report it receives. So this seems a small optimization not needed for Rel-8.

-
LG thinks we could just indicate “PDCP re-establishment”. The proposed terminology is already used for inclusion of PDCP-config.

-
Samsung thinks this proposal only saves one PDCP status report (few bytes) so not very important. Nokia agrees not essential for Rel-8.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092312:
To align field description of UL-Carrier-freq
ZTE
CR
36.331
F
 REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson wonders if this can really be misunderstood.

-
Samsung has a CR which included a number of smaller corrections in R2-092202 and which also includes this change.

-
Ericsson thinks nothing is broken. 

=>
Clear that only if the value is different from the default, there is a need to signal the value. However different value is not supported in Rel-8

=>
Noted; no need for a CR
Not available/too late

R2-092444
Default value for the timeAlignmentTimer
Infineon Technologies
CR 36.331 F REL-8LTE-L23

5.1.3
Other

Any other Stage-2 issue or issues that would be good to discuss commonly between CP and UP? Note that RAN2 decided to in general give priority to Stage-3 completion rather than Stage-2 perfection: near-term focus for 36.300 should be on correcting important errors.

R2-092016:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on RLC status report triggers
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.300 F  REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola is fine with removing the sentence. However the newly added sentence is not really complete: there are other cases when it is triggered. But we should not include too much detail. So only the remove is probably sufficient. Ericsson agrees.

=>
Will remove the sentence and have additional general sentence that based on missing PDU detection the receiving entity can decide to trigger a status report

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-092574

R2-092574:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on RLC status report triggers
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.300 F  REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
In principle agreed
R2-092100:
Minor corrections to the feature grouping
Ericsson CR
36.331
F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
ALU wonders about measurement event B2; when is that supported ? Assumption is that if the UE supports 22, 23, or 24, it shall support B2 ?

=>
Allow some offline discussion on how B2 is impacted by this feature groups

-
Nokia assumes there is a dependency between bit3 and bit7. Question is whether we list all dependancies. 

=>
Can allow some offline on interdependy capturing; should we try to capture all interdependencies ?

=>
We will see update in R2-092575

R2-092575:
Minor corrections to the feature grouping
Ericsson CR
36.331
F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
In principle agreed
R2-092275:
DL NAS traffic when SRB2 is suspended – Discussion Motorola Disc 36.331 REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic wonders in what case the eNB would not establish the SRB2 ?

-
Ericsson thinks this optimization is not needed: no major improvement/nothing broken. 

-
Samsung thinks this has been discussed before and then this behaviour was decided. Samsung sees no reason to change this at this late stage. QC agrees.

=>
Noted

R2-092276:
DL NAS traffic when SRB2 is suspended - CR
Motorola CR 36.331 F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
Noted
A/N handling at PUCCH release; moved to UP-session
R2-092376:
Clarification on default configuration upon PUCCH/ SRS release request
Panasonic, Nokia Siemens Network, NTT DOCOMO INC., Samsung, LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331
F REL-8 LTE-L23
R2-092145:
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-092188:
36.321 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR 36.321 F REL-8
LTE-L23

R2-092215:
36.331 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR 36.331 F REL-8
LTE-L23

5.2
eNB measurements (36.314)
R2-092183:
Removal of measurements not reflected in interface specifications
Huawei
CR 36.314
 F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
In principle agreed
R2-092408:
Removal of some PRB measurements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR 36.314 F REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not treated (covered by previous document)
R2-092107:
Correction to the definition of PDCP SDU Delay measurement Ericsson CR 36.314
 F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
Huawei wonders if the proposal is to substract a constant ? Huawei thinks in TDD we have a dynamic difference in principle ?

-
Huawei thinks a more exact definition for TDD would be possible but that would also add to the complexity.

-
Huawei wonders if “transmission time” could be enhanced a bit ? This is why Ericsosn indicated the 3ms. Offline discussion can be continued.

-
NSN wonders if we could not take the point of first transmission of (part of) of the SDU as ending time for the time measurement ? Ericsson assumes the intention of the measurement is to cover the delay up to delivery to higher layers in the UE.

=>
Postponed (can be resubmitted with updates)
5.3
MAC (36.321)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.4
RLC (36.322)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.5
PDCP (36.323)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)
Treated in LTE UP session, see Annex A.

5.8
RRC (36.331)
Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.

5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)
Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.

6
Long Term Evolution (LTE) Release 9
6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)

(LCS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: Dec. 08, target: Dec.09, WIDS: RP-080995)

(LCS_LTE-NBPS, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090354)

Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.
6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)

(IMS_EMER_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: Dec. 08; target: Sep. 09, WIDS: RP-081140)

Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.
6.3
eMBMS (RP-090350)

(MBMS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09; target: Dec.09, WIDS: RP-090350)

If considered required, RAN2 could also provide proposed update on WI-sheet.

WID
R2-092437:
eMBMS Release-9 WID
Huawei Technologies
WIDS

=>
Noted
General scope/stage-2 update

R2-092147:
eMBMS discussions kick off
Huawei Technologies
Disc

General:


Implied by WID:


=> no MBMS dedicated carrier support


=> MTCH only on MCH


=> no counting or feedback


=> no new mobility mechanisms/procedures for service continuity

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson is interested in supporting overlapping areas.

-
LG wonders what happens with a Rel-9 UE in a Rel-10 network that would support overlapping areas ? NSN thinks it depends on what design choice we make.

-
Motorola supports this conclusion. We should not spent any time on this.

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia thinks it might be simpler if we only map to DL-SCH. If we map to MCCH, we have to worry about coordinating RRC transmissions on different eNB’s.

-
Motorola wonders why this coordination would be different from the coordination you would have to do with MTCH ? Nokia explains that if we want to re-use the SYNC protocol also for MCCH, it would mean the RRC messages would have to be generated in some central location. (SYNC protocol works on byte counting).

-
Panasonic assumes the RRC message are quite semi-static. So it should not be so difficult to synchronise eNB’s.

-
CATT would like to map on both DL-SCH and MCH. Different scenarios could apply different solutions.

-
Samsung thinks we only allowed mapping to DL-SCH for single cell.

-
Nokia assumes that we could have hooks for both and leave the synchronisation effort for future releases.

-
LG shares the Samsung/Panasonic opinion. Huawei did not find any additional complexity with synchronising MCCH.

-
Samsung thinks the MCE could generate the RRC messages rather than only the control. NSN indicates the MCE could be the eNB without this. So RAN3 input would be required.

-
LG thinks we could expect MBSFN combining within an eNB in any case.

-
ALU sees some simplifications if we map to DL-SCH.

-
NSN thinks as long as we only have mixed carriers, MCCH could be handled as BCCH (coverage wise)

-
ZTE wonders if we have to study single cell ? Chairman thinks transmission on MCH can be sent from only 1 cell

-
Panasonic thinks we might regret mapping to DL-SCH if we in later releases also want to introduce mapping to MCCH. Then we would increase the number of options.

-
Nokia thinks all cases can be handled with DL-SCH. LG indicates that dedicated carriers would use MCCH on MCH.

-
Panasonic thinks that for MBSFN, it is simpler to only have 1 option, only MCCH->MCH. QC agrees with this. Motorola also prefers to have MCCH on MCH. From radio it makes sense.

-
CMCC prefers MCCH->MCH. It would be strange to have the data multi-cell but the coupled control only dedicated cell.

=>
MCCH on MCH

-
ZTE wonders if MCCH is mapped on a different MCH than the MTCH ? This because of different scheduling periods.

Proposal 5:

-
Nokia wonders what it really means ? Is it implying a switch to unicast when moving to the heNB ? Huawei wanted to make it clear that we do not work on this.

-
Panasonic wonders if Huawei wants to standardise this UE capability ? Huawei does not intend to standardise.

-
Motorola thinks we should just say that there is no service continuity.

Proposal 7:

-
Nokia wonders whether this only is related to service continuity, or also to the parallel reception of unicast and MBMS ? Nokia thought the beaty of mixed carrier only, is that parallel reception might be quite easily supported.

-
Huawei indicates they have written this with Inter-frequency in mind.

-
QC thinks this is obviously true when the UE camps e.g. in a non-3GPP RAT. QC thinks parallel reception of unicast and multi-cast is an interesting topic.  

-
Panasonic currently assumes there would be no impact of MBMS reception on parallel dedicated communication (ofcourse different subframes). 

-
Nokia wonders if dedicated activities could impact MBMS.

Proposal 8:

-
TMO wonders why network sharing is a problem and would e.g. require dual receiver ? Huawei agrees on one frequency it would not. TMO would prefer not to have agreement 8, e.g. the mixed carrier on which this is deployed could be a shared carrier.

-
Nokia wonders what really the complexity is to support this ?
	Agreements implied by WID:

a)
no MBMS dedicated carrier support

b)
MTCH only on MCH

c)
no counting or feedback

d)
no new mobility mechanisms/procedures for inter frequency layer convergence or dispersion

Further agreements:

1)
Agree that we will not spent any significant effort on supporting overlapping MBSFN areas in Rel-9

2)
MCCH is only mapped on MCH. 

4)
Exclude mechanisms to deliver MCCH to UE via handover command in Rel-9.

5)
No AS level mechanism for service continuity will be defined for mobility outside cells belonging to the MBSFN area.


=> This has to be reflected in the stage-2

R2-092106:
Proposed clarifications to eMBMS work item Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, KDDI Disc

Proposal 3:

-
Will we have only 1 MCCH ?

-
LG wonders how a Rel-9 UE would work in a Rel-10 network if it would have overlapping areas then ? ZTE supports LG’s point.

-
Nokia thinks at later releases we can add more MCCH’s in the control plane. Maybe BCCH will have more pointers. There will also be more MCH’s then, but still not necessarily a hierarchical structure.

-
LG wonders if a Rel-10 network would have to select one of the MCCH ? Or how does the UE find the service it is interested in ? Will the BCCH indicate mapping between service and MCCH ?

-
Motorola thinks in RAN it was commented that we should not spend to much time on forward compatibility.  LG does not recollect this issue mentioned in RAN and thinks there were even some concerns. Motorola agrees that RAN wanted the Rel-9 solution to be useable in Rel-10. However at least offline it was discussed that no hooks for future compatibility have to be introduced. Huawei agrees with Motorola.

	Agreements:

6)
MBMS does not affect unicast mobility procedures.

7)
No information is provided to help the UE in switching reception between MBSFNs. Going from one MBSFN area to another is left up to UE implementation.

8)
No hierarchical structure of MCCHs is investigated in this release of eMBMS. I.e. we have only 1 MCCH


R2-092101:
Alignment of Stage 2 description of MBMS with Rel-9 work item
Ericsson
Disc

Only proposal 3 is new.

-
Huawei thinks having MBSFN, we are “streaming ready”. So Huawei thinks it would be good to have ROHC. 

-
NSN has previously had a contribution showing the gains of ROHC. NSN showed the gains were really really small. So NSN supports the Ericsson proposal. For NSN it is not a matter of complexity, but in general about usefulness.

-
CMCC supports the view of Huawei. CMCC indicates that in the MBMS architecture there is ROHC. 

-
Nokia thinks the gains are not big because packets are typically large. Also there is an issue with UE capability / number of ROHC contexts.

=>
After offline discussion, it was preferred to wait with a final decision until next meeting.

R2-092209:
REL-9 MBMS solution
Samsung
Disc
=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-092191:
eMBMS in Rel9
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

=>
Noted (main aspects covered)

R2-092423:
Summary of starting point of eMBMS in LTE Rel-9
CMCC
Disc

=>
Noted (main issues covered)
R2-092402:
Clarification on the requirement of the single cell E-MBMS transmission
CATT
Disc

=>
Noted (already covered)

R2-092403:
MCCH for E-MBMS transmission
CATT
Disc

Only proposal 2 is left.

-
First ZTE agreed with this point. LG wonders what we are disussing: MBSFN area with a size of one cell ?

-
QC wonders what the issues are with an MBSFN area of one cell ? CATT wonders what the scrambling code for the PMCH would be ?  Can study this. Assumption is there is no specific problem.

-
ZTE thinks if the MBSFN area is only 1 cell, we will use the long CP and the transmission is not very efficient. In Rel-9 we need a simple solution so not all cases might not be optimally supported.

=>
Assume there is no problem to use an MCH transmission only from 1 cell.

Stage-2 CR’s:

R2-092184:
eMBMS baseline CR to 36.300
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.300


B

R2-092045:
Proposed CR to 36.300 (Rel-9) on MBMS
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, KDDI CR 36.300 B

R2-092102:
Alignment of Stage 2 description of MBMS with Rel-9 work item
Ericsson CR 36.300 
F

R2-092441:
Proposals for MBMS in 36.300 (CR)
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.300
 B
=> 
Will be offline activity to come with a stage-2 CR by Friday (Huawei) in R2-092677
-
QC wonders if we are going to remove thinks from the stage-2 that are not supported, or would we flag them as not supported ? Motorola thinks we could just add a qualifier.

-
Huawei thinks we have older version that have captured the things we previously had. So Huawei would prefer to remove all things that are not supported. Ericsson would also prefer to only keep in what we have.
R2-092677:
MBMS baseline for Rel-9
-
LG wonders if single cell transmissions should also be removed from the informative parts ? NSN would prefer to remove the informative annex. Ericsson would also prefer to remove the Annex D. Huawei would like to keep D.4. CATT prefers to remove the Annex.

=>
Remove Annex D.

=>
Section 15.4 can be simplified a bit, just indicating all UE’s get the information from the target.

=>
EMAIL DISC for approval, finalizing 1 week after the RAN2 meeting. Final document can be provided in R2-092706 [Huawei]
More detailed aspects

R2-092317:
MBSFN subframe signalling over MCCH
ZTE
Disc

-
CATT wonders what the problem if we would use the MBSFN resources ? 

-
CATT wonders whether there is any impact on the Rel-8 specifications ? ZTE proposes no impact.

-
Huawei wonders what proposal 1 really proposes ? ZTE wants it to be possible to only use a part of the MBSFN resource.

Would it be ok to only use 1 set of (period, offset, subframe allocation) in Rel-9 ?

-
Nokia assumes we could use multiple because of resource allocation granularity reasons.

-
Nokia clarifies that the Rel-8 MBSFN signalling would have to address Rel-9 MBSFN, Relays and possibly later release MBSFN transmissions.

	Agreements:

9) It shall be possible for a Rel-9 MCH to not use all MBSFN resources signalled as part of the Rel-8 MBSFN signalling. Note that the Rel-8 MBSFN signalling is assumed to cover all MBSFN transmissions i.e. potentially also from future releases and potentially also future relays.


=>
Should be captured in the stage-2 CR in R2-092677

R2-092218:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on definitions
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
 B

-
QC wonders if we are going to remove thinks from the stage-2 that are not supported, or would we flag them as not supported ?

-
Nokia wonders about proposal 2 ? It means we rule out overlapping areas ? LG does not rule it out for the future release. 

=>
W.r.t. to overlapping areas, maybe the best approach is to assume we do not have it, but if somebody can bring a simple CR in the end that would enable it, we can introduce it.

=>
Both proposals can be included in Stage-2 CR - R2-092677.

R2-092227:
MBMS Notification
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc REL-9
MBMS_LTE

-
ZTE wonders for solution 2, we need only 1 M-RNTI or multiple ? Or would we e.g. use 1 per service ? LG is open to this.

-
Do we need a notification ? I.e. how often is the MCCH expected to change ? E.g. if it is e.g. less than once per minute or half hour, we probably do not need a notification ? More specifically: how time critical are changes ? LG thinks so far indeed we do not have any requirement. 

-
LG agrees that if the changes are not time critical, UE could just monitor MCCH periodically. Maybe we should have a value tag.

-
Nokia wonders if download services would benefit from a notification ?

-
CATT sees some power efficiency benefits from the notification. ZTE agrees. 

-
Question to operators: would it be sufficient if services can only start e.g. on a minute basis ? 

-
Ericsson assumes that if we focus on downloading at the night time, changes would be infrequent.

-
CMCC thinks MCCH will not change very frequently. Probably only in timeframe of hours.

-
QC wonders if it would be possible to limit changes on the hour (i.e. might have to wait for starting a new services max 1 hour) ? TMO assumes more in the order of minutes. TMO assumes that you could delay e.g. in the order of minutes.

-
LG thinks we would need requirements on change frequency / allowed change notification delay.

-
Samsung assumes e.g. with 5 minutes, we could just check a value tag without UE power impact.

-
Huawei wonders how much future compatibility we need ?

-
QC wonders if we could agree that if we need a notification method, we would use approach 2 ? Panasonic supports this proposal.Nokia thinks it is better to first see if we really need an MCCH.

-
CATT sees some complexity with having to detect additional RNTI’s in a subframe. So they would prefer proposal 1.

-
Samsung indicates that there is a problem with the SFN coverage (only 10.24s) if we want to support infrequent changes.

=>
Open issue: do we need a notification ?



If not:



- UE will periodically read the MCCH with low period



- Might need extension of max SFN cycle duration somehow



If yes:



- Which mechanism

=>
Operator input appreciated on urgency of MCCH changes.

R2-092223:
Basic scheduling of MCCH Information
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Nokia wonders if we need a “modified services information”

-
LG assumes that w.r.t. scheduling, also BCCH in LTE is using a similar principle.

-
LG clarifies that the MBMS modification period could be the same or different from the BCCH modification period. This would need to be studied.

-
NSN assumes that a modification period seems logical with the MCCH change frequency. And the repetition periodicity seems necessary to handle late entrants.

-
Note that in UMTS, the access information could change every repetition period. However none of this access information seems now applicable to LTE. So maybe in LTE, the repetition periods would just be a full copy of the data.

=>
Proposed scheduling approach seems likely way to go, but allow some more time to think about it.

R2-092222:
Basic RRC signalling for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders whether it is really necessary to have different messages for modified and unmodified services ?  LG clarfies this is what we have in UMTS. Only the modified services messages are read when there is a change notification. This also depends on the expected frequency of MCCH change.

-
Panasonic wonders if an RRC message is needed for scheduling ?  LG thinks this might be required.

-
NSN thinks we might have a lot less information e.g. because we have no NCL information. So the messages might be more compact. So we might need less messages.

-
Samsung indicates that we have already an FFS on whether we have an MSCH for dynamic scheduling. Then this would required additional RRC messages.

=>
Noted; for next meeting it might be good to see more detailed information overview.

R2-092318:
Dynamic MBMS scheduling information
ZTE
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders if the proposal is that if the service is not scheduled for one or more MSAP occasions, the scheduling information would indicate that ? ZTE confirms.

-
Nokia wonders if the eNB would really know when the service will again be scheduled. Nokia assumes that the eNB would not know.  ZTE thinks in the new SA architecture, the eNB would have a buffer of 5 minutes of data and the eNB would know.

-
Huawei wonders if we really need to consider this enhanced feature for Rel-9.

-
QC thinks caroussel services (with longer times of no data), this would be usefull. Otherwise you would have to indicate “not yet”, “not yet”, “not yet”,…..

-
Basic assumption without this would be that there is scheduling information for all ongoing services in every MSAP occasion.

-
Huawei has not heard about any caroussel service requirement.

-
Samsung indicates that in the past we assumed that the MSAP occasion would span e.g. 500ms to enable quick channel switching.

=>
Main issues:

1) is the dynamic scheduling information RRC (MSCH) or MAC ?

2) would the information be able to indicate data only present some future MSAP, or only contain scheduling information within the MSAP ? 

R2-092224:
MAC Services and Functions for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-
Nokia wonders what priority handling between MBMS and non-MBMS mean if we have MBMS on MCH ? LG agrees that maybe there is indeed not so much for the eNB to do. 

-
LG wonders if the eNB would handle prioritisation amongst MBMS services ?

-
NSN wonders if the “network side” functions refer to only eNB, or total network ? E.g. the eNB will probably not have to do anything for transport format selection. 

-
LG wanted to only indicate eNB functions.

=>
Should remove transport format selection

=>
Should remove priority handling bullet

-
Ericsson thinks we have not agreed yet that the service is identified by LCID in MAC.

=>
should remove the “i.e. LCID in MAC header” (2 places)

=>
first UE bullet should state “from transport channel” not “into transport channel”

=>
With these changes the bullets are agreed and can be included in stage-2 CR. R2-092677

R2-092225:
RLC services and functions for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia assumes a modified RLC-UM is needed. The header structure would need to be changed to cope with packet losses in the network.

-
Samsung has no identified any need to change RLC-UM.

-
Ericsson thinks it is clear it is not RLC-AM.

-
Maybe we have to consider this “1 LI per SDU” proposals ? LG thinks maybe we should have 1 SDU per PDU (i.e. no LI’s). Nokia thinks we have quite extensively discussed the impact of no concatenation and it introduced quite some additional overhead. Ericsson assumes this will depend on SDU sizes.

-
If we require changes, would that mean a new RLC mode or changes to existing RLC-UM ?

-
Huawei wonders if we could assume RLC-UM and only change something if it is really needed ? Ericsson supports this proposal.

=>
RLC-UM will be used for MTCH. Can see if changes really need to be made.

Proposal 2:

-
NSN wonders if this is implementation or do we really need to specify ? LG indicates that this is specified in the UMTS spec also.

-
Ericsson assumes the UMTS situation is different: RLC is in the RNC. Ericsson assumes that proposal 2 is indeed an implementation issue.

Proposal 4:

-
NSN assumed we do not know yet if we have more than one RRC PDU on MCCH ? Ericsson agrees that it is not clear if this is really needed and also on the service. E.g. for file download, probably no out of sequence delivery is needed.

-
QC assumes this would mean some RLC changes.

=>
Remaining proposals are noted.

	Agreements:

1) Will use RLC-UM for MTCH

2) Will only make changes to RLC-UM if really necessary.


=>
Can be captured in stage-2 CR in R2-092677

The following Tdocs were not treated:

R2-092226:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on Layer 2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
 B

R2-092232:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on Service Prioritisation
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
B

R2-092220:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on Renaming Multi-cell Transmission LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.300 B

R2-092228:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on System Information for MBMS
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.300
B

R2-092221:
Proposed CR to 36.300 on RB Release in the UE
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.300
B

R2-092229:
MCCH Structure
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-092230:
Transfer of Scheduling Information
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-092231:
Handling of collocated cell scenarios in Release 9
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-092320:
eMBMS Single-cell Transmission on Rel-9
ZTE
Disc
R2-092321:
MBMS mobility procedure on Rel-9
ZTE
Disc

R2-092322:
MCCH scheduling information transmission
ZTE
Disc

6.4
Home-eNB enhancements (RP-090351)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090351)

Covering LTE specific stage-2 aspects and LTE stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.

Hybrid

R2-092313:
Support of open/hybrid access HeNBs
Motorola

R2-092124:
Support of Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone

=>
Updated before presentation in R2-092460
R2-092460:
Support of Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone

R2-092422:
Clarification for Hybrid cell
Panasonic

withdrawn
Inbound

R2-092388:
Support for inbound CSG mobility
Panasonic

Other

R2-092295:
Interference in Mixed Carrier HeNB deployments
Motorola

6.5
TEI9

Note that the Technical Enhancements WI is only intended for small enhancements. Larger changes/enhancements should have a WI of their own.
6.5.1
Control plane related
Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.

6.5.2
User plane related

R2-092047:
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-9) on Periodic CQI/PMI/RI Reports and DRX
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
B

R2-092048:
Proposed CR to 36.331 (Rel-9) on Periodic CQI/PMI/RI Reports and DRX
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
CR
36.331
B

R2-092049:
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-9) on DRX Timers and Measurement Gaps
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
CR
36.321
B

R2-092050:
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-9) on Stop TAT Command MAC Control Element
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321
B

R2-092051:
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-9) on Padding PHR
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, CR 36.321
B

R2-092135:
Release 9 Support of Local NACKing
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

R2-092143:
TAT in not successful RA procedure
Huawei Technologies
Disc

R2-092185:
36.321 CR - TAT in not successful RA procedure
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.321
B

R2-092144:
DRX desychronization due to lost PDCCH
Huawei Technologies
Disc

R2-092187:
36.321 CR - DRX desychronization due to lost PDCCH Huawei Technologies CR 36.321
B

R2-092309:
Indication for last random access response
ZTE
Disc

R2-092356:
Triggering of BSRs
Motorola
Disc

R2-092446:
Semi-persistent scheduling operation for LTE Rel-9
Panasonic
Disc

6.6
LTE Rel-9 WIs under other WG responsibility
Study on E-UTRAN Mobility:

(FS_EUTRAN_mob, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: Dec. 08, target: June 09, WIDS: RP-081137)

R2-092114:
Parameter for E-UTRAN Mobility Evaluation and Enhancement
Huawei Technologies
Disc

R2-092186:
Discussion for response to RAN1 LS on mobility evaluation
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

revised in R2-092668
R2-092432:
Set of proposed RAN2 parameters to be used in Mobility study
Ericsson
Disc

R2-092433:
Evaluation model for Rel-8 mobility performance
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
=>
Offline activity to come to one response LS based on these 4 documents. Will see response in R2-092570

R2-092668:
Discussion on reply to RAN1 LS on mobility evaluation
-
Ericsson regrets that it only sees this document now. Ericsson sees no reason why we could not agree on values. NSN has the same concern.

-
There seem to be approaches:

1)   RAN2 will provide reasonable value ranges

2)   RAN2 will provide reasonable value ranges & indicates that presenting simulation results based on other values might make sense, but then the assumptions/implications should be carefully documented.

-
TIM thinks it would be good to allow a more general evaluation. So TIM would support 2)

=>
Will indicate reasonable value ranges; assume these should have priority

=>
Will indicate that we think other values should be allowed to be simulated but then fair assessment of the consequences should be possible. In EMAIL DISC we can see how far we go in describing “what is needed to access consequences”. [QC]

Self-Organizing Networks (SON):

(SON, leading WG: RAN3, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090162)

Treated in LTE CP session, see Annex B.

7
LTE advanced (Study Item)

During this quarter, it is expected that contributions will focus on:

1)
Evaluation of potential required enhancements related to areas indicated as RAN2 responsibility according

 to RP-090288

2)
LTE architecture for Type1 Relays

3)
Text proposals for 36.912, collected/coordinated by LTE rapporteur (NSN)

4)
Text proposal from LTE-advanced ITU-R rapporteur (NTT DCM) for ITU-R RIT/SRIT Description Template

 and Compliance Template
UP/CP enhancements/modifications
R2-092080:
LTE Advanced Latency Performance
Ericsson
Disc

General

-
TMO thinks one of the main aspects to address is the unscheduled case where UE has no granted resources (all sections 5.x).

Control-Plane

-
NSN wonders about figure 2. NSN thinks this does not improve delay much, and it could even worsen performance.  Ericsson thinks in certain cases the performance is indeed about equal. Ericsson assumes in typical cases the combined procedure is quicker. 

-
Panasonic thinks combining is beneficial. Panasonic thinks we decided not to do this in Rel-8 due to Msg3 size limitations.

-
NSN explains that sometimes it would worsen the situation because you don’t know so much about the UE yet, and thus it is quite difficult to adjust the MCS. Ericsson is open to check/study this further.

-
LG also sees some gains for the combining. 

-
LG assumes paging delay is also important but it is not considered in this document. Is it not important ? Ericsson thinks it might be usefull to study this.

-
Paging delay should be covered by 5.4 ? LG wonders if the IDLE state is covered. 

-
NSN also supports the combining of the NAS message if we can remove the restriction of the Msg3 size.

-
CATT thinks that in table 1, the 3rd component only needs to be 3ms instead of 5ms. ZTE agrees the window offset is 3ms. Ericsson assume that probably a typical minimum would be 5ms.

-
QC assumes that the S1 procedure is more time consuming than the over the air procedure. Ericsson thinks this might be possible but it can be improved by network implementations. Ericsson has focussed on the components that can be influenced by RAN2, and what are the areas that need to be improved.

-
NSN wonders what the intention is with the “contention based data channel” e.g. in 5.2. Ericsson would be thinking about a PRACH like transmission. Panasonic wonders if there would be any restriction on the data size/services that could go on this channel ? Ericsson assumes there would be some restriction in size.

-
ZTE assumes it means that the data would be sent before the contention is resolved ? 

-
Samsung assumes that component 13, might not require actual context retrieval. At least it will require context retrieval from inside of the MME. Samsung assumes that with MME pool the MME will not have to retrieve the context from somewhere else. The current 15ms was originating from very early in the discussions.

-
ALU wonders how many complexity are we in general willing to take for how many ms.

-
TMO wonders whether some of the limitations we introduced could already not be resolved in Rel-9. This remains to be seen.

User plane:

-
TMO assumes it might be usefull to see if we can have some simple modifications that lead to a better performance.

=>
EMAIL DISC [65b-16] up to next meeting to try to prepare as well as possible overview of the current status for input to the LTE advanced TR 36.912 [Ericsson]

R2-092394:
LTE advanced
Panasonic
Disc

Carrier aggregation (2.1.1)

-
Huawei wonders what carrier aggregation on the same frequency is ? Panasonic is no sure this is called carrier aggregation. 

-
Nokia wonders about proposal 1: does it mean that the aggregated cells are collocated ? Yes with similar coverage. Nokia thinks it would be good to focus on that.  

-
NSN wonders why figure-2 is excluded initially ? Panasonic would like to clarify what scenario we should focus on at least initially. 

-
Motorola thinks we should first have more input on how mobility would be impacted by the different scenarios (which frequencies/bands). Motorola assumes it would be better to wait a bit for RAN4 progress. Panasonic agrees with this partly. However from RAN2 point of view it would be nice to exclude e.g. 3b.

-
Ericsson would be fine to exclude 3a and 3b.

=>
Exclude 3a/3b. Figure 1 will for sure be supported. Support for figure 2 (limited coverage of some carriers) is FFS

-
IDT wonders if we aggregate carriers within a cell ? Huawei wonders what the difference is ? IDT indicates e.g. system information. So will we call “cells” present on a component carrier e.g. without system information, still a “cell” or just part of another cell ?

-
Note that in UMTS we don’t have carriers with partly/without system information. However this might be different for LTE.

=>
Agree no impact on C-plane architecture by carrier aggregation

Relay Security

-
Huawei thinks it is a good point to be aware about. Huawei thinks SA3 decision might have a big impact on us.  Ericsson thinks we should progress a bit further before sending LS’s.

=>
Rest is noted

R2-092357:
MAC-layer impacts of bandwidth aggregation
Motorola
Disc

Conclusion 1:

=>
Agreed

Conclusion 2:

-
Panasonic wonders if RAN1 really decided this ? Motorola thinks that is implied by the assumption that there is one HARQ entity per carrier. Motorola thinks RAN1 made this conclusion because of backward compatibility. Panasonic indicated they have a different understanding but this can be checked.

-
NSN has the same understanding as Motorola. NSN welcomes this decision and thinks it would be quite complex to have HARQ entities on different carriers talk to each other in real-time. Ericsson shares this understanding.

-
Huawei wonders what is the alternative ? One HARQ entity covering all component carriers ? NSN wonders what would happen e.g. in case of process numbering if carriers are removed/added. Motorola clarifies that probably this would imply a big process number, and thus not backward compatible.

-
Panasonic thinks RAN1 has not really decided yet (the carrier could be a logical carrier).

-
Panasonic would be fine with the limitation proposed in conclusion 2.

=>
Agreed; i.e. HARQ retransmissions on the same carrier.

Conclusion 3:

-
Panasonic is happy with the figures. Huawei is also fine. QC would like a bit more time.

=>
Noted; can come back next meeting

Conclusion 4:

- 
Panasonic wonder if conclusion 4 can be left to UE implementation ? Motorola has no strong opinion.

-
Ericsson thinks maybe overhead is not so important if we have very high rates: e.g. maybe easy UE processing is more important. QC agrees with this.

=>
Noted

R2-092061:
Improvements for LTE-Advanced MAC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders why the TB size would increase ? Will not rather have multiple TB sizes in parallel. Nokia confirms that the increase will not be as large as indicated.

-
Huawei questions the new MAC signalling for FBI. What is the intention ?  Nokia thinks it should be further studied how this feedback can be handled.

-
LG indicates that the paper does not reflect the NSN position on HARQ entity expressed before in the discussion (i.e. one entity per Component Carrier).

-
Ericsson wonders if the only motivation to change RLC/PDCP would be the potential larger re-ordering depth due to parallel HARQ and process optimisations needed for higher data rates ?  Nokia also sees higher rates of SDU’s and PDU’s.

-
IDT thinks one could motivate a short DRX on the primary carrier, and larger DRX cycles on the other carriers.

-
Samsung wonders about the scope of backward compatibility: can we change MAC/RLC/PDCP formats ? NSN assumes not on the common channels, but on dedicated channels in principle this should be possible.

=>
Noted

R2-092064:
Improvements for LTE-Advanced RLC and PDCP
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc

-
Ericsson wonders whether really IPprotection is required for IMTadvanced ? Panasonic also thought it was not required. To be checked.

=>
Noted

R2-092411:
Discussions of carrier aggregation in RAN2
CMCC
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Huawei assumes that the most common deployment would be that we have several equivalent carriers. Then it would not be necessary to support IDLE mode on all carriers. However this might not be so much related to an “anchor carrier”. Huawei assumes that for IDLE mode, you might want to support mobility in e.g. more than 1 carrier but still a subset.

-
Huawei does see an “anchor carrier” for connected mode, and it could be UE specific.

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic thinks this will be obviously supported. However the question is if we support carriers that do not have this information. Then it would be an operator decision whether to have all this information on all carriers.

=>
Noted
R2-092180:
RAN2 considerations Carrier Aggregation
Huawei
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
ZTE wonders how many ? Just any subset ? Huawei confirms. 

-
Ericsson thinks the proposal makes sense. Ericsson thinks we might limit the freedom (really all from 1 to all) ?

-
Motorola wonders about paging ? Huawei explains that paging would only be provided on the carriers on which we have IDLE mode camping.

-
Huawei thinks some carriers might not have to be seen at all by UE’s in IDLE mode. The number of carriers that can be seen can be any subset. Ofcourse the UE only camps at one at a time. Motorola wonders if this means carrier aggregation is not applicaible in IDLE mode. Huawei thinks this is more or less true indeed.

-
Ericsson thinks if the UE only monitors 1, the network would have to know which one.

-
Ericsson support the idea of not having all carriers supporting system information and thus not being suitable for idle mode camping.

Proposal 2:

-
Ericsson thinks this makes sense but some details remain. E.g. is it only limiting measurements, or e.g. also PDCCH reception ?

-
Huawei proposes that the UE would monitor the anchor carrier as it would do in case of a single carrier. This does not preclude monitoring parts of other carriers as well.

-
NSN supports both proposals on a general level. NSN wonders about CQI reporting for the different carriers. Huawei assumes that all carriers involved in data transmission would require CQI.

=>
Both proposals are quite interesting. More details will need to be worked out before agreeing.

Relay
R2-092153:
Preference for Relay Operation in LTE-A
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
QC assumes that in a L3-solution, we might only need to do some additional IP header compression for efficiency. Otherwise the aeNB could be a normal eNB.

-
Panasonic wonders whether the reNB is a Rel-8 or Rel-10 eNB ? The aeNB could be a normal Rel-10 eNB (or even a Rel-8 eNB).

-
ALU wonders a reNB can serve multiple UEs ? QC confirms. So does the aeNB see 1 or multiple UE’s ? So the reNB will look like a UE to the aeNB. 

-
Ericsson thinks it is true that if the S1 is completely terminated in the reNB, this could be indeed completely transpartent to the aeNB. It is just data for the aeNB to a UE that is in fact the reNB.

-
Ericsson wonders if QC has considered also terminating S1 in the eNB ? QC thinks this will introduce additional complexity.

-
So e.g. when the reNB would require more bandwidth on the link between reNB and aeNB, he would use NAS signalling to increase the EPS bearer rates.

-
Panasonic wonders if we can agree there is a specified interface between reNB and aeNB ?

-
Panasonic wonders if security should really be terminated in the reNB ? Also Huawei thinks this should be kept open.

-
Panasonic is concerned about security risk and protocol complexity; e.g. how is security performed between reNB and aeNB ?

-
Ericsson thinks if RRC is in the reNB, how can security not be terminated in the reNB ? Samsung agrees that we might need to investigate the security risk further, but it seems not possible to go any other way if we have RRC in reNB.

-
TMO thinks we should contact SA3 about this. 

-
ALU/Panasonic have a concern about PDCP in Relay-Node: we should consult SA3. QC wonders what the special concerns are ?

-
Huawei thinks double processing of header compression will be required due to this stack.

-
Ericsson wonders if we could agree on 1), and for user plane MAC/RLC in user plane. 

-
LG sees no security problem and thinks PDCP should be in the Relay-Node.

Un user plane

-
LG wonders why something like MAC, RLC and PDCP would be used ?

-
LG thinks that Un could be tuned to a fixed location Relay-Node, and e.g. mobility support is not required. Ericsson indicates only PDCP has mobility functionality. Would we design a new PDCP protocol for this, or start from existing PDCP ?

-
LG thinks e.g. MAC initial access could be simplified. Ericsson agrees that in principle we could have fixed resources for the Relay-Node. However still Ericsson would like to start from the existing protocols. That would take years to finish.

-
TIM thinks the Relay-Node could be a mobile node.

=>
Noted

R2-092081:
Overview of relaying options
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Not treated (already covered)
R2-092179:
Ran2 considerations Relay
Huawei
Disc

=> Not treated (already covered)
R2-092393:
Study Issues for Relay Nodes in RAN2
Panasonic
Disc

=>
Not treated (already covered)

R2-092425:
Considerations on relay architecture
ETRI
Disc 

=>
Not treated (already covered)

	Agreements (“Type-1 relays”):

Definitions:

- Nodes: 
UE, Relay-Node, Donor-eNB

- Interface:
Uu: between UE and Relay-Node


Un: between Relay-Node and Donor-eNB

1) On Uu interface, all AS control plane protocols are terminated in the Relay-Node

2) On Uu interface, all AS user plane protocols are terminated in the Relay-Node

* 1) and 2) are conditional on that SA3 can agree to this.

3) Un should be standardised i.e. open interface

4) Un user plane will have MAC, RLC and PDCP. 

-   FFS if they are exactly identical to Uu MAC, RLC and PDCP.

Control plane structure for Un is still FFS.


=>
Will sent an LS to SA3 asking whether there is any security problem with 1) and 2) in R2-092679

R2-092410:
Considerations on relay related procedures in RAN2
CMCC
Disc

- 
QC is not sure that handover can be ruled out for nomadic relays, e.g. when a truck drives between Relay-Node and Donor-eNB.

-
Ericsson would prefer to prefer to start with all the functionality from normal RRC, and then see what might be removed in certain cases. This will require further study.

-
CATT thinks that even for fixed relay connection release should be studied.


-
Ericsson wonders if we could prioritise work on fixed relays ? 

-
CMCC thinks it might be better to study all 3 together. Ericsson assumes that the fixed relay is the most typical.

-
Vdf has sympathy for the CMCC opinion. Are we not going to compromise on solutions that would be beneficial for mobile relays ? At least we should keep in mind that we have to support mobile relays at some point in the future as well.  Panasonic does not see so much difference in the work. 

-
NSN thinks there could be quite some consequences for RAN3 depending on mobile/fixed. NSN would prefer to have the prioritisation.

=>
Will study fixed, nomadic and mobile Relay-Nodes.

=>
Priority in the study will be given to fixed Relay-Nodes, i.e. Relay-Nodes that are not moving.
R2-092344:
Discussion on user plane protocol stack of type 1 relay
CATT
Disc

R2-092036:
Interface between relay peer-nodes in LTE-Advanced
Sharp
Disc

R2-092407:
Discussions on functionality partition of relay in RAN2
CMCC
Disc

Open issues on control plane architecture:

Radio interface  reNB<->aeNB:

- CP:


-
reNB has own IMSI/NAS to request EPS bearers ? If reNB-NAS, how is EPS bearer rate 




increases/decreases handled?


-
Other solutions?


-
Is (updated) Rel-9 RRC used or new RRC?

- UP


-
optimisations or just full S1-UP?

COMP
R2-092178:
Ran2 considerations Coordinated multipoint transmission and reception
Huawei
Disc

R2-092196:
Impact of UL CoMP to HARQ operations
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-092358:
HARQ termination point for CoMP joint-transmission
Motorola
Disc

=>
All conclusions related to LTE-advanced made so far, will be included in the TR proposal by NSN, which should be available for the next meeting RAN2 #66.

=> 3) Text proposals for 36.912, collected/coordinated by LTE rapporteur (NSN)

R2-092678:
Draft Skeleton TR 36.912 for LTE-Advanced - LTE-Advanced Rapporteur (NTT DOCOMO)
-
RAN2 (NSN) and RAN1(NTT DCM) rapporteurs should coordinate when RAN2 parts need to be included and e.g. new sections need to be introduced.

-
Huawei wonders what happens with the general information already present in the RAN1 TR ? Will that be moved ? NTT DCM assumes this is a kind of overall outcome. Also the intention is to submit this TR to ITU-R. So probably less details. 

-
Huawei wonders if this is only an overall TR, will RAN2 need a different TR ? NSN assumes we will follow what we did for LTE: so first we have a TR and then we have a Stage-2. NSN assumes RAN2 is the main responsible group for the Stage-2.

-
Ericsson thinks we could start with only the 36.912, and then see if we have many details. Also Ericsson assumes that the Stage-2 TS would be RAN2 responsibility.

-
ALU wonders if the TR structure implies that all LTE enhancements are considered part of LTE-advanced ? Or do we also have Rel-10 enhancements outside LTE-advanced ? NTT DCM explains that the TR structure is based on the LTE-advanced requirement sections. However NTT DCM thinks some of these areas might not be covered and can then be removed. 

-
Ericsson assumes that the LTE-advanced work only covers LTE-advanced requirements. However there could be other work done in parallel ? 

-
CATT was wondering whether the RF requirements for the Relay will be the same as for the UE ? For the moment, NTT DCM would like to see how the work progresses on Relay. Might change structure if required.

=>
Structure is endorsed from RAN2 point of view.

=> 4) Text proposal from LTE-advanced ITU-R rapporteur (NTT DCM) for ITU-R RIT/SRIT Description Template and Compliance Template


R2-092675:
Text proposal for ITU-R submission template - LTE-Advanced Rapporteur (NTT DOCOMO)
=>
Noted; EMAIL DISC up to next RAN2 meeting [NTT DCM]
8
UTRA Release 7 and earlier releases
TEI6:

R2-092208
Clarification to the support of 2 different layer 3 filters per measurement type
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

REL-6
TEI6

-Coversheet: WI code should be TEI6

-Huawei wonders how the UE know what type of filtering is applied to inter/intra frequency. The CR is not trying to address this issue. That can be checked offline. 

-Qualcomm suggests the wording could be improved

-The CR could be made on release 8 only and made applicable to earlier releases.

=>Postponed to the next meeting.
R2-092210
Clarification to the support of 2 different layer 3 filters per measurement type
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


A

REL-7
TEI6

-Coversheet: WI code should be TEI6

=>Postponed to the next meeting.
R2-092212
Clarification to the support of 2 different layer 3 filters per measurement type
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


A

REL-8
TEI6

-Coversheet: WI code should be TEI6

=>Postponed to the next meeting.

R2-092455
Correction to UE behaviour for RL failure while waiting for L2 ACK 
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


F

REL-6
TEI6

-Nokia considers the current specification is clear enough

-Offline discussion is needed

-=>Postponed to the next meeting.
R2-092456
Correction to UE behaviour for RL failure while waiting for L2 ACK 
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


A

REL-7
TEI6

=>Postponed to the next meeting.

R2-092457
Correction to UE behaviour for RL failure while waiting for L2 ACK 
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


A

REL-8
TEI6

=>Postponed to the next meeting.

RANimp-CPC:

R2-092151
Scope of UL DPCCH slot format configuration for DTX-DRX operation
Infineon Technologies
Disc





REL-7
RANimp-CPC

-Nokia agrees with the principle of the CR but considers there can be other ways to specify this instead of adding a “ue behavior unspecified”. The restriction could be added in the tabular section. Infineon thinks the alternative proposed by Nokia is fine.

-Qualcomm agrees with the principle and thinks the first change isn’t required (it will derive from 8.6.6.39)

-Huawei considers it is not required to restrict the NW behavior. Sending the FBI bit is not going to create problems. Huawei also considers guidance from RAN1 is required (that can be done offline). This would mean if NW sets this configuration the UE would have to set the bit as a dummy bit.

-Offline discussion needed: Result of the offline discussion was incorporated in R2-092482
R2-092482
UL DPCCH slot format configuration for DTX-DRX operation
Nokia, NSN, xxx
Disc





REL-7
RANimp-CPC
-Companies are invited to comment on the alternative.

=>The CR is postponed
R2-092154
Clarification for setting the HS_SCCH_LESS_STATUS variable
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
RANimp-CPC

-Nokia agrees with the principle. The wording can be aligned with the earlier expression. Infineon indicates the earlier expression leaves out the case where a DL DCH is dormant.

-The wording can be agreed offline

=>The CR is revised in R2-092497
R2-092497
Clarification for setting the HS_SCCH_LESS_STATUS variable
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
RANimp-CPC

-=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092165
HS-SCCH order procedure upon cell reselection (Rel 7)
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
RANimp-CPC

-Infineon agrees with the principle of the CR. Infineon points out the HS-SCCH less order were only added in release 8 hence only a release 8 CR is required. 

-Nokia indicates that for the serving cell change procedure there is no fall back described hence RAN2 cannot describe the UE actions in this case.

-Ericsson considers this precision is more of a RAN1 issue. Qualcomm explain RAN1 doesn’t know about the source/target cell configuration.

-Qualcomm indicates the intention was to describe the procedure when the UE doesn’t receive the L2 ack for the complete message.

-Offline discussions are needed

=>Postponed to the next meeting.

R2-092166
HS-SCCH order procedure upon cell reselection (Rel 8)
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


A

REL-8
RANimp-CPC

=>Postponed to the next meeting.

RANimp-16QamUplink:

R2-092293
Clarification on SG update
ASUSTeK
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
RANimp-16QamUplink

-Release 8 shadow?

-Samsung considers the current text is clear enough and there is no discrepancy.

=>The CR is not agreed.
RANimp-DownlinkL2dataRates:

R2-092406
Clarification on the applicable MAC entity
Samsung
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates

-Coversheet: WI code doesn’t correspond to correction and release (should be Imp DL L2 in rel’7)

-Release 8 shadow?

-Infineon considers the CR isn’t needed, there is already some text indicating to which section MAC-hs/ehs apply

=>The CR is not needed/not agreed.
R2-092375
Correction to Improved L2 for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.308


F

-Moved from AI 9.5

-Coversheet: Other specs impacted should cover 25.321

-No impact on 25.306?

-WI code is correct? Where is the link to Enh. CELL_FACH?

-Fig 6.1.5-2: should maintain same size pictures

-The CR should be for rel’7 if it impacts only rel’7 features

=>The CR is postponed


R2-092378
Correction to Improved L2 for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.321


F

-Moved from AI 9.5

-The CR should be for rel’7 if it impacts only rel’7 features

-NSN points out the “MAC-hs” -> “MAC-ehs” correction isn’t needed for the TFRC selection section.

=>The CR is postponed


R2-092382
Correction to TBS tables for Improved L2 for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.321


F

-Moved from AI 9.5

-Completely new tables are defined for MAC-ehs but only TBSs for cat 16-24 are removed for MAC-hs. The new tables would need to be defined.

-The coversheet needs to be updated

-Need to discuss offline on the WI code

=>The CR is postponed
TEI7:

R2-092205
Clarification to handling of IE “Use special value of HE field”
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Coversheet: WI code should be TEI7

-Qualcomm considers there isn’t a problem with the current way the application of HE field is defined and thinks no CR is needed.

-The current understanding is that NW has the possibility today to set the “special use of HE field” independantly for UL and DL.

-Samsung doesn’t see how the current CR will prevent this but agrees with the principle of the CR.

-Ericsson indicates it would make sense to have only one configuration valid for both UL/DL.

-Samsung indicates the UL applicability of “special use of HE field” was introduced in release 7 for DL and release 8 for UL. 

-Qualcomm points out the current CR will create backward compatibility problems.

=>Revised in R2-092480
R2-092480
Clarification to handling of IE “Use special value of HE field”
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Samsung points out we shouldn’t have the UL part in release 7.

-Ericsson correctst that the special use of HE field was introduced in release 7 already.

-Qualcomm would like to have time to check the wording.

=>The CR is deferred to email agreement in R2-092502. Nokia leads the email agreement. Deadline April 2nd for last comment.

R2-092207
Clarification to handling of IE “Use special value of HE field”
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


A

REL-8
TEI7

-Coversheet: WI code should be TEI7

=>The CR is deferred to email agreement in R2-092505. Nokia leads the email agreement. Deadline April 2nd for last comment.

R2-092241
Clarification of traffic related architecture between MAC-hs/ehs and MAC-c/sh/m
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Collides with R2-092414!!

-Ericsson asks if we should also cover MAC-hs there. This applies to MAC-ehs only. 

-The figure should specify that it’s applied to MAC-ehs only

-This CR will be merged with Infineon’s (R2-092414)
=>The CR is merged into R2-092488
R2-092243
Clarification of traffic related architecture between MAC-hs/ehs and MAC-c/sh/m
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


A

REL-8
TEI7

-Was moved from 9.11
=>The CR is withdrawn

R2-092414
Reordering configuration for BCCH and paging
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Collides with R2-092241!!

-Nokia points out further investigations would need to be performed. 

-Huawei points out reordering is not needed and there wouldn’t be a use case. Interdigital points out there is an existing agreement that reordering isn’t needed.

-Samsung asks what would happen if we keep reordering. Infineon points out it is currently not possible to assign a reordering queue. A draft CR was provided in R2-092415.

-Samsung points out reassembly isn’t needed as segmentation won’t be performed

-Interdigital points out for release 7 it would be ok but for release 8 reordering may be needed to support ETWS.

=>Revised in R2-092488
R2-092488
Reordering configuration for BCCH and paging
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
TEI7

=>Revised before presentation in R2-092500
R2-092500
Reordering configuration for BCCH and paging
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.321


F

REL-7
TEI7

-The direct line should not include CCCH

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-092415
Reordering configuration for BCCH and paging
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Collides with R2-092241!!

-This CR is for information only

=>The CR is withdrawn

R2-092418
Error in UE capability update procedure
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Coversheet: why CAT A? Why Rel’8

-Ericsson points out this wasn’t a CR integration mistake.The coversheet can be updated

-We need both rel’7 and 8 versions

=>The CR is agreed in principle.
R2-092443
Correction on deferredMeasurementControlReading
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Coversheet: why CAT A? Why Rel’8

-Ericsson points out the “type and reference” for “Deferred measurement control UTRAN support” is missing. This should be enumerated TRUE.

-The coversheet should reflect that this is a rel’7 CR and it’s cat F. The “other comments” can reflect that the spec used for the CR is a different version for availability reasons

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092445
Correction on UE Mobility State Indicator
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331


F

REL-7
TEI7

-Coversheet: WI code incorrect. Why Cat A?

-Ericsson agrees with the principle of the Cr but considers there may be a problem with rel’6 UE. 

-Infineon’s understanding is: The discrepency is that as rel’6 UE wouldn’t change its mobility state during a short CELL_DCH transition whereas a rel’7 and later UE would revert to a low mobility state because of the default value. 

-Ericsson points out the wording can also be improved.

-The NW impact box doesn’t need to be checked

-Offline discussion needs to happen

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-092481
Clarification to grant monitoring (former title: Mapping of E-DCH frame and DL frame)
Nokia RANimp-CPC

-Companies are invited to comment on the Cr by the next meeting

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.

R2-092474
Setting the frequency band indicator
Qualcomm
-The document is for information

-Companies are invited to comment on the Cr by the next meeting

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting.
9
UTRA Release 8

9.1
Improved L2 for uplink

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates, closed June 08)

R2-092237
Correction on the Scheduling Information Indication
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
-Interdigital agrees the correction needs to be fixed however the explanation in 9.2.4.4 does not seem so useful, as there is no choice for the UE.

-Ericsson points out 9.1.5 refers to 9.2.4.4 for addition of the SI hence some indication of this procedure can be added. However the current text can be revised.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092473
R2-092473
Correction on the Scheduling Information Indication
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=>The CR is agreed in principled
R2-092380
Correction to Improved L2 for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.319


F

-Moved from 9.5

-Coversheet: No impact elsewhere? Only stage 2? When the feature was introduced, it was done for both FDD/TDD

-WI code needs to be updated

-=>With the change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-092486
9.2
CS voice service over HSPA

(RAN2 WI, RInImp8-CsHspa, closed March 08)

CRs:

R2-092250
Error handling on reception of UMD PDU containing Multiple SDUs for CS voice
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.322


F

-Nokia points out there is already a recommandation for the NW to avoid this behavior and it would be best to avoid adding UE requirements.

-Qualcomm agrees no new requirement needs to be added

-Samsung explains the issue could be that a wrong setting of the LI could lead to that situation and a deciphering issue. Nokia considers that can be taken care of in the UE itself.

=>The CR is not agreed
R2-092256
Correction to add CS_Counter parameter in primitive Table
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.323


F

-This is the wrong version of the spec

=>The CR is not agreed
R2-092352
Submission of UMD PDU when SN_Delivery is configured.
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.322


F

-Nokia asks what is added by this sentence; there is no ambiguity in the current text. LG thinks the requirement needs to be added in the procedure text. Infineon points out the current procedural text is contradicting the earlier requirement. 

-Companies will work on an alternate wording offline

=>The CR is revised in R2-092499
R2-092499
Submission of UMD PDU when SN_Delivery is configured.
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.322


F

-=>The CR is agreed in principle
Burst Error detection of CS over HSPA:

R2-092199
Report on [65.9]: Email discussion for handling of RLC UM error and ciphering issue during CS-HSPA
Nokia Corporation
Report
related to email discussion [65.9]
-Huawei considers the issue can be avoided by the NW in case of HHO and inter-system HO. Huawei indicates in case of HHO failure the NW can re-establish RLC. 

-Nokia is not confident NW would do this procedure for CsoHS service. Also Nokia would like to know how fast the NW could detect this

-Samsung points out there is no need to wait for the cell update message. Nokia would propose that the quickest way would be to extend the HHO failure message to let the UE indicate the situation to the UE.

-Samsung points out in the HHO failure there is no need for UE help. Nokia would like to understand how long this procedure takes. If it’s less than 2.56s, some UE intervention would be useful. Huawei points out in case of RLF or for the NW to detect the HHO failure, 2-3 seconds would be required.

=>Noted
R2-092087
Detecting radio link failure for RLC UM
Ericsson
Disc

-NEC considers the RLF mechanism is sufficient to cope with the issue

-Nokia considers having a mechanism controlled by the NW would be preferable so all Ues have a similar behavior. Nokia doesn’t see how a NW can detect whether the problem is happening on the DL. 

-Nokia points out the RLF mechanism wasn’t designed to cope with this issue hence the timing may not be adapted.

=>Noted

R2-092201
UM data reception error detection for CS over HSPA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.322


F

=>The CR is postponed
R2-092203
UM data reception ciphering recovery for CS over HSPA
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is postponed
R2-092413
Considerations on continuous packet loss
Samsung
Disc

-Nokia considers that silence periods won’t happen in case of surrounding noise.

-Further offline discussion is needed.

-Samsung points out for HHO failure fallback case. NW vendor will receive HO failure from UE and doesn’t need CU from UE.

-For RLF detection, NWs need to check how long this would take in the field.

-Nokia points out this should be checked for CPC as well because RLF detection will take more time.

-Qualcomm supports the principle of solving this issue even if it is a rare event as the criticality it high.

-Nokia points out that if we accept a UE based solution: the configurability of the timer needs to be discussed.

-Noted

9.3
Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH State in FDD

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-UplinkEnhState, closed Dec. 08)

CRs:

R2-092162
SIB7 handling and Enhanced uplink in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


F

-Coversheet: WI code should include also RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-Change marks have issues

-Collides with R2-092323!!

-Interdigital points out it is already clear in RRC that UE doesn’t have to read sib7 when the default is configured. Qualcomm points out the case the CR is trying to address is missing in the spec.

-Qualcomm points out the requirements about SIB7 should be kept in one place.

-Nokia prefers to keep the paragraph as it is today; adding the condition only is sufficient. Qualcomm points out there is no rewording, paragraphs have only been moved around.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092476
R2-092476
SIB7 handling and Enhanced uplink in CELL_FACH
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331

 =>The CR is postponed

R2-092323
Clarification of SIB7 reading for enhanced uplink in CELL_FACH state
Huawei, InterDigital
CR
25.331


F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-Collides with R2-092162!!

-Coversheet: WI code should include also RANimp-UplinkEnhState
-NSN prefers to move the last change in 8.1.1.7.4 in the beginning of the paragraph so that text about invalid timer isn’t followed by a sentence that indicates it’s valid. Huawei considers this can be reworked if it can be merged with the previous CR (R2-092476) and another CR.

-Ericsson would like to understand why the open loop section needs to be changed. Huawei considers this section isn’t inline with the agreement on sib7 reading.

-Nokia agrees with the CR

-Qualcomm considers 8.1.1.7.4 still needs some changes.

-The principle of the CR is agreed but some re-wording is needed. 

=>The CR is revised in R2-092477
R2-092477
Clarification of SIB7 reading for enhanced uplink in CELL_FACH state
Huawei, InterDigital
CR
25.331


F
REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>The CR is postponed

R2-092354
Correction on adding CMAC_STATUS in figure 11.2.2A-3
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

-Corrected figure is damaged. This needs to be fixed so the text is aligned with the figure.

-We agree to correct the figure

=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-092426
HARQ delivery failure correction
Ericsson
Disc

-Qualcomm disagrees with the statements that in case of explicit release the SI won’t be retransmitted and that SI can only be transmitted when TEBS=0 in CELL_FACH.

-Ericsson’s intention is that SI is retransmitted when implicit release is disabled. Samsung doesn’t think this makes a difference to the NW. Interdigital considers this is a mechanism to help the NW and to help remove the resources faster.

=>Noted
R2-092428
HARQ delivery correction
Ericsson
CR
25.321


F

-Coversheet: Other specs impacted is missing.

-Infineon points out there is already some text explaining that SI will be transmitted when TEBS=0 hence even in case of HARQ failure, SI will be retransmitted. Qualcomm agrees this would be redundant but the text could be clarified.

-Qualcomm indicates that in case SI<>0, it will still be transmitted even in Enh. UL for CELL_FACH case.

-Samsung points out the “each time” in the added statement on SI triggering should be considered further; we shouldn’t consider together the condition for TEBS=0 and the implicit release.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092478
R2-092478

HARQ delivery correction
Ericsson
CR
25.321


F

-The CR needs to be done on top of latest version of the specification when resubmitted

-The wording “if DTCH/DCCH transmission”can be improved.

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092429
MAC-STATUS-Ind for CCCH transmissions
Ericsson
CR
25.321


F

-Changes: need to add beginning of changed section.

-NSN asks if it would happen that there is any data left after CCCH transmission. Ericsson points out the goal is to align the procedure with the later paragraph. Nokia indicates the condition is now changed. This needs to be checked.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092479
R2-092479
MAC-STATUS-Ind for CCCH transmissions
Ericsson
CR
25.321


F

=>The CR is withdrawn. Topic is postponed to the next meeting
Changes:

R2-092245
Scheduling Information for CCCH transmission in CELL_FACH state and idle mode
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

-Huawei agrees this proposal has some benefits.

-Interdigital doesn’t think this proposal helps because SS will be interpreted by RNC instead of NB. This would be a new requirement on the NW.

-Nokia points out there are other aspects that can be useful with SI, which will be discussed in other Wis. Ericsson and Qualcomm agree.

=>Noted
R2-092239
Proposed CR Scheduling Information for CCCH transmission in CELL_FACH state and idle mode
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

-Postponed to after the discussion

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting
9.4
Enhanced UE DRX

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-DRX, closed Sep. 08)

R2-092163
SIB7 handling and Enhanced UE DRX when E-DCH is not configured
Qualcomm Europe
CR
25.331


F

-Not available: withdrawn?

=>Withdrawn.

R2-092343
Discussion on SIB7 and enhanced UE DRX operation
InterDigital, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson
Disc

-Qualcomm asks where the 10s number comes from? Interdigital indicates this is a compromise between UE/NW vendors. Qualcomm is concerned that a static value will not address future cases. Nokia indicates due to logarithmic aspect of battery saving improvement the 8 or 10s value had significant battery gain compared to higher values. Qualcomm would like to see the results for this and in particular the impact on the NW UL interference. 

-Nokia indicates the formula is indicated in the contribution. Ericsson indicates the 10s value is empirically derived from what is observed in the NW. The amount of variation on the sib7 value doesn’t change very much in that time frame.

-Proposal:  Agree to have a static SIB7 reading value of 10s.
-Qualcomm cannot agree with a static value since this would be segragating between different UE populations. Qualcomm considers the legacy procedures already allow a similar mechanism.

-T-Mobile indicates operators would be reluctant to change the sib7 reading parameters as those have already been optimized. Ericsson indicates they would prefer keeping the existing parameters that they know work for legacy Ues. 

-Nokia points out if the legacy mechanism is used, legacy Ues won’t gain anything but there may be a risk that Ues won’t support it. Instead the value can be fixed for the Ues that can benefit from it. Ericsson indicates the only fear is if UE has read a low value when the updated value is now high. Qualcomm considers having a fixed value doesn’t solve this.

-Qualcomm indicates the discussion of what the timer is set to doesn’t impact legacy Ues because the spec allows Ues to delay SIB7 reading.

-Interdigital indicates nobody else than Qualcomm seems to be seeing a problem.

-Qualcomm doesn’t agree. 

-No consensus can be found.

-Not having the CR would mean the legacy UE behavior applies.

=>We agree that for UE in DRX in CELL_FACH, the SIB7 expiry timer is set to a static value of 8s

R2-092475
SIB7 and enhanced UE DRX operation
InterDigital, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Alcatel-Lucent, Ericsson, Broadcom, LG
CR

=>We agree with the CR in principle

R2-092501
Way forward on SIB7 reading and Enhanced UE DRX
Qualcomm Europe

-Nokia points out the only dependency on the CR are cases A, C, E and F.

-There needs to be agreement on the treatment of these cases. 

=>Companies agree that the cases A, C, E and F need to be discussed further (next meeting).

=>Noted.
9.5
Enhanced CELL_FACH state in 1.28 Mcps TDD

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, closed Dec. 08)

R2-092274
Discussion about cell reselection in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
Disc




-CATT considers proposals 1 and 2 aren’t required. CATT considers for proposal 2, the same situation exists for CELL_DCH state so if there isn’t a problem there it should also be addressed.

-ZTE indicates for the proposal 2 an existing parameter could be re-used.

=>Noted

9.6
Mobility between UMTS and LTE

Contributions related to UMTS Stage-3 aspects should be submitted here. Stage-2 aspects and Stage-3 issues common with LTE should be submitted under 4.1.

CRs:

R2-092194
Removal of FFS in reference to GERAN timer T3230
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092458
Removal of FFS in 25.304 reference to GERAN timer T3230 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.304


F

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092261
Correction on semantic description of priority IE in GSM/E-UTRA priority info list
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331


F

=>We agree with the CR principle of the CR. The CR has already been implemented in the ASN.1 review and therefore isn’t needed.

=>The CR is withdrawn
R2-092299
Clarification on cell reselection if two rules are met
ZTE
CR
25.304


F

-Ericsson is not convinced a clarification is needed. Nokia doesn’t see a need for a clarification.

-T-Mobile considers doesn’t see a difference with today’s behavior.

=>The CR is not agreed.

R2-092339
Add description about the parameter of Need for Idle Interval
CATT
CR
25.306


F

-Ericsson asks if for TDD there is ever the need for measurement gaps? CATT indicates TDD never required CM gaps.
=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-092341
Clarification of setting meaurement capability TDD in INTER RAT HANDOVER INFOR message
CATT
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-092366
Clarification on signalling connection establishment after HO from E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
CR
25.331


F

-Coversheet: “other specs affected” should be filled in.

-Nokia points out the security aspects need to be checked as currently CN is assumed to be CS.

-Ericsson points out it is not yet clear that there is a use case for having the CR. This needs to be checked further.

=>Further offline discussion needed. We’ll come back on Friday in the common session
“Camped in any cell” issue

R2-092400
Preserving dedicated priorities in camped on any cell state
Panasonic
CR
25.331


F

=>Revised in R2-092465
R2-092465
Preserving dedicated priorities in camped on any cell state
Panasonic
CR
25.331


F

-Offline discussion needed

=>The CR is revised in R2-092483
R2-092483
Preserving dedicated priorities in camped on any cell state
Panasonic
CR
25.331


F 

-

-Nokia indicates the previous version had more details on when the priorities would apply. T-Mobile points out the behavior is clearly defined in 25.331.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092494
R2-092494
Preserving dedicated priorities in camped on any cell state
Panasonic
CR
25.331


F 

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092214
Foreward compatibility of EC handling in camped on any state cell
T-Mobile
Disc

-Nokia doesn’t see a major drawback in alternative 1 and points out the proposal would necessitate 3G cells to know what its LTE neighbors support. Qualcomm agrees with that view. 

-T-mobile indicates either way the NW would have to indicate the support to the UE in the end hence the main question to UE vendors is whether this is an acceptable solution

-Huawei would support T-Mobile’s proposal to add an indicator

-Qualcomm asks if in the proposal the 3G cell would need to indicate a flag per NW that is advertised (potentiall at different priority levels). T-Mobile considers that in the NS case that would apply but considered that would be an overkill and considered it would be simpler for operators that in this case, the bit would only be set if all neighbors support emergency calls.

-Ericsson wants to know if the only problem with alternative 1 is whether Ues are required to make emergency calls on 3G. That is the only problem seen right now.

=>We agree to keep alternative 1.

9.7
HSPA VoIP to WCDMA/GSM CS continuity

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-HSPAVoIP, closed: March 09; WIDS: RP-080749)

No contributions.

9.8
HS-DSCH Serving Cell Change Enhancements

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-HSDSCH, closed Dec. 08)

R2-092355
Correction to enhanced Serving Cell Change procedure
InterDigital
CR
25.331


F

-Coversheet: release should say “Rel-8”

-existing text: strange looking “B6” indents.

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092409
Correction to RRC transaction identifier handling
Samsung
CR
25.331


F

-Nokia points out the different bullet level 3 should not be considered to be handled in any particular order. In this case, the behavior intended by Samsung can be satisfied with adding an “else” before the processed transaction part. This can be reviewed.

-Huawei doesn’t think the issue will happen because NW can use a different Id, all entries in the processed transaction id will be cleared. Samsung points out if a NW uses the same id for HS-SCCH orders, the current text would create a problem as a second order for a different cell would be ignored.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092484
R2-092484
Correction to RRC transaction identifier handling
Samsung
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is postponed

R2-092451
Correction of the “else” clause in Target cell HS-SCCH reception
Ericsson
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is agreed in principle
9.9
Support of UTRA HNB

(RAN2 WI, HNB-supp, closed: March 09, WIDS: RP-080752)

Contributions related to Rel-8 UMTS Stage-3 aspects should be submitted here. Stage-2 aspects and Stage-3 issues common with LTE should be submitted under 4.1.2

CRs:

R2-092195
Addition of semantics description for support of CSG
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


F

-Ericsson considers the word “enhanced” may be confusing with rel’9 enhancements

-Qualcomm would prefer to have a positive wording. Nokia indicates the other options are written this way. Qualcomm points out “CSG mobility” isn’t specific. T-Mobile points out we should only indicate the support that RAN3 asks for which is access control.

-The agreed text is: “The absence of this IE indicates that the UE does not support access control based on CSG”

=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle

R2-092401
Correction of Manual CSG ID selection
Panasonic
CR
25.304


F

=>The CR is agreed in principle

Open issue:

R2-092141
Discussion on Rel-8 and pre-R8 mobiles camping on CSG
Huawei
Disc

-NEC agrees with the intention that legacy Ues shouldn’t be prevented from accessing HNBs.

-Huawei points out if the cells are barred that would create problems with roaming Ues.

-Nokia explains the intention was only to provide more means for the operator to avoid battery drainage. Huawei indicates operators can avoid battery drainage by avoiding to list HNBs in the NCL. Nokia would be fine with this solution. T-Mobile indicates the solution based on NCL doesn’t work very well with preventing all Ues to access HNBs. T-Mobile considers an additional mecanism would be useful. Nokia considers the NCL solution would be more complicated to implement.

-T-Mobile indicates there are use cases where NCL wouldn’t work, in case of HNB deployed in coverage hole. T-Mobile considers it would be good to identify use cases where NCL isn’t sufficient. Huawei considers for this use case it would be strange to have different behaviors 

=>Noted

R2-092197
Addition of CSG cell reservation signalling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331


C

-Some comments on ASN.1 can be taken offline

-The goal would be to have a backward compatible to rel’8.

-T-Mobile indicates the parameter “cell reserved for CSG” is not very well adapted.That can be discussed further offline. 

=>The CR is postponed

R2-092198
Addition of CSG cell reservation behaviour
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.304


C

-No comments.

=>The CR is postponed

Way forward on open issue: We have an email discussion with the goal of identifiying use cases where the CSG cell reservation could be utilized and their respective merits.

=>T-Mobile will organize the email discussion. Deadline: submission date of RAN2#66.

R2-092290
Clarification on outbound mobility
ZTE
Disc

-Moved from 4.1.3

=>Noted
R2-092296
CR for clarification on outbound mobility for UTRAN
ZTE
CR
25.304


F

-Nokia considers the added requirement can be already done with current parameter settings

-Nokia proposes to correct the reference by adding 5.2.6.1.4a in addition to 5.2.6.1.4.

-The CR needs to be revised.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092485
R2-092485
CR for clarification on outbound mobility for UTRAN
ZTE
CR
25.304


F

-T-Mobile considers there is now redundant text
-==>The CR is postponed
9.10
Support for Additional Navigation Satellite Systems (ANSS) for LCS

(RAN2 WI, RANimp-ANSS, closed Dec. 08)

No contributions.

9.11
TEI8
R2-092130
Correction of mobility states
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
25.304


F

-Coversheet: Rel’8 CR only? Magic sentence? 

-We can have it as rel’8 but applicable to earlier releases.

-The intention is that there is no change to the behavior. There is a critical statement to check with the position of the Squal sentence. The understanding is that it applies to both conditions. This should be checked.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092504

R2-092504
Correction of mobility states
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
25.304


F

=>The CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-092193
Correction to UE behaviour while 300s frequency barring timer is running
T-Mobile
CR
25.304


F

-Coversheet: Correction for Rel’8 only?

-T-Mobile is trying to cover the case where the UE is trying to setup a RRC connection in F2 and gets redirected to F2. T-Mobile considers the 300s would apply because the UE is still in idle mode

-Qualcomm considers the 300s shouldn’t apply in this case.

-This can be checked offline

-Nokia think there may be some NAS impacts to consider. This has been agreed in LTE.

=>We agree with the CR in principle

R2-092247
Clarification of UTRAN side MAC architecture
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.321


F

-The picture should keep the same size

-NSN asks if the change should be done in rel’7. LG indicates the change was already there in 8.2.0 but was removed. 

-We should find the CR that removed that picture

-The rapporteur should be informed

=>The topic is postponed

Note: R2-092489 as a revision of R2-092247 was not provided and is therefore withdrawn

R2-092264
Removal of description of CPCH feature
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331


F

-Coversheet: why not start from release 6?

-We need to check if these semantics weren’t left on purpose for consistency with ASN.1.

-We can check the ASN.1 to see if there is any impact. There are IEs that relate to the parameters mentioned in the semantics but it’s doesn’t impact the current CR.

-There is another leftover in 10.3.6.3.

=>The CR is revised in R2-092490
R2-092490
Removal of description of CPCH feature
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331


F

-We agreed not to make the correction in a different ASN.1 portion where

-This CR is removing the tabular part and isn’t creating discrepancy with ASN.1.

=>The CR is agreed in principle

R2-092427
UE Capability Info: MIMO + MBMS
Qualcomm Europe
Disc


-Not available. Withdrawn?


=>Withdrawn
R2-092453
CR to 25.321 on the VoIP SI report for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD-Tech
CR
25.321


F

-This is an improvement to VoIP for LCR TDD. It is not a correction and should be looked at under TEI9.

=>The CR is not agreed
R2-092454
CR to 25.306 on UE capability of maximum number of HS-DSCH transport channel bit within HS-DSCH TTI for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD-Tech
CR
25.321


F

-Not available. Withdrawn
R2-092131
Addition of missing GSM cell info
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
25.331


F

-=>withdrawn
9.12
Other Release 8 topics

Including contributions on WI/SI under responsibility of other groups.

MBSFN-IMB

R2-092127
CR to 25.302: Support for 3.84 Mcps MBSFN IMB operation
IPWireless
CR
25.302


B

REL-8
MBSFN-DOB

-Not available. Withdrawn?

=>Withdrawn
R2-092128
Correction on CPICH Secondary CCPCH power offset in  3.84 Mcps TDD MBSFN IMB
IPWireless
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
MBSFN-DOB

-Not available. Withdrawn?
=>Withdrawn
DC-HSDPA

[See LS to be treated from 3.3]

R2-092164
Draft LS reply on RAN2 agreement on fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell
Qualcomm Europe
LSout





REL-8
?

-Not available. Withdrawn?

-Available in the inbox.

-Huawei would like the LS to only mention the status of the RAN2 agreement but not to provide any guidance on the pairing.

-The LS can restrict itself to answering the questions on whether there exists a prior RAN2 agreement and whether there would be a restriction from a RAN2 point of view on having fixed/flexible pairing.

=>The LS can be revised in R2-092491
R2-092491
Draft LS reply on RAN2 agreement on fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell
Qualcomm Europe
LSout





REL-8
? 

=>The LS is approved and can be sent to RAN3 in this meeting in R2-092495
R2-092315
Considerations on the LS from RAN3 about Dual Cell configuration
Huawei
Disc





REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA

-T-Mobile points out the wi has been completed hence any agreements should be in the specification. Huawei points out there is an earlier RAN2 agreement on fixed association.

-Qualcomm considers the earlier agreement was about cell coverage.

=>Noted

LCR-CPC

R2-092383
Correction to statement of SPS operation for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC

-No formatting?

-Midamble configuration Ies should be in “”. It’s an IE name
=>With this change the CR is agreed in principle in R2-092492 
R2-092384
Correction to statement of SPS operation for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.321


F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC

-No formatting?

-Maybe new section title should be different from existing one?

=>Revised in R2-092487
R2-092487
Correction to statement of SPS operation for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT, ZTE
CR
25.321


F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC

-The CR is not done on the latest MAC spec (not available). For the next meeting the CR needs to be re-done on the final version of the spec.

=>The CR is agreed in principle
ETWS

R2-092088
ETWS security handling and duplicate detection
Ericsson
Disc
-Panasonic clarifies proposals 7/8 are covered by a CR proposal. We can look at that when we treat the CR

-On proposal 17, Ercisson understood that this was left up to UE implementation.

-Huawei asks if there is another mean to transmit secondary notification. Ericsson confirms.

-Huawei ask is there any security requirement for secondary notification. Ericsson indicates there isn’t a mechanism for adding security over CBS however security could be added transparently.

-Huawei asks if the intention of proposal 16 to define new CBS messages. This isn’t the intention. The intention was to specify for how long it should be activated after the primary notification.

-Nokia asks whether there is a way for the UE to know how long it should listen to CBS. Nokia indicates without any requirement on the delay between primary / secondary notification there would be a bigger impact on UE battery life.

-We need to go through the proposals :

-Proposals for email discussion : 3, 5, 6, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, H-RNTI monitoring issue.

-Proposals 7 and 8, 10 , 12, 14, are covered in the CR (to be seen)
R2-092086
Procedure requirements for ETWS primary notification with security
Ericsson
CR
25.331


F

-Moved from AI 9.11

-Panasonic indicates in case of ETWS message received without security information, the message should be forwarded to upper layers rather than discarded. This can be discussed in email.

-Companies should also provide feedback on the editor’s comments. This can be done in the email discussion as well.

-The goal is to progress the CR based on the agreements from the email discussion.

=>The CR is postponed

R2-092399
Reception of ETWS notification in acceptable cell
Panasonic
CR
25.304


F

REL-8
ETWS

-Ericsson agrees with the principle of the CR but considers we shouldn’t mention “ETWS” but rather primary/secondary notification. Panasonic indicates the reason was to be consistent with LTE. We need to see a revision with added text in the definition.

-Nokia points out there is a difference with what is proposed here compared to proposal 13 in Ericsson’s document. This can be checked. The coversheet would need to be updated

=>The CR is revised in R2-092493 

R2-092493
Reception of ETWS notification in acceptable cell
Panasonic
CR
25.304


F

REL-8
ETWS

-Nokia asks if the ETWS notification exists elsewhere in the specification. Is there a definition that ETWS is both primary and secondary notification.

-This needs to be checked

=>The CR is revised in R2-092503
R2-092503
Reception of ETWS notification in acceptable cell
Panasonic
CR
25.304


F

REL-8
ETWS

=>The CR is agreed in principle
R2-092079
Discussion on Procedure requirements for ETWS primary notification with security
Ericsson
Disc

-Moved from 9.11

-Huawei points out there wasn’t a decision on which LC to use.

-Ericsson proposes that when the primary notification is performed on CCCH, UE isn’t required to monitor 3 H-RNTIs.

Proposal 6:
When an ETWS capable UE is monitoring HS-DSCH to receive an ETWS PRIMARY NOTIFI-CATION WITH SECURITY message during an ETWS alarm, a time division shall be applied be-tween BCCH and CCCH, such that the UE is not required to monitor the H-RNTIs for both logical channels simultaneously.
-The current requirement is that UE only have to monitor 2 IDs simultaneously. Huawei would like operators to indicate whether a DL interuption is acceptable. 

We can agree that the UE complexity regarding monitoring of identities shouldn’t be increased (2 simultaneously).

We can discuss this in the email discussion.

Proposal 1:
Distinguish ETWS requirements for ETWS capable UEs and ETWS incapable UEs. 

-We are fine with proposals 1 and 2.

Proposal 3:
Include the ETWS PRIMARY NOTIFICATION WITH SECURITY message in the group of messages where RRC integrity protection is not applied (25.331, sub-clause 8.5.10).

Proposal 4:
As a consequence of proposal 3, remove the IE "Integrity check info" from the tabular specification of the ETWS PRIMARY NOTIFICATION WITH SECURITY message.

-We are fine with proposals 3 and 4.

-Security threat highlighted during email discussion: Ericsson proposes to liaise to other groups to see if anything should be done about it.

=>Ericsson will draft an LS to be reviewed in common with LTE on Friday. R2-092496. [CB on Friday]

10
UTRA Release 9

10.1
DC-HSDPA with MIMO (RP-090332)

(RANimp-DC_MIMO, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090332)

UP aspects

R2-092092
User Plane impacts of DL Multicarrier evolution
Ericsson
Disc

noted
R2-092157
DC-HSDPA+MIMO impact on RAN2 specifications
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-Contains also CP aspects

-Ericsson would like to understand if the header optimizations for higher data rates should be done for LTE as well.

-Ericsson points out proposal 4 isn’t related to this work item. NSN points out this would be a TEI9 proposal.

R2-092301
Considerations on reordering of MAC-ehs for DC-MIMO
Huawei
Disc
List of UP issues:

Agreements on listed UP issues:

Issue 1: Are changes needed for MAC architecture

=>No changes envisioned


Issue 1A: Which MAC entity is used (MAC-hs/MAC-ehs?)

=>Only MAC-ehs will be re-used for DC-HSDPA+MIMO. 

Issue 2: Does MAC reordering need to be improved

=>Improvements need to be considered. 

=>How many MAC PDUs/TTI should be considered? This will depend on the agreed design: minimum is to support 4 MAC PDUs/TTI, up to 8 can be considered (MIMO combined with 4 carriers).


Issue 2A: If so, how?

=>2 Alternatives have been proposed:


=>Increase TSN space


=>Derive part of TSN info from used carrier or HARQ process history

Issue 3: Are changes needed at RLC level?

=>No changes envisioned. FFS whether changes would be required for reasons other than simply reaching the highest data rate. 

Issue 4: UE processing optimizations (MAC, RLC)?

=>Improvements can be considered at MAC and RLC levels

CP aspects

R2-092093
Mobility solutions for downlink multicarrier
Ericsson
Disc

noted
R2-092091
Overview of Rel-9 multicarrier work
Ericsson
Disc

-Huawei asks if the proposal 1 means MIMO is enabled in one or the other carrier or if the parameters are the same.

-Qualcomm points out there was a proposal in RAN1 to have MIMO+STTD. Vodafone clarifies this proposal is not under consideration anymore.

-Qualcomm points out from a RAN2 point of view if we allow to configure MIMO independantly per band the signaling has to be flexible anyways

-Huawei would like to keep the signaling open to have different MIMO configuration on different carriers.
List of CP issues:


=>The DC-HSDPA+MIMO feature is based on the same mobility procedures as the DC-HSDPA feature.


=>We will decide on the number of different configuration at the next meeting based on justification for particular use cases.


=>If we find that we can restrict the number of configurations (different MIMO parameters per carrier) we would be able to simplify the signaling.
Ericsson will organize an email discussion on the DC-HSDPA+MIMO open issues. Deadline is submission of the next meeting (See email discussion 4)
10.2
DC-HSUPA (RP-090014)

(RANimp-DC_HSUPA, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090014)

General - Definitions

R2-092283
Considerations on the carrier allocation for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

-Alcatel-Lucent proposes to define the UL supplementry carrier as the UL carrier corresponding to the DL supplementry carrier.

-Qualcomm would like to know if this is for stage 2 definition? This is the goal

-NSN points out it would be better to have a context before naming these entities. If those entities end up being the same thing there is no need to define them differently.

-Huawei points out the goal is to link the UL carriers to their DL respectives.

-Ericsson points out in RAN1 we only talk about primary and secondary serving.

=>Noted
UP aspects

R2-092089
User Plane solution for uplink multi-carrier
Ericsson
Disc

-Ericsson explains the split of the MAC architecture relates to the fact that data will be split somehwere and that needs to be reflected.

-Qualcomm asks if the “UE id” box was related to supporting DC-HSUPA in CELL_FACH? That wasn’t the goal.

-NSN points out spliting of the data would lead to a large number HARQ processes and could be avoided

R2-092156
DC-HSUPA impact on RAN2 specifications
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-Also contains CP aspects

-Huawei asks what was the use case of different TTI per carrier? Qualcomm considers it would be useful for coverage reasons.

R2-092204
UL Dual Cell operation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-Qualcomm asks if keeping the same tau-dpch on both carriers would restrict the distribution of users in time? Motorola points out if there are different timing offsets there would be new requirements on the UE. NSN points out the DL is already the same.

-Ericsson asks if “same timing” mean the primary has the same timing as the secondary? NSN explains there is only one time reference. Ericsson would prefer that the secondary has the same timing as the primary.

-Huawei considers the Tau-dpch should be the same across carriers. Qualcomm agrees.

-Infineon points out disabling the second UL carrier would have impact on the DL signaling.

R2-092211
UL Dual Carrier Impact on MAC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-Qualcomm points out having different Mac-d flows would create out-of-sequence at RLC. NSN points out the goal would be to treat the different carriers as it’s done today with different NBs.
R2-092285
Considerations on SI and Happy Bit for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

noted
R2-092288
Considerations on carrier activation/deactivation for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

noted
R2-092289
Considerations on scheduling control for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

=>Revised in R2-092470
R2-092470
Considerations on scheduling control for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

-Motorola asks if Huawei envisions to do HARQ retransmission on different carriers?
R2-092449
Dual Cell HSUPA considerations
"InterDigital"
Disc

UP-Issues:

Architecture (which MAC entity, interaction with HARQ, Mac-d flow mapping)

Carrier activation/deactivation

Scheduling (AGCH, Serving/Non-Serving RGCH, scheduled/non-scheduled flows)

E-TFC selection

Status reporting: SI/HB (buffer info, UPH…)
List of issues - Architecture:

-
Which MAC entity should be used? ( MAC-i/is?)



=>We agree to use MAC-i/is entity (FFS if MAC-e/es can be used as well)

-
Do we have a split at the MAC-i, MAC-is entities or other?

-
Where is the combining done (MAC-i, MAC-is, other)?

-
Do we have 1 or 2 E-DCH transport channels?



=>We agree to have 2 E-DCH transport channels, one per carrier.

-
Will each E-DCH transport channel have its own associated downlink and uplink signalling, i.e. E-HICH and E-DPCCH?



=>This is more under RAN1 expertise.

-
Should we have carrier specific HARQ entities, one per transport channel?



=>We agree to have one HARQ entity per transport channel.

-
Should we allow HARQ retx to be done in a different carrier?



=>This is more under RAN1 expertise.

-
Are segmentation, multiplexing and TSN setting joint functionalities for these E-DCH transport channels and HARQ entities?List of issues – Data rate:

· Impact to RLC?

List of issues – Scheduling:

· How is the Scheduling Information message impacted? Power headroom, buffer status?

· If some bits are redundant, how to use those (reserved? Other?)

· Do we need a UPH per carrier?

· How is the Happy Bit impacted? 

· If the bit is redundant, how to use it?

· Are the AGCH/RGCH carrier specific or common?

· =>We agree that AGCH/RGCH are carrier specific.

· Are non-scheduled flows configured on one carrier, both carriers, or left to UE to choose on which carrier?

· Should NB be able to select UL carrier dynamically for transmission

List of issues – E-TFC selection

· How is the E-TFC selection impacted (common selection or separate)

· How is the max UE tx power divided amongst carriers?

=>NSN will organize an email discussion. Deadline is submission deadline  (See email discussion 5 or [65b-9] in Annex H)
CP aspects

R2-092090
Mobility solutions for uplink multicarrier
Ericsson
Disc

-Qualcomm asks if the independent active sets means that we define and configure different and independent events? Ericsson envisions that the events would be independent. How the serving cell is determined is left up to discussion. Qualcomm asks if it means Ues would need to maintain searchers per carriers.

R2-092298
Considerations on mobility management for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

=>Revised in R2-092471
R2-092471
Considerations on mobility management for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc
CP-Issues:

-
Definitions (active set)

-
Mobility

-
Configuration (common/separate parameters, feature interaction)

List of issues – Configuration

-
E-RNTI configuration (same per carrier or different)?



=>We agree that we have independent E-RNTIs per carrier.

-
TTIs to support (10ms, 2ms, mix of 10 and 2?)

-
Can DCH be configured for Ues configured with DC-HSUPA?

-
Can CPC be configured with dual carrier transmission?



=>We agree that CPC can be configured with DC-HSUPA

-
Should Tau-dpch be the same across carriers?



=>We agree to have the same Tau-DPCH across carriers.

-
Configuration to enable/disable second carrier from the RNC?



=>We agree on this.

-
Dynamic activation/deactivation of second carrier from the NB?

-
Dynamic activation/deactivation of second carrier from the UE?

-
List of common/separate parameters are listed in R2-092156.

-
Should we be backward compatible and allow NBs which do not support DC-HSUPA to be in the AS of a DC-HSUPA UE?

List of issues – Mobility

· Should the mobility procedures be based on release 8 mobility procedures?=>We agree on this as a baseline

· Are active sets defined per carrier or should we have a combined AS?

· If we define two active sets, can they be independent?

· How to define measurments on secondary carrier (intra/inter freq?)?

· Should joint or separate measurments be used for the handover decision?

· Are mobility events anchor-based or independent?

List of issues – Misc

· How is RLF defined?

· How many UE categories are needed?

Qualcomm will organize an email discussion (See email discussion 6 or [65b-10] in Annex H)
Late:

R2-092472
Simulation for dynamic single carrier transmission for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

=>Revised in R2-092498
R2-092498
Simulation for dynamic single carrier transmission for DC-HSUPA
Huawei
Disc

-The document was not treated

-Companies are invited to comment on this contribution

=>Noted without presentation
10.3
Home-NB enhancements (RP-090351)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090351)

Covering UTRA specific stage-2 aspects and UTRA stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.

Hybrid mode support:

Common session agreements:

Agreements for IDLE mode:

1)   UE with an allowed CSG Id list should be able to check the CSG id of a hybrid access mode cell of a H(e)NB.

2)   UEs with an allowed CSG ID list should be able to detect hybrid access mode cells either autonomously (to find cells belonging to his allowed CSG’s) or by manual search and camp on those cells.

NOTE: This does not imply that the UE will always have to check the CSG-id of any hybrid cell.

3)   UEs with an empty CSG ID list do not need to autonomously search for hybrid access mode cells. They may however manually search for hybrid access mode cells when requested by NAS.

4)   For legacy UE’s, hybrid cells will just look like normal open cells.

Agreements:

1)    A hybrid cell is a cell that can be at the same time a CSG cell for UEs with its CSG-ID in their whitelist, and a regular cell to all other UEs.

2)    Hybrid cells do not belong to csg-PCI-Range (CSG PSC Split Information), have a csg-Indication (CSG Indication) turned off but broadcast a csg-Identity (CSG Identity).

       NOTE: although Release 8 non-CSG and CSG UEs would be able to camp on such hybrid cells (which would be seen as a normal one) there is no possibility for Release 8 CSG UEs to see hybrid cells as CSG cells when their CSG ID matches their whitelist.

3a)   NCL: Hybrid cells should not be blacklisted in the LTE NCL

3b)   NCL: FFS how to handle hybrid cells in the UMTS NCL

R2-092581
Stage 2 CR for NCL capture of Hybrid cell support

=>Will be treated on Friday.
R2-092121
Cell Identity restriction in Measurement Report
Airvana
Disc

-Email discussion started from common session

-The proposal was for information, companies are invited to comment to Airvana.

=>Not treated.
R2-092125
Proposed CR for 25.304 to Support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone
CR
25.304


F

=>revised in R2-092461
R2-092461
Proposed CR for 25.304 to Support Hybrid Access Mode
Vodafone, Qualcomm
CR
25.304


B

-The proposal is for information, companies are invited to comment to the co-sourcing companies.

=>This CR is postponed
R2-092126
Proposed CR for 25.331 on Definition of CSG indicator
Vodafone
CR
25.331


F
=>revised in R2-092462
R2-092462
Proposed CR for 25.331 on Definition of CSG indicator
Vodafone, Qualcomm
CR
25.331


B

-The proposal is for information, companies are invited to comment to the co-sourcing companies.

=>This CR is postponed
R2-092304
Discussion on air interface synchronization scenario and scheme for TDD H(e)NB
ZTE
Disc

=>Moved to 10.5

R2-092284
Discussion on air interface synchronization scenario and scheme for 1.28Mcps TDD HNB
ZTE
Disc

=>withdrawn
10.4
TEI-9
R2-092234
Sending DCCH/DTCH in URA_PCH
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-NSN asks if the solution would mean the user data is going through several RLC entities. Qualcomm agrees this is a cross-layer optimization (or layer violation).

-Ericsson would like to see some gain analysis. Qualcomm explains there would be significatn delay improvement 

-Some analysis of latency improvements would need to be provided

=>Noted
R2-092319
Principles for introduction of UE-AMBR in UMTS
Huawei
Disc

-T-Mobile considers we may need a WI to organize this work. Ericsson agrees a WI may be needed and would like to know what the SA1 status is.

-We need to know that status in SA1.

=>Noted

R2-092324
Transmission of UE inactive period during Inter-RAT handover to UTRAN
Huawei
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is withdrawn
R2-092326
Addition of HSPA capablity in the INTER RAT HANDOVER INFO
Huawei
CR
25.331


F

=>The CR is withdrawn
R2-092328
Configuration of DC-HSDPA/CPC/MIMO during HANDOVER from EUTRAN TO UTRAN
Huawei
CR
25.331


=>The CR is withdrawn


F

R2-092330
RSCP and Ec/No in RACH measurement report
Huawei
Disc

-NSN asks how the mearsurement would be reported if there are already limitations on the number of cells to report. Huawei considers there is little difference with today’s scenario.

-Huawei indicates that if Enh UL in CELL_FACH is used there would be more possibility to report measurements.

-NSN would like to see some analysis on what is gained. Also considering Enh. UL for CELL-FACH is optional, the addressed population is limited.

-Ericsson would also like to see some analysis on the improvements.

=>Noted

R2-092332
RSCP and Ec/No in RACH measurement report(CR 25.331)
Huawei
CR
25.331


F

-The CR is presented for information

=>The CR is withdrawn
10.5
Other UTRA Rel-9 WIs under other WG responsibility

UTRAN 2ms TTI uplink range improvement:

(RANimp-2mTTI_ULimp, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090333)

R2-092213
2 ms TTI coverage extension
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

=>Withdrawn
TxAA extension for non-MIMO UEs:

(RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO, leading WG: RAN1, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090013)

R2-092132
Considerations on TxAA fallback mode
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

-The CR is presented for information

=>Withdrawn
Support for different bands for Dual-Cell HSDPA:

(RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA, leading WG: RAN4, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090015)

R2-092308
Considerations on mobility management for Dual Band DC-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc

-withdrawn

R2-092159
DB-HSDPA impact on RAN2 specifications
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-Moved from 10.4

-We shouldn’t change the scope of the WI in RAN WGs. 

=>Noted

Extended UMTS/LTE 800 MHz:

(RInImp9-UMTSLTE800, leading WG: RAN4, started: June 08, target: June 09, WIDS: RP-090156)

R2-092390
Introduction of Band XIX
NTT DoCoMo Inc.
Disc

-T-Mobile asks why we should capture anything in the specifications. There are other cases of overlapping bands in the specifications. 

-Companies will check this proposal and provide comments on the CRs. We can answer the RAN4 LS in the next meeting.
R2-092395
Introduction of Band XIX CR for 25.331
NTT DoCoMo Inc.
CR
25.331
B

=>The CR is postponed 
R2-092396
Introduction of Band XIX CR for 25.306
NTT DoCoMo Inc.
CR
25.306
B

=>The CR is postponed 
R2-092397
Introduction of Band XIX CR for 25.307
NTT DoCoMo Inc.
CR
25.307
B

=>The CR is postponed 

REL-4...REL-7 CRs will be provided later
REL-8

R2-092398
Introduction of Band XIX CR for 25.307
NTT DoCoMo Inc.
CR
25.307
B

=>The CR is postponed 
Study on 1.28 Mcps TDD Home NodeB:
(FS_RAN-HNBLCRTDD, leading WG: RAN4, started: Sep.08, target: June 09, WIDS: RP-080767)
R2-092304
Discussion on air interface synchronization scenario and scheme for TDD H(e)NB
ZTE
Disc

-There doesn’t seem to be much impact on RAN2 specifications so far. 

-Since this impacts LTE as well it is preferable to submit this to the common session.

=>Noted
11
Outgoing LS and email discussions for UTRA

Approved LS:

· R2-092495

LS Reply to RAN3 on RAN2 agreement for fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell
Email Discussions:

1. Email agreement on Clarification to handling of IE “Use special value of HE field” (related to R2-092480, R2-092207)

· Led by Nokia

· Deadline Thu 02.04.2009 midnight Pacific time.

· 2 CRs to be provided (R2-092502, R2-092505)

2. Email discussion on CSG cell reservation (related to R2-092141, R2-092197, R2-092198)

· Led by T-Mobile

· Deadline: submission deadline of RAN2#66

· Email discussion will cover use cases and need for CSG cell reservation proposal

3. Email discussion on ETWS security handling and duplicate detection (related to R2-092088 and R2-092079)

· Led by Ericsson

· Deadline: submission deadline of RAN2#66

· Email discussion will discuss:

· proposals: 3, 5, 6, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17 of R2-092088

· H-RNTI monitoring issue (from R2-092079)

4. Email discussion on open issues related to DC-HSDPA+MIMO WI

· Led by Ericsson

· Deadline: submission deadline of RAN2#66

· Email discussion will discuss:

· List of UP and CP open issues as listed in minutes

5. Email discussion on open UP issues related to DC-HSUPA WI

· Led by NSN

· Deadline: submission deadline of RAN2#66

· Email discussion will discuss:

· List of UP open issues as listed in minutes

6. Email discussion on open CP issues related to DC-HSUPA WI

· Led by Qualcomm

· Deadline: submission deadline of RAN2#66

· Email discussion will discuss:

· List of CP open issues as listed in minutes

12
Left-overs

Handled on Friday in the RAN2 plenary session.
12.1
Joint UMTS/LTE

LS from UTRA session:

R2-092496
Draft LS on handling of potential security issue with ETWS duplicate detection
Ericsson

-It was proposed to liaise with other groups (SA2, SA3, CT1, GERAN2) to ask for comments on the security issue discussed during email discussion [65.2].

-The issue is common with LTE.

-It is not clear that a separate LS is required. This point can also be integrated in outgoing LS R2-092469

=>[CB], see AI 13
CR:
R2-092366:
Clarification on signalling connection establishment after HO from E-UTRAN – HTC

-
After offline discussion, companies would like more time. 

-
QC assumes this is not needed. It is clear you continue with the signaling connection from the source RAT. At least in case of SRVCC and only CS RAN remaining, probably you should have a CS signaling connection.

=>
Will have EMAIL DISC up to next meeting to try to conclude this. Main issue is whether this case needs to be covered or not [HTC].
12.2
LTE Control Plane

Meeting report:
R2-092681:
Control plane meeting report
=>
Approved
Discussion:
R2-092586:
Update of ASN.1 review list

=>
Noted

R2-092171:
Triggering of RRC connection at CCO to E-UTRAN
-
Covered by document from HTC (R2-092690). So NAS will trigger

=>
Noted
R2-092367:
Correction to cell change order to E-UTRAN
- 
Redirection to frequency

=>
Noted: will ask GERAN in LS (R2-092689)

R2-092654:
Generic error handling for unexpected optional field Motorola
CR
36.331
F
-
After offline discussion, consensus is that this can be left to UE implementation (e.g. ignore IE, ignore msg, ….). 

-
Nokia confirms conclusion. We normally do not specify UE behaviour for network errors, and we have not identified that this case can happen in other cases then network error. If we could identify cases of non-network error, then it might be important to specify this handling.

=>
Noted
R2-092673:
TimeAlignmentTimer handling

-
Ericsson doubts if this is the way to go.
=>
Email up to next meeting [LG] EMAIL DISC
CRs:

R2-092658:
Success/Failure condition for CCO to E-UTRAN

-
Nokia wonders if the behaviour correct for the case that GERAN indicates a frequency ? Should the UE only try in one cell or several cells ? 

-
RIM wonders what happens if the UE cannot connect to the target cell ? HTC thinks then the GERAN timer will expire.

-
Panasonic what happens in case of reselection during connection setup. Nokia thinks that this should also be considered failure.

-
Samsung proposes that all cases of RRC connection establishment failure in E-UTRAN are considered as CCO failures. 

-
RIM thinks that normally NAS will perform multiple re-attempts. So who will do multiple attempts in this case ? Geran ?

=>
Will change the failure condition to say that in all cases of connection establishment failure, the CCO is considered failed

=>
Should see CR update in R2-092690

R2-092690:
Success/Failure condition for CCO to E-UTRAN

=>
In principle agreed
R2-092672:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331

F

-
Coversheets should be completed
=>
CR is in principle agreed with this change in R2-092710
R2-092348:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on mandatory information in AS-Config
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
- 
Will try to find better wording for issue 1 (usage of defaults) in R2-092695
R2-092695:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on mandatory information in AS-Config
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
=>
CR should not make revision on revision.

=>
CR is in principle agreed in R2-092709
Other:
R2-092680:
TR36.305 Skeleton LCS for LTE 
QC

-
QC would like EMAIL DISC up to next meeting !
=>
Can uses this as input for the email discussion.

=>
EMAIL should produce acceptable skeleton

=>
EMAIL might in addition discuss first contents
12.3
LTE User plane

Meeting report:
R2-092603:
User plane meeting report
=>
Approved
Discussion:
R2-092145:
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
After TAT expiry or failed D-SR and random access to restart TAT, does UE resume using the previous ACK/NACK configuration or revert to the default ACK/NACK configuration. 

After offline discussion:

-
Huawei did a poll:


No opinion, but would like to solve at this meeting [4] 


Go to default PUCCH configuration [2]


Keep PUCCH AN configuration [8]

-
Note that this error case will happen in 2 cases: D-SR error and TAT expiry.

-
Currently we indicate in RRC that the PUCCH configuration is “released”. 

-
Ericsson thinks this will “never” occur. The nwk can sent sufficient MAC TA CE’s so that the UE cannot miss them all.

-
Panasonic thinks release is not correct. We need to clarify default or keep. Panasonic sees no big difference because the error case will happen rarely.

-
Huawei thinks that the eNB might want to let the timer expire just to release the resources. NSN thinks we only have an issue when the eNB is not aware of the TAT expiry. Panasonic has the same understanding. The error case is only in case of silent reconfiguration.

-
Huawei sees benefits for e.g. handling bursty traffic that the configuration is not released after every deliberate TAT expiry.

-
Nokia thinks all the other parts “go to default” i.e. means they are released. Nokia thinks it would be more logical to apply the default.

-
So we have 2 options:



a) Go to default A/N configuration (e.g. no repetition) [4]




b) Keep the current A/N configuration [9]



=> Will keep current A/N configuration

=>
We agree for the other parts to apply the default configuration 

=>
Will see update of R2-092215 in R2-092691

R2-092691:
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Should only have the parts with “applying the default” for the first 3 lines

=>
With that change, the CR is in principle agreed in R2-092705
CRs:
R2-092596:
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
 ZTE
CR
36.321
 F REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Presented in UP session. Time given for further offline discussion with RAN1 delegates

-
Some companies want to further clarify the statement in RAN1. Will wait if that happens in the next RAN1 meeting, otherwise ZTE plans to comeback with this CR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092600:
Proposed CR to 36.302 on Downlink reception types LG Electronics Inc CR 36.302
 F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
CR is in principle agreed.
R2-092129:
Power Control corrections for Parallel Reception when SPS-RNTI is addressed
Research in Motion UK limited
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Presented in UP session. Time given for offline discussion with RAN1 delegates.

-
In the offline discussion it was not clarified whether this is “nice to have” UE behaviour, or really mandatory UE behaviour. 

-
Panasonic thinks there is no specific UE which is configured with an SPS RNTI. So it is clear that nothing special is required. Samsung thinks the case addressed is not serious, because the frequency of the UL grant is much lower than normal C-RNTI.  So Samsung thinks the behaviour is not really needed. ALU agrees the CR is not needed.

=>
Noted (not considered an important enough case to mandate UE behaviour)
R2-092368:
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corporation CR 36.306
F  REL-8
LTE-L23
-
CATT wonders how the UE can know before attempting the ATTACH whether his USIM is valid ? HTC agrees the action is only taken after a first attempt.


-
ALU wonders if it is clear what is meant by a “valid” USIM ? HTC thinks this is terminology in NAS specifications.

-
RIM thinks that when you are rejected with one of these causes, you are not allowed on any RAT. This should be clear from the NAS spec’s and is not LTE specific.

-
TMO thinks this case should be handled like the case without USIM. So the UE should camp on other RAT’s (only for emergency calls).

-
Samsung wonders when the UE will enable the LTE capabilities again ? E.g. only when new USIM inserted ?  TMO assumes at PLMN selection. HTC assumes only after switch on (power cycle).

-
RIM sees no strong need; it should be clear already.

-
Ericsson wonders if 36.306 should specify normative UE behaviour.

-
Infineon clarifies the invalidation could be for one domain only.

=>
Can discuss offline until next meeting (sufficient confusion not to agree)
13
Outgoing LSs and output to other groups for LTE
To: RAN4

R2-092120:
Draft LS to RAN4 on Inter-RAT handover performance requirements
Qualcomm Europe LSout  related to email discussion [65.3]
=>
LS is agreed in R2-092576
To: GERAN; Cc: SA2

R2-092085
Draft: Reply to LS GP-090567 on handling of dynamic UE UTRAN capability during Handover Ericsson
LSout





Answer 1:

=>
Ok

Answer 2:

-
Samsung wonders if this is only for the case from E-UTRAN ? Yes.

-
NSN thinks this should be a general rule for all cases. Also for GERAN<->UTRAN.

-
Samsung thinks earlier we agreed E-UTRAN could do without receiving capabilities initially. So we will now change this approach ?

=>
OK

Answer 3


-
NSN has some concerns on when the UE has to set the START value to zero. NSN would like to state that when the UE moves out of LTE, the start is set to ZERO.

=>
Can do some small reformulation.

Answer 4,5:

=>
OK

=>
Will see small update mainly for answer 3/6 (when to set START value to zero) in R2-092577

R2-092577
Draft: Reply to LS GP-090567 on handling of dynamic UE UTRAN capability during Handover
=>
LS is agreed in R2-092699

To: SA3; Cc:
RAN3, CT1, CT4

R2-092670:
[DRAFT] Reply LS on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures
=>
ALU wonders if the last paragraph is necessary ? Can remove the last paragraph and the action

=>
LS is agreed with these changes in R2-092676

-
NSN noted they might have found another problem for the inter-RAT key handling: UE goes from LTE to GERAN (no CS key is derived) and then to UMTS (with START value 0), key replay may happen. We should investigate this. Might sent LS if offline still considered a problem.

To: SA2, SA1, CT1

R2-092466:
CS/IM domain subsystem selection issues

-
TMO wonders what is meant by “In case operator does not provide any 2G/3G information UE needs to search for another PLMN.” Ericsson indicates that the UE might have to find another PLMN. Still TMO assumes the UE would first perform a cell selection first before performing a PLMN selection.

-
In general TMO assumes the normal PLMN selection is always used.

-
ALU wonders what release this LS is applicable to. 

=>
Should try to limit to Rel-8 where possible

-
NEC indicates that the LS from CT1 considered 4 cases, and 3 of them supported CSFB.  NEC assumes that there might still be issues when both UE and network support CSFB: the case of a failure in the combined attach.

=>
EMAIL DISC: up to Tuesday next week 31st of March! Final LS in R2-092704 
To: SA2, CT1
R2-092467:
Emergency CS Fallback
=>
Withdrawn; comments/questions related to this case included in R2-092466

To: GERAN; Cc: SA, SA2, CT1, SA3

R2-092468:
ETWS information
=> Agreed in R2-092694

To: SA3, CT1; Cc: SA1, SA2
R2-092469:
ETWS in limited service state / outside home-PLMN

-
Ericsson wonders how urgent the LS is ? This security issue is still pending. QC agrees.

-
“Urgency” is that we received an LS in the last meeting and delayed the response.

-
Ericsson wonders if the discussion could be a bit limited to just indicate that we will support it in limited service state.

-
QC would prefer to delay the status until more information is available.

=>
Delay response (again) until response from SA3 is received and final status is clear.
To: RAN1
R2-092570:
Response on mobility evaluation

-
Ericsson still has some comments. Mainly concerning TTT w.r.t. speed.

-
Huawei assumes the measurement report would typically only contain 1 cell.  This seems correct.

=>
1) We will finalise these value ranges and indicate we assume RAN1 will use these value with priority.

Proposal is also to sent a TR with updates from RAN2.

-
NTT DCM thinks that for cell detection after RLF, RAN4 has a clear requirement. This should be included. Several other detailed comments. NTT DCM thinks it would be good for RAN2 to bring this type of TR update suggestions.

=>
2) Will try to agree on a proposed TR update. If we want to say anything about testing with other values, this could be reflected in the TR if such guidelines can be agreed.

-
NTT DCM would like to see values for optimal UE’s, but also for typical deployments/UE implementations.

-
Ericsson would like to indicate to RAN1 to do TTT scaling. 

=>
By Monday, the EMAIL DISC will be kicked-off. Deadline will be 2 weeks from kick-off. [QC]
To: GERAN, GERAN2

R2-092657:
[DRAFT] LS on transfer of inter-RAT handover to E-UTRA message
-
“To” in action section should be corrected to GERAN2.

-
Ericsson wonders if the minimum size is really 50-60 octets. Samsung indicates that the really bare minimum with only a default bearer is 52 octets. However this is probably not so practical to use.

-
ALU wonders if there would be a threshold above we would take action, and below we would not take action ? 

-
Ericsson wonders if it is not possible to go below 52 octets ? As was explained before the big difference is the common radio interface information and the RB information.

-
NSN assumes that having only 1 DRB when coming from GERAN might be quite typical.

-
Nokia points out that anyway the handover from GERAN to LTE is mainly for capacity/load balancing, so does not need to be the most performent.

=>
LS is agreed in R2-092700

To: GERAN, GERAN2

R2-092659:
Failure/Success condition for CCO to E-UTRAN

=>
Nokia thinks we should indicate that we are aware of the timer running in GERAN and that that can also cause failure for CCO

-
Samsung thinks CCO should only be to 1 target cell. For CCO the network should be in control.

=>
Ask whether there was any thinking behind having a “CCO to a frequency”, since from RAN2 point of view, CCO is network controlled mobility and a target cell should be indicated.

=>
Will see updated LS in R2-092689
R2-092689:
Failure/Success condition for CCO to E-UTRAN

=>
LS is agreed (attachment should be included R2-092690) in R2-092692
To: SA2, CT1
R2-092669:
Emergency call support indication in BCCH

=>
Replace “is usefull” by “was seen usefull”

=>
Action should be extended to ask whether they agree such a bit(s) should be introduced

-
NTT DCM would like to ask about the relationship with ACB bits for emergency call.

=>
Will indicate that if emergency calls are indicated as supported by this new bit, still the emergency ACB bit would be applicable.

=>
Will see update in R2-092693
R2-092693:
Emergency call support indication in BCCH

=>
Should ask no question about the emergency ACB bit, but just indicate that we assume it will be applicable as usual when the new bit is set to “emergency call supported”.

=>
With this change, the LS is agreed in R2-092698
To: SA3

R2-092679:
Security aspects for Relay-Node type-1

=>
Should not indicate “identified RAN2 concern”. Should rephrase to “some companies expressed concerns…..”. 

=>
Should add: “RAN2 assumes the security situation for relays is comparable to security situation home-NB’s.”

=>
Panasonic wonders if it should be CC-d to SA2 ? Copy to SA2. Also CC RAN3.

=>
With these changes, the LS is agreed in R2-092701
To: SA3; Cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2

R2-092496:
[DRAFT] LS on potential ETWS security threat in UTRAN
=>
LS is agreed in R2-092696
To: SA1, Cc: RAN3

R2-092686:
Draft LS on Terminology for Hybrid cells
-
Vdf thinks only for UMTS the definition needs to be changed for CSG cell

-
Motorola indicates that SA1 only meets May 11.

=>
NSN LS proposal to next RAN2 meeting
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Any other business
Meeting schedule 2009/2010:
	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST

	RAN2 #64bis *1
	12 Jan – 16 Jan 2009
	Ljubljana, Slovenia
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #65      *3
	09 Feb – 13 Feb 2009
	Athens, Greece
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN #43
	03 March – 06 March 2009
	Biarritz, France
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #65bis *3
	23 March – 27 March 2009
	Seoul, Korea
	LG Electronics

	RAN2 #66      *2
	04 May – 08 May 2009
	San Francisco, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN #44
	26 May – 29 May 2009
	Oranjestad, Aruba
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #66bis *1
	29 June – 03 July 2009
	Los Angeles, USA
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN2 #67      *3
	24 Aug – 28 Aug 2009
	Shenzhen, China
	Huawei

	RAN #45
	15 Sep – 18 Sep 2009
	Sevilla, Spain
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #67bis *2
	12 Oct – 16 Oct 2009
	Miyazaki, Japan
	?

	RAN2 #68      *3
	09 Nov – 13 Nov 2009
	?, Korea
	Samsung

	RAN #46
	01 Dec – 04 Dec 2009
	?, China
	?

	RAN2 #68bis *0
	18 Jan – 22 Jan 2010
	Europe
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #69      *4
	22 Feb – 26 Feb 2010
	USA (tbc)
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN #47
	16 March – 19 March 2010
	Europe
	European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)

	RAN2 #69bis *?
	12 April – 16 April 2010
	ad hoc or no meeting?
	

	RAN2 #70      *3
	10 May – 14 May 2010
	
	Host invited

	RAN #48
	1 June – 4 June 2010
	
	

	RAN2 #70bis *?
	28 June – 2 July 2010
	ad hoc or full meeting?
	

	RAN2 #71      *3
	23 Aug. – 27 Aug. 2010
	
	Host invited

	RAN #49
	14 Sep. – 17 Sep. 2010
	
	

	RAN2 #71bis *0
	11 Oct. – 15 Oct. 2010
	
	Host invited

	RAN2 #72      *4
	15 Nov. – 19 Nov. 2010
	Japan?
	

	RAN #50
	7 Dec. – 10 Dec. 2010
	
	


Co-location with:

*0: RAN1, RAN3
*1: RAN1, RAN2, RAN4

*2: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4
*3: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5
*4: RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5, SA1, SA2, CT1, CT3, CT4, CT5, CT6 (tbc)

For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #65bis see Annex H.
A) HSPA session in RAN2#66bis

=> No HSPA session in 3GPPRAN2#66bis (Los Angeles)
B) Next meeting Rel-8 CR’s (LTE & UMTS):

Motorola wonders if we should mandate impact analysis statements for this quarter already ? Ericsson would support starting this, just as part of a learning process. ALU would support this. RIM would also support this. 

RIM would also appreciate a more quality formulation of “consequences if not agreed”.

For the next meeting, all CR’s (also for “in principle agreed CR’s”) should have:

Impact analysis: 
Description of feature that is impacted, and what happens if one of the two nodes do not support this. 

Quality cover sheet:
Cover sheet should clearly correctly describe the problem and what happens if this is not approved.
C) UMTS session duration

Request to continue UMTS session on part of Friday. Might have Friday morning if possible by host [GJCHECK]
D) Email discussions:

1) Inbound CSG mobility [Motorola]
· Main questions for the email discussion:


1) How to address PCI/PSC confusion ?


2) Who does initial suitability check (CSG in allowed CSG list) ?

· Proposed solutions could be compared w.r.t. e.g. supported use cases, performance and  complexity

2) CSG IFRI handling in Rel-9 [Nokia]
· related to R2-092416

3) CSFB related issues [Ericsson]
· Attempt to progress mobility consequences of CSFB/emergency calls/.. as much as possible

4) Currrent performance of LTE as LTE-advanced starting point [Ericsson]
- 
As input for TR 36.912

5) ITU-R submission template, RAN2 part [NTT DCM]
List is to be completed…
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Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #65bis. He thanked LG Electronics for hosting this meeting and the nice social event and closed the meeting on Friday March 27th, 2009 at about 17:00 o'clock.

Annex A:
Report of LTE user plane session
For convenience the summary R2-092603 of the LTE user plane session (agenda items 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7) is copied into this annex. 

Note: The report of this parallel session was already agreed separately under agenda item 12.3.

Additional information is added in italics.
5.3
MAC (36.321)

5.3.1
Dynamic scheduling

DL HARQ

R2-092282
Correction to DL-SCH HARQ operation
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if the TA command is a relative value. Samsung confirm it is.

-
Huawei agree it is not nice behaviour but think nothing is really broken.

-
LG think the eNB does not know exactly when the UE will receive the MAC CE. Not essential for release 8

-
Samsung think the eNB will think UE is in sync but actually the timing is broken i.e. transmit with wrong uplink timing.

-
NSN think the CR is required.

-
Huawei think if the error is initially A then after 2 commands then it will be -A. No worse than it was before and can be adjusted by another command. Samsung think this is a reasonable argument and suggest checking offline. 

-
Ericsson think eNB could handle it but it may be simpler if the we have the CR.

-
Motorola agree with Huawei. Does not need to fixed at this time.

-
Samsung thinks it depends on eNB implementation e.g. whether it tries to adjust the timing to the beginning to the CP.

-
LG think the change may impact RLC.

=>
Not agreed. Further discussion can continue offline and can be brought again to next meeting if felt that it is required. If brought to next meeting the CR should try to focus on TA command and not impact other functionality.
UL HARQ

R2-092067
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RV index
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital think the current text can not be interpreted in any other way. Motorola agree it is clear

-
Samsung think it improves readability and suggest that it could be included in a single CR that attempts to improve readability. Ericsson think such a CR is not needed. Huawei think the current spec is clear.

-
Ericsson think we should only have CRs that fix something.

-
Samsung think it is an important issue and worth clarifying.

-
Panasonic think an earlier version had such a table and was removed.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092255
Note related to UL HARQ process
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the 'After performing above action...' makes it clear that the buffer is flushed when max transmission is reached.

-
NSN think it there is a problem with the note then it is better to simply remove it.

-
LG would also be okay with removing the note.

-
Ericsson think there is nothing wrong with the note and the CR is not needed. Qualcomm agree.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092291
Clarification on reception of UL grant
Sunplus mMobile Inc., Huawei
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN prefer the CATT alternative proposal R2-092389
-
Huawei think it is preferable to fix the note than change the normative text.

-
Ericsson think there is nothing to change. 

-
Samsung think it is okay but would prefer to collect such changes in a single CR.

-
Huawei think it is not possible for UE to choose to use the SPS-CRNTI over the RA-RNTI.

-
LG think there is some different understanding.

-
CATT think it should be up to UE implementation to choose SPS-C-RNTI or RA-RNTI. LG also think implementation should be able to choose.

-
ZTE think the situation of both SPS-C-RNTI and RA-RNTI is an error case. 

-
Huawei think typically if SPS is configured D-SR will be configured to it is very rare problem.

-
Panasonic have the same understanding as Huawei.

-
Samsung think the note is there because the timing is different for RA-RNTI and SPS-C-RNTI/C-RNTI. Also think D-SR will be configured in this case.

-
Motorola would not agree with changing the procedural text. Would be open to changing the note but it is not essential. 

-
LG suggest completely removing the note if it is a rare case.

=>
Offline discussion. 

After offline

-
Update from LG: Nothing to be done at this meeting. Current understanding is that SPS-C-RNTI is not prioritised over other RNTIs in line with the current procedure text. With this understanding there is a conflict with the procedure text but it is clear that procedure text should always have precedence. Discussion until the next meeting whether it is worthwhile to correct the note

=>
CR is not agreed

=>
Current understanding is that SPS-C-RNTI is de-prioritised compared to other RNTIs in line with the current procedure text. 

R2-092389
Clarification on reception of UL grant from RA-RNTI and SPS-RNTI in same TTI
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated as covered by the discussion of R2-092291
R2-092058
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to grant with SPS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG suggest that like previous documents it may not be needed as it is a rare case, and can be considered as part of offline discussion

=>
To be treated in offline discussion of R2-092291/R2-092389; finally not agreed
R2-092065
Discussion on simultaneous grant reception
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc



-
Sunplus think if only a grant for C-RNTI is delivered to HARQ entity then random access procedure can not continue.

=>
Noted

R2-092066
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to reception of simultaneous grants
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
LG indicate given earlier discussion we should only focus on the C-RNTI part.

-
Motorola ask what would break if the C-RNTI is delivered and the random access is allowed to continue. Samsung think random access can't continue but think that nothing extra needs to be specified.

-
Panasonic think the random access can not continue.

-
LG think it is important to make it clear that the grant for C-RNTI can not be used for the transmission of msg3. Samsung think it is obvious that it can not be for msg3 transmission.

-
Panasonic think if the C-RNTI is a retransmission it obviously not for msg 3 and if it is for new transmission then the random access is not needed.

=>
Offline discussion. 

After offline

-
Update from LG: During offline it was concluded that grant using C-RNTI can not be used for msg3 retransmission. From this it can be deduced that random access procedure is stopped between msg2 and msg3.

-
Sunplus think if msg3 has and been transmitted then it is not clear that grant with C-RNTI can't be used for retransmission.

-
LG explain the note is only talking about new transmissions, not retransmission.

=>
CR not agreed

=>
Common understanding of group is that grant using C-RNTI can not be used for msg3 transmission or retransmission.

=>
Companies can check until next meeting to determine if anything needs to be added to the spec in relation to this common understanding.

R2-092297
Correction on UL HARQ
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTek think R2-092287 should be discussed before making the second change. Samsung agree the second change is not redundant

-
Samsung think the first change is correct but think it is not critical to correct it.

-
Ericsson think that neither change is needed.

=>
Not agreed
Random access related

R2-092287
Clarification on uplink grant for triggering a new transmission
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think for proposal 2 it is not possible to receive UL grant for T-C-RNTI as a first transmission. ASUSTeK think this may happen to a UE loosing contention resolution.

-
Samsung think proposal 2 addresses a valid scenario but it is clear that UL grant for T-C-RNTI can only be used for retransmissions.

-
Samsung think for proposal 1 there is no choice for the UE to do anything different. 

-
Samsung think NDI for T-C-RNTI does not affect NDI for C-RNTI, but we don't have the rule in the reverse direction. 

-
NSN think it has no impact and nothing needs to be corrected.

-
ASUSTeK think there is still a need to clarify.

-
LG think the second issue should be addressed first.

Proposal 1

-
Sunplus think this is a valid case that needs to be addressed.

-
Samsung think there might be an issue. Could be addressed by a statement that NDI for C-RNTI and T-CRNTI are independent.
Update from offline discussion of proposal1:

-
Samsung gave update: Problem in proposal 1 is a rare case. If it needs to be resolved it could be done by ASUSTeK proposal or clearly separating NDI for C-RNTI and T-C-RNTI. But no consensus.

=>
Offline discussion of proposal 1 until next meeting. Outcome of offline can be seen in the next meeting.

R2-092292
CR for clarification on uplink grant for triggering a new transmission
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed following discussion of R2-092287
R2-092019
Proposed CR to 36.321 on UL grant for Temporary C-RNTI
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Not agreed following discussion of R2-092287
R2-092281
Clarification to UE behaviour when UL grant for is received for the first time
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think this is same proposal as ASUSTeK's proposal 2

-
Motorola think the current spec is clear that any transmission to the T-CRNTI is a retransmission and should ignore it otherwise. But nothing needs to be captured in the spec. Same comment applies other proposals to address this case.

-
Huawei think nothing is needed. If anything needed then prefer the Samsung CR.

-
Ericsson think it is rare case and not essential to address. Not necessary.

-
NSN have not strong opinion but prefer Samsung CR from the different options.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092260
UE action to toggle NDI when Msg2 is received
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson it is technically correct but it is not critical.

-
NSN think the consequences if not approved are not strong enough.

-
Huawei think it was added last meeting and think it is useful to clean this up. So support the CR.

-
Motorola think it may be redundant but it is good to keep it to make it clear.

-
LG think it could be included in a collective CR of editorial changes. Ericsson think it is strange to have a collective CR of think that we don't think are essential individually.

-
Sunplus agree one of the sentences is redundant.

-
Sunplus think it is related to proposal 1 of the ASUSTeK CR. LG think it is not related.

-
NSN think the sentence added last meeting applies to contention and non contention based RA, but the other sentence only applies to one case. So it is not correct to remove it. This may need a bit more checking.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092419
UL grant reception recieved in a RA procedure
Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think this is an optimisation of the pseudo code that does not change the behaviour.

-
Sunplus think does change behaviour as it could require both UL grants to be delivered. Panasonic agree it would change something which is not intended.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092417
Discussion on Msg3 and TTI bundling
Fujitsu
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTeK think alternative 1 is ok. Not sure if alternative 2 is an allowed behaviour.

-
Ericsson think the discussion about colliding bundles last meeting was a different discussion. It depends on how the UE chooses the HARQ process for msg 3. Ericsson think both alternatives are possible.

-
Fujitsu clarify if UE ignores remaining TTI bundle transmission then it is natural to ignore the feedback reception. Fujitsu think the situation is the same as discussed in last meeting and so it can be applied.

-
Motorola think that only alternative 1 is allowed because the collision with msg3 transmission is determined on a TTI by TTI basis and think it is clear in the spec. LG share the Motorola understanding. LG think the behaviour is clear in the case of msg3 colliding with subsequent  TTI of bundle but may not be clear in the case of collision with 1st TTI of the bundle.

-
Samsung think this is not covered in the current spec. It will depend on whether the process is the same for msg3 and the bundle. Also think it is a rare case. Panasonic agree with Samsung as it is not specified which HARQ process is used. Also agree it is a corner case. NSN agree and happy to leave it to UE implementation.

-
HTC think it is not a corner case.

=>
Noted

Other

R2-092059
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to reception of SI-RNTI
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the normative text in 36.302 is sufficient to make it clear and the note does not need to be changed. Huawei agree. LG agree and suggest that the note can just be removed and rely on 36.302.

-
Ericsson think the note is not wrong and so there is need to remove it.

-
NSN think nothing is broken if the note is kept

=>
Not agreed

R2-092371
Small correction to TS36.321
Panasonic
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN agree that it was agreed to remove this previously and think it is good to have.

-
LG think nothing is broken so it could be kept. Panasonic agree that nothing would be broken. 

-
Ericsson agree the spec is not broken but would accept the CR given it was previously agreed to remove.

-
LG suggest merging the CRs.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092294
Handling of UL transmission on D-SR failure
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think the CR is correct but think the situation is very rare. D-SR failure occurs when D-SR has been sent for a long time but no grant received. In this case the HARQ buffers will have been flushed due to max retransmissions reached. ASUSTeK think it is possible.

-
Panasonic think if there has been no UL transmission then there is no chance to make a non-adaptive retransmission.

-
Motorola agree with Samsung and that it is very rare. CR is not needed.

-
Huawei think this is a case where non-adaptive retransmission is not allowed.

=>
Not agreed
5.3.2
DRX handling

R2-092057
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to DRX
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if there is any other way that the spec could be interpreted. LG reply there is nothing that says only one cycle is used.

-
Qualcomm don't see any scope for mis-interpretation. Nokia agree. NSN point out stage 2 is clear on this.

-
Ericsson think it is clear but a bad UE implementation will not impact the network, it will only harm itself.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092068
Discussion on DRX Inactivity Timer
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
36.321
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think the text is already clear and option 2 is the correct interpretation

-
Motorola agree this if UE has to count a number of subframes after a PDCCH is received. Thus option 2 is the correct understanding.

-
Samsung agree it is option 2. NSN agree.

=>
Option 2 is the understanding of the group

R2-092069
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to Inactivity timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think it is clear today. Ericsson agree

-
NSN think that it does not matter where the timer is started as long as the UE received the number of PDCCH subframes after the new transmission.

-
LG think this is the only timer that is started in the next subframe. Others start in the current subframe.

=>
Not agreed.
R2-092155
Clarification on DRX
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Sunplus think it is not correct. The condition should be 'not A and not B'

-
Motorola think the intent is clear that UE can not monitor PDCCH when it is half duplex and transmitting and can not monitor PDCCH during a measurement gap. Ericsson agree it is clear and difficult to mis-interpret.

-
NSN think the existing text is correct.

=>
Not agreed.

R2-092286
Discussion on DRX and UL Retransmissions
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN thought the discussion last meeting was that we did not care much which approach the UE implements given that the eNB typically does not schedule outside the bundling pattern.

-
Samsung think if eNB schedules based on fixed pattern then there is not much difference.

-
Motorola agree the current spec if sufficiently clear. Qualcomm agree.

-
Sunplus think the current spec requires UE to monitor PDCCH for all TTIs of the bundle.

-
Samsung thinks nothing has been decided previously. UE implementation can follow option 2 or option 1.

-
ZTE think UE is required to monitor when the UL grant is expected so option 2 is the intended behaviour.

-
NSN support Samsung and last meeting we agreed not to specify anything as an indicator that eNB should schedule with a fixed pattern to ensure deterministic UE behaviour. Ericsson agree. Panasonic agree and it implies that eNB can only rely on UEs behaving according to option  2. Huawei agree but ask what it the problem of clearly specifying it.

=>
Noted

R2-092316
Proposed CR to 36.321 on DRX and UL Retransmissions
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following discussion of R2-092286
R2-092305
Correction on Active Time
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG support the CR but suggest saying 'UE-MAC' instead of 'MAC'

-
Ericsson think it is not strictly needed as it is not possible to use 0000 as a preamble.

-
Sunplus think this is aligning to other sections.

-
NSN think alignment of text is not good justification for a change.

-
Samsung think in a real network the UE will be in active time after random access irrespective of this change. docomo agree and don't think the spec is broken.

-
LG think there is a difference in behaviour regarding whether UE monitors PDCCH during the back-off time.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092391
On interaction between CQI/PMI/RI/SRS and Active time
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think this is editorial and not essential. Motorola agree.

-
CATT think it is not correct that MAC processes the physical layer reporting.

=> Not agreed


R2-092046
Proposed CR to 36.321 (Rel-8) on HARQ RTT Timer
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
CATT think the current spec is clear as the interval between DL transmission and ACk/NACK is clear.

-
CMCC think the CR is not required.

=> 
Not agreed
5.3.3
Random Access procedure
R2-092054
Proposed CR to 36.321  Correction to Backoff parameter value
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think we should not capture the eNB behaviour. Ericsson agree with NSN and think the use of the word reserved is clear.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092078
Proposed CR to 36.321 Corrections relating to RAR grants
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the change is 5.4.2.2 is needed but not the other changes regarding setting T-C-RNTI. 

-
Qualcomm support proposal 1 but no strong opinion on proposal 2.

-
Nokia clarify that the current text implies the grant in RAR can only be used for msg3. Ericsson think it does not explicitly prevent the grant in RAR being used for msg3.

-
Sunplus agree the current procedure text is clear only the introductory text is a little misleading.

-
Samsung think we can live with the current text.

-
Motorola has some sympathy but think the procedure text is clear. So would not agree the CR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092136
Clarification on preamble group selection
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think the first change is in line with intended behaviour

-
Samsung think the second change is only an issue if the msg3 size if 56 bits. In many cases it could be larger. So the change is not needed. ASUSTeK think the problem might also occur when a measurement report is triggered.

-
Nokia agree with Samsung on the second point. Agree the first change is in line with the intended behaviour.

-
LG think the first change is not needed due to the text in the logical channel prioritisation section.

-
Ericsson agree with LG

=>
Not agreed
R2-092146
PUSCH and PRACH collision
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG indicate that this was discusses in RAN1 and concluded that UE behaviour is not specified.

-
Motorola think the UE will have cancelled the random access when it receives an UL grant. Huawei think this is not contained in the spec.

-
Ericsson also think in most cases the UE will have a D-SR.

-
Samsung think there could also be cases where PUCCH and PRACH collide. Is this up to UE implementation? LG think in this case RAN1 has concluded UE behaviour is not specified.

=>
Noted

R2-092190
36.321 CR - PUSCH PRACH collision
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
 Not treated following discussion of R2-092146
R2-092160
Clarification on the range of f_id
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Motorola think that determination of f_id is contained in RAN1 spec. 

=>
Not agreed

R2-092244
Explicitly signaled preamble
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following discussion of R2-092305
R2-092254
Note related to RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think the current text is sufficiently clear, and the proposed wording is less clear.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092280
Clarification to UE behaviour in case of multiple random access procedures
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think that any random access that is allowed to continue will use the dedicated preamble.

-
Samsung explain example where UE received PDCCH order with dedicated preamble and then UL data triggers a new random access.

-
Ericsson think it was discussed previously and one reason for leaving to UE is that the random access might be near the end and so changing to the dedicated may not always be the best choice. Samsung think it can reduce delay to always use the dedicated preamble.

-
LG think it makes sense but it is a functional modification and better discussed in release 9.

-
ASUSTeK support intention but ok with current spec.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092258
Removal of endless RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think T312 is removed but not T300, etc for connection setup, re-establishment. For these cases the change is not correct.

-
Ericsson think the random access will stop when MAC is reset.

=> 
Not agreed 

R2-092386
Issue about the PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER reaching max value
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated as similar to R2-092258.
R2-092262
UE actions to complete RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ASUSTeK think when contention resolution is not successful the HARQ buffer for msg3 is flushed so it is not necessary to cover this again. LG agree with this the spec is ok.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092311
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the timing aspect are covered in 36.213 and wonder why the timing would now have to be covered in MAC. ZTE think a clarifying note could be useful.

-
Ericsson agree with NSN that it would create redundancy between RAN1 and RAN2 specs. ZTE understand that the PRACH resource is selected by RAN2 specs, and also the RAN1 specs are not completely clear.

-
Huawei agree there is a problem for the PDCCH order case and there was a CR proposed in RAN1 that was rejected, but don't think it should be addressed in MAC.

-
Huawei think the 6ms in RAN1 was to cover UE processing time but a good performing UE could transmit earlier without a problem. Panasonic agree.

=>
Offline discussion to check what is currently captured in the RAN1 spec.
After offline:

-
Update from ZTE: A CR has been updated in line with comments received. The CR references the RAN1 spec for the timing requirement. CR in R2-092596.

R2-092596
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei don't understand the consequences. 

-
ZTE think the RAN1 wording is not completely correct in all cases and want to clarify in the MAC spec. For contention based case for TDD the UEs choose the 3 consecutive subframes including the determined subframe.

-
Samsung think if the motivation is that RAN1 is not fully correct how does referencing RAN1 address it . ZTE explain RAN1 spec only intended to specify the processing delay. Huawei ask why RAN1 required the UE to delay the response. 

-
Huawei think it would be better to change the RAN1 behaviour and can not agree a RAN2 CR on this.

-
Huawei think it is not possible for the eNB to mange dedicated preamble in a very tight fashion.

=>
Further offline to include RAN1 delegates. Come back Friday [ZTE]
R2-092387
UL grant in Msg2 for non-contention based RA
CATT
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ITRI support the CR. 

-
Sunplus has not strong opinion on whether it is needed but think the wording could be improved

-
ITRI think that random access response should be able to indicate a non valid grant. Samsung think that MCS values that can't be used are network error and does not need to be handled.

-
Ericsson think  the grant it passed to the physical layer and the validation is not done by MAC.

-
Ericsson think it is only an error case that the random access response would contain an invalid grant.

-
CATT think there is a use case where the random access procedure is just for synchronisation and an UL grant is no use.

-
Samsung explain the MCS is only 4 bits 0-15 do there would be no means to indicate an invalid grant.

-
ITRI ask if it means UL grant is always included in a random access response. Stage 2 implies it is not always included. Samsung think the stage 3 only has one case where the UE always received and obeys UL grant

=>
Not agreed

R2-092439
Correction to the Random Access procedure
Potevio
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung think there is no ambiguity and the changes are just editorial

=>
Not agreed
Late/not available

R2-092369
Consideration on random access procedure
ITRI
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
not treated
5.3.4
QoS

R2-092060
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to logical channel prioritization
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Qualcomm think the token bucket algorithm should not include the MAC CEs. 

-
Ericsson agree with Qualcomm and think it is clear the CEs are prioritised over the data.

-
ASUSTeK are fine with the second change.

-
LG think the current text talk about priority but doesn't say resources are used for MAC CEs first.

=>
Not agreed
5.3.5
UL Information for scheduler
BSR (buffer status report):
R2-092063
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RE_TX_BSR timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN think for SPS there is always a grant is available to the timer is never started. Suggest saying 'grant is indicated'

-
Huawei think reception of grant does not only mean receiving on PDCCH but receiving by HARQ entity. But OK to clarify.

-
Ericsson ask what it the consequence of not changing this. LG it will transmit some extra BSRs. Ericsson think that given that the timer has quite a high value it will not expire very often, and think it is a small optimisation.

-
ZTE think the CR is not needed. UE will very likely get a grant before it expires. Previously some CRs to reduce BSR were not agreed.

-
LG think the CR is in line with original intention, not an optimisation.

-
ALU think there is no strong consequence ALU support the change. Sunplus also support the change and the NSN suggested wording.

-
Ericsson think the consequence if not approved is not sufficient justification. 

-
Motorola agree the system does not break.

-
LG also think it simplifies the UE implementation.

=>
To be revised in line with the proposal from NSN. Revision in R2-092587. 

 R2-092587
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to RE_TX_BSR timer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
docomo support the CR. Coversheet should only tick the UE box

=>
To be revised to say " The UE shall restart retxBSR-Timer upon indication of a grant for transmission of new data on UL-SCH ". Cover sheet to be corrected.

=>
Revision in R2-092601 is agreed in principle

PHR (power headroom report):
R2-092279
PHR timer handling after handover
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the current behaviour is the intended behaviour. Samsung is not sure if this was really the intention.

-
docomo support the CR. The timer is always running after PHR reporting has been configured but it is currently switched off after handover.

-
Motorola support the CR. 

-
Huawei ask where it is stated that timer is started when PHR is configured. Huawei think it could be considered that PHR is configured at every handover.

-
ASUSTeK ask why the PHR is not triggered after a handover. Samsung think we don't want to include it in the handover complete message.

-
Huawei think that RRC configures MAC after every handover and hence an PHR will be triggered after every handover. NSN agree to this comment. Samsung doesn't agree to this interpretation.

-
NSN suggestion that it could be clarified that reconfiguration also includes the handover case.

-
docomo think it would need to be clear it is not in the grant after the HO. NSN ask why not include it in first UL grant.

-
Panasonic would be okay with the Samsung CR but not to trigger the PHR at handover.

-
docomo has been designing based on the assumption that PHR is not included in the UL grant for the handover complete and it is not critical straight after the handover.

-
Motorola think PHR earlier the better is desirable. 

-
Ericsson think the eNB can reconfigure the PHR reporting to ensure it is available after handover.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude and prepare a revised CR. 

After offline:

-
Update from Samsung: Conclusion is that the PHR should be after the handover but not in the first UL message after handover. So original CR is ok, i.e. to just start the timer.

-
docomo think the restart is not needed as it can not be running after the handover. Also only the UE box needs to be ticked.

=>
Revision to only say 'start' and only tick the UE box. Revision in R2-092588 agreed in principle

R2-092169
PHR inclusion in msg3
Samsung
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think this requires new functionality in the UE. Today the UE does not have to change the content of msg3 between retransmission. NSN agree that the change contradicts with current MAC spec. Fujitsu also agree and can not be allowed for release 8.

-
Motorola agree a fresh BSR would be desirable for performance but it is too late for release 8. Could be ok for release 9.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092170
PHR Inclusion in Msg3 Re-transmissions
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated following the discussion of R2-092169
R2-092442
Clarification on the PHR trigger condition in case of PROHIBIT_PHR_TIMER expiry
Infineon Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN explain the 'when' is to ensure the evaluation is performed when the UE has the grant for UL transmission. If there is no transmission there is no point for the eNB to know the UE had been in bad radio conditions in the past.

-
HTC had a similar CR in the last meeting and everybody had the same understanding at that time.

=>
Not agreed

SR (scheduling request):
R2-092278
Correction to cancellation of triggered SR
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
revised in R2-092582
R2-092582
Correction to cancellation of triggered SR
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
-
There has been offline discussion and no consensus reached to change the spec

-
Samsung think it is not yet clear whether there is a serious problem to address

-
Panasonic think the clarification would be worthwhile to include in the spec. LG would also prefer to clarify in the spec. LG think the 2 conditions should be consistent in what they refer to.

-
Motorola think it was discussed previously. LG think it is a separate issue to that discussed previously.

-
Motorola ask if the 'available' would also include configured grants. This changes behaviour considerably LG understand it to include configured grants

-
Ericsson think the current text can not be interpreted differently. LG think it is not clear as the statements use 'available' and 'granted'

=>
Understanding of the group is that the way to interpret 'else if UL-SCH resources for new transmission are granted in this TTI' as 'else if UL-SCH resources for new transmission are available in this TTI'.

-
Ericsson ask if a different interpretation would make sense? Samsung think there could be different interpretations that make sense.

-
Motorola think it may not make sense to include cancelling due to configured UL grants. Samsung think SR is triggered to sent BSR and it doesn't matter is the BSR is sent via configured grant of dynamic grant.

-
Ericsson think given the discussion a CR may be needed. Suggest an email to develop the CR until the next meeting.

=>
Email discussion agreed to develop the CR, but offline discussion during the meeting was able to conclude, resulting in CR in R2-092595.

R2-092595
Correction to SR cancellation
Ericsson, Nokia, NSN, Panasonic
CR
36.321
F

=>
Agreed in principle. For next meeting the cover sheet should updated to only tick the UE box and improve the consequences if not approved.
5.3.6
MAC PDU format

R2-092017
Proposed CR to 36.321 on L and F fields description
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think it is not correct as there is no statement that L and F fields are not present for MAC CEs.

-
LG think L and F are not included MAC CEs. Huawei think the spec if not wrong today.

-
Ericsson agree that the spec is not broken and the CR is not needed.

-
Qualcomm support. ALU support the CR. 

-
Huawei think it is clear that for fixed size CEs there is no F and L.

-
Ericsson think it will not impact UE implementations. ZTE think it is not essential. 

-
NSN support the CR

-
Huawei think the first and last changes are ok and the 2nd and 3rd are not needed. Ericsson agree.

-
CATT think a change is also needed in 6.1.2

=>
Revision in R2-092589 to include first and last change. Revision agreed in principle. Discuss offline whether anything further is required.
R2-092062
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to padding
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think there is no room for mis-interpretation. It can only be the first figure.

-
LG think there is nothing that prevents implementation as per the second figure.

-
Samsung think the second case is not possible. Huawei share Samsung view. Motorola also think it is clear the second figure is not allowed as the padding is after the subheaders.

-
LG think there is something broken.

=>
Not agreed.

R2-092252
MAC PDU for Msg2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola has some sympathy for the first change as the implementer might think that zero is not possible. So a CR would at most include this first change. NSN has the same opinion as Motorola. Huawei support the first change but not convinced by the later changes.

-
Ericsson ask if it is really true that it can be zero RAR in the PDU. LG think it could only carry BO. Huawei clarify it was agreed in RAN2#64bis that only BO ind was allowed

-
Samsung think even the first change may not be necessary.

-
Qualcomm support the first change.

=>
Revision to include only the 'zero or more' change in R2-092590. Agreed in principle.
5.3.7
Semi-persistent scheduling

R2-092056
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to DL assignment
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn

R2-092152
CR to 36.321 on UL SPS Implicit Release
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital think that nothing is really broken if only delays the implicit release. Qualcomm think if the eNB configures no HARQ retransmissions then the missed opportunities due a measurement gap will not be counted.

-
Samsung think the CR may reflect intended behaviour but not essential as not a typical configuration that eNB configures measurement gaps colliding with configured grants. Qualcomm agree it is not completely essential, the aim is to capture the original intention.

-
Ericsson agree with Samsung that collision with gap and initial transmission should not occur. Also think the intent was to count genuine transmission.

-
LG agree in most cases gap and initial transmission will not occur. But if is occurs and max transmission is one then the spec is broken.

-
NSN have sympathy for CR as in other sections of spec we behave as it the gap did not occur.

-
Huawei support the intention and with some SPS intervals this case can not be avoided. However think that the note is not necessary.

-
Ericsson think the collision can never occur. Also see benefit to the eNB in counting real transmission, and think it was deliberate in the last meeting.

-
LG think it was agreed previously that we count occasion where a collision occurs.

=>
Offline discussion to check what was previously agreed regarding counting when a collision occurs. 

After offline discussion

-
Update from Qualcomm: Nothing was capture in the meeting notes but the CR coversheet for CR 279r1 clearly explained the intent although the change did not achieve the intent.

=>
CR resulting from offline in R2-092602. 

R2-092602
CR to 36.321 on UL SPS Implicit Release
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle

R2-092257
Note related to uplink grant process collided with measurement gap
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn

R2-092300
Clarification on the DL assignment/UL grant reception in SPS
Sunplus mMobile Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN thinks the text is clearer but the cover sheet is confusing. NSN support the changes in the CR. Qualcomm support the CR.

-
Huawei ask if it changes the UE behaviour. Sunplus think it does not change behaviour

-
NSN agree it is not to change behaviour but to ensure consistent UE behaviour.

-
Ericsson think it is difficult to have a wrong interpretation of the current text, and even with a wrong interpretation it would not have a significant consequence.

-
Motorola agree the proposal is clear but it is difficult to interpret it wrongly and not sufficient to justify a CR.

-
Panasonic support the CR.

-
Huawei think it is editorial and we should not accept the change.

-
Samsung think the current text is not correct is there is no previous C-RNTI assignment but the drawback can be overcome by the eNB handling. 

-
Huawei no understand there is some change to UE behaviour so support the CR.

-
LG support the CR

-
ITRI support the CR. Nokia also

=>
Agreed in principle but coversheet should be improved in version submitted to next meeting.

R2-092137
Correction on HARQ feedback transmission
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG support the CR

-
Sunplus think the eNB will always maintain the TA before issuing the explicit release. ASUSTeK think TAT expiry is always possible.

-
Samsung ask if we already have a general statement to cover this? Panasonic think we already have a similar wording of regular ACK/NACK and we should also have it for the SPS release case.

-
Motorola think this is the last missing case to correct and support the CR. NSN also support the CR. Huawei also support.

-
When TAT expires the PUCCH resources are released but that doesn't cover this case.

=>
Agreed in principle
5.3.8
Other

=> Including outcome of email discussion [65.5] on error handling of common MAC PDU’s [Samsung].

TA maintenance
R2-092145
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN ask why it is referred to as 'silent'. Huawei explain these are cases where the eNB is not aware that the reconfiguration has occurred. Panasonic think D-SR failure is detectable by the UE stopping to use it, and TA Command NACK to ACK error is rare.

-
Panasonic think RAN1 indicated in LSs that the default mode for the ACK/NACK configuration. For TDD there might be an issue.

-
Samsung think the TA Command NACK to ACK error occurs then the UE will not send ACK/NACK and so can be detected. Also the TA Command is based on uplink transmission.

-
CATT for TDD the default configuration is ACK/NACK bundling. There may be a problem for TDD for this proposal

=>
When TAT is running again then ACK/NACK is resumed. Question is whether to resume with the previous configuration or revert to the default configuration?

-
Huawei think the problem of going to the default configuration is going to ACK/NACK bundling mode and it is only a problem for TDD.

-
Panasonic think if the eNB is aware that the situation has occurred causing the configuration to change to the default then there is not problem. Would also be okay with the proposal from Huawei.

-
Huawei think the current behaviour is that the UE stops sending ACK/NACK and has no configuration until provided by eNB. Ericsson think the understanding is that the UE reverts to the default configuration. LG agree with Huawei interpretation.

-
Samsung think for UE could always revert to single ACK/NACK. Panasonic explain for TDD the resource to be used depends on the ACK/NACK mode and so not possible to always reverts to single ACK/NACK mode.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude. 

After offline:

-
Update provided by Huawei: 
Pros and cons were discussed. Pro of using stored config approach was to simplify eNB. Minor pro of using default config is that it aligns with other parameters. LG, CATT and docomo expressed support the stored config approach. 

-
Ericsson think that the scenario of the stored config approach is aimed at a non-typical ack/nack config and is for the case the UE misses a TA command but this assume eNB gives very few update. Also when TAT expires the pucch resources are released and so needs to send reconfiguration for this anyway.

-
Nokia think that given it is very rare then it is okay to go to default. 

-
Samsung think the differences are marginal but prefer the default approach as it is a little simpler.

=>
Offline discussion to conclude. Come back Friday.

R2-092188
36.321 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-092145

R2-092215
36.331 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
not treated following discussion of R2-092287

R2-092376:
Clarification on default configuation upon PUCCH/ SRS release request
Panasonic, Nokia Siemens Network, NTT DOCOMO INC., Samsung, LG Electronics Inc. CR
36.331
F REL-8 LTE-L23

-
not treated following discussion of R2-092287
Error handling

R2-092167
Report of Email discussion on [65.5]: Error handling for common MAC PDU's
Samsung
Report
REL-8
LTE-L23
related to email discussion [65.5]
=>
Noted

R2-092168
Error handling for common MAC PDUs
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think this is only addressing cases due to residual bit errors and thus this level of detail is not required. Ericsson think nothing extra is required.

-
HTC think there is no error handling for common PDU at the moment but supports more general error handling.

-
LG think it would be strange not to resolve the common PDU case. LG think if there is a reserved value used then the whole subheader can be ignored and the only issue whether BO indicator is ignored.

-
NSN agree something is needed. Regarding BO indicator we would like release 8 UEs to take it into account.

-
Huawei think that general error handling is sufficient.

-
Ericsson think the BO indicator is always correctly handled irrespective of any values that appear in later subheaders. 

-
Motorola think that in general something is required, but would not like unnecessary rules such as ignoring BO indicator not found in the correct location.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092161
Error handling for common PDU
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG concerned about residual bit error rate so it may be better to also discard the BO indicator.

-
Huawei think we should just re-use the text from the dedicated PDU handling i.e. discard the entire PDU. It would still be possible to extend the PDU in future (e.g. define new RAR format as long as it looks like padding to a legacy UE).

-
Samsung think it is important to define a reserved or invalid value. 

-
Ericsson think that no error handling rule is needed for common PDUs.

-
DoCoMo agree main objective is how to ensure forward compatibility when common PDUs are extended in future. Not defining any error handling for common PDUs is one option. Also it would be okay to extend the current error handling to common PDUs.

-
Qualcomm think nothing needed on top of current spec. 

-
Motorola agree with principle of ensuring future release PDUs look like normal PDUs to legacy UEs. 

-
HTC agree with Huawei. Asks what happens if UE receive PDU with matching RAPID but the corresponding RAR is wrong (e.g. invalid T-C-RNTI). If we go with the approach to specify nothing then the eNB should never send such a PDU as there is no defined UE behaviour for legacy UEs.

=>
CR not agreed

=>
Extension in future releases will be achieved by ensuring that common PDUs always appear as valid to legacy UEs.

=>
Need to agree one of the two options:


-
No error handling specified for common PDUs; or [2]


-
Current error handling to cover common PDUs [5]

-
Ericsson think it would be a change to current agreements to apply the dedicated error  handling to common PDU. 

-
Qualcomm ok to apply the dedicated rule to common PDUs as well.

Update from offline discussion:

-
Update from Samsung: No consensus. Error handling is not intended to cover bad eNB implementations. Aim is to cover behaviour of legacy UEs when we extend in future releases.

=>
Nothing to be added to specify error handling for common PDUs. Discussion can continue offline.

R2-092018
Proposed CR to 36.321 on MAC Error handling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think even in the configured assignment case it is for the SPS-C-RNTI. LG think this is a different case.

-
Motorola think the CR is not required. Even in configured downlink assignment case it is addressed to the SPS-C-RNTI (it is scrambled by the SPS-C-RNTI)

-
Samsung think the correction is correct and support the CR.

-
docomo agree with Motorola that in downlink assignment case the PDU is received with SPS-C-RNTI to current text is sufficient. LG think the scrambling is a physical layer issue.

-
Huawei think it is not necessary to state every detail in 5.11

-
LG think implementers will think that MAC PDUs received by configured assignments should not have the error handling applied. LG think the Huawei interpretation required reading between lines.

=>
Revised to also include the agreed change from R2-092447. Also agreed to include change from R2-092452. Revision in R2-092592 agreed in principle.

R2-092447
proposed CR to 36.321 on correction to reserved bit
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
docomo think this is changing functionality and con not agree.

-
The desired behaviour is that the UE ignores the values of reserved bits. Huawei think this is clear to day. Motorola think it is clear and CR is not needed.

-
Samsung think that invalid values are not clearly defined. So UE should ignore.

-
NSN think the CR is not needed, but could except adding a shall in the 'UE shall ignore'. LG think this is an acceptable way forward.

-
Motorola still have reservation about the approach proposal by NSN. It is clear the UE must ignore this bits.

-
NSN think it should say 'shall' to comply with the drafting rules.

-
Huawei think we can expect UE implementers will understand this. NSN think there is a risk this will not be implemented without the shall.

-
ALU support the proposal from NSN. Samsung think it is important. Ericsson can support the CR.

=>
Agreed to merge the change (just add 'shall ignore' in the sentence in 6.1.1) into revision of R2-092018. 

R2-092246
Handling of reserved value in TAC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
NSN ask if it is just duplicating what is clear in the RAN1 spec.

-
Ericsson think it is duplicating what is in RAN1. And also it would not be in the scope of MAC.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092251
Handling of the MAC PDU when discarded
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
withdrawn

R2-092158
Clarification on reserved bit setting
HTC Corporation
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei explain the goal is to ensure that next gen eNB can use the value 1 and know that it is not already used by legacy eNB.

-
Motorola think nothing is broken as currently specified. 

-
ITRI support the CR as we don't specify eNB behaviour.

-
Samsung think it is risky to remove this without a good reason.

=>
Not agreed
Other

R2-092055
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to counter
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the spec if not broken.

-
NSN think this is purely editorial

-
Motorola think it is easy for an implementer to understand setting to zero is the same as initialising.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092075
Discussion on timer with subframe
LG Electronics Inc
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
NSN think the analysis is valid but think it is an implementation issue and should not result in mis-interpretation. Would not like new text to clarify this.

-
ZTE ask if the analysis of the inactivity timer is same issue. LG think it is a different issue.

-
NSN think you have to look at the definition of the timer to understand how to apply them.

-
LG think the definition and procedure text is not consistant

-
Ericsson think the analysis is valid but agree with NSN that the spec if clear.

-
Ericsson think the issue is whether the spec is clear enough. 

-
Huawei think this is nothing like this is UMTS for the handling of MAC timers.

-
Panasonic think the intent of the timers is clear from the definition.

-
Samsung partly agree that it is clear but it requires a little reading between the lines. Think it would be better to clarify.

-
Motorola see no real possibility to interpret this in the wrong way. No need to add further clarification.

-
Samsung ask if we could minute the intention of the spec.

=>
Noted

R2-092076
Proposed CR to 36.321 Correction to Timer with subframe
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
not treated following discussion of R2-092075
R2-092420
Miscellaneous corrections to MAC specification
Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
ALU think the word style are not correct.

-
NSN think it is editorial

=>
Not agreed. Could be included in another appropriate CR (left to Fujitsu to identify suitable CR).

R2-092452
Correction to table on RNTI values
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed to merge into R2-092592
Late/not available

R2-092277
Correction to wrong reference in 6.1.3.6
Samsung
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23

withdrawn
R2-092038
Proposed CR to 36.321 on Bundling Retransmissions
InterDigital
CR
36.321


F
REL-8
LTE-L23
withdrawn
5.4
RLC (36.322)
R2-092020
Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC functions
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Samsung can support the CR. Qualcomm also support.

-
Ericsson ask if the CR is necessary. Ericsson think RRC triggers connection re-establishment for error recovery and also it is not a normative section. LG think this is an RRC function to trigger re-establishment.

=>
Agreed to merge in the change from R2-092021 and R2-092421. Revision in R2-092593 agreed in principle.

R2-092021
Proposed CR to 36.322 on RLC STATUS PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the behaviour is clear and this is an editorial change.

-
Ericsson the it is more correct to say RLC data PDU than AMD PDU there is not a strong need to agree the CR.

-
docomo think it is correct and supports the CR but it is also true that procedural text is clear.

=>
Agreed to merge the change into revision of R2-092020.
R2-092070
Discussion on the reserved field
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think option 2 was ruled out at the last meeting. Option 1 seems the only choice.

-
Ericsson agree the spec is not clear and welcomes a clarification. In past new formats have normally been created using RRC signalling so option 1 may not be needed. Option 2 allows the bits to be used in future. Option 3 means the bit can never be used. Prefer option 2

-
Motorola prefer option 2.

-
Samsung think option 1 is what we have in UMTS. Ericsson think with option 2 then a release 9 protocol where the field may be used can be used towards legacy UEs.

-
NSN ok to make it clear as option 2

=>
Agreed to go with option 2.
R2-092071
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated given conclusion of R2-092070
R2-092072
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG think the second proposed sentence is not needed.

=>
Revision to include first added sentence only. Coversheet to be improved. Revision in R2-092594 agreed in principle. 

R2-092073
Proposed CR to 36.322 Correction to reserved field option 3
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Not treated given conclusion of R2-092070
R2-092098
Correction to RETX_COUNT handling
Ericsson
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG think this is a functional modification. Interdigital think this the CR makes no change as it results in the same number of transmission. 

-
Ericsson think the values in RRC where defined on the proposed behaviour, and it does change behaviour.

-
Motorola think it changes behaviour and do not see the need for the CR.

=>
Not agreed
R2-092265
Reset of T_poll_retransmission
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
CATT think that just saying stop is ok, and it is used elsewhere. LG think it is always stop and reset elsewhere. CATT point to 4.2.1.2.3 and 4.2.1.2.4 where it just says stop. LG think these are general descriptive sections.

-
Ericsson as if the timer is always set to a value when it is started.

-
LG think the intent to align the wording to other section. Have not identified a case where there is an issue. Ericsson identifies a case were it would case a problem and support the CR.

-
docomo also agree to the CR and aligns to the intended behaviour. 

-
Qualcomm also support the CR.

-
Samsung think when you look at the intent of the timer it is clear that it should be restarted from the initial value.

=>
Agreed in principle with cover sheet improved for next meeting (to describe the problem pointed out by Ericsson)

R2-092266
Action to retransmit an AMD PDU
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Interdigital ask if the PDU is retransmitted when the max is reached. LG understand it will be retransmitted.

-
docomo think it is not needed. Ericsson share the view that is it not needed.

-
Motorola thinks this changes behaviour. LG intent was not to change behaviour. Motorola can not agree the CR as currently proposed.

-
CATT think the CR is not correct as being considered for retransmission is not at the same instant as when it is retransmitted. 

-
docomo explain the intent is to not retransmit the PDU when max is reached, but if interlayer response is slow it may not be transmitted but this is not likely in reality.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092268
Action when a RLC data PDU is placed in reception buffer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Motorola think the CR is not needed. It is very difficult to misinterpret.

-
Ericsson think the suggested misinterpretation is very unlikely.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092392
Handling of Poll in a duplicated PDU
CATT
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic think the CR changes the agreed behaviour. Ericsson also think the spec is intentionally specified as it is so CR is not correct.

-
LG indicate it is 3rd time this is discussed

=>
Not agreed

R2-092421
Miscellaneous corrections to RLC specification
Fujitsu
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agree to merge the change into the revision of R2-092020 in R2-092593.

R2-092362
Clarification on RLC reconfiguration
HTC Corporation
Disc





REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Noted

R2-092363
Clarification on RLC reconfiguration
HTC Corporation
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
- 
Ericsson ask if there is any parameter where there is a significantly different behaviour if the value is changed when configured or waiting for re-initiatising

-
Ericsson explain that for MAC each parameter was analysed and concluded a specific behaviour was required. For RLC it is not critical and it could be left to UE implementation.

-
HTC agree it could be implementation but think some note could be needed.

-
Motorola think we should be clear we are talking about reconfiguration of RLC parameters. And it not sure anything needs to be added.

=>
Not agreed. Can reconsider if an issue with any specific parameter is identified.
Late/not available

R2-092105
Proposed CR removing duplicate procedural text
Nokia Corporation
CR
36.322


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
withdrawn

5.5
PDCP (36.323)

R2-092022
Proposed CR to 36.323 on Data available for transmission in PDCP
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think it would be an error to remove the 'or'. Interdigital explain the intent was not to require the UE to build SDUs on a TTI basis and so the or is need to ensure there is no double counting.

-
Nokia think it is clear that we should not double count data for the BSR.

-
Huawei think the spec is clear

-
Qualcomm think the each is useful. Interdigital think the 'or' is require.

-
Motorola think there can be no mis-interpretation.

=>
Not agreed

R2-092023
Proposed CR to 36.323 on PDCP Status Report
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Huawei think the original text is clear.

-
LG explain the wording used is intended to cover both cases of not received and optionally received but not decompressed.

-
Motorola think there is not sufficient reason to accept the change. 

-
Ericsson think it has been seen before and can not agree to the change. Samsung agree with Ericsson and think the original text is more reader friendly.

-
LG think 6.3.10 would need to be updated to say 'optionally decompressed correctly' if we leave the other text unchanged. Ericsson agree this would be correct but think change is not critical. 

-
Huawei think the change needed.

=>
Revision to be prepared to include the 1st change in 6.3.10 and typo identified. Revision in R2-092597. 

R2-092597
Proposed CR to 36.323 on PDCP Status Report
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle
R2-092314
Correction to PDCP PDU submission condition in lower layer re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
LG agree the intention of the CR. But the operation would need to be corrected

-
Samsung support the  CR as it is and think nothing needs to be changed in the CR.

-
Motorola think the CR is correct. LG concern is not that the CR is not correct but not consistent with other parts of the spec

-
Huawei support the CR.

-
LG agree the intention but can't agree to the CR.

=>
Revision to use the operation proposed by LG to align with other parts of the spec. Revision in R2-092598. 

R2-092598
Correction to PDCP PDU submission condition in lower layer re-establishment
ZTE
CR
36.323


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Cover sheet should be improved (consequences if not approved). Minus rather than hyphen should be used. 

=>
Agreed in principle. For next time the coversheet should updated and hyphen replaced by minus.
5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)

R2-092325
Clarification of Half Dulplex in TDD
CATT
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson ask how this is done in RRC. CATT explain there was a corresponding CR for the control plane but it was noted as the assumption that the eNB will ignore the bit for TDD bands.

-
Ericsson suggest stating 'For TDD the half duplex indication is not applicable'. 

=>
Revision to just add the sentence suggested by Ericsson to the end of the paragraph. Revision in R2-092599 agreed in principle..

R2-092448
Support of inter-RAT PS handover to GERAN Editor Note Removal
NEC
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle

R2-092368
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corporation
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

=>
Discuss on Friday with CP people present.

R2-092459
Correcting the maximum number of bits received during one TTI 
Ericsson
CR
36.306

F

not treated
5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)

R2-092074
Proposed CR to 36.302 on Downlink reception types
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Ericsson think some parts are acceptable. Thought the intent was to specify the limiting cases rather than every option.

-
LG think we are trying to cover all possible cases, and think it is not a good idea to remove these cases.

-
Ericsson think the change to note 5 is too detailed and not needed

-
Nokia ask when note 9 can occur. LG explain if the grant can't support any data from logical channel so it only includes BSR and C-RNTI.

-
docomo think the associated logical channel information is not the most important part of the table. The important part of simultaneous reception of phy and transport channels.

-
ALU think these details are out of scope of the table. The key part is the second table not the first one.

=>
Remove change to note 5

=>
Remove the logical channel column

=>
Revision in line with 2 agreements above. Revision in R2-092600. Come back Friday

R2-092129
Power Control corrections for Parallel Reception when SPS-RNTI is addressed
Research in Motion UK limited
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Nokia understanding is that the TPC bits are fixed for vCRC but there is no need to the additional complexity to make UEs search for other C-RNTIs. RIM think the UE should respond to the power control command if it is in the same subframe and think that simultaneous reception should be possible.

-
Nokia ask if even in the normal C-RNTI case it is required to also receive the power control RNTI.

-
LG ask if this is already covered in RAN1 spec. RIM think it is clear for C-RNTI case but not so clear for SPS-C-RNTI case. 

=>
Offline discussion to allow checking with RAN1 colleagues. Come back Friday.

R2-092359
Correction of MBMS
Samsung
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
Agreed in principle

Summary from LTE UP session: Come back on Friday

CRs:

R2-092596
Clarification on PRACH resource selection
ZTE
CR
36.321


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Presented in UP session. Time given for further offline discussion with RAN1 delegates.
R2-092600
Proposed CR to 36.302 on Downlink reception types
LG Electronics Inc
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23
R2-092129
Power Control corrections for Parallel Reception when SPS-RNTI is addressed
Research in Motion UK limited
CR
36.302


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Presented in UP session. Time given for offline discussion with RAN1 delegates.
R2-092368
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corporation
CR
36.306


F

REL-8
LTE-L23

-
Out of scope of UP session
Issues:

R2-092145
Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei Technologies
Disc
REL-8
LTE-L23

-
After TAT expiry or failed D-SR and random access to restart TAT, does UE resume using the previous ACK/NACK configuration or revert to the default ACK/NACK configuration.
RRC TPs:




none

Liaisons:




none

Email discussions:

none

Tdocs not allocated:

R2-092591, R2-092604 -> R2-092650
Annex B:
Report of LTE control plane session
For convenience the summary R2-092681 of the LTE control plane session (agenda items 5.8, 5.9, 6.1, 6.2, 6.5.1 and partly 6.6) is copied into this annex. 

Note: The report of this parallel session was already agreed separately under agenda item 12.2 on Friday.

Additional information is added in italics.
5.8
RRC (36.331)

5.8.1
Connection control 
ASN.1 review

R2-092200:
ASN.1 review issue list after RAN2#65
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report
36.331



-
Rapporteur would like to have by the end of the meeting an overview of still what to do.

-
It was noted that for some spares on BCCH there is now generic error handling. 

-
Also ASN.1 impacted issues should be noted

=>
Will revisit by Friday, and see update in R2-092586 [CB Frid]
Connection establishment

R2-092112:
CR to 36.331 on absence of S-TMSI in RRCConnectionRequest
Huawei  CR 36.331 F

-
QC thought there was a specific desire to capture this behaviour somewhere. Ericsson thinks we can keep the note. Huawei is concerned about the load balancing case; the UE would be registered but still the upper layers would not provide an S-TMSI. So the note is a bit misleading.

-
TMO thinks it is not an essential change.

-
NSN thinks we loose some information when we would remove the note.

=>
Noted (note still captures typical behaviour)

R2-092031:
UE behaviour in case of IP check failure for SMC
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

Proposal 1:

-
Panasonic clarifies that SMC and reconfiguration can be sent at the same time but in that order

-
Panasonic does not understand the problem: reconfiguration message cannot be deciphered so will not reach the RRC layer

-
Samsung assumes that 5.3.1.1.is clear that UTRAN should release the connection if either SMC or reconfiguration fails.

-
QC wonders if the RRC release message can really be delivered to RRC.

-
Worst case is when NULL ciphering would make the reconfiguration succeed ? RRC would process the reconfiguration message. Would this risk a subsequent release message to not be delivered ?

-
NSN thinks the spec is clear that an RRC release has to be possible.

-
Motorola thinks it is clear that after SMC failure the UE goes to a state without security. Motorola thinks we should not go to IDLE because NAS message could be delivered. ALU thinks this is not really true since 5.3.1.1 indicates the network should release. Motorola points out that NAS messages have separate security. QC thinks this would be a bit strange. ZTE also thinks this would be strange. ZTE supports the directly going to IDLE.

-
QC thought we should not process the reconfiguration message because it is IP protected.

-
Current assumption is that RRC will try to process the message, which due to no deciphering will normally lead to a ASN.1 decoding error ? Panasonic thinks that other implementations are allowed to take the ciphering start failure into account.

=>
Does not seem really anything broken. Can come back if offline results in something

=>
After offline discussion it was concluded that no change is needed. Assumption is that this is  a rare case and anyway it should always be possible to get the connection release delivered.

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic thinks RRC already specifies that SMC has special handling.

=>
Noted

R2-092032:
Integrity check failure for Security Mode Command
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

Other

R2-092172:
Rel-8 Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc





-
NSN wonders if it would not be better to start the emergency call in LTE if the UE is already in connected ?

-
NSN wonders for the IDLE case, what happens after the emergency call ? Will the UE again move to LTE ?

-
Huawei wonders how the UE knows which RAT supports emergency call ? How far should the UE go in finding a RAT that supports an emergency call, e.g. PLMN change ? Probably. So first attempt current PLMN and if not possible, other PLMN’s ?

=>
Will include these 2 questions w.r.t. UE behaviour in IDLE and CONNECTED when CS/PS2 is configured in the outgoing LS in R2-092466

R2-092175:
Octet alignment of VarShortMAC-Input
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
 F

-
Samsung wonders if there is a backward compatibility issue ? QC explains that the UE has to implement either a or b, so we have to specify for interoperability.

-
ALU wonders if we need impact analysis (what if one node implements it and the other does not).

=>
In principle agreed.

R2-092202:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331

F

=>
Coversheet should be changed (36.300; redundant space in SIB8, ..). Can be indicated offline

=>
Change w.r.t. UL BW should be removed.

=>
Will see update in R2-092651

R2-092651:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331

F

=>
CR is in principle agreed; later update was considered necessary to include more changes. Can be provided in R2-092672 [CB Frid]
R2-092216:
Security clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F

=>
Huawei suggests to add “succesfull” to the NAS SMC, i.e. successful NAS SMC.

=>
Spell out “HO”

-
ZTE wonders if there it is possible that the key from the previous SMC would not be “fresh” ?

=>
QC would like to change “old keNB” to “current KeNB” in the field description, in alignment with the procedure text.

-
Ericsson wonders if the field description could not be shorter and just a reference to SA3 ? NTT DCM has a similar concern. E.g. we do not have this much detail in the NCC description.

=>
Can try to simplify the field description a bit.

=>
We will see update in R2-092652

R2-092652:
Security clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-092372:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc





=> Confirm proposal 1

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia wonders what the text proposal really clarifies/changes ? Panasonic wants to clarify that following delta signalling is based on the default configuration, not the previous dedicated configuration. Nokia thinks this was already the understanding.

-
Samsung thinks it should be clear that we only always have 1 configuration: so when we apply a configuration, that is the only configuration the UE has. Nokia agrees. Ericsson agrees. So the proposal is overspecifying; it would mean we would also have to check all other places to see if we also have to add this release.

=>
Panasonic propose to add a note in the general procedure section. Seems ok.

=>
Will see CR proposal in R2-092653

R2-092653:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc





=>
Sentence seems to say it only applies if the configuration includes a default configuration. Maybe we should have an e.g. for the default configuration.

=>
Maybe we should more focus on that the UE has only one configuration. Any newly applied configuration replaces and previously applied configuration

=>
Can think about some rewording in R2-092671

R2-092671:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc

-
Nokia indicates that in some cases we have 2 different IE’s (e.g. in common and dedicated configuration), which change the same IE in the configuration.

=>
Intention is agreed; wording can be discussed offline up to the next meeting

R2-092094:
Clarification on RLC entities in DRB setup, reconfiguration and release
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331


F

=>
Proposal will be included in R2-092651

R2-092240:
DLInformationTransfer on SRB2
Motorola
CR
36.331


F

-
Huawei assumes the MME would not sent another NAS message inbetween the RRC reconfiguration and the reconfiguration complete. It has already the INITIAL CONTEXT message outstanding. Motorola thinks anyway AS needs to be robust.

-
There should be no problem if the E-UTRAN waits for the complete message ?

-
Samsung thinks this has an impact on the UE because it has to be able to receive NAS messages on 2 SRB’s.

-
Ericsson thinks the eNB should ensure it knows that the SRB2 is established.

-
ZTE thinks a network could anticipate the reconfiguration to succeed and sent the message before receiving the response.

-
CATT thinks the current specification is correct.

=>
Noted: eNB should wait for the complete message before sending NAS messages on SRB2. This should not create a long delay.

R2-092242:
Clarified the network controlled mobility in RRC_CONNECTED HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F

-
Samsung wonders if 5.3.1.3 is about inter-RAT ? 5.4.1 handles inter-RAT

-
NSN clarified that the CCO is using the same procedure as handover “mobility from E-UTRA”.

-
QC thinks the concerning sentence can be removed.

-
NSN/TMO would prefer not change

=>
Noted (5.4.1 is anyway the general section for inter-RAT mobility).

R2-092440:
Correction to the range of ra-PreambleIndex in the RACH-ConfigDedicated Potevio CR36.331 F

-
QC assumes this is not needed. Ericsson indicates it is a network choice to allocate a “contention preamble” as “dedicated preamble”. 

=>
Noted

R2-092327:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on correction on the optionality of drb-CountInfoList LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331


F

-
Huawei thinks current specification is correct.

-
LG agrees that technically it is equivalent, but having a start from “1” is more logical.

-
QC agrees with Huawei

-
We have frozen ASN.1

=>
Noted

R2-092329:
Correction on Handling of Lower Layer Indication
CATT
CR
36.331
F

-
CATT agrees nothing is broken, but thinks keeping T311 might cause some confusion.

-
QC thinks nothing is broken. It is also quite nice to make it clear that we do not handle these indications if T311 is running.

-
QC wonders if it is really clear we do not have these indications from lower layers when T311 is running (there is no switch on/off) ?

-
Ericsson thinks it is best to leave it as it is.

=>
Noted

R2-092370:
Clarification on RRC connection establishment
ITRI
CR
36.331
F

=> Updated in R2-092579

R2-092579:
Clarification on RRC connection establishment
ITRI
CR
36.331
F

-
Samsung thinks the current spec is clear: we can configure measurements before security. We just do not have connected mode mobility yet.

-
Ericsson thinks the specification is already sufficient clear.

=>
Noted

R2-092374:
Coordination of RRC connection reestablishment with 36.300
ITRI
CR
36.331
F

=>
Withdrawn

5.8.2
Measurements

R2-092115:
Corrections to measurement configuration
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331
F

-
HTC has the same proposal in R2-092267.

=>
Will be included in R2-092651

R2-092267:
Clarified the neighCellConfig in measurement procedure
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F

=>
Not treated (as addressing the same issue as R2-092115)
R2-092248:
Clarified the measurement actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F

-
Ericsson assumes that it is impossible to implement this incorrectly; every UE vendor would already have implemented this Ericsson assumes. So there is no need for this correction. Nokia agrees with Ericsson; if we start this way there are probably also other things to release. QC also thinks this is not needed.

=>
Noted

R2-092340:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Addition of omitted stop conditions for T321 in Timer table
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

-
HTC thinks also upon leaving connected mode should be added.

-
CATT thinks in general what detail the table should have. This description is fully redundant with the procedure text. Nokia has a similar concern. The procedure text should take precendence. So maybe not all corner cases would need to be included. QC agrees: the purpose of the table is to indicate the main usage of the timer.

-
LG wonders then what the general rule is on the level of detail that is required ? QC thinks it is difficult to make a general rule. At least the main purpose of the timer should be capture.

-
Samsung thinks maybe a brief description of the timers would have been better.

-
QC would like to keep the table as it is.

=>
Noted (table should only clarify main purpose of timer)

R2-092438:
Clarification to the description of measurement
Potevio
CR
36.331
 F

-
NTT DCM wonders if this is really necessary. Also for inter-Rat frequencies we only want to configure 1 object.

-
This limitation is also applicable to inter-RAT measurements

=>
Noted

R2-092133:
Resolving Discrepancies related to presence of IE’s in ASN.1
NEC
Disc

- 
Samsung thinks this was discussed before and then it was agreed not to make this optional since it is also only a small parameter. It is already clear from the procedure text that there is then no action based on the reportInterval.

-
NEC thinks it would be more clear with explicit ignoring

-
QC thinks it is already clear from the IE description for the ReportInterval

=>
Noted
 

R2-092134:
Correction to Measurement Reporting Configuration
NEC
Disc

=>
Noted

5.8.3
Broadcast

R2-092042:
Width of DL bandwidth field in MIB
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
NSN thinks we have discussed spare values in the MIB at length. It is also questionable how urgent the UE needs to know the DL bandwidth in the future.

-
QC thinks the issue is that we would still have many codepoints available for later extensions of the DL BW.

-
NSN thinks if we do not care about the Rel-8 UE, maybe we could have a completely different MIB ?

-
NSN wonders if we will really have this problem ? Is there any new band coming ? QC thinks this can be expected and can be considered a real problem.

-
QC would really prefer companies to discuss this with their delegates in RAN1/4.

=>
Noted; can see in the future how we want to extend. E.g. ASN1 as indicated in the contribution or new MIB if it is a non-Rel-8 band. Offline discussion can ofcourse continue.

R2-092110:
Corrections to acquisition of an SI message
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331
F

-
Ericsson thought this was clear from ASN.1; first entry in schedulingInfoList corresponds to n==1.

-
Nokia also thinks this is sufficient clear. Should also be clear from the equation having “n-1”.

=>
Noted


R2-092111:
Acquire system information upon RRC connection re-establishment
Huawei Technologie CR
36.331 F

-
Samsung this for the first change, we should say “priority the connection re-establishment”.

-
Nokia assumes only the second change is needed.

-
QC thinks either neither or both changes are needed.

-
NTT DCM thinks the second change is maybe not needed (continue to talk about “procedure” in both cases). First change could be done with “prior”.

-
Ericsson clarifies whole cell selection is included in connection re-establishment procedure.

-
Nokia thinks in principle all this is already clear: cell selection means suitability check and thus reading SIB1.

-
NSN wonders how important this is ? Is there a real risk for misunderstanding ?

=>
Agree that this should be clarified: detailed wording of both changes can be discussed offline. Will see update in R2-092655

R2-092655:
Acquire system information upon RRC connection re-establishment
Huawei Technologie CR
36.331 F

-
Ericsson thinks first change should be “prior to connection re-establishment”. NTT DCM commented offline that “upon” is ok because re-establishment includes cell selection.

=>
First change not needed (already clear from second change)

=>
Second change should be “or RRCConnectRe-establsihment transmission”.

=>
Will include second change in rapporteur CR in update of R2-092651

R2-092269:
Clarified the System information acquisition
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
F

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung wonders if this change is really CDMA specific ?  Nokia agrees this can also be for other RAT’s. Nokia thinks in principle nothing is needed.

-
QC thinks it might be good to have this in general form

-
ALU thought that this list is only indicating AS reasons to read it. Then when NAS requests it, AS can provide it but there is no reason to again acquire it.

-
QC thought that for CDMA, there were cases where CDMA upper layers would request reading of a SIB which was not read so far for AS reasons. E.g. SIB 8 reading for system time. HTC claries that there CR was triggered by the text in 5.2.2.4.

=>
Will included the first change as proposed in this CR (in 5.2.2.2) in the rapporteur CR R2-092651

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung indicates that in general we have agreed not to specify the details of forwarding to upper layers. Nokia agrees this is not needed.

-
LG thinks it is a bit unclear in which case we forward and which case we do not. Nokia thinks this is anyway UE internal implementation.

-
Samsung thinks for the cases of upper layers requesting (e.g. PLMN selection), we do not indicate the forwarding. However in cases where we always forward, we would specify.

-
QC wonders if then CSG identity should not be indicated ? Nokia clarifies that 36.304 indicates AS checks against the allowed CSG list. So we do not need to inform NAS all the time. Vdf thinks we should always forward the CSG identity to make the user aware that he is camping on a CSG cell. QC agrees to this.

-
Nokia would prefer to remove all the forwarding from 5.2.2.7. 

-
TMO thinks we should specify forwarding when there is some action. Display requirements are out of scope for 3GPP. TIM thinks this can also be covered in 3GPP specifications.

=>
Rule is that we describe the forwarding when it happens always and there is some NAS behaviour related to it. CSG identity is only provided when requested by NAS.

-
HTC wonders if the home-eNB name is always forwarded ?

=>
Second proposal is noted. Should not spent to much time on this internal UE modelling.

R2-092351:
Proposed CR to 36.331 On not applying TimeAlignmentTimerCommon upon reception of SIB2 LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F

-
Ericsson wonder about the relevance of the scenario of changing a TAT. Huawei agrees with Ericsson. Idle UE’s will wait until connection establishment, and connected mode UE’s can be reconfigured. Samsung agrees.

-
QC agrees nothing is broken, but still thinks the current behaviour is a bit stange.So could consider for Rel-9.

-
Ericsson thinks it is a corner case and all the means in the network are available. Panasonic thinks that when we introduced the dedicated TAT this setting may be dependant on e.g. moving speed. We should not revert this decision.

=>
Noted (not for rel-8)

5.8.4
Inter-RAT Mobility

HO from E-UTRAN

R2-092097:
Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover
Ericsson CR 36.331
F

-
Ericsson would like to make an update to move the table into the field description.

-
NSN has some editorial corrections

-
Samsung thinks we should clarify that we include a complete message (as we have indicated for other cases).

=>
Will see update in R2-092656

R2-092656:
Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover
Ericsson CR 36.331
F

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-092259:
Clarified the failure case of mobility from EUTRAN procedure HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F

-
QC thinks this is more an editorial change, not really a correction.

-
NSN is fine to include it in the rapporteur CR

=>
New figure will be added in the rapporteur CR in R2-092651

HO to E-UTRAN

R2-092206:
Need to reduce size of handover to E-UTRA message
Samsung
Disc
36.331


-
Ericsson clarifies that SRVCC is not planned for the direction to LTE in Rel-8. Ericsson wonders if Samsung implies that this would be supported in Rel-9 ? Samsung clarifies they do not address any specific case, but just the general case (e.g. PS handover).

-
QC thinks we should ask GERAN.

-
NSN assumes that fundamentally GERAN can handle 60 octets due to segmentation, but it will increase the latency.

-
Samsung clarifies that here we cannot benefit from the commonPhysicalInformation being the same as in the previous cell (which we can use in the intra-LTE handover case).

-
Ericsson wonders if delay is really a concern here for an inter-RAT handover ?

=>
Could send a LS to GERAN asking what the delay impact would be if the size is 60 octets. In R2-092657 [CB Frid Samsung]
=>
UMTS case can be discussed internally

R2-092253:
Clarification on the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete transmission in HO to E-UTRAN HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
 F

-
Panasonic wonders what new configuration is applied after RACH procedure suceeded ? 

=>
Noted (no support)

CCO from GERAN to EUTRAN

R2-092077:
Clarification on cell change order from GERAN to E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
Disc

-
Huawei assumes 1b is correct. However there is no problem because contention resolution success has a different meaning in GERAN. 

-
TMO wonders if 1b is correct, will the UE return to GERAN and then the whole sequence starts again (i.e. ping-pong) ?

-
Samsung indicates that before we agreed that the target system decides the condition for success, and the source system specifies the action upon failure. However in our current text we don’t really specify when the CCO to E-UTRAN should be considered failed.

=>
We would have to specify the failure condition for E-UTRAN; or maybe we only have to specify the condition for success ?

=>
GERAN should make it clear that the failure condition as specified in E-UTRAN is applicable ?

-
Should check what we specify for UTRAN

=>
Allow some time for offline discussions. Can see CR proposal in R2-092658 [CB Frid], and outgoing LS in R2-092659 [CB HTC Frid]


R2-092171:
Clarification on Access Barring
Samsung
Disc





-
Huawei wonders what the suitability check means ? Huawei assumes it is obvious that the UE to perform a suitability check (as part of cell selection).

=>
Common understanding seems to be that handover and CCO are quite different: for handover the network has to ensure suitability/access is possible in the target cell, so the UE can ignore e.g. access class barring. In CCO, the UE behaves “as if coming from IDLE”, so has to apply system information and e.g. has to obey access class barring restrictions.

-
Samsung wonders if it is clear that upper layers establish the RRC connection and upper layers select a cause value ? Samsung clarifies that in UMTS we had a cause value for CCO.

-
Samsung clarifies that the ACB handling is related to the cause value.

-
QC wonders how important the choice of cause value is ? Reasonable cause values are MOdata or MOsign. Does it matter ? TMO assumes MOsign as higher priority.

-
Other alternative would be to indicate that RRC establishes the connection with cause value “MO sign” ? TMO thinks maybe this is simplest. Nokia thinks maybe typical case is more MOdata ?

-
Ericsson wonders if the UE has to do TA-update ? Bit unclear.

-
CATT thinks we could sent an LS to CT1, to ask them to specify what cause value to use in what case ?

-
QC thinks we could sent an LS to CT1 asking them if it is ok to have NAS initiate the connection, or can AS locally start the connection and just pick a value ?

-
Ericsson thinks the UE is still not completely in IDLE, and NAS normally only triggers RRC connection establishment in IDLE.

=>
Can have some offline discussion, maybe contact CT1 or continue by email discussion on reflector [CB Frid]
R2-092367:
Correction to cell change order to E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO thinks changing a note is not an essential change, although it is correct.

-
Samsung thought the physical cell identity was mandatory. HTC indicates it is optional. Samsung wonders if it is not an error if the cell identity is not provided ? 

=>
Can do some offline checking [CB Frid]
5.8.5
Inter-eNB signalling

R2-092353:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Some clean-up for inter-node IEs
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F

-
Ericsson thinks this does not solve anything; not really needed.

-
CATT thinks wonders if we can still change this after ASN.1 freeze. QC thinks there is no impact to ASN.1

=>
Noted
 (can live with some duplication)

R2-092348:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on mandatory information in AS-Config
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

Change 1:

-
NSN agrees that for the second change there is some contradiction. But is this the correct way to correct ? How can the receiver make the difference between “not configured” and “configured with default values” ?

-
Samsung assumes that for most cases, the default is “released”. But needs to be checked carefully.

-
Ericsson is fine without this CR. Maybe we can think about a clarification for the next meeting.

=>
Will allow some offline to come with a better wording [CB Frid]
Change 2:

=>
Not needed (no support)

5.8.6
Other

Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection

R2-092331:
Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.

-
TMO think it was clear to only delete the priorities only when you really change the PLMN. Nokia has the same understanding. 

-
QC agrees; when NAS selects a PLMN but the same PLMN, there is no change for AS.

=>
Agree on the intention that dedicated priorities are only deleted when PLMN selection results in selecting a different PLMN

R2-092338:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt2 for Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

-
TMO thinks this change request is not needed. It should be sufficient to minute this.

-
QC thinks current text is more clear.

-
CATT wonders if we should also consider the case that NAS requests AS to select a new PLMN, but it is an equivalent PLMN. Do you not clear the equivalent PLMN list when you get a new PLMN ? Nokia 23.122 indicates the ePLMN list is cleared at every RAU/TAU.

-
Nokia thinks the current text is sufficiently clear.

-
LG wonders why not clarifying this case ? TMO sees no need to change this further.

=>
Noted

R2-092334:
Clarification of the Dedicated Priorities
CATT
CR
36.331


F

=>
Noted (already covered)

Other

R2-092039:
Inline enumerated ASN.1 types, reconsidered
Qualcomm Europe
Disc



- 
QC would appreciate feedback in this meeting, and whether there is support to change the handling of ENUM’s. Or is the general feeling that compiler options are sufficient to handle this ?

-
NSN thinks there is no problem. Samsung confirms also that this can be solved in the compiler.

=>
Noted (no other company thinks there is something required to be done)

R2-092263:
Clarification for rrcTransactionIdentifier
Motorola CR
36.331


F

-
QC assumes that this requirement brings no change: already today the handling of the transaction id is only specified if there is a response message. There is no behaviour otherwise.

-
Motorola thinks a UE could use this for duplicate detection. QC thinks a UE that uses the transaction id for duplicate detection is already in violation of the standard.

=>
Confirm that the UE will not use the transaction id for duplicate detection.

=>
Noted

R2-092270:
Generic error handling for unexpected optional field Motorola
CR
36.331
F

=>
Updated in R2-092654

R2-092654:
Generic error handling for unexpected optional field Motorola
CR
36.331
F

-
So now the proposal is to ignore the whole message instead of the IE only.

-
Samsung first thought this would only be UE behaviour for invalid network behaviour. 

-
Motorola is concerned that without this, UE’s will handle this in an adhoc fashion.

-
QC thinks we only need to specify behaviour for error cases that we really expect to happen. So is this handling a real error case or overspecifying ?

-
Samsung thinks this could be considered a network implementation error so there should be no need for this.

-
Samsung clarifies that “Mandatory field missing” is not only addressing an error case, because it could also be caused by using a “spare” which resulted in ignoring the field.

-
QC wonders whether with similar reasoning you could not argue the opposite: i.e. due to a non-interpreted field, the UE incorrectly judges the condition.

-
Nokia wonders if UE and network could have a misunderstanding about the status of the condition.

-
ALU thinks capturing this behaviour might help us for future extensions, but ignore the IE only might be more helpful.

=>
Allow some offline discussion [CB Frid]
R2-092272:
Not comprehended field of variable length
Motorola
CR
36.331


F

-
Motorola is not sure we already have this case in the ASN.1 (the case of the length not known). Motorola is not aware of any specific problem today.

-
Samsung understand there is no known case today, so it is more a remark for standards people than to implementations ? 

-
QC thinks this problem cannot exist: the UE always thinks it knows how long the field is. So it should be an error case that cannot happen.

=>
Noted

R2-092271:
Correct the Timers table in TS 36.331
HTC Corporation CR
36.331 

F

-
ZTE wonders if we go this way, should start and stop conditions also include a reference only.

-
NTT DCM would prefer not to make this change. The table is a kind of informative secrtion.

-
Could add a note below the table “This table only reflects the main behaviour related to the timer handling. More detailed aspects can be found in procedure text” ? NSN thinks this is already clear.

-
IDT thinks the proposed change is not usefull.

=> 
Noted (no action though necessary)

R2-092345:
Handling of timeAlignmentTimer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

-
Panasonic wonders for inter-RAT handover to E-UTRAN, what TAT value is applied ? Seems indeed unclear if you would use a default MacMain.

-
NSN would prefer to specify a default value (alternative 1). Samsung assumes that we cannot specify a normal default value, because then we would loose the value from SIB2 in connection establishment.

-
Ericsson thinks if we have defaults, they should follow what the UE is broadcasting. So Ericsson thinks the default could be what the network is broadcasting. CATT agrees a special default could be defined. Samsung thinks at handover we do not know the broadcast value yet.

-
NTT DCM wonders if the UE could continue to use the value from the source cell SIB2 ?

After offline discussion:

-
Several companies seem to prefer to only use explicit or absence of macMainConfig in intra-LTE handover. What does this mean for inter-RAT ? Samsung thinks we could mandate the explicit.

-
So one solution direction would be:


* Inter-RAT handover: only explicit signalling of macMainConfig


* Intra-LTE handover: allow explicit configuration of / absence of maxMainConfig

-
Panasonic would be ok with this way forward but wonders if it is really ok for signalling optimisation. But is there no big cost for the inter-RAT case ? Seems only some 5 or 6 bits for optionality

-
Ericsson would like some more time to think about this.

=>
Can see updated CR based on offline discussion in R2-092660

R2-092660:
Proposed CR to 36.331 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F

-
Ericsson is a bit worried about not being able to use default configuration for maxMainConfig in handover to E-UTRA and intra-LTE.

-
We also still need to clarify the case of mac-MainConfig setting to default at non-handover.

-
CATT assumes that for the non-handover case, MAC is not reset and there is no problem.

=>
Allow some more offline, potential new CR can be provided in R2-092673 [CB Frid]
R2-092346:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt1 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F

=> Noted (no longer relevant)

R2-092347:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt2 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F

=> Noted (no longer relevant)

R2-092138:
Small correction for CSG list
Huawei
CR
36.331


F

-
TMO proposes to handle this in the rapporteur CR.

=>
Will be handled in rapporteur CR R2-092651

R2-092238:
Clarified the functions of SRBs
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331


F

-
CATT thinks this is usefull

-
QC thinks this could be included in the rapporteur CR

-
Change might not be completely correct (change to SRB1). Ericsson agrees and thinks this change might not be needed.

=>
Noted: if really considered essential, can come back with a correct CR at next meeting.

R2-092273:
Correction for parallel processing on SRB1 and SRB2
Motorola
CR
36.331
F

-
Samsung wonders what this change means for the UE: e.g. can the UE when processing a message received on one SRB, be interrupted for processing another message received on another bearer ? This is not the Motorola intention.

-
QC thinks the spec is wrong, but also the clarification is wrong. We should improve the wording that clarifies this interruption is not intended, but still giving higher priority to SRB1 messages than to SRB2.

-
Nokia thinks processing delay is not really an issue: we only have 2 SRB’s for transport delay cost. The UE processing delay is negligible compared to this. So we could keep the current wording.

-
Panasonic thinks current spec is fine. For UE RRC there is no priority for DL message processing in SRB1 and SRB2.

-
CATT wonders if messages on SRB1 and SRB2 can be received in different order than sent. Yes.

=>
Noted

R2-092303:
CR for clarification on default paging cycle
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331


F

=>
Technically correct but minor clarification, so can be included in rapporteur CR in R2-092651

R2-092333:
Clarification of Half Dulplex in TDD
CATT
CR
36.331


F

-
Ericsson wonders if this is an essential correction, or already obvious ? CATT indicates that currently this is not clear in the spec.

-
CATT clarifies that TDD and FDD bands can be discerned based on band number.

-
QC thinks this is not really needed, since nothing can go wrong; the network can just ignore this setting for TDD bands.

-
Huawei likes the change.

-
QC would like to understand the problem if the UE would set the value e.g. to TRUE ? Nothing seems to break ?

-
Nokia thinks this is not really needed. 

=>
General assumption is that network will ignore any received value for a TDD band

=>
Noted

R2-092342:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alignment of default values with specified values in ASN.1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-092349:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clean-up on parameters related to persistent scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

Proposal 1

-
QC thinks we need the change from “enable” to “setup”, and “disable” to “release”.  NSN thinks that for the twoIntervalsConfig there is no problem since the condition is already sufficiently clear. QC agrees. QC is mainly thinking about the choice “enable” in the two persistent power parameters because the choice is “setup”

-
CATT thinks for twoInterval, the current specification is ok.

=>
Will change twice the “choice “enabled” “ to “choice “setup” for the 2 persistent power parameters. (in p0-NominalPUSCH-Persistent field description and p0-UE-PUSCH-Persistent field description).

Proposal 4

-
LG wonders about 4th change ? Samsung agrees that this could be removed.

=>
Can agree to remove “” from the field description of p0-NominalPUSCH-Persistent.

Proposal 5:

=>
Agree to change the references

=>
Can see updated CR in R2-092661

R2-092661:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clean-up on parameters related to persistent scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F

=> 
Change are agreed and will be included in R2-092672

R2-092350:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Correction on the presence property of bucketSizeDuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F

-
NSN thinks this was already discussed last meeting based on NSN contribution. Then we agreed no further clarification is needed.

=>
Noted

R2-092373:
Correction on unnecessary SEQUENCE
Panasonic
CR
36.331


F

=>
Noted (already covered by R2-092651)

5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection

R2-092335:
Proposed CR to 36.304 Alt2 for Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.

=>
Noted (already discussed)

R2-092336:
Clarification of the Dedicated Priorities
CATT

=>
Noted (already discussed)

IFRI

R2-092416:
IFRI and CSG handling - Potential problem
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
Motorola is a bit surprised about this contribution. We did discuss this quite extensively for Rel-8. We agreed that UE’s ignore IFRI on CSG cells, and non-CSG UE’s do not need to receive system information from CSG cells.

-
TMO is concerned that with the proposed behaviour, a UE which meets a non-allowed CSG cell would be cut off from a mixed layer for 300s. So if we go this way, we would have to use another timer value. Nokia agrees the proposed solution is not perfect, but assumed sufficient. Nokia thinks it is better to have this “burden” then the holes created by interference.

-
Nokia agrees that maybe for Rel-8 this is to late. Nokia wonders if we could maybe do it for Rel-9 and allow this behaviour by Rel-8 UE’s. This could be discussed later. First we should establish if people agree there might be a problem.

-
IDT wonder if it is realistic to assume all CSG cells loaded with 50% ? More realistically the cells would probably be loaded much less ?

-
Vdf thinks this will often cause inter-frequency reselections which are not really needed (if the UE camps in a mixed layer).

-
Motorola remarks that the assumption seems to be that the shared carrier is the higher priority. However why have it that way ? It seems more logical to have the macro layer as the highest priority. Nokia remarks that many operators might only have 1 carrier.

-
QC thinks for CSG UE’s, the mixed layer could be the highest priority in order to limit inter-frequency reselection.

-
QC assumes this is something we should take seriously.  QC supports Nokia’s proposal.

-
Chairman remarks that we took our decision based on RAN4 input. Nokia agrees that it is a bit strange that this comes up now. Motorola thinks we did take a conscious decision based on RAN4 input. 

-
NTT DCM shares the Nokia concern initially. However afterwards we did agree to the current behaviour. Still NTT DCM thinks this is something important to look at for Rel-9.

-
IDT thinks current behaviour is preferable.

-
Vdf thinks the most likely deployment scenario is that we have one mixed LTE layer. If the UE leaves that layer, we talk about inter-RAT reselection. Nokia agrees with this, but still it is better to perform this inter-RAT reselection than being out of service.

-
One solution would be that non-allowed CSG cells are barred cells with IFRI set to “not allowed”, and  barr that one cell for 300s. Nokia would be fine with this proposal.

-
QC would prefer to look at the IFRI; even non-CSG UEs would look at the IFRI.

-
Huawei thinks there are other mechanisms to handle this.

-
Nokia would at least like to have this for Rel-9.

-
TMO thinks the 300s is clearly not acceptable. There should be other leaving conditions.

-
Samsung supports looking at the IFRI, but think it is too late for Rel-8.

-
NTT DCM thinks Qqualmin introduction for suitability criteria would help.

=>
Can have an email discussion up to next meeting to see if we can improve this behaviour for Rel-9. Can still then discuss Rel-8 applicability/allowance. [EMAIL DISC Nokia]
R2-092436:
Correction to reselection in case IFRI is not allowed
LG Electronics Inc.

-
Panasonic wonders why we state “may select another cell” ? Does it mean that the UE can stay no the cell ?

-
TMO thinks the last change is ok “and the cells on the same frequency”, rest is not needed. QC also thinks the last change is needed. QC thinks it is not a good idea to mention “serving cell”. Also Ericsson shares the same opinion.

=>
Should see updated CR only including the last change in R2-092662

R2-092662:
Correction to reselection in case IFRI is not allowed
LG Electronics Inc.

=>
CR is in principle agreed

Other
R2-092377:
Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Updated to R2-092464

R2-092464:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

-
Main problem we are discussing is that the current text seems to see you have to select a lower priority cell if there is no cell on the current frequency that meets the criteria. It is true that also equal or higher should be allowed/preferred. Ofcourse also it has to be a suitable cell.

-
Nokia wonders why cell selection was used to describe this behaviour ?  Panasonic thinks that if the best cell is barred and has to barr the frequency, then the UE has to move out of the frequency. So do you stay on the current cell and use those reselection criteria or do you apply cell selection ?

-
Nokia assumes that the first step would be reselection and see if you can go somewhere. However maybe the end result with immediately applying cell selection would be similar.

-
QC now wonders if the original change was needed. 5.2.4.4 already excludes them.

-
QC agrees there is no direct transit between normal cell camping and any cell selection.So first reselection would be applied.

-
NTT DCM wonders if the problem we are discussing is also if there is no sufficient quality cell on the serving frequency ? If so, do you stil want to apply priorities, or do we want to leave that UE implementation. Nokia thinks in a well configured network, the UE would have reselected before. So it is a kind of network error. Nokia agrees this is a similar case anyway.

-
Nokia thinks apply cell reselection might delay the reselection since you have to check the reselection criteria.

-
So it seems we need an escape to normal service as soon as possible.

-
TMO thinks we should apply normal cell reselection first, so current text is ok. Only if that fails, then we should go to the cell selection. Nokia assumes that you will only do a reselection evaluation immediately if you risk to loose coverage based on collected measurements (but not wait for new measurements), and if not possible, initiate cell selection.

-
“Maybe could add a sentence that if there is no reselection candidate available on serving or other frequencies, the UE shall initiate cell selection”. TMO thinks this is not needed because it is sufficiently clear.

=>
Should remove the newly added sentence.

=>
Common understanding seems to be that if serving frequency is barred or you go out of coverage on that frequency, UE should attempt cell reselection, and if not possible perform cell selection.

=>
Can have some offline discussion to see if some small additional clarification is needed. 

=>
Will see an CR to 36.304 in R2-092663

R2-092663:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Wrong spec is indicated in the coversheet; clauses effected are wrong.

=>
Coversheet should be corrected. CR is agreed in R2-092665

R2-092379:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Withdrawn

R2-092033:
Selection of CS supporting RAT in case of emergency call
Qualcomm Europe

-
TMO wonders if also a change of PLMN could be applied ? TMO thinks the UE should first try to find suitable cell in the current PLMN, then acceptable in the current PLMN and then only acceptable of another PLMN.  NTT DCM agrees with this comment. QC thinks this would delay the selection. QC thought it would be better to use stored information and find an acceptable cell asap. Could swap the words suitable and acceptable just to indicate some preference, no strict priority.

-
Nokia wonders if we should not start in the current RAT with the emergency call and let the network handover ?

-
NTT DCM wonders about the case that ATTACH/TAU cannot be performed due to ACB. NTT DCM wonders if there would be any impact on the ACB check for emergency calls ? E.g. do we still have an emergency call attempt when we are in LTE ?

-
ALU wonders if you cannot start a call in LTE and apply CSFB if that is working. ALU thinks SA2 indicates that CSFB can be used for emergency call. NSN agrees with this. Ericsson also confirms this. The UE wil sent an extended service request if it is registered in the PLMN.

-
So the CR we are discussing is ony applicable if CSFB is not working, and CS/PS2 is applicable.

-
NTT DCM thinks reselecting always (even if CSFB is supported), this might be better. Huawei thinks CT1 is clear on CSFB usage for emergency calls.

-
NSN wonders if we have to have a decision now ?

-
Ericsson wonders what the connected mode behaviour is ? Would we do a local release ?

-
For CS/PS1, still unclarity on how to handle ACB ? Should the UE take some action when the emergency call is initiated ? 

On CSFB:

=>  Will sent a response LS to CT1/SA2 asking for questions (Ericsson) R2-092466

=>  Will not sent a response to the ACB questions
(i.e. cancel R2-092467)

=>  Will have email discussion to progress this as much as possible before next meeting EMAIL DISC [Ericsson]
R2-092037:
Handling of failure at inter-RAT redirection
Qualcomm Europe

R2-092149:
CR on Handling of failure at inter-RAT redirection
Qualcom Europe

-
Ericsson thinks there is a timer for this in UTRAN where you stay in the target RAT for some time. QC agrees, but thinks it is rather late to introduce this in Rel-8. In addition, for emergency call redirection you might want a more flexible behaviour.

-
ZTE thinks the UE should after redirection just follow the behaviour specified in that RAT so why do we specify anything in the LTE spec. QC thinks we don’t specify the failure behaviour in the target RAT.

-
TMO thinks this can all be left to UE implementation. You only redirect if there is a high probability that you can find a cell there. So returning is a kind of last resort. TMO assumes a reasonable UE implementation would use stored information.

-
Nokia assumes that we are talking about a quite corner case (redirection to a RAT with not suitable cell). Nokia assumes cell selection based on stored information would be the normal behaviour. Detailed behaviour is probably not important.

-
Huawei supports the CR

-
Main QC concern is to avoid ping-pong at redirection. QC agrees that this is not a very frequent case. TMO thinks with correct network configuration, no ping-pong would result.

-
Huawei indicates that so far in 23.272 there is no redirection used for CSFB: it is either PS HO or CCO to GERAN.

After offline discussion it is proposed to:

=>
Not have a CR now, but wait for the outcome of the CSFB discussion.

=>
Agree that in case the redirection fails (i.e. no suitable cell found on the target frequency), a UE implementation is allowed to prefer other RAT/frequencies over returning to LTE during cell selection.

R2-092148:
CR on correction of sign in SnonServingCell,x for CDMA2000 RATs
Qualcomm Europe

=>
CR is in principle agreed.

R2-092192:
Correction to UE behaviour while 300s frequency barring timer is running
T-Mobile

-
Similar CR for 25.304 is also submitted.

-
Huawei wonders why the network would redirect the UE to a forbidden TA/PLMN ? TMO agrees that the network should not do this. But maybe it is a second TA on that frequency.

-
TMO clarifies that we have the removal when highest ranked cell changes, we only have for the cases from 5.3.1, not for these cases.

-
Samsung assumes that if the UE is in connected state, the 300s timer would have been stopped already. TMO agrees this is one possible interpretation, but there is no strict requirement. Samsung thinks this 300s is only applicable in IDLE. QC thinks it would not be good to stop the timer at every TAU. Due to the barring, you might e.g. be required to do a TAU on another frequency which would immediately remove the barring again on the original frequency.

-
Nokia thinks that anyway even if we remove this restriction, still probably NAS will not allow the UE to access that cell (e.g. still in forbidden TA list). TMO assumes it could be another TA.

-
Nokia wonders what the behaviour of the UE is supposed to be when the redirection is to a forbidden TA ? TMO focuses on an second allowed TA. QC thinks that if it is a forbidden TA, the discussion on R2-092037 is applicable.

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-092337:
Clarification of the Priority Handling in CSG Cell
CATT

-
TMO thinks this is already sufficient clear. QC thinks it is true that there are 2 conflicting priorities: lowest because no dedicated priority, and highest because of CSG cell. TMO thinks it is clear that the highest priority rule for CSG overwrite everything else. ZTE agrees with TMO.

-
QC wonders from where this is clear in the spec ? QC thinks it might be good to clarify.

=>
Will have a clarification that if the 2 implicit priority rules are applicable (i.e. no priority for serving frequency & camping on CSG cell), then the UE shall apply the highest priority for the serving frequency.

-
QC thinks this UE mode or operation will introduce yet another rule of implicit priorities.

-
ZTE thinks nothing is needed.

=>
Will see small CR introducing a rule in R2-092664

R2-092664:
Clarification of the Priority Handling in CSG Cell
CATT

-
Nokia wonders what new information this gives ?  This is the same text as in 5.2.4.8.2 ? The “irrespective of” is the new thing ? Maybe it could be included in the CSG section ? Samsung has similar concern.

-
Nokia thinks the sentence could now be removed from 5.2.4.8.2 ?

-
TMO kindly requests CATT to bring a similar CR to 25.304.

=>
CR is in principle agreed with also removing the corresponding sentence in 5.2.4.8.2 and the corresponding reference in R2-092674.

R2-092430:
Correction to any cell selection procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

-
TMO thinks the current text is extensively discussed and agreed. QC thought the CR was correctly reflecting the earlier discussions.

-
CATT supports the CR.

-
TMO asked LG to also bring similar CR to UMTS.

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-092431:
Correction to mobility state
LG Electronics Inc.

-
QC thinks the current text is correct: you only apply the new parameters at the detection, until a next detection of a state change. TMO agrees with QC. Ericsson also agrees

=>
Noted

Not available/too late

R2-092434
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Emergency CS fallback
NTT DOCOMO

=> Withdrawn

R2-092381
Maintaining UTRA predefined configuration while camping on E-UTRA
Panasonic
withdrawn
6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)

R2-092040:
Status report on positioning work item
Qualcomm Europe
Report
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
For information only

=>
Noted

R2-092041:
Anticipated impact on RAN2/3 specifications of LTE positioning work item
Qualcomm Europe Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

General:

-
ALU wonders if SUPL should not be considered ? QC assumes there is not aware of any specific impact on LPP (end of section 2.1). So we keep it in the back of our minds.

-
ALU wonders about the splitting of the work between 2 groups. QC wonders if eNB<->SLMC should be handled in a separate TS or included in the same TS.

-
ALU wonders if we have different reporting for UE based/assisted. QC assumes we have to have more input from RAN1 first.

-
Chairman asked if the rough scope is: 

“LPP1” part:
UE <-> SMLC




- dedicated positioning signalling for UE




- dedicated assistance data ?

“LPP2” part:
eNB <-> SMLC




- network based positioning methods




- dedicated assistance data ?




- broadcast assistance data (if needed)


QC confirms, except for the broadcast assistance data; might be modelled in LPP1 part.

-
Panasonic thinks dedicated assistance data might also be handled by LPP2, e.g. if eNB needs to add something to dedicated assistance data. 

-
NSN clarifies that in UMTS, assistance data is also provided with dedicated signalling. NSN is not sure that only broadcast assistance data is sufficient.

-
Panasonic wonders if broadcast is really needed; maybe dedicated signalling is sufficient. Ericsson agrees.

-
Ericsson wonders if it is also the intention to have LPP2 retrieve assistance data from the eNB ? QC does not exclude it but does not know any examples currently.

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders what really the problem is with the approach followed in GERAN ? QC assumes there is too much GERAN specifics included in RRLP. There is to much “old stuff” in there.

-
Ericsson clarifies that RRLP already clarifies one message irrespective of the positioning methods used.

-
NSN thinks that RRLP reflects that A-GPS was introduced first and the other A-GNSS methods only later. So the structure is not so nice. We had the same problem in UMTS. So it would be good to have a clean structure.


Proposal 2:

-
ALU wonders if we really need a separate Stage-2 ? NSN rapporteur would be ok to have extensions in the 36.300.

-
QC clarifies that there are 4 classes of positioning methods that need to be supported: SUPL. DL-OTDOA, AGNSS and enhanced Cell-ID. For DL-OTDOA there would be only 1 method. In addition, UL-OTDOA could be included.

-
Samsung wonders if both LPP-1 and LPP-2 are covered in the same stage-3 TS ? QC assumes yes, but separate section.

-
Ericsson would prefer not to call it LPP-2. QC think SA2 will not specify anything in more detail, so it is “LPP”

-
QC explains that LCS-AP is only an illustrative name and might not be a separate protocol.

-
NSN indicates that already today, S1 has some cell based positioning support.

Proposal 3:

-
Ofcourse there could be “necessary dependancies”

Proposal 4:

-
ALU wonders that all on SLs and S1 will be done by RAN3 ? QC assumes CT4 would be involved if there are protocols that terminate between MME and SMLC.

-
NSN thinks until RAN1 provides more information on what assistance data needs to be provided where, we should probably not take decisions on this. We should progress the stage-2 first before taking a decision on where to specify “LPP2”.

-
Ericsson wonders if it is clear whether LPP1 is transparent for eNB or not ? QC thinks we could declare by definition that LPP1 is the part that is transparent to the eNB.

Proposal 6:

-
Panasonic thinks this should be studied.

	Agreements:

1)
Support a modular and extensible approach for positioning methods in LPP. Detailed impact needs to be investigated.

2)
RAN2 will request two new TSs, for the stage 2 positioning impacts and the specification of LPP. 
For the stage-3 TS, it is FFS if also the “LPP2 part” is included in the same TS. If there is a high correlation of the information, maybe 1 TS is better. Otherwise a separate TS might be preferable.

3)
LTE protocol support for positioning should be specified without unnecessary dependencies on the underlying radio access technology and protocols.

4)
Focus should first be on Stage-2 progress. When the Stage-2 has progressed more and RAN1 has decided on positioning methods, we should decide where what work is logically best placed for LPP2.

5)
A-GNSS will operate as one positioning method within the LPP framework, but RAN2 should evaluate whether signalling formats from GERAN and/or UTRAN can be reused in the new context.


=>
Will be captured to the extend appropriate in first stage-2 version we will see.

R2-092217:
Positioning Support in E-UTRA
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Andrew Corp wonders if LMU would only be required for UL-TDOA. Are they not required for DL-OTDOA in an unsynchronised network ? NSN is not aware of any need for DL-OTDOA. However RAN1 can inform us about this. Andrew Corp explained that this was discussed in RAN1 on Monday (R1-091228). ALU shares the same understanding as Andrew Corp. The LMU’s would provide the frame timing difference to eNB’s. QC thinks this is still discussed in RAN1, and we should wait for their input.

-
Panasonic questions whether IPDL is only for DL-OTDOA ? That is the NSN assumption.

-
Panasonic wonders why we need a new protocol to transport neighbouring cell information ? This is anyway RAT specific information, not generic information. So why not use RRC ? NSN assumes that anyway the SMLC will have to know this neighbouring cell relation for the positioning. QC shares the NSN understanding.

-
Andrew Corp wonders what kind of UE support is required for UL-TDOA. Chairman clarifies that at least in the WI discussion in RAN it was indicated that there is no impact on the UE.

-
NSN would like to agree that we have dedicated A-GNSS assistance data (broadcast stil FFS). QC thinks that this is to early. ALU thinks it would be nice to have more technical discussion on this. NSN understands that in 3G broadcast is hardly used.

-
Panasonic would prefer to have only 1 mechanism for assistance data, either dedicated (preferred) or broadcast.

-
QC thinks operator input would be provided on this, based on experience with current networks.  AT&T will try to work on this. 

=>
Noted

R2-092082:
LTE Positioning protocol architecture
Ericsson
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Ericsson would prefer only dedicated signalling for assistance data

=>
Noted

R2-092176:
Initial analysis of Positioning in LTE
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Only questions 1 and 2 are remaining

Question 1:

-
ALU wonders if both UE based and UE assisted GPS and OTDOA will be supported ? QC assumes that both UE based and UE assisted would be supported for A-GNSS.

Question 2:

-
No views. QC thinks that maybe RAN3 could have opinions on this. ALU thinks it is our responsibility to decide whether it is needed or not. So we have to decide in the stage-2, and then if required, RAN3 would have to enable.

-
Anrew Corp thinks OTDOA restriction to synchronised networks would mean that an operator with unsyncronised network would not be able to use it. So such an operator would be limited to GPS. ALU agrees to this reasoning.

=>
Noted

Way forward:
=>
QC is happy to be rapporteur for both TS’s.

=>
For next meeting, should try to have Stage-2 sequences for A-GNSS

Not available/too late

R2-092385
Functionalities for positioning support in LTE
Panasonic
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE-NBPS
withdrawn
6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)

R2-092173:
IMS Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent

-
Huawei wonders if there is a common understanding that a network supporting IMS will always support IMS emergency calls ?  ALU proposes a separate indicator for IMS emergency support.

-
Huawei wonders what happens if a network+UE support both CSFB and IMS. Who decides what solution to use for emergency calls. ALU assumes that the operator can configured based on “PCC rules” downloaded to the UE. At least this is applicable for normal calls. For USIM less UE’s it would have to be something in the UE.


-
Ericsson assumes that the ATTACH ACCEPT will indicate whether emergency calls are allowed. For limited service mode it is not so clear; this probably has to be discussed separately.

-
NSN wonders if a UE would always establish an emergency default bearer, or only when making the emergency call ? ALU clarifies that this will only happen when the emergency call is established. So for limited service state at the EMERGENCY ATTACH, and for normal state after specific EPS bearer activation.

-
Ericsson assumes that once the emergency call is over, the emergency APN should be released and the UE should detach (if it came from limited service state). SA2 seems to be discussing this at this point in time.

-
Samsung wonders whether emergency call support will be the same in the whole PLMN ? Ericsson thinks we will learn this from the SA2 level (only at ATTACH, or also in TAU), and maybe we even want to indicate it per cell in AS. Ericsson would appreciate operator input.

-
TMO would assume this is not cell specific, but probably quite large area or whole PLMN.

Dummy keys:

-
Ericsson wonders if we need dummy keys, or if dummy algorithm is sufficient ? ALU thinks the only reason for dummy keys is for protocol consideration i.e. use the same IE’s. Probably first also handover needs to be considered. ALU plans to bring papers on this in the next meeting.

-
It would be nice if we can use the normal handover procedures also for emergency calls.

General:

-
QC wonders if should send an LS to SA2 with questions: e.g. security issue, how the operator can configure this,…. ALU thinks SA3 is working on a NULL algorithm. For operator configuration we could look at the next contribution.

=>
Noted

R2-092174:
Emergency Support Indication for IMS emergency call
Alcatel-Lucent

-
QC wonders why RAN and NAS cannot indicate their capability separately ? ALU clarifies this would not really work for USIM less (do not know up front if NAS supports).

-
NSN indicates SA2 has been discussing this for many months. ALU thinks SA2 is still discussing this.

-
Ericsson thinks it could be usefull to indicate to SA2 whether we think we could support 1 bit per PLMN in our BCCH ? Ericsson thinks one could wonder whether AS bits should be used for CN capability, especially if it is only for limited service state.

-
Ericsson is not sure how an MME would respond that receives an EMERGENCY ATTACH. ALU understands that the EMERGENCY ATTACH is coded as an ATTACH (it is indicated by an extension).

-
ALU thinks we could indicate that 1 bit, or 1 bit per PLMN would be fine for RAN2 point of view. Nokia wonders what the bit would mean ? That the emergency call would succeed ?

-
TMO supports having the bit, also per PLMN. QC is ok with the LS, and should include CT1.

-
Ericsson wonders how this would impact PLMN/cell selection. We should study this further.

-
CATT wonders if IMS emergency call support is a mandatory feature for Rel-9 UE ? QC assumes that e.g. data cards would not support this. Maybe there is no need for a capability bit (network does not need to know). 

-
NTT DCM wonders whether this new bit is different from the ACB for emergency call bit ? ALU assumes the ACB bit is used for CSFB and IMS in Rel-8. NTT DCM assumes that if we would agree that a Rel-8 UE never attempts an emergency call on LTE (also not for CSFB), then we might be able to use this bit ?

-
TMO assumes the new bit is completely different. The UE would not go away by the ACB bit. Also it is not per PLMN.

=>
Will sent LS to SA2/CT1 that from signalling point of view we would be ok to have 1 bit per PLMN to indicate to UE’s in limited service state that it is useful to attempt emergency call in this cell. SA2/CT1 can discuss whether the same bit would be used in normal camping, or a NAS based solution is more suitable. Will see in R2-092669 [ALU]
=>
ALU will take the responsibility for any collective CR.

R2-092116:
Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

-
Should have been submitted under joint session, other issues.

-
Huawei thinks when looking at the figure in 36.304, the arrow from “cell selection when leaving connected mode” to “camped on any cell” is not covered.

-
QC thinks this is a quite corner case: only when leaving connected mode after emergency call. Ericsson agrees with QC. No strong need to so anything.

-
Huawei wonders if this is acceptable for Rel-9 ? QC is not sure anything is really broken. It seems mainly a modelling discussion. 

=>
Noted (can try to lobby more offline for Rel-9)

R2-092117:
CR to 36.304 on Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

=>
Noted

R2-092118:
CR to 25.304 on Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

=>
Noted

6.5
TEI9

Note that the Technical Enhancements WI is only intended for small enhancements. Larger changes/enhancements should have a WI of their own.

6.5.1
Control plane related

R2-092189:
Access Stratum based solution to connection recovery after RLF
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
NTT DCM supports this proposal ? NTT DCM wonders if this is only intended if X2 is available, or also over S1. QC clarifies they intend to use it in both cases.

-
Nokia wonders if there is any impact to the UE ? QC has the same understanding.

-
NSN wonders if there is really significant gain in delay ? QC does not have the numbers yet. However you save e.g. one RACH.

-
NTT DCM thinks there is significant gain in doing this. It was clarified that anyway there is no paging anymore.

-
Ericsson thinks we already have a solution by NAS re-establishment. Also the network will learn from RLF failures and prepare the corresponding cells. Ericsson thinks we do not need to optimise the error of the error.

-
IDT supports the proposal.

-
QC thinks there is a limitation to prepare only 1 eNB over S1.

-
Ericsson thinks a smart network can collect relevant statistics. We even have a specific cause value in the re-establishment.  So a network can learn

-
Huawei is not convinced that it is needed. Would need to see more proof.

-
NSN clarifies that a source eNB can prepare multiple cells for one eNB connected via S1, and multiple cells under multiple eNB’s over X2.

-
Panasonic supports this proposal.

-
Samsung would like to see the gain in delay. Also the source PCI might not provide sufficient information to uniquely identify a source CSG cell.

-
NTT DCM thinks the pain versus gain is in favour of this solution. NTT DCM assumes 200ms can be gained.

=>
Noted (serious doubt that this is sufficiently beneficial; should bring more analysis to show gain)

R2-092034:
Introduction of RRC connection release request
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
NSN wonders if we would have a bit for indicating the network release, does it mean that all Rel-9 networks would have to support this ? QC assumes so.

-
Huawei wonders if this is the same proposal as previously discussed for Rel-8 ? QC indicates it is functionally the same, but now we have to think about backward compatibility as well.

-
Ericsson assumes that only when there is an UL critical extension, we need to indicate the network release. So it should not be needed for this case. 

-
Samsung thinks for a network there is no mandatory functionality related to a release. So it might only indicate the transfer syntax ?

-
ALU supports the proposal in principle. However ALU would also like to see a cause. 

-
Nokia thinks if networks do not implement this, it will just delay the release. 

-
CATT wonders if the eNB has a choice when he receives this request ? QC clarifies that in their proposal there is no choice. This because in Rel-8 we already have the behaviour for the UE to go away by itself.

-
Huawei supports this proposal.

-
QC thinks about e.g. a 500ms timer. This would potentially delay the call setup in CS/PS2 with 0.5s. QC thinks that with a cause, the network could release quickly.

-
Samsung wonders if this procedure is only used in a number of cases, or the UE can always use this ? QC thinks the cases should be specified.

-
RIM supports this proposal with cause value.

-
Nokia wonders what the main benefit is compared to local release ? QC thinks the main benefit is that the network is aware.

-
Panasonic still assumes this is a quite rare case, and e.g. UE going out of coverage is a more frequent case. So still some doubt.

=>
Noted (quite some support, so can come back)

R2-092035:
Increasing time domain space for SI windows
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Is solving a non-existing problem as long as we don’t have new SIB’s.

=>
Noted

R2-092182:
ANR multicell report
Huawei
Disc

-
Panasonic assumes why a UE would need to perform in parallel, i.e. why not sequentially ? Huawei thinks the main intention is to optimise this so that you can regularly check for PCI collision/confusion on all PCI’s.

-
IDT thinks this increases UE complexity.

-
Chairman wonders if the typical usage is not when the eNB gets a PCI reported that he does not know ? It is unlikely that he receives 2 PCI’s he does not know. Huawei thinks that with periodically checking, you want to check all PCI’s.

-
Panasonic thinks we should first work on CSG mobility. Maybe then something is needed.

-
Huawei think that this could e..g. be used in the beginning of network deployment.

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-092306:
CR for priority treatment when UE is assigned dedicated priority
ZTE
CR
36.304
B

-
TMO wonders what overlapping E-UTRAN frequencies are ?

-
QC wonders if the intention is to reduce signalling overhead ? How many bits are really saved ?

-
QC wonders if this change would mean that the network can no longer disable certain frequencies by not signalling a dedicated priority for that frequency ? So the network would have to signal more information to somehow prevent this ?

-
Nokia wonders if the gain is really significant ?

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-092043:
Improved granularity in system information change notification
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Nokia wonders if this is an optional feature for a Rel-9 UE just for power improvement ? QC agrees it could be optional.

-
IDT supports this proposal.

-
Panasonic wonders if this proposal is for existing SIBs or only for new SIBs ?

-
NSN wonders if there is really any gain. E.g. typical change frequency is still probably once a day or so ? Also in LTE, there is no LTE NCL and we do not have CSG’s in the NCL.

-
Huawei agrees with NSN. Also connected mode UE’s only have to read SIB1 and SIB2 so they will anyway not try to read other SIBs.

=>
Noted (very limited support)

R2-092044:
Need for network protocol version
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks that if there is no specific reason to have the release indicated, we should not introduce it. So we do not need a network protocol version indicator until we have a critical extension in the UL, and then still it could be a functional indicator.

-
NSN does not see any critical need now. We could check again by the end of Release-9, but then functional indicators might be preferred. Huawei has the same understanding.

=>
Noted (general feeling is quite reluctant)

R2-092181*:
Speed Dependent Scaling
 Huawei
Disc

-
Ericsson does not see any reason to discuss improvements before having seen the result of the mobility enhancement SI ? Huawei thinks we already propose different hysteresis parameters for a slow and fast UE as input for the mobility study. So does this not show a benefit ?

-
Ericsson thinks scaling based on handovers in general is probably questionable. Huawei indicates it is what we have.

-
Nokia wonders if there are any simulations ? E.g. scaling TTT and hysteresis at the same time ?

=>
Noted (no support)

6.6
LTE Rel-9 WIs under other WG responsibility
Self-Organizing Networks (SON):

(SON, leading WG: RAN3, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090162)

R2-092053:
UE-assisted heuristic detection of PCI collision
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Panasonic wonders whether the UE can really decode data from the same PCI ? QC clarifies that it is not from the same PCI at one time, but at different moments in time within a certain time limit.

-
Samsung wonders why the current “PCI selection algorithm” cannot guarantee no PCI problems. Samsung thinks the PCI selection algorithm can also use over the air information. QC indicates that here we talk about only partially overlapping (i.e. the cells overlap somewhere but the eNB’s cannot hear each other). Samsung assumes a central SON server or distributed SON solution can coordinate this.

-
Qualcomm wonders if the SON server would know the eNB locations ? Also in macro cells, the cells would not hear each other.

-
Huawei has some sympathy for the QC proposal. E.g. also the user could move a home-eNB.

-
Nokia wonders why existing SON-ANR mechanism on GCI acquisition cannot be used: if 2 GCI’s are reported for the same PCI, the network can detect ? QC thinks the UE might not be able to read the SIB. That is why a time-window is better.

-
Panasonic thinks that as long as the UE is not in the collision area, the UE can report. So if 2 UE’s report different GCI’s, the network can detect.

-
QC wonders how the network could detect whether this is really a collision problem or cells which are still physically sufficiently separated ?

-
Huawei thinks this type of mechanism could hardly be used in a dedicated layer because UE’s not allowed in these cells would not camp on that layer.QC thinks the UE should keep a separate track record per frequency.

-
Samsung thinks the network has several other options to cover this, also in distributed SON deployments. E.g. PCI exchange over X2,… QC thinks non of these mechanisms is sufficient.

-
Nokia thinks that maybe it would be good if QC could clarify that the network based mechanisms are not sufficient. QC thinks maybe we could ask RAN3. Motorola assumes that if RAN3 thinks this is important, they can sent us an LS.

-
TIM wonders if we should really let RAN3 decide on this type of issue. Can RAN3 really analyse this type of problem ? In the past, RAN1 or RAN4 were involved in this.  QC shares this view; so far RAN3 has more or less ignored this view.

=>
Noted (should see more proof that network solutions are insufficient, or receive request from RAN3)
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Annex E:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #65bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(incoming LS, to, from, contact)
	source
	WI
	RAN2 action requested
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-091982
	Reply LS to R2-087429 on Connection recovery by NAS (C1-090755; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	CT1
	LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091983
	Reply LS to R2-087429 on Connection recovery by NAS (C1-090755; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	CT1
	TEI_Test
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091984
	Reply LS to R2-090842 on Duplication Detection for ETWS (C1-090759; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, GERAN2, CT4, RAN3; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	CT1
	ETWS
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091985
	Reply LS to S2-090805 = R2-090887 on RAU/TAU following inter-RAT handover (C1-090774; to: SA2; cc: GERAN2, RAN2, RAN3; contact: NSN)
	CT1
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091986
	Reply LS to S1-090346 = R2-091688 on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection (C1-091131; to: SA1, CT6, CT, SA2; cc: SA, CT4, RAN2; contact: Vodafone)
	CT1
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091987
	Reply LS to S2-090783 = R2-090885 on Sequence Number Handling (C1-091132; to: SA2; cc: GERAN2, RAN2, CT4; contact: NSN)
	CT1
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091988
	Reply LS to R2-091142 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation (C1-091198; to: RAN2, GERAN1; cc: SA2; contact: NEC)
	CT1
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-091989
	LS on Roaming in a VPLMN not supporting CS fallback (C1-091199; to: SA1; cc: RAN2, GERAN1; contact: NEC)
	CT1
	SAES-CSFB
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091990
	Reply LS to S3-081589 = R2-090008, R2-090845, S3-090298 = R2-090894 on preventing inter-RAT HO for UE with SIM access (C4-090512; to: SA, SA3; cc: CT1, RAN2, RAN3, GERAN2; contact: Vodafone)
	CT4
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091991
	Reply LS to S3-090298 = R2-090894 on preventing inter-RAT HO for UE with SIM access (GP-090351; to: SA3, CT4, CT1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
	GERAN
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091992
	LS on ETWS information in TS 23.041 (GP-090525; to: SA, CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	GERAN
	ETWS
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-091993
	Reply LS to S2-090805 = R2-090887 on RAU/TAU following inter-RAT handover (GP-090565; to: SA2; cc: RAN3, RAN2, CT1; contact: NSN)
	GERAN
	GELTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091994
	Reply LS to S2-090783 = R2-090885 on Sequence Number Handling (GP-090566; to: SA2; cc: RAN2, CT1, CT4; contact: NSN)
	GERAN
	GELTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091995
	Reply LS to R2-091922 on handling of dynamic UE UTRAN capability during Handover (GP-090567; to: RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	GERAN
	GELTE
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-091996
	LS on relaying (R1-091110; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091997
	LS on mobility evaluation (R1-091127; to: RAN4, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	FS_EUTRAN_mob
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-091998
	LS on transfer of UE Security Capabilities to target eNBs (R3-090664; to: SA3; cc: RAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN3
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-091999
	LS on RAN2 agreement on fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell (R3-090682; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: NSN)
	RAN3
	RANimp-DCHSDPA
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-092000
	Reply LS to R2-090834 on Common Test Environment (TS 36.508) (R5-090704; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN5
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-092001
	REQUEST FOR INFORMATION ON FEMTOCELLS (RP-090256; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: ITU-R WP 5D)
	RAN (ITU-R WP 5D)
	EHNB-RAN2
	no
	noted
	no
	LS is provided for information, see R2-092002

	R2-092002
	Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells (RP-090358; to: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: AT&T)
	RAN
	EHNB-RAN2
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	LS answer postponed to RAN2 #66

	R2-092003
	Reply LS to R2-090852 on Interaction between PLMN selection and manual CSG selection (S1-090048; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA1
	HNB-supp, LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	submitted as R2-091685 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there

	R2-092004
	Reply LS to S2-090809 = R2-090888 on necessary work for Service Specific Access Control (S1-090172; to: CT1, RAN2; cc: SA2; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	SA1
	SSAC
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	submitted as R2-091686 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there

	R2-092005
	Reply LS to R2-090837 on Receive of ETWS outside home-PLMN (S1-090199; to: RAN2; cc: SA2, CT1; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	SA1
	ETWS
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	submitted as R2-091687 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there;
no LS answer but RAN2 #65 LSout which was withdrawn there is reactivated: see R2-092469

	R2-092006
	LS on CSG support from roaming subscribers and Manual CSG Selection (S1-090346; to: CT1, CT4, CT6, CT, RAN2, SA; cc: SA2; contact: Samsung)
	SA1
	EHNB-RAN2
	no
	noted
	no
	submitted as R2-091688 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there

	R2-092007
	LS on CS domain and IM CN subsystem selection principles (S2-091781; to: SA1, CT1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-092008
	LS on Emergency CS Fallback (S2-091796; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	SA2
	SAES-CSFB
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-092009
	LS on minimising drive tests (S5-090041; to: RAN2, RAN; cc: SA; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA5
	FS_NGN_min_drive-tests
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	submitted as R2-091894 to RAN2 #65 but not treated there

	R2-092010
	LS on Minimisation of Drive Tests (S5-091490; to: RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA5
	FS_NGN_min_drive-tests
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-092011
	Response LS to R2-091917 on L2 measurement status (S5-091732; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Huawei)
	SA5
	LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-092012
	Results of SA Prioritization and Coordination Discussions for HNB (SP-090237; to: RAN, RAN2, RAN3, SA2, CT, CT1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA
	EHNB-RAN2
	yes
	noted
	no
	LS is in line with RAN2 assumption

	R2-092666
	LS on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures (S3-090596; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NSN)
	SA3
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	R2-09
	

	R2-092667
	Response LS to R3-090682 = R2-091999 on RAN2 fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell (R1-091615; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: NSN)
	RAN1
	RANimp-DCHSDPA
	no
	not treated
	?
	

	R2-092682
	LS on on CSG Access Control during inbound handover (R3-091004; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN3
	EHNB-RAN2
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	further RAN2 work needed

	R2-092683
	LS on eMBMS architecture (R3-091005; to: SA2; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
	RAN3
	MBMS_LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	


no:



Although RAN2 action was requested no LS answer was sent.
postponed:
LS answer was postponed to next RAN2 meeting (note: incoming LS will not be presented again at the next meeting and involved parties are requested to submit proposal for draft outgoing LS answer to next meeting).

Summary:
· In total: 35 LSs received for RAN2 #65bis: x related to LTE/E-UTRA, x related to UTRA
· 5 of the 35 are resubmissions from RAN2 #65:

· R2-092003 = R2-091685 = S1-090048

· R2-092004 = R2-091686 = S1-090172

· R2-092005 = R2-091687 = S1-090199

· R2-092006 = R2-091688 = S1-090346

· R2-092009 = R2-091894 = S5-090041
· 34 noted; 1 not treated which will be resubmitted to RAN2 #66:

· R2-092667 = R1-091615
· 4 of the 35 incoming LSs were received during the RAN2 #64bis meeting:

· R2-092666 = 
S3-090596

· R2-092667 = 
R1-091615

· R2-092682 = 
R3-091004

· R2-092683 = R3-091005

Incoming LSs for which the LS answer was postponed so far:

RAN2 #65bis:

R2-091988
Reply LS to R2-091142 on possible AS impacts from UE mode operation (C1-091198; to: RAN2, GERAN1; cc: SA2; contact: NEC)
CT1
R2-092002
Coordination of work for response to ITU-R WP 5D Request for Information on Femtocells (RP-090358; to: SA, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: AT&T)
RAN

R2-092682
LS on on CSG Access Control during inbound handover (R3-091004; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
RAN2 #65:

R2-090879
LS on UE radio access capability considering dual band operation with Band VI and Extended UMTS 800 Band for UTRA (R4-090033; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
RAN4
R2-091891
LS on UE support of CSG in Rel-8 (R3-090588; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

RAN2 #64bis:

R2-090012
LS on Indication of mobile access network type/capabilities to IMS (C1-085549; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: -; contact: Orange)
CT1

Now answered:

R2-090012 (C1-085549): answered in R2-091935
RAN2 #63bis:

R2-084976
Response LS to R2-084823 on HSPA Rel-8 Feature Dependencies (RP-080748; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia)
RAN

RAN2 #63:

R2-083821
LS reply to R2-082899 on CSG cell identification (R1-082762; to: RAN2, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1

R2-084612
LS on connected mode mobility support for 3G Home NodeBs (R3-082244; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3

RAN2 #62bis:

R2-083065
Reply LS to C1-081422 = R2-082064 and R2-082041 on E-UTRAN Identifiers (R3-081534; to: RAN2, CT1, CT4, SA2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

R2-083072
LS reply to R2-081368 on Load balancing signalling on QCI (R3-081607; to: RAN2, SA2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN3

RAN2 #62:

R2-082063
Reply LS to S3-080229 = R2-081918 and R2-082036 on outstanding NAS messages (C1-081386; to: SA3, RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
CT1

R2-082086
Reply LS to R2-081380 on inter-MME load balancing, Attach/TAU/Service Request procedures and corresponding RRC/S1 connection establishment procedures (S2-083171; to: 



RAN2; cc: RAN3, CT1, SA3; contact: NSN)
SA2
R2-082088
LS Request for Evaluation Framework Link Level Data (S4-080256; to: RAN1, RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
SA4
R2-082096
LS on AS and NAS message protection (S3-080502; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: NSN)
SA3
R2-082099
Reply LS on "outstanding NAS messages from RAN2 (R2-082036) and CT1 (C1-081386=R2-082063) (S3-080525; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: -; contact: NSN)
SA3

RAN2 #61bis:

R2-081404
LS on Decision of MBMS and LCS in SAE Rel8 Scope Discussions (SP-080223; to: SA2, RAN1, RAN2, RAN3; cc: SA1, GERAN2; contact: NTT)
SA
R2-081413
Reply LS to R2-075478 on CSG related mobility (stage 2 text) (GP-080417; to: SA1, RAN2; cc: SA2, RAN3, RAN4, RAN1; contact: NSN)
GERAN
R2-081428
LS on Measurements for self optimisation of cell selection/reselection parameters (R3-080565; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NEC)
RAN3
R2-081921
LS on CS Fallback (S2-081993; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, CT4; cc: -; contact: NTT)
SA2
R2-082024
Reply LS to R3-080543 = GP-080283 on applicability of “subscriber type” indication for UTRAN & GERAN (G2-080228; to: SA2, RAN3, RAN2; cc: GERAN, CT1; contact: 




Ericsson)
GERAN2

RAN2 #61:

R2-080649 (R1-075105) Reply to RAN2 LS on signaling for DL data arrival (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080655 (R3-072408) LS on feasibility of using RLF recovery to aid neighbour discovery (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-080673 (R3-072403) LS on Inter-RAT/frequency Automatic Neighbour Relation Function (LS was actually already presented at #60bis)
R2-081326 (R1-081103) Reply LS to R2-075467 on Uplink Coverage for LTE

Annex F:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #65bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.
	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-092495
	LS Reply to RAN3 on RAN2 agreement for fixed/flexible secondary HS-DSCH cell (to: RAN3; cc: RAN1; contact: Qualcomm)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	RANimp-DCHSDPA
	

	R2-092576
	LS to RAN4 on Inter-RAT handover performance requirements (to: RAN4; cc: - ; contact: Qualcomm)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092676
	Reply LS to S3-090596 = R2-092666 on Concurrent Running of Security Procedures (to: SA3; cc: RAN3, CT1, CT4; contact: NSN)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092692
	LS on cell change order to E-UTRAN (to: GERAN; contact: HTC)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092694
	Reply LS to GP-090525 = R2-091992 on ETWS information in TS 23.041 (to: GERAN; cc: SA, CT1, SA2, SA3; contact: Ericsson)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	ETWS
	

	R2-092696
	LS on potential ETWS security threat in UTRAN (to: SA3; cc: SA2, CT1, GERAN2; contact: Ericsson)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	ETWS
	

	R2-092698
	LS on Emergency Call Support Indication on BCCH (to: SA2, CT1; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	
	
	
	
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	

	R2-092699
	Reply to LS GP-090567 = R2-091995 on handling of dynamic UE UTRAN capability during Handover (to: GERAN; cc: SA2; contact: Ericsson)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092700
	LS on transfer of inter-RAT handover to E-UTRA message (to: GERAN2; cc: -; contact: Samsung)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092704
	Response LS to S2-091781 = R2-092007 and S2-091796 = R2-092008 on CS domain and IM CN subsystem selection principles (to: SA2, CT1, SA1; cc: RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	
	
	
	
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	

	R2-092711
	LS on security aspects on Relay-node type 1 (to: SA3; cc: SA2, RAN3; contact: Panasonic)
	
	
	
	
	REL-9
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	


Summary:
In total 11 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #65bis:
x related to LTE/E-UTRA and x related to UTRA.
Annex G:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #65bis
See Tdoc list so far.

Annex H:
RAN WG2 meeting #65bis post processing

Email discussions/approvals
Rapporteur companies are requested to kick-off email discussions as soon as possible via the RAN2 email reflector. Important: In the beginning of the subject of each email the corresponding identifier [...] of the email discussion has to be used in order to allow sorting of the different email discussions.

General

[Spec – “Rel-x“]: Specification related discussions

-     From now on, people can use general specification specific tags to have discussions on issues related to a certain specification. 
The discussion could e.g. concern draft CR’s in preparation for a coming meeting, or questions on a specification.

-     As an example, the tag “[25.331–Rel8]: …..” could be used for a discussion related to a problem with Rel8 UMTS RRC.

Common UMTS/LTE email discussions

[65b–1]: Hybrid access CR’s [Vdf]

-     Review of corresponding 36.300/25.367 CRs in R2-092687/R2-092688

-     At kickoff, provide updates of R2-092687/R2-092688 reflecting received comments

=> Completion date:  April 3 (final versions in R2-092707 for 36.300; R2-092708 for 25.367)

[65b–2]: Minimisation of drive test use cases [TIM]

-     Review of R2-092585

-     At kickoff, provide update R2-092585 reflecting received comments

=> Completion date:  April 3 (final version in R2-092703)

[65b–3]: Inbound CSG mobility [MOT]

-     Main questions for the email discussion:

1) How to address PCI/PSC confusion ?

2) Who does initial suitability check (CSG in allowed CSG list) ?

-     Proposed solutions could be compared w.r.t. e.g. UE complexity, network complexity, supported use cases and performance.

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b–4]: Handover from E-UTRA to UTRA [HTC]

-     Review of R2-092366

-     Main questions seem to be whether this case (handover with no RAB’s) exists, and if so whether there is anything required to be clarified.

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

UMTS related email discussions

[65b–5]: Agreement on Clarification to handling of IE “Use special value of HE field” [Nokia]

-     Related to R2-092480, R2-092207

=>  Completion date:  Thu 02.04.2009 midnight Pacific time (final CR’s in R2-092502, R2-092505)

[65b-6]: CSG cell reservation [TMO]

-     Email discussion will cover use cases and need for CSG cell reservation proposal
-     Related to R2-092141, R2-092197, R2-092198

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b-7]: ETWS security handling and duplicate detection [Ericsson]

-     Related to R2-092088 and R2-092079

-     Email discussion will discuss:

1) proposals: 3, 5, 6, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17 of R2-092088

2) H-RNTI monitoring issue (from R2-092079)

=>  Completion date:  Friday before submission deadline

[65b-8]: Open issues related to DC-HSDPA+MIMO WI [Ericsson]

-     List of UP and CP open issues as listed in minutes

=>  Completion date:  Friday before submission deadline

[65b-9]: Open UP issues related to DC-HSUPA WI [NSN]

-     List of UP open issues as listed in minutes

=>  Completion date:  Friday before submission deadline
R2-092470, R2-092449, email discussion 5
[65b-10]: Open CP issues related to DC-HSUPA WI [QC]

-     List of CP open issues as listed in minutes

=>  Completion date:  Friday before submission deadline

R2-092471
LTE related email discussions

[65b–11]: Response LS related to CS/IM domain subsystem selection issues [Ericsson]

-     Review of R2-092466

=> Completion date:  Tuesday 31st of March ! Later extended to 02.04.2009 (final version in R2-092704)

[65b–12]: MBMS Stage-2 CR [Huawei]

-     Review of R2-092677

-     At kickoff, provide update R2-092677 reflecting received comments

=> Completion date:  April 3 (final version in R2-092706)

[65b–13]: Mobility Evaluation response LS to RAN1 [QC]

-     Review of R2-092570, including LS and proposed RAN1 TR update

-     At kickoff, provide update to R2-092570 reflecting received comments

=> Completion date:  April 10

[65b-14]: CSG IFRI handling in Rel-9 [Nokia]

· Related to R2-092416. 

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b-15]: CSFB related issues [Ericsson]

· Attempt to progress mobility consequences of CSFB/emergency calls/.... as much as possible

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b-16]: Capture current LTE performance [Ericsson]

-     Based on R2-092080, as LTE-advanced starting point input for TR 36.912

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b-17]: Review of RAN2 part of ITU-R submission template [NTT DCM]

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b–18]: TimeAligmenTimer handling [LG]

-     Discussion related to R2-092673

-     How to handle the TAT in case of default MacMainConfig ? Should consider handover to E-UTRAN, Intra-LTE handover/re-establishment and general MacMainConfig reconfigurations.

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline

[65b–19]: TR36.305 LCS Skeletone [QC]

-     Discussion related to R2-092680 and potential further progress

-     Email discussion should produce non-controversial TR skeleton

-     Email discussion might attempt to obtain more progress on TR contents

=>  Completion date: Friday before submission deadline
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