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RRC (36.331)

5.8.0
In principle agreed CR’s
R2-092788:
Octet alignment of VarShortMAC-Input
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
0159
-
F
=>
Agreed
R2-092789:
Minor corrections to the feature grouping
Ericsson
CR
36.331
0160
-
F
=>
Should tick boxes for nodes impacted (both ME and network)

=>
Clauses impacted should be added

=>
CR is agreed with these changes in R2-093462 CR0160 R1

R2-092790:
Security clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation CR 36.331
0161 -
F
=>
Agreed

R2-092791:
Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover Ericsson CR 36.331
0162 – F
-
Samsung wonders whether the clarification on the SI only impact the handover or also the CCO ? The explanation for the coding is applicable to both.
=>
Isolated impact statement should also be updated to reflect that this impacts CCO.

=>
Agreed with this update in R2-093463 CR0162 R1

R2-092792:
Correction of UE measurement model
Ericsson
CR
36.331
0163
-
F
-
Note that this is an updated version, now always using a 200ms period.
-
Nokia agrees that there could be different measurement periods based on DRX so the old text was not optimal.

-
Nokia wonders how this works for inter-freq which has a period of 480ms which is not a multiple of 200 ? Nokia would prefer 200ms for intra-freq, and 480ms for inter-freq ?

-
Ericsson thinks there should be no problem to always use the 200ms just as input for the scaling. You just need to ensure you have the same filtering delay characteristic.

-
Nokia would like to have some more time to think [CB’]
=>
Not have changes on changes

R2-092793:
Restricting the reconfiguration of UM RLC SN field size
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331 0164 – F
=>
Agreed
R2-092794:
36.331 CR on Clarification on cell change order from GERAN to E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 0165 – F
=>
Should add “subclause” before 5.3.3 in section 5.4.6.2

=>
Should tick RAN box

=>
Agreed with these two changes in R2-093464 CR0165 R1

R2-092795:
36.331 CR - Handling of expired TAT and failed D-SR
Huawei
CR
36.331
0166 – F
=>
Agreed

R2-092796:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on mandatory information in AS-Config
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
0167
-
F
-
Samsung kindly presented this.

=>
ME box should not be ticked

-
Samsung wonders if the interoperability statement is applicable to a CR like this ? ALU thinks, yes, but it should be changed to source and target eNB

=>
Interoperability statement should be updated

=>
Samsung will make the updates in R2-093465 CR0167 R1, which will also include further changes agreed from R2-093030  [CB’]
R2-092797:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331
0168
-
F
-
CATT still has some small editorials, mainly related to naming.

=>
ALU wonders if the impact analysis is ok; ALU thinks some change are giving clarification and thus might benefit understanding & Interoperability

=>
Should be discussed offline. Will see update in R2-093466 CR0168 R1 [CB’]
5.8.1
Connection control 
R2-092855:
Clarification on the basis of delta signalling
 Panasonic

-
NSN wonders what the change really clarifies ? Samsung indicates this refers to the discussion from the last meeting that the UE always only has one configuration, but do not have to state “release and apply new value” everywhere.
-
NSN wonders what the “otherwise” is referring to ? Samsung assumes it is related to handover.

-
NSN has no strong opinion but wonders how beneficial the CR is in general ?

-
ALU wonders how we can have impact caused by only introducing a note.

-
the “otherwise” could be updated to “apart from the case of handover where the UE remembers part of the old configuration for potential reverting”

-
NSN strictly speaking this is not essential because the spec already talks about reconfiguring. However no strong opinion.

=>
Impact analysis can be discussed offline

=>
Will have a CR to introduce such a note, but with rewording of the “otherwise case”.

=>
Will see CR update in R2-093467 CR0173 [CB’]
R2-092856:
Need code for fields in mobilityControlInfo
Panasonic

-
ALU agrees with the motivation that the current situation is a bit change, but would prefer alternative 2, which they think is more intuitive.
-
Ericsson also prefers alt2. Samsung has same preference.

-
QC also prefers alt2.

=>
If bandwidth absent, no change for UL and DL BW

=>
If bandwidth present but UL BW absent, set UL to DL BW

=>
Will see CR in R2-093468 CR0196 [CB’ Samsung]
R2-092857:
CR for need code for fields in mobilityControlInfo
Panasonic

=>
Noted (wrong alternative)

R2-093021:
Issue with DRBs addition at reconfiguration - Discussion
Motorola

-
Nokia wonders why RLF at reconfiguration would be a common case ? Nokia hopes it would not be common. Motorola could agree it is not extremely frequent but it can happen.
-
Chairman wonders why in alternative 3, not simply another DRB-id can be used ?

-
QC agrees we discussed release of a non-existing DRB, and that should not lead to problems.

-
ALU thinks if we need something more, it should be a clean solution in Rel-9.

-
Question is if AS would inform NAS if the same EPS bearer is released and added with the one AS message. It is true that it is not specified that AS should not inform NAS in this case. So it might work, might not work. 
-
Main question is whether we have to fix this in Rel-8, or can live with the re-establishment reject in this specific case.
=>
Noted (for Rel-8, the reject is no problem; might even be ok for Rel-9).

R2-093022:
Issue with DRBs addition at reconfiguration  - alternative solution 1
Motorola

R2-093023:
Issue with DRBs addition at reconfiguration  - alternative solution 2
Motorola

R2-093024:
Issue with DRBs addition at reconfiguration  - alternative solution 3
Motorola

=>
Noted based previous discussion

R2-093083:
Discussion on EPS bearer deactivation
Alcatel-Lucent
- 
Proposed LS in R2-093084

-
QC mostly agees with the indicated analysis, however they have a different understanding of the synchronisation on a next connection establishment: there is no explicit indication of what bearer is to be released: the UE should release the EPS bearers that are not established at IDLE->CON. ALU has the same understanding. Only for the TAU it is NAS signalling.
-
Main concern of ALU is that the deactivaton of the GBR does not take place immediately so to allow NAS recovery.
-
ALU thinks that since RLF detection in UE and eNB run separately, still the RLF detection might be reported before the NAS recovery.
-
NSN wonders that this will also delay the GBR release in case of non-recovery. E.g. would the user be paying for this extended duration ?

-
ALU assumes we are talking about a small duration. SA2 can decide on the mechanism.
=>
Noted (look at LS)

R2-093146:
Correction on Handling of RLF during handover
ZTE
-
Chairman presented this 
-
Nokia hopes that reaching this max happens very rarely. So Nokia assumes we do not need to address this in Rel-8. Motorola has the same opinion.

-
When asked, nobody thinks this has to be handled for Rel-8

=>
Noted

5.8.2
Measurements
R2-092858:
Correction on Quantity configurations description
Panasonic

=>
Will be included in R2-093466

R2-092927:
Corrections to measurement
Huawei

-
Huawei would be fine if this could be included in the miscellaneous correction CR.
=>
Proposed changes will be included in R2-093466

R2-092974:
Clarification of the Measurement Related Actions
CATT
Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders in what case this problem really happen ? CATT thinks in cases where the UE does not have a measurement configuration yet, e.g. at RLF immediately after SMC but before measurement configuration. Nokia thinks it is quite a rare case.  

-
Nokia wonders what happens if we do not have this change ? Network could just reject the re-establishment in these cases because the UE behaviour is not perfectly clear. So for Rel-8 Nokia sees no strong reason to have this.

-
QC wonders if there is no risk that the UE ends up in error before doing the re-establishment request ?  Nokia wonders if there is a problem if the UE would not do the re-establishment at all ?

=>
Can have some offline [CB’]
Proposal 2:

-
Samsung wonders why the text proposal is using brackets. CATT is not sure; seems not needed.
-
NSN thinks this are network error cases. Ericsson thinks there are no requirements on the UE to check this.

-
It seems obvious that non existing measId’s would not be swapped. There seems no need for further requirements on this.

=>
Noted

Proposal 3:

-
NSN thinks it is a correct editorial change. No strong opinion on the need.
=>
Agreed. [CB’] on how to continue
5.8.3
Broadcast

R2-092859:
Discussion on Tx-Rx separation
Panasonic
-
QC thinks alternative 1 is not possible. A network does not know what release  UE’s it will eb facing. Nokia thinks option 1 is the only possibility.
-
Nokia assumes that if another frequency separation would be used, this would be another band. So Nokia assumes we already have all the tools.

-
QC thinks there is a similar sentence in UMTS and the problem has not been encountered.

=>
So network can use default or indicate the concerning freq (matching the distance). If the network indicates any other distance not in line with the distance specified for the concerning band, this is a network error case. There should be no need to specify specific UE behaviour for that case.
-
QC points out that with this understanding, this will impact also future release networks. So no variable distances with the existing bands.

=>
Will sent small LS with this understanding to RAN4 in R2-093472 [CB’ QC]
5.8.4
Inter-RAT Mobility
=> Including outcome of [65b-15]: CSFB related issues [Ericsson]

Email discussion outcome [65b–15]: CSFB related issues [Ericsson]

R2-093295
Summary of e-mail discussion on CSFB related issues [65b-15]
Ericsson
=>
Noted
R2-092998:
Handling of CS/PS Mode Selection
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
-
Motorola wonders whether in the figure, the right most arrow does not also have a CSPS mode check ? NSN agrees. Arrow should end up at CSPS check.
-
ALU wonders what the figure shows ? Is it a proposal or the understanding of the current situation. NSN clarifies it is the NSN proposal. E.g. the “domain preference” currently does not exist and should be discussed in SA2.

-
QC does not see so much difference between deprioritisation and disabling. You could use the same figure but indicate depriotisation instead of disabling everywhere.

-
NSN thinks if we only solve the connected mode problem by relying on CSFB being implemented, then we can never get rid of CSFB in the future.
R2-093270:
CS/PS mode of operation
NTT DOCOMO
Disc
Issue 1 in section 2.1:

-
RIM wonders what the UE should do when the user goes to new country and only LTE is available, and the user has CSPS1 turned on. Would the LTE capabilities remain disabled ?
-
NSN thinks that such a UE should access LTE anyway. So NSN would like to keep some room that if there is really no 2G/3G coverage, the UE can still turn on the LTE capability at some point. QC thinks then it is not a disabling, but a deprioritisation.
-
ALU thinks the disabling would be applicable for connected mode, not for IDLE.  
-
ALU thinks that one solution could be to in a new country, only disable the LTE capability after the registration to 2G/3G is succesfull.

-
Ericsson thinks the “disabling” is only for the case of connected mode. 

R2-093171:
Avoiding ping-pong for CS/PS mode 1 UE in connected mode
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
QC only proposes the disabling for connected mode. For IDLE mode they think the depriotisation is ok.
-
It was clarified that initially the UE did send his LTE capabilities in UMTS because he did not know yet that CSFB was not support in LTE.

Discussion:

-
RIM wonders if it is true that the CSFB status is PLMN wide ? QC thinks this might be true, but anyway CS registration might temporarily fail (network problems). Then we have the same issue.
-
NSN wonders if there is consensus on what “disabling” means ? Is it still available if there is no other RAT ? Ericsson assumes that this turning on in other cases could be UE implementation.
-
Ericsson agrees that we have to handle connected mode UE.

-
Nokia indicates that 24.301 already has a case (for cause #22) in which after combined registration failure, the UE can decide when to turn on its E_UTRAN capabilities again.
-
NTT DCM wonders about impact on RAN2 specification for disabling solution.

-
What happens if the UE would disable its capabilities. Nokia assumes we have to re-attach. HTC wonders why a RAU/TAU/LAU is not sufficient ? 

LS to CT1/SA2:
1) 
If we do not have to care about connected mode mobility, maybe not that much difference between deprioritisation and disabling.

· measurements might be reduced in case of disabling

2)
However if the CT1 assumption on connected mode handling is not correct (i.e. CSFB not always supported), it seems simpler to go for an “LTE-disabling” solution.

· enabling LTE capabilities again shall be performed in certain cases identified in the specification (e.g. power on). Some other cases could be left to UE implementation (e.g. coverage problem).

· RAN2 would assume that like any LTE capability change, an activation of LTE capabilities should be signalled with a reattach (in order to update MME stored capabilities), but leaves the decision to SA2.


=> Will see draft LS in R2-093474 [CB’ NSN]
Other
R2-093029:
Clarification regarding mobility from E-UTRA in-between SMC and SRB2/DRB setup Samsung

-
ALU wonders if this brings anything compared to the existing sentence ? Samsung thinks the existing sentence is confusion w.r.t. “possible DRB’s”.
=>
Some cover pages update are required (boxed ticked, consequences if not approved,…)
-
Motorola wonders what the consequence is if not approved ? Network is anyway in control. Samsung indicates that before we have agreed that the UE would not have to support mobility before security, SRB2 and 1 DRB is established. Without this CR, the UE would also have to support that case. 
=>
The above should be clarified by the impact analysis.

=>
Will see update in R2-093471 CR0186 [CB’]
5.8.5 
Inter-eNB signalling
R2-092975:
Handling of Measurement Context During HO Preparation
CATT

-
Ericsson agrees that this is a problem in networks and Ericsson can agree to the way forward. However Ericsson wonders if it should be documented somewhere else (not in comment column)
-
NSN wonders why the source eNB would have to do anything ? The source provides the current configuration at moment of handover preparation. So is anything unclear ?
-
Note that for all other configuration parts, the source just signals the current configuration.

-
NSN would prefer that the target is responsible for the swapping: the source just reports the current configuration. Ericsson would also be ok with that, as long as it is clear.

-
Motorola agrees with NSN.

=>
Agree that the source should just report the currently used configuration i.e. the configuration at handover preparation time.

=>
Clarification should be made outside the table.
=>
Impact statement should be update (no longer reference UE), but talk about source / target eNB confusion.

=>
We will see update in R2-093472 CR0180 [CB’]
R2-092976:
Clarification of key-eNodeB-Star in AdditionalReestabInfo
CATT

-
ALU wonders whether the *keNB would be used for the unsuccesfull case, i.e. in the case of re-establishment to the target cells. 
-
NSN has the same understanding as CATT. Also in the failure case, the NH/NCC from MME would be used.
-
Ericsson wonders if the clarification is not better placed in the keNB* field description.
-
NSN clairifies that shortMAC-I is used in both cases.

=>
So clarification should be moved to keNB* field description

=>
With that change, the CR is agreed in R2-093473 CR0181
R2-093030:
Specification of requirements regarding setting of AS-Config
Samsung
-
Ericsson can agree to proposal 1&2.
-
Ericsson is happy with the development of the table. However Ericsson agrees that how this has developed,  it is difficult to maintain and Ericsson has a slight preference to remove it.

-
NSN has a preference to keep the table. ALU also prefers to keep the table.
-
NSN wonders if there is anything wrong with the table ? I.e. would removing it be an essential correction ?

=>
Keep the table

=>
Agree to proposals 1 & 2

-
Samsung received a comment that the text proposal is not correct w.r.t. default value handling. 
-
Samsung pointed out that this CR is intended as an update of R2-092796; it is difficult to handle it separately.

=>
Update in R2-093465

5.8.6
Other
Feature set
R2-093038:
Interpretation of feature group indicator bit 20
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 (0191)
- F

R2-093039:
Interpretation of feature group indicator bit 7
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR 36.331 (0192)
- F

R2-093290:
RB combination in feature group indicator
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
(0195)
-
F
=>
Updated in R2-093461

R2-093461:
RB combination in feature group indicator
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
(0195)
-
F
-
QC wonders if it is acceptable to have a Tdoc as reference in the specification ? This has been updated in the R2-093461 which refers to RAN5 specification.
-
Chairman wonders if in this CR, bit20 and bit7 would have the same meaning ? NTT DCM clarified there is a difference related to 8*AM.

Discussion: Bit20 FALSE; Bit7 FALSE:

-
Ericsson shares the NTT DCM opinion. Ericsson thought this was clear already.
-
Nokia thinks at least the note for bit20 is a bit hinting at the indication of only 1 AM bearer.  Otherwise this note should have talked about up to 4 AM bearers + UM. Ericsson clarified that this was a kind of minimum requirement. It is a kind of exception.
-
Nokia wonders if networks would really support these bearer combinations

-
Motorola has the same understanding as NTT DCM

-
Nokia would like to check

=>
Absence of bit 20 means support of up to 4 AM DRB’s [CB’]
Discussion: Bit20 FALSE, Bit7 TRUE:

-
NTT DCM proposes all combinations from bit 20 with 1 * UM (i.e. up to 4 AM).
-
Motorola wonders what “supporting voice” means ? Ericsson clarifies that in other places we indicate “IMS voice supported”.
-
Ericsson indicates that this means it is no longer possible to have a voice UE only supporting UM in combination with 1 AM.

-
Nokia would like to do some offline checking. QC also would like to check

=>
Either: 
a) UM only in combination with 1 AM bearer     
[CB’]



b) UM in combination with up to 4 AM bearers

Discussion:  Bit20 TRUE, Bit7 FALSE
-
ALU was assuming this combination is not allowed ? Otherwise bit20 better not have any UM bearer combinations.

=>
Support bit20 combinations except the ones with UM ? 
[CB’]
Discussion:  Bit20 TRUE, Bit7 TRUE

=>
Support all bit20 combinations

R2-093169:
Corrections to the feature grouping
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
(0194)
- F
-
Ericsson indicates that from a network point of view it would be best to have as little as possible number of different UE implementations. Ericsson would like to understand if there is any technical complexity to be able to measure on both types if you are able to measure on one ? Note that for GERAN we have the same situation (CS/PS).
-
QC agrees the measurements are similar, but they are part of different protocol stacks. QC understanding is that for GERAN they are the same for CS and PS.

-
Ericsson wonders if the complexity is thus not related to hardware but to some kind of protocol support ? QC thinks it can be hardware complexity (different hardware for different RAT), or software.
-
ALU has the same understanding as Ericsson. 

-
QC clarifies that the measurement is optional for 1xRTT CSFB handover, but for PS handover for HRPD it seems sensible to have the measurement.
=>
Allow some offline discussion [CB’]
Guidelines

R2-093031:
Review of specification conventions
Samsung

-
Samsung indicates that it might be usefull to have further conventions on how to use the extensions, but so far that it is not included.

-
QC supports the contribution.
=>
Noted

R2-093032:
Correction and completion of specification conventions
Samsung

-
QC is a cosource of this document

=>
Samsung indicates that the second bullet for CHOICE and ENUMERATED extensions in A.4.3. should be removed.

=>
Part on “references” should be placed in separate section

=>
Will see update with these changes in R2-093476 CR0188 [CB’]
Other

R2-092842:
Miscellaneous corrections on TS 36.331
HTC Corporation CR
36.331
(0171)
-
F

Proposal 1:

-
NSN wonders we should still have this type of change if nothing is broken ? Ericsson also thinks this is not needed. QC think it is ok to have this if the CR is otherwise needed.

Proposal 2:
=>
Agreed

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung thinks we have other cases where we have a similar failure. E.g. also in UL handover preparation, there is a section on the failure case. So do we want to update all cases ?

-
QC thinks the current text is sufficiently clear.

=>
Noted

Proposal 4:

-
Already covered by previous contribution

=>
Noted

Proposal 5:

-
Correct editorial correction

-
NSN wonders if we should consider this essential ? NSN thinks we can do this in Rel-9

=>
Noted

=>
Agree to include proposal 2 in the miscellaneous correction CR R2-093466

R2-092843:
Clarification on the non-3GPP information transfer
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 (0172) – F

-
W.r.t. the first change, NSN wonders if there is any reason to clarify. This seems already sufficiently clear.
-
NSN thinks this CR is not needed as indicated by impact analysis.

=>
Noted (no support for further clarifications)

R2-092860:
Discussion on “may not"
Panasonic
Disc

-
QC kindly presented. QC supports alternative 1 in principle.

-
ALU thinks the spec is written from the UE point of view, and should not have network requirements.

-
ALU thinks we should not use “UE may not”, but it is fine for the network.

-
Infineon would support to update this, but is not sure that all cases of “may not” are “need not”. E.g. they could also be “should” in some cases.

-
NSN would like to see impact analysis for such a CR.

-
Samsung thinks there is no case of “UE may not”, so sees no large concern/unclarity.

-
QC is ok not to do this.

=>
Noted

R2-092917:
CR on correction of usable range for EPS bearer IDs Qualcomm Europe CR 36.331 (0176)
- F

-
ALU agrees that NAS does not allow these values, but from AS point of view ALU thinks there is no reason to not allow this. So yes this is a network error, but there is no need to indicate something in the AS spec’s in the ALU view.

-
QC wonders if we could propose a change range for Rel-9 ? ALU sees no reason for this.

=>
Noted (not needed with ALU understanding)

R2-092919:
Handling of missing mandatory fields on CCCH
Qualcomm Europe, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
Disc

=>
Principle is agreed
R2-092918:
CR on Alignment of CCCH and DCCH handling of missing mandatory field
Qualcomm Europe, Nokia Corporation, Samsung
CR
36.331
(0177)
-
F

=>
CR is agreed in R2-093477 CR0177

R2-093033:
Consistent use of re-establishment terminology
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0189)
- F

-
NSN thinks this is not essential. ALU would be ok if included in miscellaneous CR. 

-
It is true that all cases of “establishment” in RRC are connection re-establishments.
-
QC thinks it would be good to have this, or at least for Rel-9. 

-
NSN thinks we should stop with editorials for Rel-8, but we can do it in Rel-9.

=>
Noted (no real ambiguity possible)
R2-093034:
Descriptive overview of timers
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0190)
-
F

-
Infineon thinks that if we make it informative, there is no need to get rid of any details. Also clarifies that also the intention was to limit the table to the main cases. Infineon thinks there is no problem with keeping the current table. We could judge at next additions whether they are really justifiable.
-
Ericsson is quite happy with some of the proposed removals (e.g. for T310 to much detail).

-
NSN wonders if any change is really needed ?  Samsung thinks without making the table “informative”, the text would have to be complete and consistent with procedure text. NSN would prefer just to make the table “informative”.

-
ALU would be fine with only making the table “informative”

=>
Just put “informative” in heading of 7.3

-
Infineon thinks there is no risk of objection in RAN, so we should be able to put it in the collective CR.

=>
Change shall be included miscellaneous CR R2-093466
5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)

5.9.1
In principle agreed CR’s
R2-092765:
CR on correction of sign in SnonServingCell,x for CDMA2000 RATs Qualcomm Europe CR 36.304
0072 – F

-
Huawei wonders if this is correct. In 36.331 the thresholds with which this value is compared are positive.

=>
Allow some offline discussion [CB’]
R2-092766:
Correction to UE behaviour while 300s frequency barring timer is running
T-Mobile
CR 36.304
0073 – F

-
QC was kind to present it.

-
Nokia still has a concern on this: if the frequency was forbidden due to forbidden TA, then the UE when going there NAS will again move the UE away immediately and this will just lead to ping-pong.

-
QC thinks we discussed this last meeting, and a network should only this when it knows the UE is allowed in the area where the network is redirecting to.
-
Nokia is fine with the CR, but networks should be carefull when using this. 
=>
Agreed
R2-092767:
Correction to any cell selection procedure
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304
0074 – F 

-
This was kindly presented by QC
=>
CR number should be added
=>
Should improve the “consequences if not approved”
=> 
Can provide update in R2-093478 CR0074 R1 [CB’]
R2-092768:
Correction to reselection in case IFRI is not allowed LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.304
0075 – F

-
This CR was kindly presented by Nokia
=>
CR number should be added
-
Ericsson has some concerns and would like some time to check [CB’]
R2-092769:
Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic CR 36.304 0076 – F

-
This CR was kindly presented by Nokia
=>
CR number should be added

=>
Agreed with this change in R2-093479 CR0076 R1 (Nokia)
R2-092770:
Clarification of the Priority Handling in CSG Cell
CATT
CR
36.304
0077 – F

=>
QC would prefer to change it to “while the UE is camped on a suitable CSG cell,….”

=>
With this change, the CR is agreed in R2-093480 CR0077 R1
5.9.2
Other

Invalid USIM
R2-093209:
Clarification on disabling E-UTRA capabilities with a USIM
HTC Corp CR 36.304 (0084) – F

Discussion:

-
Nokia thinks we could instead change the suitable and acceptable cell definitions.
-
Nokia wonders if by including it in 36.304, it is now only applicable for IDLE mode and no longer for connected mode ? 

-
RIM indicates that the connected mode case should be captured in GERAN/UTRAN (i.e. no give LTE capabilities). We should have an indication in 25.331 related to this.

=>
Agree that we should move this text from 306 to 304.

Idle

=>
Capture this change from 3209, but RIM indicates that 3121 also updates the paragraph above the inserted text. We should there remove the “no USIM inserted” because the new sentence clarifies that such a UE removes its LTE capabilities.

-
NSN wonders whether we have to capture these cases on when the capability is enabled again ? Are the listed cases the only 2 cases ? Infineon thinks this are the only 2 cases.

-
Infineon wonders if this IDLE mode behaviour should also be indicated in GERAN/25.304.

=>
Should see update of R2-093209 with received comment in R2-093409 CR0084 [CB’]
Connected

-
NSN thinks that probably a UE establishing an emergency call in GERAN/UTRAN could still report its LTE capabilities because anyway SRVCC is not supported. Nokia thinks we make it to complex/smart. It is better to just disable LTE UE capabilites.
=>
Should make sure 25.331 is clear on this and sent small LS to GERAN.
-
Ericsson wonders what the scope of the LS is ?  Should at least address that no LTE capabilities should be reported in case of no USIM present or invalid USIM present. Should also make it clear that this is only for a Rel-8 UE. 

-
Could also mention the IDLE mode case (no reselection to LTE). RIM assumes it is enough to have this only in 36.304. Could add there e.g. not camp on LTE. Nokia thinks we don’t have to care if the UE reselects to LTE or not from GERAN. Anyway when it would, the next moment it is to disable its LTE capabilities.
=>
LS to GERAN will be provided in R2-093410, focussing on connected mode behaviour.
R2-093240:
Emergency calls with Invalid USIM
Samsung

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-093241:
Emergency calls with Invalid USIM-CR
Samsung

=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-093121:
UE behaviour with no USIM/SIM
Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.304
(0083)
- F

=>
Noted (already covered)
Leaving connected

R2-092844:
Clarification on cell selection when leaving RRC_CONNECTED
HTC Corporation CR 36.304(0078) – D

R2-092893:
Correction to cell selection when leaving RRC connected mode Ericsson CR 36.304 (0079) – F
-
RIM wonders if there is any impact to test specifications related to this CR ? Ericsson thinks such a test case is under development. There is a test case being discussed that the UE was selecting the last used cell in connected even if this was not the best cell. QC shares the Ericsson understanding.
=>
A similar change would have to be made to the second paragraph

Discussion:

-
Question is whether 304 has to describe this optional redirection information.  QC thinks 5.2.7. does not correctly describe redirection. QC thinks it is sufficiently clear that the redirection behaviour is not covered by this clause.
-
Infineon thinks we have removed the redirection requirements from 36.331, so it would be good to include this in 36.304.

-
Ericsson clarifies that we shoud not talk about “any cell” as used in the HTC CR.

=>
Can try to do an offline activity to merge the 2 CR’s, and thus being more explicit on the handling of the redirection information in R2-093481 CR0079 [CB’ Ericsson]
Other

R2-092861:
Selection of frequency carriers to be monitored
Panasonic
Disc




-
This was kindly presented by Nokia

-
Nokia thinks the network knows how many frequencies the UE should support. If the network configures more, the network knows it is not aware of the measurement performance by the UE. No need to indicate anything in the spec.

-
Samsung wonders how we accommodate future UE’s with more capabilities ? Do we not need a rule for forward compatibility ? Nokia thinks then we should introduce NCL’s for these future UE’s.

-
Ericsson indicates we have corresponding rules in UMTS for this: the UE should monitor the first listed frequencies up to what the UE supports. There may be implications for shared network cases.

-
Ericsson thinks this could become quite complex depending on the radio conditions the UE is experiencing. E.g. in bad radio conditions you should monitor all. QC thinks the first proposal from Panasonic covers this.

-
Nokia wonders if there is anything broken for Rel-8 ? QC thinks something is broken w.r.t forward compatibility.

-
Ericsson wonders if Alt1 would not limit to the high priorities ? Ericsson thinks if you are in bad radio conditions, maybe you should not focus on the high priorities because it was not able to go there before.
-
Nokia wonders if this starts to be complex when the priority of frequencies may change (e.g. CSG)

-
Vdf assumes the UE would not limit itself to the number of frequencies, but would also look at other frequencies but with a lower overall performance. However maybe this is implementation specific.
=>
Noted (can think more about this and consider if anything is really required to be specified)
R2-092926:
CR for Removing FFS for T3230
Huawei
CR
36.304
(0080)
-
F

=>
Agreed in R2-093482 CR0080
R2-092978:
Correction on the Lower Priority Cell Reselection Rule
CATT
CR
36.304
(0082)
- F

=>
Agreed in R2-093483 CR0082
R2-092977:
Two Clarifications in 36.304
CATT
CR
36.304
(0081)
-
F

-
Issue 2 is already covered.

Issue 1:

-
Nokia thinks we discussed a similar CR some meetings ago. Then the understanding was that a PLMN selection is not a PLMN selection if the same or equivalent PLMN is selected.

-
QC assumes that there is no interaction between NAS and AS for selecting a PLMN belonging to the equivalent PLMN.

-
Infineon wonders if equivalent PLMN’s would always coordinate priorities ?

-
Ericsson assumes it is two different PLMN’s in this case. Equivalent just means that reselection is possible. Note that there is always a TAU if you change PLMN. ALU clarifies this is not correct: the multi-TA list can contain TAI’s from different PLMN’s.
-
Since the network has the possibility to provide new priorities at the TAU, it might be ok to keep the current priorities.
=>
Any PLMN selection will clear the priorities

=>
Reselection to an equivalent PLMN is not a PLMN selection

=>
Noted (already sufficiently captured)
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