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Organisation of the meeting

Meeting:







3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #69
Meeting location:





San Francisco, USA
Duration:







Monday 22.02.2010 - Friday 26.02.2010
Host:








North American Friends of 3GPP
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung)


email: Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Etienne Chaponniere (Qualcomm)


email:
echaponn@qualcomm.com
TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
Benoist Sebire (Nokia Siemens Networks)
email:
Benoist.Sebire@nsn.com
TSG RAN WG2 MCC Support:
Joern Krause (ETSI MCC)




email: 
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Email reflector:
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Technical documents:



ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_69/Docs
Ad hocs:








Parallel ad hocs held (see agenda item 2.1) on










- UTRA (see AIs 8-12, Tue - Fri noon): chaired by








  Simone Provvedi (Ericsson, simone.provvedi@ericsson.com)








  standing in for Etienne Chaponniere









- LTE LCS session (see Annex A, Tue, AI 6.1): chaired by Benoist Sebire









  (in addition there was a TS 36.355 drafting/review session on Wed)









Joint ad hocs with other WGs were held:









- Tue morning SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 ad hoc on CSFB (see Annex B)










- Thu evening RAN2-RAN3 ad hoc on Relay architecture (see Annex C)
next meetings:





TSG RAN #47,



16.03. - 19.03.2010
Vienna, Austria
TSG RAN WG2 #69bis,

12.04. - 16.04.2010
Beijing, China
TSG RAN WG2 #70,

10.05. - 14.05.2010
Montreal, Canada
Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #69 was held in San Francisco, USA, co-located with RAN WG1/3/4/5, CT1/3/4/6 and SA1/2 two weeks before TSG RAN #47. The RAN WG2 meeting was split in a UTRA part (see agenda items 8-12; Tue-Thu, Fri until noon) and an LTE/LTE-Advanced part, with common parts on Monday and Friday afternoon.
On Tuesday (after morning coffee break), the LTE LCS REL-9 part (agenda item 6.1) was separated from the main LTE/LTE-Advanced part in an ad hoc session. This ad hoc had a follow up TS 36.355 drafting/review session on Wednesday.

In addition 2 ad hocs/joint sessions with other 3GPP groups were held:

· On Tue 7:30-9:30 a joint SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 ad hoc on CS Fallback (CSFB) was held:
output: S2-101691 = R2-101842: RAN2 and RAN3 plan to send technically correct REL-9 CRs (to support adding multiple cell’s SI to “release with redirect” to UTRAN and GERAN) to RAN #47 for decision; report by SA2: S2-101690 = R2-101841 (see Annex B).
· On Thu 20:00-21:15 a joint RAN2-RAN3 ad hoc on Relay architecture was held:
output: R2-100898: alternative 2 is supported in Rel-10, alternative 1 need not be considered when standardising Relays in Rel-10, no voting needed at RAN #47; report by RAN2: R2-101941 (see Annex C).
· 189 participants (registered just before the meeting: 246)
· 1072 Tdocs allocated with actually 999 available contributions
· 29 incoming liaison statements (2 for UTRA, 23 for LTE, 4 for joint aspects): all LSs were treated
· 8 outgoing liaison statements (1 for UTRA, 6 for LTE, 1 for joint aspects) incl. 1 LS agreed by email
· 22+32 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #69 (plus email discussions of WI status reports)
· Among 637 change requests (CRs) in total: xxx CRs agreed and 4 CRs technically endorsed (xxx for UTRA specs, xxx for LTE specs)
· TS 36.806 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced) (Release 9) will be provided to RAN #47 for approval.

· ASN.1 review for TS 25.331 REL-9 (R2-101757) and TS 36.331 REL-9 (R2-101933) was carried out.
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 #69 on Monday morning 22.02.2010 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host (North American Friends of 3GPP) Don Zelmer (AT&T) welcomed the delegates to San Francisco and explained organisational issues.
RAN WG2 meeting rooms:
Main RAN2 room:
Continental 4 room (floor 1), planned for 240 participants, Mon-Fri

First ad hoc room:
Franciscan AB room (floor 1) Mon-Thu, Golden Gate 8 (ground floor) Fri, planned for 50 







participants
2nd ad hoc room:

Golden Gate 6/7 room (ground floor), planned for 80 participants, available Tue - Thu
Other WGs:


same hotel: RAN1, RAN3, RAN4, RAN5, CT1, CT3, CT4, CT6, SA1, SA2.
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 RAN2 chairmen.
2
General
2.1
Proposed Agenda

R2-100870:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #69, San Francisco, USA, 22.02.-26.02.2010
Samsung (RAN2 chairman)
 Agenda
=>
Agenda is approved
Time-schedule (only indicative.  If issues go quicker, topics may be moved forward):

	Indicative Time-schedule
	Main room
	2nd LTE room
	UMTS room

	Mon: before morning coffee
	[2],[3],[4]

	
	

	Mon: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	
	

	Mon: lunch -> afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	Mon: after afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Tue: 7:30-9:00 
	Joint SA2, CT1, RAN23 session on CSFB enhancements

	Tue: before morning coffee
	[5][6.2][6.3][6.4][6.8][6.10]
	
	[8 without TDD]

[9 without TDD]
[10.6]

	Tue: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	      Positioning [6.1]
	

	Tue: lunch -> afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	Tue: after afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Wed: before morning coffee
	Cont Rel-9, [6.9][7?]
	Cont Positioning [6.1] 

(if necessary)
	AM: [10.6], [10.3], [10.2]
PM: TDD session: [8.1], [9.4], [9.7], [9.8], [10.4], [11.1]

	Wed: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	
	

	Wed: lunch -> afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	Wed: after afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	

	Thu: before morning coffee
	[7]
	
	[10.1], [10.5], [11.2], [11.4], [10.4] , [11.3],. Come-backs

	Thu: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	
	

	Thu: lunch -> afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	Thu: after afternoon coffee
	
	
	

	Thu: 20:00 ->
	Joint RAN23 session on Relay architecture
	

	
	
	
	

	Fri: before morning coffee
	[13][14][15]


	
	Come –backs

	Fri: morning coffee -> lunch
	
	
	

	Fri: lunch -> untill  5pm
	
	
	


THANK YOU for companies that submit contributions before deadline. Also early submissions are appreciated. Will start to refrain from treating late documents.

2.2
Minutes of previous meeting

R2-100871:
Draft report of RAN2 #68bis, Valencia, Spain, 18.01.-22.01.2010
ETSI MCC
Report

to be agreed on Friday of the meeting
=>
One small comment on email discussion outcome.

=>
Final version is agreed in R2-101881
2.3
Reporting from other meetings

Nothing to report.
2.4
Other

Planning

For information, main open WI’s/SI’s with RAN2 responsible for certain output to a certain RAN meeting:

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

	UMTS + LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Home-(e)NB enhancements
	RP-091392
	2
	WI
	4.2.1

6.4 - LTE

10.3 - UMTS
	Exception up to RAN#47
	Exception sheet: RP-091442

	Minimisation of Drive Test
	RP-091423
	2
	WI
	4.3.1
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	

	RAN Improvements for Machine-type Communications
	RP-090991
	2
	SI
	4.3.2
	TR for approval to RAN#48
	

	UMTS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DC-HSUPA 
	RP-090014
	1
	WI
	10.2
	Exception up to RAN#47
	Exception sheet: RP-091388

	LCR TDD MC-HSUPA
	RP-090990
	1
	WI
	11.1
	Stage-2: RAN#48

Stage-3: RAN#49
	

	4C-HSDPA
	RP-091438
	1
	WI
	11.2
	Stage-2: RAN#47

Stage-3: RAN#49
	

	RF pattern matching in UMTS
	RP-091427
	2
	WI
	11.3
	All CR’s: RAN#48
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positioning
	RP-091389
	2
	WI
	6.1
	Exception up to RAN#47
	Exception sheet: RP-091390

	MBMS over LTE
	RP-091457
	2
	WI
	6.3
	Exception up to RAN#47
	Exception sheet: RP-091221

	Network-Based positioning Support for LTE 
	RP-090354
	2
	WI
	6.7
	Exception up to RAN#47
	Exception sheet: RP-091391

Only discuss in RAN2 after RAN1 has agreed on significant benefit

	Carrier aggregation
	RP-091440
	1
	WI
	7.1
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	

	Latency reduction
	RP-091449
	2
	WI
	7.2
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	

	Relay
	RP-091434
	1
	WI
	-
	All CR’s: RAN#50
	Only start from 2010 Q2  in RAN2

	LTE-A
	RP-091360
	1
	SI
	7.3
	Relay TR for approval to RAN#47
	


3
Incoming liaisons

3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
K-asme mismatch

R2-100884:
Solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (S2-100939; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, SA3, SA1; cc: -; contact: Motorola)
SA2
=>
No more need to consider the inter-RAT handover case

=>
Emergency case is LTE-only issue

=>
Noted

R2-100885:
Reply LS to S2-100939 = R2-100884 on solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (S3-100237; to: SA2, CT1; cc: SA1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
SA3
=>
Noted
Other

R2-100873:
LS on Location Updating Improvements for CS FallBack (S2-100936; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA5, GERAN2; contact: Vodafone)
SA2
=>
Noted (will be discussed in joint session)

R2-100880:
LS on HNB emergency handling security requirement (R3-100570; to: SA3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
RAN3
=>
Noted
3.2
LTE relevance
Rel-8

R2-100879:
LS on In-sequence NAS delivery during concurrent S1-AP procedures (R3-100564; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: Motorola)
RAN3
-
Huawei wonders if the MME cannot avoid this ? Motorola assumed that the MME is allowed to sent them at the same time currently.

=>
Sent small response LS in R2-101600

Rel-9 Positioning

R2-100882:
Reply LS to R3-093382 = R2-100017 on Transparent Routing of LPPa PDUs over S1 interface (S2-100910; to: RAN3, CT4; cc: CT1, RAN2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
SA2
=>
Noted
R2-100883:
Reply LS to R2-097447 on the usage of session id (S2-100911; to: RAN2, CT4; cc: CT1, RAN3; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
SA2
-
NSN wonders if we get sufficient CT1 input this week ? QC thinks CT1/4 are expecting RAN2 action.

-
Seems we will route based on a routing id if we want consistent routing for connection oriented and connection less. Main open issue is whether session id is in NAS or LPP. 
=>
Noted (can be discussed in the Positioning session)
R2-101009:
LS response to R1-093729 = R2-095416 on assistance information for OTDOA positioning support for LTE - remaining issues
REL-9
LCS_LTE
(R4-100256; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
R1-093729 = R2-095416 was received at RAN2 #67bis in Miyazaki; no explicit RAN2 action requested; no LS answer?
-
NSN wonders why estimated time difference is not the same in both directions ? Can be checked offline.
=>
Noted (should take into account in LPP)
R2-101010:
Report Mapping of UE Measurements for Positioning
REL-9
LCS_LTE
(R4-100257; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN4
=>
Noted (should take into account in LPP)
Rel-9: UTDOA 
R2-100876:
LS on U-TDOA Positioning (R1-100826; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Trueposition)
RAN1
=>
Noted; assume UTDOA not in Rel-9

R2-100872:
Response LS to RAN1 R1-094414 = R2-096308 on UTDOA (R3-100518; to: RAN1, RAN2, CT4, SA2; cc: ; contact: TruePosition)
RAN3
=>
Noted
Rel-9: Other

R2-100874:
LS on E-UTRAN to GSM Redirection Improvements for CS FallBack (S2-100937; to: GERAN1, GERAN2, RAN 2; cc: -; contact: Vodafone)
SA2
-
Vdf indicated there is a proposal to provide SI in connection release

=>
Noted

R2-100875:
LS on Support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS (C03__TSG-C_LS_to_3GPP_RAN2_re_1xRTT_congestion_controls; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm) 3GPP2 TSG-C
-
Tdoc available to discuss this.

=>
Noted

R2-100887:
Reply LS to R2-097509 on UE capability for vocoder rate adaptation (S4-100161; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA4
=>
Based on this, conclude that no AS capability is required

=>
Noted

R2-100888:
Reply LS on Interpretation of R2-096266 (S5-094332; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
SA5
-
Ericsson assumes that SA5 is ready to capture it but wants to know how to best capture it.

-
Huawei would like some offline time to check

-
Do we include detailed radio aspects in the measurement or not ?

=>
Offline activity. Will see response LS in R2-101601

Rel-10: CA

R2-100877:
LS on uplink power control in LTE-A (R1-100831; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
RAN1
-
NSN sees 3 impacts:


-
Max power will have to be signaled per CC (RRC impact)


-
Which DL CC will have to be indicated for pathloss evaluation (RRC impact)


-
Per CC power headroom reporting (MAC impact)

-
LG wonders if in Rel-10, PUCCH and PUSCH can take place at the same time on the same CC ? NSN assumes this is still FFS.

=>
Noted (work to do)

R2-100881:
Reply LS to R2-094112 on mobility measurements for carrier aggregation (R4-100247; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Nokia)
RAN4
=>
Noted
Rel-10: Relay

R2-100878:
LS on synchronization requirements between eNB and relay (R1-100832; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: CATT)
RAN1
=>
Noted

R2-100886:
Reply LS to R3-093404 = R2-100019 on Un interface security for Relay Architecture in LTE-Advanced (S3-100263; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
SA3
=>
Noted
IMT-Advanced questions:

R2-101586:
LS on questions to 3GPP's IMT-Advanced submission from CEG evaluation group
REL-9 FS_RAN_LTEA (-; to: RAN2; contact: CEG chair)
Canadian Evaluation Group (CEG)


conclusion:
See LS reply in R2-101587

=>
Noted (for information only)
R2-101596:
Handover Interrupt latency evaluation for TDD
CATT
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

trying to address questions of R2-101586

=>
Noted (for information only) ; taken into account in preparation of response after the weeks meeting.

Late LSs:
R2-101814:
LS to RAN2 on the support for load-related cause value in RRC Connection Reject message – SA5

-
ALU wonders what the UE impact is ? ALU thinks this is entirely a eNB implementation issue. Huawei agrees.
=>
Noted; Should provide answer. Proposed reply available in R2-101522
R2-101840:
Reply LS on Handover between eNBs of different releases – RAN3

-
CR seems to assume that also a Rel-8 eNB could support the mechanism which is not completely correct given that we have no Rel-8 CR. So such an eNB would have to be upgraded to Rel-9.

=>
Noted
R2-101848:
Response LS on providing backhaul signalling in support of time and frequency synchronization using network listening – RAN4

=>
Noted

R2-101849:
LS on decision on LPPa PDUs routing
-
So different mechanisms for routing in LPP (based on session id in NAS) and LPPa (based on short routing id)

=>
Noted
R2-101875:
Reply LS on request to enable UE-originated RLF reports – RAN3

=>
Noted
R2-101847:
LS on UE-Specific UL CC for PUCCH Transmissions with Carrier Aggregation – RAN1

=>
Noted

R2-101888:
LS on CFI Signaling in MBSFN Subframes – RAN1

=>
Noted
3.3
UMTS relevance
R2-101609
LS on Reference Radio Bearers for 3.84 Mcps TDD IMB test cases
REL-8

MBSFN-IMB_UEConTest

(R5-100784; to: RAN2; cc: - ; contact: IPWireless)
RAN5
RAN2 action requested
Chair: RAN5 Tdoc was distributed to RAN2 distribution list.

=>Noted, no LS answer
R2-101845
LS on 4C-HSDPA physical layer parameters and RAN1 agreements
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
(R1-101645; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
RAN1
no explicit RAN2 action requested
treated under AI 11.2
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

R2-101248:
Bounds to RoHC requirements for IMS capable UEs supporting voice
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.306
(0027)
-
C

REL-8
LTE-L23
-
DT wonders whether it is clear what “the rate for a voice bearer” is ? NSN thought a bit about this but prefers not to indicate a specific number. 

-
Also DT wonders what a “voice bearer” is ? NSN assumes the network knows. DT wonders if this is a network choice, then how does the UE know a bearer is considered a voice bearer ?

-
Huawei wonders if the rate is header rate of bit rate ? In general Huawei is fine with this type of CR for Rel-8. Samsung also supports this intention, but text should be improved.

=>
Intention seems ok but some detailed work on wording.

=>
Will see update in R2-101602 CR0027 -

R2-101602: 
Bounds to RoHC requirements for IMS capable UEs supporting voice CR0027 

-
It as explained that the number is supposed to correspond to 10ms periodicity for voice, and some extra margin for RTCP.

-
Samsung wonders where the 10ms periodicity comes from ? Huawei indicates there are audio codecs with 10ms periodicity. Also you can do VOIP+gaming. Ericsson indicates that gaming is not upper rate limited, so it will not work for gaming.

=>
Email disc up to Thursday [EMAIL DISC NSN] Also R2-101603 is part of the same email discussion. Also include discussion on R2-101555.
R2-101250:
Bounds to RoHC requirements for IMS capable UEs supporting voice
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.306
(0028)
-
A

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Will see update in R2-101603 CR0028 -

R2-101555:
Bounds to RoHC requirements for UEs supporting IMS
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.306
-
-
C

REL-9
RANimp-RABSE
Note: RANimp-RABSE was a REL-6 WI

-
Eriscson thinks the requirements for ROHC have been agreed from Rel-6 for UMTS. So why have this type of late CR ? Also this can influence interworking back to Rel-6.

-
NSN assumes this CR is in line with the intention of ROHC usage from Rel-6.

-
Ericsson thinks that 25.993 already indicates on what bearers ROHC can be used. Ericsson would prefer not to have this type of CR.

After offline discussion, status is a bit unclear. 

-
Ericsson is not sure anything is needed in UMTS. NSN wonders why not the same limitation would apply as in LTE ?

-
Ericsson sees nothing new in Rel-9 for UMTS.

-
Nokia thinks more and more UE’s are implementing header compression, so it would be nice to know to what limit you have to implement.

-
Samsung assumes this is also usefull for network vendors in order to be sure the UE can accept

-
Ericsson thinks so far with UMTS there have not been any issues. Motorola agrees with Samsung.

-
Ericsson wonders what is in the test cases for ROHC. It is true that there probably is already a minimum requirement based on the test cases. Samsung thinks the test cases are about compression efficiency but not about performance/number of packets.

=>
Should discuss in the same email discussion for R2-101602 to also agree on a UMTS CR related to this.

R2-101268:
Intra Domain NAS Node Selector Derivation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
25.331
(4067)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
-
Panasonic supports the CR.

=>
CR is agreed in R2-101604 CR4067 -
R2-101275:
Intra Domain NAS Node Selector Derivation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
25.331
(4069)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=>
CR is agreed in R2-101605 CR4069 - 
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101269
Intra Domain NAS Node Selector Derivation 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
25.331
-
-
F

REL-8
TEI8

R2-101274
Intra Domain NAS Node Selector Derivation 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks  CR
25.331
-
-
A

REL-9
TEI8

R2-101278
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks 
CR
25.331
-
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=>
All 3 withdrawn
4.2
Release 9

4.2.1
Home-(e)NB (RP-091392)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091392)
Contributions related to Rel-9 home-(e)NB topics like inbound mobility, hybrid cells or enhanced manual selection/cell reselection. [CR’s in principle agreed under this agenda item during RAN2#68b should again be submitted under this agenda item.]

=> Including outcome of [68b#15] UMTS/LTE: Proximity status indication handling at mobility [MOT]

In principle agreed CRs:
R2-100960:
CR capturing HeNB inbound mobility agreeements
Motorola, Qualcomm, NTT DoCoMo
=>
CR is agreed

R2-101029:
Report of email discussion [68b#3] on UMTS HNB inbound mobility Stage-2 HuaweiReport 25.367 related to email discussion [68b#3]
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
Noted

R2-100953:
CR capturing HNB inbound mobility agreements
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.367
0017 -
F
output of email discussion [68b#3] 
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
CR is Agreed

Report of email discussion [68b#15] Proximity status handling:
R2-101401:
[68b#15] UMTS/LTE: Proximity status indication handling at mobility
Motorola Report
 related to email discussion [68b#15]
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
General:

-
ZTE indicates that their view is not reflected; they support option 2.

Proposal 4:

- 
NEC wonders if proximity is still allowed if you already camp on the only CSG cell ? Maybe can be left to implementation.

Proposal 6:

-
QC thinks this is only after every SRNS relocation

-
Nokia thinks SRNS relocation in CELL_FACH should also be addressed. QC thinks this can be discussed in the UMTS session.

After offline discussion:

=>
W.r.t. signaling optimization (3&5), no real need was identified. So option 1 should be sufficient.

=>
No need to inform the target by network signaling about “measurements only for inbound mobility”

	Agreements:

1: The potential state mismatch problem needs to be solved.

2: The UE should retransmit the proximity status indication after every handover if the target supports proximity for the concerning RAT(see bullet 6 for UMTS additional requirement).


- i.e. no need to sent leaving status if exactly at the handover the leaving cond was met

3: No timing requirements are needed for retransmission of the proximity status indication.

4: The proximity status indication can be retransmitted after handover regardless of the type of target cell (i.e., irrespective of whether it is a CSG cell), if the proximity status continues to be valid and proximity reporting is enabled in the target.

5: For the LTE re-establishment case, the UE resends proximity status indication after the first reconfiguration (and proximity is supported) after successful re-establishment.

6: For UMTS, the UE resends proximity status indications only after SRNS relocation in CELL_DCH state. Other states FFS


-
NTT DCM wonders if we should enable indication of multiple status indications in one UL message ? LG supports this proposal. QC thinks there will only be a limited number of frequencies available anyway. Also there might be some impact on the prohibit timer if we start to combine. Nokia also sees no big need for this. Typically there should only be one relevant CC.

=>
When requested, many companies this combining is not necessary.

=>
Should see CR’s for 25.331 / 36.331:

=>
Rel-9 25.331 CR can be provided in R2-101606 CR4112
=>
Rel-9 36.331 CR can be provided in R2-101607 CR0403
R2-101606:
Proximity Indication handling 25.331 CR4112

-
DT wonders about the 5s. Will keep the timer in brackets. Timer mechanism is no longer up for discussion, only the value.

=>
CR is agreed
R2-101607:
Proximity Status Indication handling at Handover 36.331 CR0403

=>
QC wonders where it is captured that the leaving is no longer sent if at handover the UE leaves proximity ? Should be clarified

=>
Samsung wonders about the re-establishment case: it is not possible to configure the status in the re-establishment, so how can it work ? Samsung thinks we have to clarify that reporting support should be cleared at re-establishment. E.g. need disable statement in re-establsihment procedure.

=>
Will for email up to Thursday [EMAIL DISC MOT]. Final version can be provided in R2-101884

R2-101478:
Solutions for state miss matching problem
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101485:
Correction on Repetition of proximity indication
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331 (0395) -
F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101487:
Correction on Transferring proximity indication
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331 (0396) -
F  REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101325:
Proximity status and measobject mismatch
NEC
Disc REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101048:
Consideration on Measurement Configuration Differentiation CATT
Disc REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
All noted (covered by previous discussion)
Other:
R2-101548:
Cell identity reporting in proximity indication NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
-
NSN thinks this was already discussed and rejected at the last meeting. NSN is quite concerned about proposals impacting ASN.1 so late. NSN thinks Rel-9 was functionally frozen in Dec. (at least not on exception sheet).

-
CATT thinks we did not really reject yet. CATT thinks this is a sensible proposal. Panasonic also supports the proposal; it is good to consider network power consumption aspects. LG assumes the impact is quite isolated. LG would support the proposal even if it is a bit late.

-
Motorola thinks if we start this way, the IDLE mode needs to be addressed. Then it is better to look at this in Rel-10. Panasonic thinks IDLE case does not necessarily need to be addressed: only when the UE goes to connected the trigger could be provided and the home cell turned on. Motorola thinks it would be quite bad to only address the connected case (extra handovers because of homeNB turn on). Panasonic thinks it is not urgent to turn on home cell for IDLE mode case. Motorola sees an additional handover load.

-
Huawei considers this outside the exception sheet. Huawei also thinks that if we have something like this it should be considered for both UMTS and LTE. 

-
NTT DCM is concerned that network would have to handle Rel9 and Rel10 UE’s differently. 

-
Nokia wonders how the UE determines the CGI ? Does it need to verify or is it just something remembered from the past ? NTT DCM assumes this is based on past storage.

-
Nokia wonders if this turning of homeNB is really going to be used that often ?

-
DT thinks this should all be Rel-10 discussions/functionality. DT assumes this turning off will not happen so frequent.

=>
Noted (can think for Rel-10)

R2-101394:
Clarification on prohibit timer for proximity indication Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
-
Priniciples 1&2 are that the UE does not continuously repeat entering/leaving indications.

-
NSN wonders which principle 4 is addressing ? 

Summarising QC proposal:

-
Case/Principle 1: will not happen (apart from handover case)

-
Case/Principle 2: will not happen

-
Case/Principle 3: proposal is to have [5s]: so have to wait for sending next entering for [5s]

-
Case/Principle 4: QC proposes not to have the timer in this case. So leaving can always be sent immediately.

Discussion:

-
Vdf thinks also the leaving should not be sent within [5s]; you should only send the entering when it is sensible and proximity is expected to be present for some time

=>
Noted: timer is applicable for both entering->leaving and leaving->entering which was already captured by original NTT DCM CR. No change required.

-
NTT DCM would like to change the 5s to 3s. DT thinks we should go to a longer value. NTT DCM thinks the more accurate the fingerprint is, the shorter the timer should be.

-
QC supports a 3s.

-
DT thinks the main intention is to limit a bad UE implementation, so there is no reason to go to a lower value.

-
Nokia thinks every 3s is still quite bad UE implementation.

-
Vdf thinks long values (e.g. minute) is not good.

-
Panasonic think 5s timer will harm good UE.

=>
Can discuss offline what the value should be; should align between UMTS and LTE. NTT DCM will coordinate.

R2-101513:
Proximity Indication for energy saving
Kyocera
Disc REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
Only section 2.2/2.3

-
DT wonders if the macro network needs to be upgraded for this type of functionality ? Kyocera thinks the CN would have to be upgraded. 

-
DT thinks it is quite unlikely that the HNB wil be switched off, and if we really need this  it could e.g. be done by SMS. We should study these enhancements from a UE perspective without impact on CN/Macro RAN.

=>
Noted

R2-101078:
Proximity indication for multiple CSG or Hybrid cells
Panasonic
Disc REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
-
QC wonders whether different cells of the same HNB would belong to the same CSG ? Note that in Rel-9 the UE is not aware that different cells belong to the same HNB. QC agrees that different proximity indications would be sent in Rel-9.

-
NSN confirms the “conclusion”, but sees no further issue. Overhead should not be a critical issue.

-
Panasonic agrees the signaling is not such an issue. The issue is more how the macro network would allocate the measurements.

=>
Noted; can think about whether something is needed for Rel-10.

R2-101047:
ANR function with inbound handover
CATT
Disc  REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
Nokia thinks the proposal describes network behaviour. CATT agrees. Nokia thinks it is up to the network when to use what procedure.

=>
Noted
4.2.2
Other
Including contributions related to the optionality/mandatory feature handling (result of RP-091452) [CR’s in principle agreed under this agenda item during RAN2#68b should again be submitted under this agenda item.]

=> Including outcome of [68b#11] UMTS/LTE: LTE cell reselection enhancements [NTT DCM]

=> Including outcome of [68b#22] UMTS/LTE: CSFB enhancement for LTE->UMTS [NTT DCM]

In principle agreed CRs:
R2-100972:
CR to 36.306 on Optionality of Rel-9 UE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
-
NTT DCM points out that some rewording was done w.r.t. naming compared to the previously in principle agreed CR.

-
NTT DCM thinks in offline the proposal is to have no dependency for the SI acquisition bits, but there could be dependancies for the proximity indication bits.

=>
Will see update based on offline discussion on potential dependancies in R2-101593 CR24R1

R2-101593:
CR to 36.306 on Optionality of Rel-9 UE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
-
It turned out that no textual changes were needed but only coversheet changes are performed. Can fill the FFS’s later.

=>
CR is agreed

R2-100994:
CR to 36.331 on Optionality of Rel-9 UE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
=>
Revised before presentation in R2-101594

R2-101594:
CR to 36.331 on Optionality of Rel-9 UE features
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
-
Ericsson points out that in the places where the extension marker is removed, also the comma should be removed

=>
CR is agreed in R2-101611 CR0344 R2

R2-100906:
Release 9 UE Capability: UTRA Home Node B Inbound Mobility related features
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
-
DT points out that if we agree on certain (removal of) conditions for LTE, the same applies here.
=> 
CR is agreed

R2-100950:
Release 9 UE Capability: UTRA Home Node B Inbound Mobility related features
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
CR is agreed
Report of email discussion [68b#11] Cell reselection enhancements:
R2-101554:
Report of email discussion [68b#11] on Cell reselection enhancements
NTT DOCOMO, INC. (email rapporteur)
Report 
related to email discussion [68b#11]
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NTT DCM clarifies that mixed configuration (some on RSRQ, some on RSRP) is not possible. E.g. in LTE SIB3 determines for all freq what quantity is used.
=>
Agree to follow approach 2.

R2-101498:
Cell reselection enhancements CR for 36.304
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.304
(0129)
- B REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed in R2-101612 CR0129 - 
R2-101499:
Cell reselection enhancements CR for 36.331
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
(0398)
- B REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed in R2-101613 CR0398
R2-101500:
Cell reselection enhancements CR for 25.304
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.304
(0247)
- B REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed in R2-101614 CR0247
R2-101501:
Cell reselection enhancements CR for 25.331
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
(4107)
- B REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NTT DCM points out that some ASN.1 changes are required for the SIB19 NCE. There are also some additional IE’s that have to be optional in the ASN.1 (MD IE’s need to be optional in ASN.1)
=>
Will see update in R2-101615 CR4107

=>
LS to GERAN in R2-101616
R2-101615:
CR to 25.331 on Cell Reselection enhancements 25.331 CR4107
=>
CR is agreed
Report of email discussion [68b#22] CSFB enhancements:
R2-101549:
Report of email discussion [68b#22] on CS fallback enhancement towards UTRAN
NTT DOCOMO, INC. (email rapporteur)
Report

-
DT wonders if we really have agreed to enhance the mobility from LTE->UMTS for Rel-9 ? Chairman points to the minutes of the last meeting.

-
AT&T supports the NTT DCM proposal.

-
Vdf has strong concerns on the current CSFB performance and would welcome enhancements. Vdf supports the NTT DCM proposal.

-
NSN wonders what the performance is today and how much we try to optimize ?

-
DT thinks it is now too late for Rel-9 enhancements for CSFB. DT thinks for any of the discussed proposals, the benefit in their networks is only something like 200ms. NTT DCM indicates that in their networks the gain would be something like 1.5s

-
NTT DCM would prefer to discuss proposal by proposal (i.e. GERAN is separate, LA selection is separate)

=>
Agree to eliminate Alternative 2 (CCO with NACC to UTRAN)

=>
For the rest it is noted
R2-101550:
CS fallback enhancement towards UTRAN
 NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
PS RAB resource consumption

-
NSN does not recognize this behaviour as general UE behaviour. Laptop is typically different because I do not pay for the transfer.

-
Anyway NSN this non-GBR bearer should not take much resources

Decision to perform SRB-only handover

-
NSN thinks the target does not really need to know whether UE came from IDLE or CONN.

-
NTT DCM thinks it is clear that the UE from connected, who could already be using the PS bearer, would have a removed PS RAB. However from IDLE NTT DCM would prefer to avoid having to establish the PS RAB. NSN assumes that it is not sure the default bearer is really used. NSN thinks that e.g. an indication of latest activity could be used by the target.

PDP context activation

-
NSN agrees that there does seem some restrictions in 23.401 and has CR’s to change this. Note that already pre-Rel-8 SGSN should already have this preservation feature. So NSN is not sure why this was changed for Rel-8. Already RANAP allows to have handover without accepting all RAB’s, so the problem with not accepting the default already bearer exists.

-
NTT DCM acknowledges that anyway this might be changed for Rel-9 by other groups.

Further specifications

- 
NSN also brings CR’s to 29.274, and thinks it is a simple change to align v2 to v1.

-
NSN assumes that anyway for SRVCC there might be cases whether the network only wants to continue with a CS RAB

SIB change

-
NSN wonders about PPAC/SSAC, where it was claimed that every 10min there could be a change. So this is also a frequently changing SIB. NTT DCM points out that anyway if it is a proprietary solution, the specifications would have to be concerned. But it is true that some information would have to go to the eNB. Furthermore, PPAC/SSAC information transfer only needs to happen when these mechanisms are active.

-
DT would like to see a full solution including the network RIM support. NTT DCM indicates they have papers in RAN3 to address this.

Other

-
NSN wonders what the size of the RRC connection release would be ?

- 
NTT DCM could consider that anyway PS-RAB only is required to be supported (e.g. for SRVCC), but still NTT DCM would like to have this solution.

-
ALU would also prefer to see a complete solution for a release, and ALU would support the entire change for Rel-9.

-
NSN points out that connection release CSFB was introduced because of IOT bit for PS handover as a temporary solution.

=>
NTT DCM CSFB solution for UMTS in Rel-9 ?



Yes:
15



No:
5, and all 5 would object to agreeing this solution now (Nokia, NSN, 


Teliasonera, LG, DT)

-
NTT DCM wonders why companies object; it is an optional mechanism based on NCE. If the UE does not support the functionality, he can just ignore it. NTT DCM sees no interoperability problem. DT thinks Rel-9 is functionality frozen, with no full solution on the table and it is to late. 

-
LG is not in favour of any enhancement for CSFB enhancement. LG considers it to late. Vdf thinks since we have heard 3 operators that want this, so we should take this into account.

-
ALU would also like the RIM CR to be progressed.

-
QC thinks we do not need to necessary link the RAN2 and RAN3 CR’s.

-
NSN wonders if we need a UE capability bit ?  NTT DCM assumes no bit is needed. If the UE does not support this it can discard the information. NSN wonders why the eNB would sent it if it does not know if the UE supports it.

=>
Will try to have technically endorsed CR by the end of this meeting

R2-101551:
CR to 36.331 on Redirection enhancements to UTRAN
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 (0402)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
NTT DCM points out that it should be discussed how the information is included; as one OCTECT string, or one OCTECT string per SIB. NTT DCM clarifies that their latest proposal is to have one OCTET string per SIB. 

=>
NTT DCM also would like to propose to mandatory include MIB, SIB1,3,5,7. DT wonders why we mandate network behaviour ? We should leave this to network implementation, and the UE should acquire the rest. Can discuss offline.

=>
Consequences if not approved is missing

=>
Some updates to the coversheet might be required

=>
We can see update in R2-101618

R2-101618:
CR to 36.331 on Redirection enhancements to UTRAN
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 0402
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
DT wonders why SIB12 is needed ? NTT DCM explains that the target UTRAN cell is not aware  whether the UE is coming from normal camping or due to this redirection. 

=>
Field description should not be written as shall requirements to include SIB/MIB, but as UE behaviour

-
DT wonders why the number of cells is limited to 8 ? DT thinks 32 is a sensible number. 

=>
Will go to 32

-
NTT DCM wonders whether 16 SIB’s is ok ? Can be discussed offline.

=>
Will see update in R2-101878

R2-101878:
CR to 36.331 on Redirection enhancements to UTRAN
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 0402
R1
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
NSN wonders why extension marker is introduced in the cell info list ? NTT DCM is fine to remove it.

=>
In the utra-SIB-List, the second sentence  should have a “may”

=>
First sentence is replaced by “E-UTRAN always provides MIB, SIB1, SIB3, SIB5, and SIB7”.

-
DT wonders about SIB18 ?

-
NSN points out that for CCO we do not list the SIB’s. Can be discussed by email

=>
Will email discuss up to Thursday next week to technically endorse the CR. [EMAIL DISC NTT DCM]. Final version can be provided in R2-101889 CR 0402 R2
R2-101874:
Redirection enhancements to UTRAN 36.306 CR0029 – 

-
NTT DCM points out that the new text should have been under 4.3.7.20
=>
CR is technically endorsed with that change in R2-101890 CR0029 R1
R2-101418:
CSFB to UTRAN Enhancement
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
-
NSN indicates that they are not a big fan of the PS handover solution. This is only if an enhancement is really necessary.

-
NTT DCM clarifies that RIM details has been discussed by RAN3 for other purposes, and there is the procedure that RAN3 technically endorses the CR’s, and GERAN just approves.

-
NSN points out that GERAN uses different coding of IE’s.

=>
Noted
R2-101420:
Inter-RAT PS handover of signalling radio bearers only
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
(4092)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
-
NSN indicates that some updates are needed (few mistakes present). NSN thinks the main question is whether people agree that defaulting to PS is acceptable ?

-
Chairman wonders if anybody else supports this proposal ? NTT DCM sees some value in having this type of solution if alternative 1 (connection release) cannot be supported for Rel-9. 

-
QC wonders if a UE with all bearers gone, the UE would have to go to the deregistered state ? NSN is trying to address this issue in 23.401.

=>
Indicate linked CR’s e.g. for SA2

=>
Will see update in R2-101619 with intention to technically agree
R2-101619:
Inter-RAT PS handover of signalling radio bearers only
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4092
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
=>
DT thinks category should be “B”

-
TIM thinks there are still some discussion ongoing in SA2. It would be good to anyway have this prepared from RAN point of view. DT agrees

=>
With this change, the CR is technically endorsed in R2-101896 CR4092 R1
R2-101448:
Redirection enhancements to UTRAN and GERAN
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331 (0392)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
DT has the same comments as to the NTT DCM proposal

-
Vdf supports this proposal, and thinks it is even more important for GERAN than for UTRAN.

-
NSN wonders where the last moment requirement comes from ? Also what is the gain ?  

=>
NSN wonders if the CR is ASN.1 backward compatible

-
Vdf thinks also this CR should be technically endorsed and provided to RAN. RIM supports this proposal.

-
DT agrees that GERAN enhancement is more important than UTRAN case. So DT would also like to tehnically endorse this CR. TIM agrees

-
NSN points out we already have CCO for GERAN. So how much gain is there really ?

-
NSN wonders if still no UE capability is required ?

=>
Will see update in R2-101620 with intention to technically agree in R2-101877

R2-101877:
Redirection enhancements to UTRAN and GERAN
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331 0392
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
ALU is asking why there is no UE capability ? Should be added.

=>
Should check if nothing is lost by removing the field description for SystemInformationList for the MobFromEUTRAMessage

=>
Technicaly endorsement by email up to Thursday next week [EMAIL DISC Ericsson]; Final version for 36.331 in R2-101885.  Email discussion should also discuss corresponding 36.306 CR for which final version can be provided in R2-101887 CR0030
Other:
R2-101442:
Reselection to E-UTRAN following CS fallback
Research In Motion UK Limited, Vodafone, AT&T
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
-
NSN thinks we already discussed this in RAN2#66bis and then already concluded we do not support this. Also SA1 then indicated there is no requirement for this. There should already sufficient mechanisms in current networks.

-
NSN also wonders how this works together with dedicated priorities.

-
Vdf clarified that the main intention is e.g. in GERAN avoid that the UE when going to IDLE has to read the GERAN System Information, but immediately can try to reselect to LTE.

-
DT agrees with NSN. Also the LTE system might not be available anymore and then this will just delay the UE camping. DT points out we already have the redirection procedure already that can solve this.

-
RIM thinks this proposal is very similar to CSG autonomous search.

-
LG thinks that CSFB is anyway a temporary solution, and this is a tiny optimization for a temporary solution. DT agrees.

-
TIM is not sure CSFB will be a very temporary solution. It might e.g. be a long lived solution for roaming.

-
TIM agrees that there is maybe some problems, but is not very happy with the solution. TIM is worried about the dedicated priority handling.

-
Chairman wonders what the gain with this proposal is if it is already possible to do a redirection from GERAN to LTE ?

-
Vdf thinks that the main drawback with redirection is that the network would have to know that this is CSFB ? DT thinks it is enough for the network to know that this is a LTE UE doing a voice call. DT thinks one benefit of a network solution is that the network could know there is LTE coverage.

=>
Noted (not in Rel9)
R2-101443:
Introduction of indicator to permit reselection back to E-UTRAN at completion of a CSFB call Research In Motion UK Limited, Vodafone, AT&T
CR
36.331
(0389)
-
B
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)

R2-101445:
Introduction of indicator to permit reselection back to E-UTRAN at completion of a CSFB call Research In Motion UK Limited, Vodafone, AT&T
CR
25.304
(0246)
-
B
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)

R2-101578:
Cell selection at redirection for CSFB
Research In Motion, Vodafone UK Limited
CR 36.304 (0130) -
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
-
DT proposes to wait for this CR for tomorrow

-
LG thinks this takes the proposal even one step further than the NTT DCM proposal.

-
NSN thinks with this proposal it even has impacts to cell selection. So far the NTT DCM proposal did not impact the cell selection. 

=>
Noted (could come back on Friday if joint session has strong support)
4.3
Release 10

4.3.1
Minimisation of Drive Test (RP-091423)

(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091423)
=> Including outcome of [68b#16] UMTS/LTE: MDT [QC]

Report of email discussion [68b#16] MDT:
R2-101519:
Summary of email discussion [68b#16] UMTS/LTE:MDT
Qualcomm Incorporated
Report
related to email discussion [68b#16]
Proposal 2:

-
Nokia wonders why the logged MDT IDLE results are not always reported when we go to connected ? DT wonders why we would always have to sent it ?  UE should be capable of remembering. DT thnks this would lead to a lot of measurement fragmentation.

-
Nokia thinks that the sooner we report, the better. Nokia thinks we could configure the UE for logged MDT in IDLE whenever the UE goes to IDLE.

-
DT does not like the log fragmentation e.g. due to TAU’s, and post processing is much simpler if there is one larger log.

Offline discussion

-
Cell transition: keep measurement logs ongoing at IDLE->CONN->IDLE. The amount of logging is more determined by memory size than by I->C->I transistions.

-
Continuation in CONN ?: no conclusion. QC thinks we should probably look at details before deciding this.

Proposal 2 (continuing at state transition):

-
Motorola wonders whether we will have limitations on how big the logs can be ? QC assumes there will be some restriction.

-
Samsung wonders whether the configuration can be changed at the state transition ? QC assume that during connected mode you can always choose to reconfigure. DT would assume that there is something like a “busy indication” from the UE, and then the network cannot reconfigure.

-
DT wonders if we can agree the MDT log continues at RAT change ? Samsung thinks we should consider overhead. DT assumes that we should have the same approach as for the CONN case. Ericsson wonders if this does not depend on whether we configure this with broadcast of dedicated signaling.

-
Huawei assumes that IDLE->CONN->IDLE is much more frequent than inter-RAT changes. So it is not so important to survive an inter-RAT change. DT thinks this depends on the deployment of the operator. DT thinks e.g. if you go into a tunnel which is only covered by one RAT. Huawei thinks anyway there is multiple UE’s involved in MDT.

-
NSN wonders if this type of agreement does not imply configuration by dedicated signaling ? NSN thinks that if we configure with broadcast signaling, this “survival at state transition“ is not really applicable.

-
Nokia wonders if typically the UE would perform the log measurements in many cells, or only in a few cells ? DT assumes a subset of cells, being a continuous area.

Proposal 1 (log MDT in CONN):

- 
No agreement. 

Proposal 5

-
DT would even like the work to first focus on LTE.

	Agreements:

0) Terminology: 

“Logged MDT”:  measurement collection and storing in log during IDLE (FFS for CONN)

“Immediate MDT”: immediate measurement and reporting in CONN

1) For logged MDT in IDLE, the measurement can be configured in one cell in connected by dedicated control, then take place during IDLE state whenever the UE is in IDLE, i.e. during multiple IDLE periods interrupted by IDLE->CONN->IDLE state transitions, and finally be reported in some other cell.

2) For logged MDT in IDLE, the measurement can be configured in one cell in connected by dedicated control, then take place during IDLE state whenever the UE is in IDLE in that RAT, i.e. during multiple IDLE periods interrupted by presence in another RAT.

4) For the logged MDT configuration/reporting we will use a “new approach”. I.e. the configuration will not be based on extensions of the existing RRC measurement configuration, but it will be a new configuration.

5) For logged MDT, configuration, measurement collection and reporting of the concerning log will always be done in cells of the same RAT type. FFS if we want to extend across RAT.

6) For logged MDT, agree on the “on demand” reporting trigger, i.e. UE reports log when requested by network

Open issues:

- Do we have logged MDT in CONN, i.e. does the logged MDT measurement collection continue in both IDLE and CONN for (some/all) logged MDT measurements ?


General

R2-101564:
MDT requirements
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
Proposal 3:

-
LG wonders if this would mandate us to use SON functions ? NSN thinks it just means that if there are SON functions that can be re-used, we should try to avoid duplication.

-
TIM wonders how this would really impact MDT ? NSN indicates that e.g. for SON we have the RLF related reporting. Then we can use this mechanism also for MDT.

-
LG wonders if the first sentence of bullet 7) should be removed ? NSN clarifies that this sentence should be kept given that they can work independently.

=>
Second sentence of bullet 7) should talk about “…and UE side SON functions shall be …”

Other

=>
Huawei would like to remove “in measurement logs” in bullet 4). NSN agrees

=>
Text proposal is agreed with these 2 changes, and can be included in R2-101800

Immediate MDT in Connected

R2-101331:
Real time RRC/RRM measurements for MDT
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
Proposal 1:

- 
NTT DCM wonders if we would not need a timestamping for the location information ?  Ericsson thinks this is already available for UMTS.
R2-101370:
Load analysis, Immediately reported periodic measurements
Huawei
R2-101371:
Real Time Reporting for Coverage Optimization in E-UTRAN
Huawei
Discussion:

-
CATT wonders why we would not use a new configuration for immediate MDT ? Nokia thinks the questions should be the other way around: why do something new if we already have something.

-
NSN wonders what “independent” means ? Is it a separate message ? Huawei assumes it is a separate message.

-
DT wonders if the location reporting could e.g. be based on GPS i.e. non-3GPP related mechanisms. DT thinks MDT should not depend on positioning methods supported by the network. E.g. it could be based on a positioning container. I.e. it should be possible for a UE to have a autonomous GPS receiver, to provide any positioning estimate resulting from this GPS receiver.

-
TIM wonders how (if we would have different procedures), we can ensure consistency between the measurement and the position estimate ? Huawei thinks this can be solved by network implementation e.g. if the location estimate is requested immediately after the report is received.

R2-101372:
Usage of immediate and logged MDT reporting
Huawei
R2-101247:
MDT architecture for connected mode reporting
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc

	Agreements:

1) Immediate MDT is based on existing RRC measurement configuration and reporting, potentially with extensions

2) For immediate MDT no extensions related to timestamping of when the measurement is taken are expected

3) For immediate MDT in LTE, extensions are required for location reporting. FFS whether this is extension of the current reporting, or whether a new mechanism is introduced.


-
TIM wonders if we have additional measurements for immediate MDT, can we only support that with logged MDT ? Nokia thinks this would require further discussion.

Logged MDT Idle/Conn?: Arch/Model
R2-101517:
MDT protocol consideration
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Section 2.1

-
Issue of Logged MDT in CONN should be further thought about for next meeting

Section 2.2

-
QC thinks this context could be a kind of “measurement configuration” and “UE capability”.

-
LG wonders what the life-time of the context would be ? QC assumes there is some stop condition.

-
Samsung assumes the presence of a context would depend on the support of logged MDT in connected.

-
NSN is not sure if the complexity of 2.2. is needed. E.g. do we really need X2 impact. QC wonders if the assumption with immediate MDT is that the MDT always needs to be restarted after every handover ? Maybe for Logged MDT intermediate cells do not need to be aware of the MDT configuration. But for immediate MDT, maybe a context is required. Samsung assumes it is the currently transferred measurement configuration. Why would we need something in addition ? QC agrees that if we use the current RRM measurements, then maybe nothing is needed.

-
Panasonic wonders if the target eNB/RNC would not have to be informed that a certain measurement is for MDT ? Nokia assumes that if every eNB/RRC is configured with what RRM measurements to perform, and configured with what measurement to do for MDT, then no special information needs to be transferred

-
TIM wonders what happens when an eNB does not support MDT ? QC assumes that that eNB would not continue with that immediate MDT (so probably target eNB removes the concerning measurements).

Section 2.3

-
QC indicates that their main question is whether we support configuring logged MDT for one RAT in another RAT ? I.e. can a measurement configured in UMTS continue in LTE ? DT thnks this “across RAT functionality” is not needed, and configuration/measurement/reporting is all done withing the same RAT type.

-
QC was thinking about the case that UTRAN is not upgraded to Rel-10, then it would be nice if you can configure/reporting UMTS related measurements in LTE. TIM sees some benefits for supporting this.

-
DT wonders if it would mean that e.g. in LTE you could start logged MDT for UMTS RSSI measurements ? DT thinks it could be interesting but not first priority. NSN thinks that with a C-plane approach focusing on existing RRC functionality, this type of functionality is not so easy to support. Huawei shares this concern and think it would be quite complex to support this type of cases.E.g. what if the UE stays a very long time in the other RAT. 

=>
Noted

R2-101141:
MDT configuration for logging in idle mode
 Samsung
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
QC thinks it might be beneficial to use RRC Connection release message for configuring this.

-
Ericsson is fine with the principle, but is not sure if it has to be separate messages.

-
ALU wonders if using the connection release is really a good way. For the RRC connection release there is no comeback. It seems more logical to use a reconfiguration like message with response.

Proposal 2:

-
DT thinks this is a good starting point. Maybe the area scope is missing but this can be enhanced in the next meeting.

-
STE thinks it might be possible to re-use the measurement objects the UE is measuring on in IDLE.

=>
Will have to work further on the logged MDT model

R2-101425:
Logged MDT measurement reporting
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101245:
MDT architecture for idle mode reporting
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-101032:
Consideration on MDT Configuration
CATT
Disc

Logged MDT: Reporting

R2-101518:
MDT Reporting triggers
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-101426:
Triggers for logged MDT measurement reporting
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101489:
Network trigger for deferred MDT report
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101472:
Location Information Acquisition for MDT
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

Other
R2-101516:
MDT architecture consideration
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
Focus on sections 2.1-2.3:

UE selection

-
DT thinks SPID approach could be usefull. DT sees no new signaling for MDT on S1.

-
QC wonders if this would then only be on/off control, and no control w.r.t. periodicity or quantities to collect ? DT assumes this is only on/off control.

-
NSN assumes that this can be done in the OAM domain by SA5, e.g. something similar to trace functionality (e.g. based on IMEI). QC SA5 delegate clarifies that using the trace functionality for this is only in early phase of discussion.

UE MDT capability handling

-
DT assumes it will not be possible for the user to turn this on/off

General

-
TIM thinks it could be useful to liaise with SA5 at some point to indicate our understanding/open points. TIM indicates SA5 is expected to start a WI at the next plenary.

=>
Noted

R2-101145:
In which state MDT measurement is performed
Samsung
Disc

R2-101117:
Time stamp achievement and reporting in MDT
TD Tech
Disc

R2-101297:
Mechanisms for Delayed Reporting in Connected Mode
Vodafone
Disc

R2-101471:
MDT Measurement Configurations
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-101116:
Consideration on UE measurement log about random access failure in MDT TD Tech
Disc

R2-101161:
MDT Measurement in Idle Mode for a specific area
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Continuation up to next meeting:

=>
All agreements will be captured in the TS by NSN in R2-101800 v0.2.1
=>
Main open issues (inputs requested for next meeting) EMAIL DISC NSN


-  Logged MDT continuing in connected mode


-  Logged MDT configuration model
R2-101800:
Minimization of drive tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN; Overall description v0.2.1

=>
For immediate reporting definition, change “reporting event” to “reporting condition”

=>
With this one change the TS is agreed in R2-101891 v0.3.0
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101449
UE measurements
Telecom Italia
TP
37.cde

4.3.2
Machine type communications (SI: RP-090991)
(FS_NIMTC-RAN, leading WG: RAN2, started: Sep.09, target: June 10, SIDS: RP-090991)
=> Including outcome of [68b#17] UMTS/LTE: M2M characterisation [Huawei]

Report of email discussion [68b#17] M2M characterisation:
R2-101242:
"Report for email discussion [68b#17] UMTS/LTE: M2M characterization
" Huawei Report
related to email discussion [68b#17]
=>
Noted
Use case / Feature prioritisation:
R2-101249:
Scope of RAN's optimization for MTC
CMCC, CATR, CATT, Huawei, ZTE
Disc
-
NSN thinks the scope of the SI already indicates this.

-
Panasonic thinks we should really identify a use case that is identified that crucially benefits from this. Otherwise any proposal could be made.

-
DT thinks it does not matter so much how we name it “bottleneck”,…

-
NSN agrees we do not need to focus on bottlenecks, but we should ofcourse still proof significant gain.

-
Vdf thinks one of the main points is how to protect the network form MTC devices.

-
Panasonic thinks we could prioritise features, but even then we should still be show a clear problem in the current RAN before agreeing on any new functionality.

-
CMCC thinks it might be difficult to show a bottleneck. E.g. for metering if the data is uploaded hourly there is a problem, but not if the data is uploaded weekly. Also for alarms, if there are 10 sensors there might be no problem, but if there are 1000 sensors there might be a problem. But CMCC thinks e.g. optimizations for low mobility give signaling load gains and should thus be seriously considered.

=>
As the WID already indicates “minimizing changes”, new functionality can only be accepted if there is a clear problem/limitation shown with the current RAN and the new functionality brings significant gains.

R2-101327:
MTC use cases
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
LG wonders what the traffic characteristics would be of “Consumer electronics and devices”. LG does not see any MTC feature related to this use case. Ericsson agrees the traffic characteristics could cover a very wide area.

-
Samsung would like to see more detailed description of the use cases, e.g. for metering devices is it based on battery ?

-
Panasonic supports this proposal. Panasonic also see these 3 use cases as the main ones.

-
Vdf sees no need to focus on these use cases. E.g. CE is so wide that it means nothing. Vdf thinks we should look at features. Panasonci thinks if we focus on features, we run “ahead of the car”: we first have enhancements for features and then find out that there is no use case that significantly benefits from this.

-
CMCC thinks some additional use cases should be considered. 

-
NSN also thinks it is very strange to discuss enhancements without having a use case. You can in general propose any enhancement as part of TEI-10.

-
Vdf thinks a traffic model could be used irrespective of use cases; you would just agree on a range of traffic loads/types and simulate with that.

-
TIM thinks it might be good to start with some examples of use cases to analyse enhancements. However it area only examples and they do not exclude any other use cases. NSN agrees with this. NSN thinks it is sufficient for any enhancement to have one use case. NSN thinks there is no need for prioritization.
-
Huawei thinks this would be a good start.

=>
Agree to include these 3 use cases as examples in the TR

R2-101089:
Discussion on MTC features priorities
ZTE
Disc
-
QC wonders what “payment” mean ?  ZTE thinks it is related to payments based on 3GPP device.

-
CMCC thinks table 1 should be reviewed more carefully.

-
Panasonic thinks we should better avoid this list of features, because companies can always add new ones. Why have a super huge coverage of features listed now.

-
ALU wonders whether group based MTC features is not more NAS/higher layers. Also secure connection ALU assumes it is more outside AS.

-
Vdf would like to add “time control” in relation to protecting the network. Vdf would also like to add 

-
Panasonic has some interest in group based

-
DT thinks we should not forget the relation between use case and feature.

-
CMCC thinks infrequent mobile terminated should also be considered

-
LG thinks we should look at all features.

-
Ericsson thinks it is not so useful lot have a short list. We should proof benefits for a proposed enhancements for a certain use case

-
Huawei thinks it would be nice to have a short list.

-
Samsung thinks since we only have 2 meetings we need to make progress. Samsung thinks such a list is a starting point.

-
Ericsson wonders if we have such a list it will not limit our work to much.

-
NSN sees no need for a RAN2 list

=>
Working approach is that for any proposed enhancement significant gains should be shown for a certain use case.

R2-101295:
Issues with Use Case Approach for M2M
Vodafone
Disc
R2-101405:
Discussion on common and specific service requirements for MTC
Alcatel-lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent
Disc

R2-101467:
Machine-type communication use cases
Samsung
Disc

R2-101468:
Identification of possible problems in current RAN based on MTC use  cases
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Traffic modeling (offline ?)
Do we want to have traffic modeling approach ?

-
Samsung thinks given the time schedule working based on traffic modeling might not be possible.

-
Ericsson indicates that the WID even indicated the need for a traffic model, but maybe it could be somewhat higher level.

-
QC thinks it would be good to have some traffic model.

-
Vdf thinks that we should not rush this WID because of time limits. So if we need to base this work on traffic modeling, we should just do this work.

-
Eriscson thinks we do not need a full fledged traffic model; the main importance is the traffic parameters for a certain use case. So somebody can come with simulations based on any traffic model and then we asses whether this model is realitistic. Ericsson thinks there is no need for a generic traffic model. ALU/Panasonic agrees.

=>
Will not capture a generic “MTC traffic model”. Instead anybody bringing simulations should clearly indicate the assumed traffic model so that relation with expected reality can be determined.

R2-101090:
MTC Traffic modeling considerations
ZTE
Disc

R2-101184:
Traffic model for M2M services
Huawei
Disc

R2-101123:
Study on M2M traffic characteristics
ETRI
Disc

R2-101465:
MTC Device and Traffic Characteristics
Fujitsu
Disc
Enhancement proposals (no benefit analysis provided)

General

· Since none of these proposals shows any simulation or gains analysis, it seems a bit premature to discuss these papers.

· Huawei wonders e.g. for a proposal to reduce the paging area from TA to some cells, how much gain/analysis should be shown ? Ericsson thinks the gain should e.g. be reflected w.r.t. capacity gain in the cells where you not page.

R2-101328:
Evaluation of improvement proposals
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101296:
Limitation of RACH Resources for MTC Applications
Vodafone
Disc

R2-101061:
RAN enhancements for MTC
Huawei
Disc

R2-101406:
Discussion on MTC Idle states
Alcatel-lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent
Disc

R2-101112:
Consideration on paging for MTC devices
CATT
Disc

R2-101407:
Discussion on RACH design for MTC
Alcatel-lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-lucent
Disc

R2-101414:
Power Saving for MTC Devices
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Other:
R2-101113:
What is Low Mobility Feature?
CATT
Disc

R2-101251:
MTC Features RAN Enhancements and Related Procedures
CMCC
Disc
Continuation up to next meeting:

=>
Update of the TR37.868 can be provided in R2-101801

R2-101801:
Study on RAN Improvements for Machine-type Communications
-
TIM wonders if it would be better to have the use cases in an annex ?

-
Ericsson/Huawei would prefer to keep it like this.

=>
Agreed in R2-101892 v0.2.0
4.3.3
Other
No contributions.
5
LTE Release 8

(RAN2 WI: LTE-L23, REL-8, closed: Dec. 2008)
5.1
Stage-2 (36.300)

Also issues with joint relevance for Control Plane and User plane should be submitted under this agenda item.

R2-101316:
Clarification on DRX StartOffset for TDD
ASUSTeK, CATT CR
36.331
(0377)
- F
 REL-8
LTE-L23
-
DT wonders if this is essential for Rel-8 ?  Understanding is that the counting does not go wrong without this CR, but the only impact is that you cannot point to a special subframe.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be good to have this for Rel-8 and Rel-9.

-
CATT would prefer to have the Rel-8 CR and have consistent behaviour.

-
NSN is fine with Rel-8 and Rel-9 CR.

=> 
CR is agreed in R2-101803 CR0377
R2-101317:
Clarification on DRX StartOffset for TDD
ASUSTeK, CATT CR
36.331
(0378)
- A
 REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed in R2-101804 CR0378

R2-101552:
Correction to MTU endpoint
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
(0198)
- F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
DT wonders if it is essential for Rel-8 ? Ericsson thinks this inconsistency should not remain.

-
QC agrees the P-GW does the enforcement, but the current text only talks about configuration between MME and S-GW, and then maybe the current text is correct. Ericsson wonders where the configuration comes from ? QC agrees it will probably come from P-GW but that is not indicated in the current sentence

-
LG agrees this is not essential.

=>
Assume no CR is needed

R2-101553:
Correction to MTU endpoint
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
(0199)
- A REL-9 LTE-L23
=>
After offline discussion it seems a change would be good to have for Rel-9 and a CR is provided in R2-101860
R2-101860:
Correction to MTU endpoint
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
0199
- A REL-9 LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
5.2
eNB measurements (36.314)
No contributions.
5.3
MAC (36.321)
No contributions.
5.4
RLC (36.322)
No contributions.
5.5
PDCP (36.323)
No contributions.
5.6
UE capabilities (36.306)
No contributions.
5.7
Model of the physical layer (36.302)
R2-101476:
Correction to RSRP and RSRQ definition with Receiver Diversity to align with TS 36.214 Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.302
(0018)
-
F
REL-8
LTE-L23
-
Panasonic thinks instead of additions, it might be better to remove the concerning text and add reference to 36.214

-
DT agrees it is inconsistent but anyway persons should check the RAN1 specifications. So nothing really broken.

-
Panasonic would prefer to correct it. 

=>
Noted (will only have Rel-9 CR)

R2-101480:
Correction to RSRP and RSRQ definition with Receiver Diversity to align with TS 36.214 Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.302
(0019)
-
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
Should be updated: instead of adding clarifictoin, the concerning sentence for RSRP should be removed, and a reference to 36.214 should be added for both RSRP and RSRQ

=>
Test specification impact “N” should be ticked, and category should be updated

=>
Will see update in R2-101805

R2-101805:
Correction to RSRP and RSRQ definition with Receiver Diversity to align with TS 36.214 Research In Motion UK Limited
CR
36.302
0019
-
F
REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
CR number should be added to the coversheet
=> 
CR is agreed in R2-101857 CR0019 R1
R2-101034:
Correction of RSRP definition
Samsung
CR
36.302
(0016)
- F  REL-8 LTE-L23

R2-101035:
Correction of RSRP definition
Samsung
CR
36.302
(0017)
- A  REL-9 LTE-L23

5.8
RRC (36.331)
[CRs in principle agreed under this agenda item during RAN2#68b should again be submitted under this agenda item.]

In principle agreed CRs:
R2-100978:
Aligning the number of neighbor cells in SIB8 between Rel-8 and Rel-9
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson CR
36.331
0328
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-100979:
Aligning the number of neighbor cells in SIB8 between Rel-8 and Rel-9
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson CR
36.331
0329
-
A
REL-9
LTE-L23
=>  was not provided at RAN2 #68bis: finally CR not needed as cat.F CR aligns REL-8 with REL-9: withdrawn
R2-100980:
Clarification of CGI reporting
Panasonic
CR
36.331
0330
- F REL-8 LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-100981:
Clarification of CGI reporting
Panasonic
CR
36.331
0331
- A REL-9 LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
Other:
R2-101071:
Omitting the IE in AS-config
NEC
CR
36.331
(0355)
- F REL-8
LTE-L23
-
DT wonders why it is a “shall” requirements on an eNB ?

-
NSN thinks the text above second bullet already covers this.

-
Samsung thinks the CR is not correct because it only addresses 1 of the 3 cases. Sasmung also indicates this section is about the source.

=>
Noted
R2-101072:
Omitting the IE in AS-config
NEC
CR
36.331
(0356)
- A REL-9
LTE-L23
=>
Noted

R2-101073:
Measurement Result CDMA2000 Cell
NEC
CR
36.331
(0357)
- F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
ALU assumes we do not need this CR. If the UE rewords the “integer” to a value in the measurement domain, this CR is not needed. ALU checked with some CDMA2000 UE vendors and did not see a problem with the current text.

-
Samsung shares the view of ALU. Ericsson also shares this opinion.

=>
Updated after offline discussion in R2-101861

R2-101074:
Measurement Result CDMA2000 Cell
NEC
CR
36.331
(0358)
- A REL-9 LTE-L23
=>
Assume we will only note the CR’s unless companies come back with big support. Later came back.

R2-101861:
Measurement Result CDMA2000 Cell
NEC
CR
36.331
0357
- F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
NSN wonders if we really need to make the change as long as the eNB understands the intention. NEC thinks since this concerns IDLE mode, it would be good to clarify.

=>
CR is agreed
R2-101862:
Measurement Result CDMA2000 Cell
NEC
CR
36.331
0358
- A REL-9 LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101433:
RSRP and RSRQ based Thresholds Ericsson, STE CR 36.331 (0388) – F REL-8 LTE-L23
-
Samsung would prefer not to have the Rel-8 CR

-
Panasonic supports the CR to clarify that the RAN4 range is not applicable for threshold setting. Samsung thinks it is already clear for the reporting from RAN4 specifications. For the threshold it is already clear from 36.331.

-
Panasonic is fine with only have Rel-9, bit it would be good if RAN2 anyway confirms that the RAN4 range is not applicable for the threshold. Samsung thinks the title of the RAN4 table already indicates that this range is for measurement report.

-
Panasonic agrees that it is sufficiently clear, but RAN5 still needs to clarify.

-
LG thinks it would be good to clarify.

-
Ericsson is fine with only rel-9 CR

=>
Noted

R2-101444:
RSRP and RSRQ based Thresholds Ericsson, STE CR 36.331 (0390)- A REL-9 LTE-L23
-
Ericsson wonders if we should use the maguc sentence.

=>
Category should be updated, and magic sentence added

=>
CR is agreed with these change in R2-101806
5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)
No contributions.
6
LTE Release 9

6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)

(LCS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 08, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091389)
Treated in a separate ad hoc on Tuesday, see Annex A.
6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)

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

6.2.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100962:
SIM based access for Emergency calls in LTE
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
0189
- F REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100964:
Clarification on RRC connection re-establishment for emergency calls
HTC Corporation CR 36.304
0122
-
F

REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
=>
CR is agreed
6.2.1
Other

=> Including outcome of [68b#20] LTE: Rel-9 K_ASME mismatch [ALU]

Report of email discussion [68b#20] LTE: Rel-9 K_ASME mismatch:
R2-101377:
Report of email discussion on [68b#20] LTE: Rel-9 K_ASME mismatch  6.8.2.1
Alcatel-Lucent
Report
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
-
NSN would prefer not to have a solution with different eNB behaviour for cases1,2 and case 3.

-
ALU thinks the cleanest solution is optional 1 bit per PLMN. The solution 6 was only proposed as a compromise

-
ALU assumes that in solution 6 case b) , typically all PLMN’s would support emergency calls.

-
NSN still has some unclarity on case b) and how relevant it really is.

-
Chairman wonders if the 1 bit per PLMN is not the easiest solution. NEC thinks still with this solution in case b) the UE might have to do multiple tries. So why not go with solution 3b ?

-
DT wonders what the delay for trying on a second PLMN is ? Samsung agrees we should avoid optimization and have the UE try multiple times.

-
Nokia assumes that regardless of the solution, the UE will have to try multiple times. 

-
ALU assumes that with 1 bit per PLMN, the UE would always have to try only ones if the UE uses subscribed information. ALU thinks solution 3/3bis will impact SIMless users for a corner case (case b).

-
Huawei points out that their comments are not included. Huawei would prefer solution 1.

-
Huawei wonders in what case with multiple PLMN’s the UE would have to attempt multiple times. NSN points out the case of UE accessing with SIM but the network requiring USIM.

-
Motorola would prefer not to add any additional bits.

-
NEC clarifies that with solution 3bis CT1 should clarify that the UE checks the first or second PLMN, and maybe a subscribed PLMN.

After offline discussion:

-
It was proposed not to make any further changes to AS specifications.

	Agreements:

-
Will remove eNB selection

-
Will rely on UE attempting multiple times in the same cell in case of shared networks


-
On Thursday, ALU proposed based on offline discussion to have 1 bit per PLMN in SIB1. Samsung wonders why this is not suddenly needed ? DT has the same question. ALU understands that CT1 is reluctant to capture anything, then we have no solution in practice. DT thinks a requirement in CT1 is much easier than such a late ASN.1 change. Samsung agrees.

-
QC would be happy with 1 bit per PLMN

=>
Will sent LS to CT1/SA2 inform them about this decision and ask CT1 to capture the re-attempt behaviour 

=>
CR on 36.300 can be provided in R2-101807 CR0197

=>
Sent LS to CT1/SA2 can be provided in R2-101808

R2-101807:
Handling of Kasme mismatch for IMS Emergency calls

=>
CR is agreed
R2-101381:
Handling Kasme mismatch for IMS Emergency calls
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300 (0197) -
F  REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE

R2-101103:
Discussion on PLMN selection for emergency call
ZTE
Disc
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE  

R2-101450:
Helping the UE to select the correct PLMN supporting Emergency Call
NEC
Disc
REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
R2-101457:
Draft CR to 36.331 - Helping the UE to select the correct PLMN supporting Emergency Call
NEC CR 36.331 (0394)
- F REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
=>
All noted because covered previous discussion
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101460
Draft CR to 36.304 - Helping the UE to select the correct PLMN supporting Emergency Call
NEC CR 36.304 (0128)
- F  REL-9
IMS_EMER_LTE
=> Withdrawn
6.3
MBMS over LTE (RP-091457)

(MBMS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09; target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091457)

6.3.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100956:
Correction regarding support of multiple MBSFN areas
Samsung
CR
36.300
0183 -
F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100957:
Correction to MBMS terminology
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
0184
-
F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
Huawei points out that in 15.6 there is still an MSAP occasions

-
Huawei was wondering whether a CR to 25.446 was planned (RAN3 sync protocol). There seems to be no CR for this meeting. Huawei would prefer to have it done at this meeting cycle.

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in R2-101809 CR0184 R1

R2-100958:
Corrections on eNB muting MBSFN transmission
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, ZTE
CR
36.300
0185
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100959:
Corrections to TS 36.300 on MBMS Huawei
CR
36.300
0186
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100967:
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Addition of missing abbreviations related with MBMS
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.304
0125
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100975:
Correction to MBMS scheduling terminology
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.321
0414 -
F  REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100976:
Corrections to TS 36.321 on MBMS
Huawei
CR
36.321
0415
-
F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
-
NSN wonders if there are changes on changes in the last table ?

=>
CR is agreed

R2-100977:
Correction to RLC entity
ASUSTeK
CR
36.322
0089
- F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed


R2-100982:
Clarification on MCCH change notification
CMCC
CR
36.331
0332
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100988:
Correction to MBMS scheduling terminology
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.331
0338 -
F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100992:
CR to 36.331 on corrections for MBMS
ASUSTeK CR 36.331
0342 - F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100997:
Missing agreement in MCCH change notification.
ZTE CR 36.331
0347 -
F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed
R2-100998:
Position of MCCH notifications
Huawei
CR
36.331
0348
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
-
Huawei points out that due to the ASN.1 this CR has been upgraded compared to in principle agreed CR. 

=>
MaxSessionperPMCH and MaxSessionperPMCH-1 changes needs be to be removed since already covered by ASN.1 review 

=>
With these changes, the CR is agreed in R2-101810 CR0348 R1
R2-101001:
Specifying the exact mapping of notificationIndicator in SIB13 to PDCCH bits Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331
0351
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed
6.3.1
Stage-2

R2-101106:
Corrections to TS36.300 on MBMS
ZTE, CMCC,Ericsson, ST-Ericsson CR 36.300 (0192) -
F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
Motorola wonders about the change to 15.7.1.2: it might be better to remove step 5 because there is no message going to the UE, and merge the text from bullet 5 with bullet 6 ? Samsung thinks such a bigger change is not really needed. LG thinks it is better to keep the current bullet split.

-
ALU wonders if changes 2 and 3 are really needed ?

=>
CR is agreed in R2-101811 CR0192 - 

R2-101244:
Corrections on MCCH change notification
CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, Huawei, ZTE
CR
36.300
(0193)
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
Samsung wonders how far we should align stage2 and stage-3 ? Samsung assumes added text is not completely correct since it seems to imply that you always only monitor one subframe if the notification is sent which is not correct.

=>
Noted (no support)
6.3.2
Control Plane

R2-101107:
Correction to the value of maxSessionPerPMCH
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0359)
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
Noted (already covered by ASN.1 review)

R2-101108:
Clarification on the MCCH change notification
ZTE
CR
36.331
(0360)
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
-
Hitachi wonders if changes 1&2 are really needed ?

-
ZTE thinks the changes make the spec more clear.

Change 1

=>
First change is not really needed (RRC only has to indicate that the network generates)

Change 2:

-
NSN is fine. Huawei thinks this is not really needed. Motorola also thinks this is not needed; text is sufficiently clear.

Change 3

-
NSN wonders if this is really needed ? Existing text seems sufficiently clear.

=>
Noted (no CR considered necessary)

R2-101180:
Small clarifications regarding MBMS Samsung CR
36.331
(0362)
- F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders if the handling should not be the same as a UE entering a new MBSFN area and thus the behaviour is similar to 5.8.2.3 ? Ericsson is fine with the not also

- 
Huawei was wondering whether the first sentence alone is not sufficient ? Samsung thinks then it is not clear whether also an MCCH notification has to be provided in this case.

-
CMCC thinks the note is not needed since it is an implementation issue 

-
Samsung points out that it should be clear whether we have one notification cycle (only BCCH) or two notification (BCCH and MCCH) cycles for this case.

-
Huawei wonders what happens if both BCCH and MCCH are changed w.r.t. an existing MCCH ? Huawei assumes you can notify in parallel and they would both change at the same boundary. Samsung agrees with this, but this document wants to clarify the MCCH addition case.
=>
Will add first proposed “NOTE 1”

Proposal 2:

=>
Ericsson proposes to replace a “,” with “and”

=>
Agreed with this change

Proposal 3:

-
NSN indicates that the discussion text proposes this to be informative, but the text is now mandatory. Will this cause confusion to RAN5 ? Samsung thinks it would be difficult to specify it in a completely different manner. NSN now notices that there is a “may” in the initiation section, so maybe that is ok

-
Ericsson wonders if we need to do the same for MCCH reception ? Samsung points out we have no establishment/release for MCCH. Ericsson thinks this new text is not really necessary.

-
LG thinks it would be good to have such text.

=>
Agree that it is useful to have some description, but maybe some reductions are possible

=>
Will see update in R2-101815 CR0362 –

R2-101815:
Small clarifications regarding MBMS Samsung CR
36.331
(0362)
- F REL-9
MBMS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101246:
Clarification on UE's behavior of receiving MBMS service
CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, ZTE
CR
36.331
(0370)
- F  REL-9 MBMS_LTE
-
LG thinks the current text is already clear on this. DT thinks it would be good to make this more explicit.

=>
Will have a CR to clarify that it is up to UE implementation to support reception of more than 1 MTCH. Can work offline on the detailed wording

=>
Will see update in R2-101816 CR0370 –
R2-101816:
Clarification on UE's behavior of receiving MBMS service
CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, ZTE
CR
36.331
0370
- F  REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=> 
Should change “on more than one MBSFN” to “on more than one MBSFN area”

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in R2-101858 CR0370 R1
R2-101253:
MBMS Service ID and Session ID
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331 (0371)
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
Second change

- 
Ericsson wonders if we should have a field description for the TMGI ? Samsung thinks there is no need for a field description if there is no need to specify something. Ericsson wonders if it is sufficiently clear what index/explicit means ? Samsung points out there is a field description for the PLMN index

Third change

=>
NSN points out that the 3rd change is already covered by in principle agreed CR’s so should be removed.

=>
CR is agreed with removal of the 3rd change in R2-101817 CR0371 -
R2-101243:
Correction on session ID
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0369)
- F REL-9 MBMS_LTE
=>
Noted (already covered)
R2-101255:
Inclusion of non-MBSFN region length in SIB13
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
36.331
(0372)
-
C

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
NSN points out that they have a discussion paper in RAN1.

=>
Updated in R2-101854
R2-101854:
Inclusion of non-MBSFN region length in SIB13
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
36.331
0372
-
C

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
Orange supports the proposal

-
Field description should be updated to “Indicates how many symbols from the beginning of the subframe constitute the non-MBSFN region. This value applies in all subframes of the MBSFN area used for PMCH transmissions as indicated in the MSI”

=>
Agreed with this change in R2-101898 CR0372 R1
R2-101520:
Upper layer aspect of MBSFN area id
Qualcomm Incorporated
 Disc REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
So the issue that QC brings is that now upper layers (RRC) bring new requirements on the usage of the MBSFN area id; i.e. cannot re-use the same MBSFN area id in neighbouring cells for different MBSFN areas.

-
NSN thinks the UE is able to determine MBSFN area continuation by looking at the MBSFN area id and same location of MCCH.

-
Samsung had the understanding that continuation of MBSFN area is purely based on MBSFN area id. QC thinks it might be good to clarify this.

-
LG thinks the solution does not work if we allow different MCCH’s with the same MBSFN area id.

-
CATT agrees with NSN.Huawei thinks since we have increased the size of the MBSFN area id, it is fine to state that you cannot re-use in neighbourig cells.

-
Samsung wonders whether this should not be clarified in stage-2 rather than 36.331. Huawei would prefer 36.331

-
Samsung thinks if it is 36.331, it should purely describe UE behaviour.

=>
MBSFN area is identified purely by MBSFN area id

=>
Will see small CR for 36.331 in R2-101818 CR0404 to clarify this issue

R2-101818:
Definition of MBSFN area ID CR0404

=>
CR is agreed
6.3.3
User Plane

R2-101318:
Error handling for MBMS PDU
ASUSTeK
Disc
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
Proposal 1:

=>
Motorola wonders what is meant by “M-RNTI” ? Asustek clarifies if you receive a PDU on MCH. Some reformulation is needed.

-
Samsung wonders if it would not be better to have this error handling described in one place in the spec ?

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if later these reserved values is used ? You cannot multiplex with other MTCH’s ? Ericsson wonders if it is not sufficient to only ignore the MAC subheader and the corresponding MAC SDU ? Asustek thinks that since the UE is not aware of any format, the only thing we can do is discard the whole PDU

-
Samsung agrees that we could ignore only the corresponding part.

-
Will specify that this reserved MAC LCID header shall have a length field and the UE should only discard the corresponding the corresponding MAC SDU.

=>
Should only “ignore” the corresponding MAC SDU. Can work offline on how to best capture

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung would prefer 2a. NSN also agrees.

-
Ericsson thinks if we want a new “stop MTCH length”, we could define a new MAC CE

-
Motorola prefers 2a.

=>
Go for option 2a

Proposal 3:

-
NSN thinks with option 3a it would put restrictions on where this stop-MTCH can be placed (since we stagger the MTCH’s). So NSN would prefer option 3b

-
ZTE prefers 3b.

=>
NSN thinks we don’t have to say “no MSI is received for this MTCH”, because we could include the same LCID twice.

=>
Go for option 3b

General

-
Samsung thinks it could be good to group all this behaviour in one section.

-
LG wonders if a CR is needed at all or whether generic behaviour is not sufficient (i.e. same as RACH response). NSN indicates that e.g. for backoff parameter specific behaviour is indicated.

=>
Will see CR update based on offline discussion on detailed wording in R2-101819 CR0421

R2-101819:
Error handling for MBMS PDU
ASUSTeK
CR0421
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
LG thinks the change to 5.12 is not needed. Samsung agrees.

=>
Change in 5.12 should not be made

-
Change to 5.11: Ericsson wonders whether it is clear that this sentence is also supposed to address MSI ? So also at deeper levels of the PDU rather than only the PDU level ? Huawei thinks that “corresponding part” could be a MAC SDU or a MAC CE.

=>
Can think of the sentence in 5.11 should be further clarified to also be applicable at “lower level”.

-
Asustek thinks this was agreed. It enables a UE to skip a future MAC CE which would use the reserved value. Huawei thinks it would be good to have.

=>
Can discuss offline

=>
Can see update in R2-101868

R2-101868:
Error handling for MBMS PDU
ASUSTeK
CR0421 R1
REL-9
MBMS_LTE
-
Ericsson is still considering to come with further clarifications in coming meetings.
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101256:
Handling of reserved values in PDUs received on MCH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.321
(0418)
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

R2-101521:
Error Handling in MBMS
Motorola
CR
36.321
(0420)
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101367
Handling of RA procedure during RN operation 
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-9
MBMS-LTE
withdrawn

6.4
Home-eNB enhancements (RP-091392)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091392)

Covering LTE specific stage-2 aspects and LTE stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.1

6.4.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100984:
Clarification on proximity indication configuraiton in handover to E-UTRA
HTC Corporation CR 36.331
0334 - F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100990:
CR 36.331 R9 for Unifying SI reading for ANR and inbound mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
0340
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100993:
CR to 36.331 on CSG identity reporting
NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331
0343
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
revised in R2-101531
R2-101531:
CR to 36.331 on CSG identity reporting
NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR 36.331
0343
1
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
NTT DCM clarifies that some reshuffling is done w.r.t. in principle agreed CR

=>
CR is agreed

R2-100999:
Prohibit timer for proximity indication
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
0349
-
F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
Need to see update to capture the final value of the timer

=>
Will see update in R2-101820 CR 0349 R1

R2-101820:
Prohibit timer for proximity indication
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
0349
R1
F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
DT still wonders why we have the 5s ? NTT DCM thinks 5s value is large enough to protect networks. DT thinks triggering every 5s is way to high. On the otherhand 5s might lead to a call drop. Nokia thinks 5s timer is nice because UE does basically almost not need to take it into account. However it is true that it does not save too much resources.

-
Vfd is ok with this value.

-
DT thinks it would be ok without timer. NTT DCM would prefer not to reopen the previous discussion. NTT DCM thinks this timer ensures that the UE only sends an indication when it is sufficiently confident when it sends an entry/leaving indication. So the UE will have to apply some filtering for certainty. Nokia would assume that UE will anyway not sent these indications when it is not confident because it is burning power to do this. NTT DCM would like to see the timer in order to ensure sufficient confidence. LG thinks we should go for network configuration. DT thinks it is enough with just enabling/disabling the indication.

-
NTT DCM thinks when entering home, typically walking speed should be considered.

=>
Indicated timer value should be indicated in brackets

=>
With this change the CR is agreed in R2-101899 CR0349 R2
R2-101000:
Proximity Indication after handover and re-establishment
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
0350 -
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
Revised in R2-101585 (due to ASN.1 review)
R2-101585:
Proximity Indication after handover and re-establishment
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
0350 1
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
CR is agreed

6.4.1
Other

R2-101182:
Extending mobility description to cover inbound mobility
Samsung CR 36.331 (0364)
- F REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
QC wonders if it would be good to add a reference to 36.300 here, and shorten the text a bit ?  Nokia is fine with the current text. Samsung points out that normally we do not reference to stage-2 exept that it is included in the references.

=>
“EUTRAN” should be “E-UTRAN” 

=>
With this small change the CR is agreed in R2-101821 CR0364 - 

R2-101451:
Proximity report retransmission
Samsung
Disc
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101452:
Proximity report retransmission at handover
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0393)
- C REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101044:
Clarification on proximity indication in RRC connection re-establishment
HTC Corporation Disc REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

R2-101045:
Clarification on proximity indication in RRC connection re-establishment
HTC Corporation CR 36.331
(0354)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
Noted; should see update based on Monday discussion in R2-101607
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101395
Clarification on prohibit timer for proximity indication
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
(0384)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2

6.5
Public Warning System (PWS) (RP-090649)
(PWS-RAN, leading WG: RAN2, started: June 09, closed: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090649)
No contibutions.
6.6
Vocoder Adaptation (RP-090978)
(LTEimp-Vocoder, leading WG: RAN2, started: June 09, closed: Sep. 09, WIDS: RP-090978)
No contibutions.
6.7
Network-Based Positioning Support in LTE (RP-090354)
(LCS_LTE-NBPS, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-090354)

No contibutions.
6.8
TEI9

Note:
Better use "TEI9, LTE-L23" as WI code instead of "TEI9" alone for REL-9 enhancement CRs of LTE-
L23. Otherwise UTRA and LTE CRs are difficult to distinguish.

Note that the Technical Enhancements WI is only intended for small enhancements. Larger changes/enhancements should have a WI of their own

6.8.1
Common UP/CP issues

6.8.1.0
In principle agreed CR’s

R2-100961:
Remove FFSs from RAN2 specifications
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.300
0188
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100973:
Introduction of power-limited device indication in UE capability.
Vodafone, Deutsche Telekom CR
36.306
0025
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=> 
CR is agreed

R2-100974:
UE capability for enhanced 1xRTT CS fallback
Huawei
CR
36.306
0026
- F REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
6.8.1.1
Other

=> Including outcome of [68b#21] LTE: 36.331 CR for “full configuration” [ALU]

Report of email discussion [68b#21]: Full configuration

R2-101376:
Report of Email discussion on [68b#21] LTE: 36.331 CR for “Full configuration” Alcatel-Lucent Report
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Discussion points 15 and 16 based on this contribution:

Point 15: Need for Rel-8 CR

-
NSN thinks it would be good to have a Rel-8 CR, so that a Rel-8 eNB can use the same mechanism.

-
Chairman wonders whether an eNB needs to support a full ASN.1 of a release if he supports part of that ASN.1 release ? Samsung assumes so. However the eNB only has to support the transfer syntax, not the functionality. So in practice it would not imply much.

-
NSN would like to have a Rel-8 CR more from a principle point of view to have a solution for the Rel-8 eNB.

-
QC thinks nothing is broken either way, and companies in favour of Rel-8 seem to have stronger opinion. So QC is in principle fine to accept.

-
ALU thinks in the syntax we would clarify that this bit can anyway never be set towards a Rel-8 UE.

-
NTT DCM sees no need for a Rel-8 CR. The eNB needs to implement that feature and it does not matter if that feature is capture in a Rel-8 or Rel-9 spec. We should keep in mind that the RRC spec is primarily written for the UE.

-
Motorola also has a small preference to have a Rel-8 CR. 

-
ZTE would prefer only to have it in Rel-9. QC also prefers only Rel-9.

=>
Will not have a Rel-8 CR

Point 16:

=>
We agree that there no specific forwarding behaviour for the source, and the target has to take necessary action.

=>
Noted the other points 
R2-101378:
Stage 2 update for Full Configuration Handover for handling earlier eNB releases
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
(0196)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
ZTE wonders about the uplink behaviour ? ALU sees no problem: either the source discards, or when forwarded, the target should pass these PDU’s on to CN first.

=>
It might be good to check if for uplink any text should be updated to clarify there is no retransmission in the target.

=>
Vdf has some editorial comments.

-
NTT DCM wonders why we are expecting an RLC mode change. ALU thinks if the target does not understand anything of the AS-config, the target may decide on another RLC mode for a certain QCI (especiall in multi-vendro)

=>
Will see update in R2-101838 CR0196 => Updated to R2-101880 before presentation
R2-101880:
Stage 2 update for Full Configuration Handover for handling earlier eNB releases
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.300
0196
R1
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101380:
Further discussion on Critical extension of AS-Config for Full Configuration
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson assumes that typically when we would have a critical extension of the radio resource configuration, we would also have a critical extension of the handover preparation info. ALU agrees this is a specific case. ALU assume that in the future we could still introduce a critical extension.

-
Ericsson wonders if with this CR the source needs to know the released of the target. ALU assumes that if you would include a critical extension, you would still need to know the target release.

-
Ericsson thinks it would be better to look at the case of how to handle the critical extension. I.e. source knows release of the target and sends the critical extended message related to that release. ALU assumes that even if the source knows that the target is an earlier release, still the source cannot provide a configuration in accordance with the previous release (source would have to do translation).

-
Samsung thinks an alternative for a critically extended radio resource configuration would be to have the current AS-config absent, and have an NCE with the new AS config. ALU indicates they had this approach in mind.

=>
Proposal 1 is agreed

Proposal 2:

-
Chairman thinks alternative would be to have the re-establishment fail. ALU wonders why we would do that.

-
QC supports this proposal in order to maximize success rate

-
Ericsson wonders what the hurry is to introduce this now since we do not yet have a critically extended AS configuration yet. 

-
After offline discussion it was agreed to include the algorithms separately and the C-RNTI.

=>
Agreed

R2-101379:
Introduction of Full Configuration Handover for handling earlier eNB releases
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0383)
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
ALU has already received many small comments offline, however fundamental proposal has not changed.

=>
ALU received many comments on the conditions

=>
ALU also indicates that handover failure is not correctly handled because if you comeback you have to retain the current configuration

=>
Should the new section be split in two: one for handover and one for re-establishment

-
QC thinks there is quite many changes now to the UE and as a result we might need to have support for this functionality to be optional.

-
NSN agrees this functionality should not be optional

-
Huawei wonders if the change to 5.3.10.3 is correct ?

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-101839 CR0383 –

R2-101839:
Introduction of Full Configuration Handover for handling earlier eNB releases
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
0383
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Will go for email approval up to Thursday next week [EMAIL DISC ALU]
=>
Final version can be provided in R2-101883 CR0383 R1

R2-101429:
Rel-8 CR for Full Configuration
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
(0387)
- F REL-8
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Noted (no longer necessary to discuss)
6.8.2
Control plane related

6.8.2.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100965:
Correction on reselection from non-CSG cell to CSG inter-RAT cell
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.304
0123
-
F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=> revised in R2-101583 as multiple versions exist
R2-101583:
Correction on reselection from non-CSG cell to CSG inter-RAT cell
LG Electronics Inc.
CR 36.304
0123
1
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100966:
Miscellaneous correction on 36.304
Huawei
CR
36.304
0124
-
D REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
-
 NTT DCM points out that the changes in 5.2.3.2 and 5.2.4.2. are in conflict with the cell reselection enhancement CR’s
=>
Agreed with removal of the changes in 5.2.3.2 and 5.2.4.2 in R2-101829 CR0124 R1

R2-100983:
Clarification on measurement for serving cell only
Huawei
CR
36.331
0333
- F REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100985:
Clarification on radio resource configuration in handover to E-UTRA procedure
ASUSTeK CR 36.331
0335
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100986:
Clarification on UE maximum transmission power
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331
0336
- F  REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100987:
Correction to field descriptions of UE-EUTRA-Capability
HTC Corporation
CR 36.331 0337
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100989:
Corrections to SIB8
Motorola
CR
36.331
0339
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100991:
CR to 36.331 for 1xRTT pre-registration information in SIB8
KDDI, NEC, Hitachi, Motorola, Kyocera
CR
36.331
0341
-
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
KDDI thinks some changes are needed as part of comments received during the ASN.1 review. I.e. square brackets need to be used


=>
Will see update in R2-101822 CR0341 R1

R2-101822:
CR to 36.331 for 1xRTT pre-registration information in SIB8
KDDI, NEC, Hitachi, Motorola, Kyocera
CR
36.331
0341
R1
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-100996:
Introduction of power-limited device indication in UE capability.
Vodafone, Deutsche Telekom CR
36.331
0346
-
B

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed

R2-100995:
CR to 36.331 on Service Specific Acces Control (SSAC)
NTT DOCOMO
CR
36.331
0345 -
B REL-9
SSAC
=> revised in R2-101532

R2-101532:
CR to 36.331 on Service Specific Acces Control (SSAC)
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR 36.331 0345
1
B

REL-9
SSAC
-
NTT DCM clarifies some corrections have been made to ASN.1

=>
CR is agreed
6.8.2.1 Other

ASN1 review outcome (rapporteur)
R2-101358:
REL-9 PDU specification - Review issue list, Phase 1
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report 36.331 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Main change compare to previous  version is that for all remaining issues a related Tdoc is indicated. Samsung assumes no urgent issues are remaining the first review.

=>
Noted

R2-101359:
REL-9 PDU specification - Review issue list, Phase 2
Rapporteur (Samsung)
Report 36.331 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Most identified issues are handled in the next 2 documents

-
One real ASN.1 backward incompatible problem was found by OSS in the network interface

-
Samsung brings up the issue of late changes: question is whether we need to do something for this, e.g. do we need to introduce “VLEC” ? Samsung clarifies that in case of extension markers we might have rel-8 extensions after rel-9 extensions. For NCE’s, maybe a VLE could be usefull.

After offline discussion on the need for late extensions, it seems there is some interest on this. Related contribution was prepared in R2-101853

R2-101853: 
Introducing provisions for late corrections
=>
EMAIL DISC up to Thursday to try to see if mechanisms should be introduce to enable late Rel-8 corrections. [EMAIL DISC Samsung]
R2-101360:
Miscellaneous corrections from REL-9 ASN.1 review
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR 36.331 (0379)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN wonders if the “TM8” condition for AntennaInfoDedicated is really clear ? Samsung points out that we have agreed that conditions on IE’s in the same message should be reflected in the condition, other conditions e.g. in the field description or procedure text. Nokia assumes that with this understanding, maybe the cell reselection enhancement CR’s need to be updated.

-
NSN wonders about the codebookSubsetRestriction-v9x: if a message removes the PMI/RI reporting, is this additional configuration also automatically removed ? Samsung assumes that anyway even if we add something in the condition it would not really be clearer. NSN wonders what “applicable” means ? I.e when the field is no longer applicable, is the configuration removed ?

-
Motorola wonders what happens if something in this CR conflicts with an in principle argeed CR ? Samsung thinks this should not happen. Samsung is aware of some potential issues with SIB8. 

=>
Will see update in R2-101825 CR0379 - also including agreements from R2-101422

R2-101825:
Miscellaneous corrections from REL-9 ASN.1 review
Rapporteur (Samsung)
CR 36.331 0379
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Interested companies can work together with the rapporteur to check whether after implementation of all CR’s correct ASN.1 comes out.

=>
Extensions will be change from to 920 by MCC

=>
Approval by email discussion up to Thursday [EMAIL DISC]
R2-101422:
Specific corrections from REL-9 ASN.1 review
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0386)
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders if the behaviour is really sufficiently clear with this one remaining sentence and removal of 5.3.5.7 ? Samsung points out that we have similar handling for other functionality.

-
Ericsson wonders if there are any changes to the ASN.1 for the proximity ? Samsung indicates no changes.

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung clarifies that the change concerns 5.3.10.6, removal of 2 sentences.

=>
Agree to remove the 2 sentences in 5.3.10.6

Proposal 3:

-
Samsung clarifies that the changes need to be done for all 4 indicated IE’s

=>
Proposal is agreed for the 4 concerning IE’s

Proposal 4:

-
Samsung points out that a related change is required for MAC if we agree to this renaming

-
NTT DCM wonders whether the same change should also be made for ReportproximityEnabledUTRA should be renamed to ReportproximityUTRA

-
Chairman wonders for which parameters this would be changed ? Samsung clarifies that it would concern all the IE’s where we previous added the “setup” to the name.

-
Ericsson wonders why we need a MAC CR is we remove “setup”. Is the name not the same as in MAC ? Samsung clarifies that there is still a conflict with ASN.1 naming convention, and also MAC currently refers to values (rapporteur prefers to stick to “in accordance with upper layer configuration” in MAC).

-
QC thinks there is some value to have the name reflect that the parameter is a boolean (Iike with “enabled” or “setup”)

-
Samsung clarifies they are also proposing this because it is a bit strange to release a field with name “setup”.

=>
We agree to the principle

Other 1

-
Rapporteur points out that the CR has 2 more changes:


1) MessageContainerHRPD ( multiple change)

 
2) Changes in 10.3

-
Huawei wonders why the changes in the AS-Config were made ? Samsung clarifies that since there is currently no encapsulation for the SIB1, extension to SIB1 would result in a backward incompatible change to the AS-Config.

=>
Motorola points out that the addition of “one or more” cells for the messagecontainerHRPD is covered by separate CR. So can be removed from the ASN.1 outcome.

=>
Agree to include the changes from 10.3 in the update of R2-101360

Other 2

-
QC wonders about the changes in 5.2.2.19 ? QC would prefer to have the network behaviour captured somewhere since it is still related to UE requirements. In the ASN.1 it was discussed to either remove this sentence, or have a real constraint on EUTRAN. QC thinks that with this sentence, it would be quite sufficient for a UE to only support 1 reception in parallel.

=>
Can agree to remove the sentence and see if other clarification should be added somewhere else with separate CR.

=>
All agreed changes will be included in the update of R2-101360

Will see MAC CR related to renaming in R2-101826 CR0422

R2-101826:
Change to keep MAC aligned with proposed changes of RRC field names & values CR0422

=>
CR is agreed

R2-101859:
Avoiding interleaving transmission of CMAS notifications 36.331 CR0406

=>
CR is agreed
Corrections: non-CDMA

R2-101026:
Corrections out of ASN.1 review scope
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0352)
-
F  REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Huawei pointed out that comment was received to not talk about “IE” or “field”
=>
Will see updated CR in R2-101827 CR0352 -
R2-101827:
Corrections out of ASN.1 review scope
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0352)
-
F  REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101037:
Clarification of system information change
Samsung
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NTT DCM is fine with the proposal but would like to understand whether “MIB change on the fly” was considered in Rel-8 ?  Samsug points out that the MIB mainly concerns DL BW and PHICH configuration. Samsung does not expect the BW to be changed on the fly, but PHICH configuration might happen more frequently. Samsung thinks that SI change based on paging message seems clearly to handle the MIB change.

-
LG agrees that whenever the UE checks the value tag it should always read the MIB first.

-
Nokia assumes that when you change the PHICH on the fly, there will be problems in receiving SIB1 if you do not take the change into account. So it seems obvious the MIB has to be read, but a UE could do it when it fails to read SIB1.

-
Huawei supports the proposal. 

-
CMCC supports the intention of the proposal. CMCC thinks even BW change could happen.

-
Panasonic agrees with the intention but think it can be left to UE implementation

-
Samsung thinks if we leave to UE implementation, a UE working with paging will work better than a UE periodically checking the value tag.

-
Motorola thinks this can be left to UE implementation

-
Nokia points out that there are UE power benefits if he does not check the MIB everytime, and optimizing for the UE power consumption might be better than optimizing for this rare case of changing MIB. Huawei thinks this is only 2 subframes.

-
NSN wonders if we did not check this before and decided not to support this. Chairman points out that the previous discussion was on number of antennas.

After offline discussion:

-
Multiple UE implementation have been identified for the value tag check; e.g only read the MIB if SIB1 reading fails. Some companies still have concern about indicating anything in the spec. 

-
Huawei thinks it would be good to have a clear understanding of what the specification allows to change.

After offline discussion, a modified CR was provided in R2-101855
R2-101038:
CR on clarification of system information change
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0353)
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Update in R2-101855
R2-101855:
CR on clarification of system information change
Samsung
CR
36.331
0353
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101181:
Introduction of REL-9 indication within field accessStratumRelease
 Samsung CR 36.331 (0363) - F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
HTC wonders if a Rel-8 eNB would understand this ? Rel-8 eNB will just ignore the value. Note that this is the same mechanism as in UMTS.

=>
LG points out that the field description needs to be corrected

=>
HTm indicates the coversheet needs to be completed “clauses effected”, “date”,….

=>
Will see small update in R2-101828 CR0363 –

R2-101828:
Introduction of REL-9 indication within field accessStratumRelease
 Samsung CR 36.331 (0363) - F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101185:
Clarification on DRB(s) addtion and modification
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331(0366) -
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
ALU thinks we do not do DRB addition at handover

-
Chairman assumes that inter-eNB mobility cannot be combined with DRB addition (nothing in the forward container to trigger DRB addition). So chairman assumes if we have DRB addition, it can only be intra-eNB case.

-
After offline discussion it was clear that DRB addition for a new EPS bearer is not possible in combination with inclusion of Mobility Control Info

=>
Noted

R2-101192:
Handling of dedicated RLF timers
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0368)
-
F
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Proposal 1:

=>
Agreed

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia is not completely happy about the name “otherConfig”.  Samsung indicates that we have different sections of IE’s in the ASN.1, and there we already have e.g.security configuration but also “other configuration”.  So the new group concerns IE’s from that group.

-
NSN was quite happy with the configuration in the radioresourceconfigdedicated

-
LG wonders if otherConfig would handle both parameters that are can be handled both by dedicated and common signaling ? Samsung clarifies that the otherConfig was only made to collect the IE’s from section 6.3.6. Samsung has no strong opinion on keeping these timers in the radioresourcededicated. So we could also move these timers to the radio resource section

=>
Move the rlfTimerandConstants to the radio resourceconfig IE section, and not change the inclusion in the radioresourceconfigdedicated.

Other:

-
ZTE wonders what the cellspecific default value is ? Samsung indicates we have specified default value in RRC. Can thnk about this wording offline

-
Huawei wonders if there is any change in 5.3.10.7 ? Samsung clarifies no.

=>
Will see updated CR in R2-101830 CR0368 –

R2-101830:
Handling of dedicated RLF timers
Samsung
CR
36.331
0368
-
F
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is ageed
R2-101361:
Summary and review of REL-9 extensions
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0380)
-
F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Proposal 1:

=>
No comments

Proposal 2:

-
Question is whether it is worthwhile to regroup the extensions done under the radioresourceConfigDedicated ?

-
Samsung points out that the multiple overhead only exists if multiple extensions are used at the same time, e.g. multiple aspects are configured at a handover to an eNB of a later release.

-
Ericsson assumes the gain would be quite limited.

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if we later have critically extended message.

-
ALU wonders what the extensions are currently  ? Samsung indicated: RLFTimerconstants, srmask, srprohibit (in MacMain), antennaInfodedicated and CQI-reportconfig.

-
NSN thinks current location is good for readability.

=>
No support for any change now; discussion may continue offline.

=>
Noted

R2-101362:
Need codes and missing conventions
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0381)
-
F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson thinks the text in 6.1 could be clarified. Ericsson assumes we  have no need code on mandatory IE’s. Samsung thinks we do have this case if the level above can be absent.

=>
Agree on the intention to capture the mandatory UE behaviour, but allow offline discussion on the detailed text

Proposal 2:

=>
Agree to proposal 2 and concerning changes

=>
Will see update of the CR in R2-101831 CR0381 –
R2-101831:
Need codes and missing conventions
Samsung
CR
36.331
0381
-
F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101396:
Clarification to SFN reference in RRC
Qualcomm Incorporated Disc REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
-
QC points out that section 3 is not correct

-
ZTE wonders whether for TDD the SFN should be aligned between all cells ? QC assumes that question is not directly related to this CR, but QC does agree

-
ALU wonders why is it relevant to mention this in RAN2 specifications, i.e. why does the UE need to know. QC thinks the only place where the full SFN is described in the MIB. ALU thinks it is enough to have it available in the RAN3 specification. Nokia agrees with ALU.

R2-101397:
Clarification to SFN reference in RRC
Qualcomm Incorporated
 CR 36.331
(0385)
-D REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Last sentence should not be included; also related coversheet updates

=>
Will see update of the CR in R2-101832 CR0385 – 

R2-101832:
Clarification to SFN reference in RRC
Qualcomm Incorporated
 CR 36.331
0385
-D REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
Corrections: CDMA

R2-101183:
Clarification regarding enhanced CSFB to 1XRTT
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0365)
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
General
-
Samsung clarified that in the table, in case of “failure” a failure message is returned to the UE, and in case of “none” nothing is returned.

-
Motorola agrees with the contents of the table. However Motorola was assuming that for all the cases with the 2 options, mobility from with purpose eCSFB is always used.

-
NSN thinks that initially the intention was to separate eCSFB from handover, but later handover to HRPD was added.

-
Kyocera thinks that the stage-2 is clear that in all 3 cases the eCSFB purpose needs to be used.

-
Chairman wonders when the UE knows it is going to perform a eCSFB. Motorola clarifies it is when the UE receives the CDMA2000preparation information and knows it is triggering a handover to 1xRTT.

-
QC assumes the preparation message and handover messages are stateless/independent. So QC assumes both options would be fine for all 3 cases.

-
Samsung thinks in principle we should never have introduced this purpose eCSFB.  It should just have been handover. Anyway to late now.

-
QC is fine to restrict the network freedom.

-
KDDI would like some more time to think about this.

=>
We will clarify that if the network initiated a eCSFB preparation, then also the handover from EUTRA should use purpose eCSFB for the 3 cases which have 2 options now.

=>
Will see update of the CR in R2-101833 CR0365 –

R2-101833:
Clarification regarding enhanced CSFB to 1XRTT
Samsung
CR
36.331
0365
- F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Motorola was expecting a one-sentence clarification. They think there is to much text in 5.4.3.1. Motorola would propose to only keep the change in the purpose field.

-
Motorola thinks that by indicating that the procedure can also be used for the single cases, just creates confusion. It is not the intended behaviour, only the failure case

-
QC argees with Motorola.

=>
Only the update to the purpose field should remain

=>
“i.e” should be changed to “e.g.”

=>
Will see update in R2-101872 CR0365 R1

R2-101872:
Clarification regarding enhanced CSFB to 1XRTT
Samsung
CR
36.331
0365
R1  F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101364:
Redirection for enhanced 1xRTT CS fallback with concurrent PSHO
Huawei
CR 36.304 (0127)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Motorola agrees with the intent but wonders if the last sentence from each paragraph is applicable to HRPD. Motorola thinks it might be better to introduce a separate paragraph for HRPD

-
NSN wonders if this redirectinfoHRPD is not transparently passed to higher layers and thus no need to define this in 36.304 ?

-
Samsung points out that we also do not specify for the GERAN case.

-
NSN thinks we do not need a change for 36.304, but we should update 36.331 that this information is passed transparently to higher layers. KDDI agrees with NSN.

=>
Will see 36.331 CR to remove references in R2-101834 CR0405 – on 36.331

R2-101834:
Redirection for enhanced 1xRTT CS fallback with concurrent PSHO
Huawei
CR 36.331 0405
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101300:
Multiple 1xRTT/HRPD target cells in MobilityFromEUTRACommand
Motorola, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
(0375)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN wonders whether the multiple cell inclusion puts the UE in soft-handover, or the UE selects ? Motorola indicates in 1xRTT it is soft-handover, and for HRPD the UE would pick one cell. Samsung indicates that even for HRPD the UE would receive the control channels from multiple cells.

=>
CR is agreed in R2-101835 CR0375

R2-101301:
Independent support indicators for Dual-Rx CSFB and S102 in SIB8
Motorola
CR 36.331
(0376)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN does not see the relation between the change in SA2 and these changes.

-
Motorola wants with this change that the network first checks whether the UE is dual-rx capable (based on UE capability), and based on that yes/no include redirection information.

-
NSN thought that it was originally motorola’s concern that the dual-rx support was only relevant for the case S102 is not supported. Motorola has further insight. Motorola would like to make sure that a eNB setting the bit is capable of CSFB without redirection info.

-
ALU wonders why the original text is removed ? Motorola thinks it is incorrect and it is better to include a reference to 23.272

-
NSN wonders whether SA2 should not align with RRC ? Motorola points out that there is an SA2 CR about “may not include redirection info”.

-
Chairman wonders why the dual-rx UE cannot just ignore any included redirection info ? Motorola agrees that this is also possible. NSN indicates that this is their thinking.

-
NSN still sees no need for this change.  Samsung sees also no need for this change.

-
Kyocera is wondering about the case when both indicators are set ?

-
Motorola wonders in the current RRC what the network behaviour is when only S102 support is indicated ? NSN assumes such a network would anyway check the UE capability and based on that sent redirection info or not. Motorola thinks that the S102 bit so far did not imply any checking of UE capability before.

=>
Allow some offline discussion, update in R2-101850

R2-101850:
Independent support indicators for Dual-Rx CSFB and S102 in SIB8
Motorola
CR 36.331
0376
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN wonders if we should also have a stage-2 CR ? Motorola assumes the SA2 text is sufficient. Can be thought about.
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101365:
e1xCSFB support without MEID
Huawei
CR
36.331
(0382)
-
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Huawei indicates that they received offline comment that the LTE NAS layer cannot know the purpose of the UL handover preparation message. So we should only have “if the meid is available”. NSN agrees with this comment.

-
Ericsson thinks a dual-RAT 1x/LTE should always have the meid. So Ericsson does not see the case of meid not available. Huawei clarifies that the meid was only introduced from HRPD in CMDA. ALU agrees that in CDMA the meid is optional, so they support this contribution.

-
NSN wonders if there is any dependency between meid inclusion and emergency call ? Huawei assume that another ue identity can be used if the meid is not available.

=>
Will see update with part of the sentence removed in R2-101837 CR0382 –, and can still continue offline discussion

R2-101837:
e1xCSFB support without MEID
Huawei
CR
36.331
0382
-
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
In offline discussions still some companies are worried about conflicts with SRVCC.

-
Ericsson assumes that all the new terminals will support meid. So Ericsson assumes this should first be discussed in 3GPP2 and we should get an LS from 3GPP2.

=>
Noted; wait for input from 3GPP2.
Additional functionality

R2-101298:
Congestion Control for Enhanced 1xCS Fallback
Motorola, Hitachi, Huawei, KDDI, Kyocera Corporation, NEC, QUALCOMM Incorporated, Samsung, ZTE
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN indicates that they still doubt whether there is a clear requirement for this. Same is true for CSFB to 2G/3G. NSN still sees no strong requirement.  Motorola indicates we agreed we could come back if there are significantly more supporters or a clear requirement

-
NSN sees no gain with LTE broadcasting some static parameters: also how would the parameters be set ? Motorola assumes this is done by OAM like for any of the 3 solutions.

-
KDDI supports solution 1. KDDI thinks the solution is quite straightforward and CR is available.

-
NSN assumes anyway the call can always be rejected by IW/target CN, like we would have to do for 2G/3G. So why is CDMA2000 so special for this ?

-
Huawei supports to go with solution 1. Kyocera supports option 1

-
NTT DCM has some sympathy for the proposal but would like to understand why the parameters have to be sent in LTE. E.g. for CSFB to UMTS NTT DCM is working in SA1 to extend the SSAC paramaters to have independent parameters for CSFB (Rel-10). The main intention from NTT DCM is to protect the eNB RACH resources.

-
Motorola points out that intitially they don’t expect congestion in LTE, but there could be congestion in 1x, and so then this mechanism would help.

-
NSN thinks we should handle this the same as the UMTS/GSM case, so maybe all together in Rel-10. It should start from SA1.

-
LG thinks it would be strange to have so much impact to LTE for a rare case like congestion, so would not like to see solution 1.

-
Nokia thinks solution 3 is quite natural solution, and sufficient for Rel-9.

-
NTT DCM would like to understand if they want to protect the source RAT or the target RAT ? KDDI would like to protect both, including the target RAT.

After offline discussion the issue was revisited on Friday:

-
Status is still the same.

=>
Will try to technically endorse the CR. Update is provided in R2-101851
R2-101299:
CR to 36.331 for e1xCSFB access class barring parameters in SIB8
Motorola, Hitachi, Huawei, KDDI, Kyocera Corporation, NEC, QUALCOMM Incorporated, Samsung, ZTE
CR 36.331
(0374)
-
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Updated in R2-101851

R2-101851:
CR to 36.331 for e1xCSFB access class barring parameters in SIB8
Motorola, Hitachi, Huawei, KDDI, Kyocera Corporation, NEC, QUALCOMM Incorporated, Samsung, ZTE
CR 36.331
0374
-
C

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Coversheet should indicate category B

=>
With this one change, the CR is technically endorsed in R2-101866 CR0374 R1
R2-101446:
Introduction of GERAN cell reporting without BSIC verification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Nokia thinks we should wait for RAN4 to have discussed this. QC agrees.

-
QC wonders what the order of the procedures would be: anyway in the end you would have to check the BSIC. So what is the order of events ? STE assumes the handover could be purely based on non-BSIC verified.

=>
Noted (not approved by RAN4)

R2-101447:
Introduction of GERAN cell reporting without BSIC verification
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.331
(0391)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
R2-101293:
TA Specific Hysteresis to Minimise TAU during CSFB
Vodafone
CR
36.304 (0126) -
B  REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Withdrawn based on earlier discussion

R2-101294:
Clarification of Qhyst Setting for Networks supporting CSFB
Vodafone
CR 36.331 (0373)
-
D

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
Update in R2-101823

R2-101823:
Clarification of Qhyst Setting for Networks supporting CSFB
Vodafone
CR 36.331 (0373)
-
D

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
DT thinks this should be left to operator freedom; no need to capture such statements in the specification. Vdf thinks it is anyway just a recommendation.

-
DT thinks if we start this way there can be hundreds of recommendations.

-
Nokia agrees with DT; this also has nothing to do with the UE so probably RRC is not the best place. DT proposes to capture this in the minutes.

-
Vdf wonders why not capture in a specification if we agree it is sensible ? NSN thinks anyway the value range is already covered. So what the worry from Vdf ?

=>
Agree that it is sensible to apply a somewhat larger q-Hyst at TA boundaries if CSFB to 2G/3G is applied.
R2-101322:
Transmission of an indication for UE battery status
HTC Corporation
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23 
-
DT thinks it could be interesting but too late for Rel-9. DT wonders how to define the threshold ? HTC left the threshold open.DT thinks it could be easily misused

-
NSN thinks it is late and also sees no benefits. Could easily be used as flow control.

-
Panasonic also agrees this is to late and it will be quite complex to define this behaviour.

=>
Noted
R2-101488:
On not applying TAT upon reception of SIB2
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331 (0397) -
C REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Nokia points out that we have discussed this in RAN2#64, and then we agreed that the common value will never overwrite the dedicated value. NSN assumes it is mandatory to have a dedicated value after establishment/re-establishment. LG thinks it is optional to provide.

-
NSN does not see any big gains for the proposal. Ericsson thinks the change is not incorrect but also not really needed. Ericsson assumes the change of the common value is very rare. If it would be change, the  network has mechanisms to enforce the UE to use the new value (dedicated signaling/bring the UE to IDLE).

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-101523:
Band Class parameter for 1xRTT pre-registration information in SIB8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.331
(0399)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23

=>
Revised in R2-101590
R2-101590:
Band Class parameter for 1xRTT pre-registration information in SIB8
Qualcomm Incorporated, Motorola, KDDI
CR
36.331
0399
-
F

REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN understands that the latest bandclass is stored in the UE, and then if there is a change compared to what is indicated in broadcast, the UE would perform a registration. QC confirms. NSN wonders if this is a kind of “virtual bandclass” of a virtual cell in order to trigger a registration, i.e. it does not need to relate to an actual cell. If so, why can we not use the bandclass currently present in SIB8 ?

-
QC indicates that all the parameters in SIB8 are virtual parameters and used for cell reselection

-
ALU thinks this proposal provides some flexibility on the power registration control. ALU points out that today already the power registration is triggered whenever the UE goes from 1x to LTE. ALU thinks with this parameter, power registrations can be avoided. But ALU thinks this whole scheme is still under discussion in 3GPP2. Also ALU thinks there are other options. ALU would prefer not to accept this now. QC agrees there is a relation to the ongoing discussion, but the main intention is to clarify the UE behaviour since currently we have no BC parameters in LTE. ALU thinks in principle SIB8 already has sufficient information. 

-
NSN wonders if the BC is already available in the registration message to CDMA ? QC thinks you need to have it before you decide to have a registration. QC thinks one alternative would be to specify which bandclass the UE should use from the current BC’s in SIB8.

-
KDDI sees some gains with the proposal

After offline discussion:

-
QC reports that it seems there are different views. One company thinks nothing is needed, one company thinks the BC from SIB8 can already be used. QC proposes to leave the UE behaviour unspecified in Rel-9, and come back in Rel-10. So from the network point of view, it will not be certain when the UE does preregistration.

-
ALU still thinks it is premature to conclude anything

=>
Noted

R2-101864:
Introduction of UE GERAN DTM capability indicator 36.331 CR0407

=>
New group should be placed immediately following the previous GERAN capabilities.

-
Nokia wonders if it is allowed for an LTE UE not to support DTM in GERAN ? STE expects this is allowed. DT agrees.

-
Motorola / NSN would like to go for email.

-
Chairman assumes there is only 2 options: Have the bit or mandate that all LTE/GERAN mobiles would support DTM

=>
Will go for EMAIL DISC up to Thursday. Final version of the CR can be provided in R2-101882 [EMAIL DISC Ericsson]
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101190
Handling of dedicated RLF timers
Samsung
CR
36.331
(0367)
-
F
 REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
6.8.3
User plane related

6.8.3.0
In principle agreed CRs

No contributions.
6.8.3.1
Other

R2-101199:
Unintentional SR Suppression
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
NSN does not see a problem; the case of a higher priority LC to have the mask and a lower priority not having the mask seems quite unlikely.  NSN sees no problem that the low priority data has to wait for the next SPS.

-
Panasonic agrees with NSN and thinks it is quite late for this new UE behaviour. Also LG thinks this is quite new functionality.

-
Motorola agrees with NSN; SPS would typically be using 20ms SPS periodicity and thus the additional delay is not large.

-
Panasonic points out that the BSR will indicate the low priority data. Panasonic points out that a similar problem already exists in Rel8 with low priority data arriving after high priority data.

-
QC sees no practical problem.

-
Ericsson points out that e.g. with bundling the SPS interval will increase.

=>
Noted (no support)
R2-101201:
Correction to unintentional SR suppression
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.321(0417) – F REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
R2-101509:
Discussion on UE behaviour when DRX cycle changes
Samsung
Disc REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Hitachi thinks it would be good to clarify this behaviour.

-
ZTE thinks the consequence if not serious if only 1 wakeup is impacted. There are also some other situations that can cause some DRX temporary misalignment like PDCCH miss.

-
Samsung agrees that the consequences are not very serious, but Samsung assumes it would still be good to remove the ambiguity.

-
Ericsson assumes these sections should be read in bullet order, and then the behaviour is quite clear. Maybe the only unclear case is when the short-cycle DRX timer expires.

-
Samsung was assuming 5.7 does not needs to be executed in bullet order (this has been discussed several times before).

-
NSN also assumes that the bullets should be executed in the bullet order. NSN assumes the same is applicable for the HARQ section. Motorola agrees with this.

-
Samsung thinks it is not obvious that the bullets are in order.

-
Panasonic also assumes we apply the bullet order. E.g. for grant reception also the bullet order is essential.

-
Ericsson thinks this does not need to be captured. At least if we want to capture it for the complete MAC spec we should first very carefully check the spec. ALU wonders how having a sentence would break things: we should only have sections where the order is correct or irrelevant.

-
Panasonic proposes to capture that the intention of the Samsung CR is correct. Samsung points out that this is not in line with the current order.

After offline discussion, Samsung indicates that there are two options: either do DRX cycle first, or do on-duration check first. Samsung proposes to check now who has implemented what and if there is clear majority, go for that solution. Samsung clarifies a 3rd option is to allow both implementations.

So 3 options:

1) Check the on-duration start before updating timer status (current order in MAC)

2) Update the timer status first (inactivity timer expiry, short DRX timer expiry), and then check the on-duration start

3) Agree that both options are allowed

LG thinks Samsung CR intention is correct and supports 2). LG thinks it is good to clarify. Panasonic also supports option 2). Panasonic is ok with only minuting this. QC would also support this way forward with option 2). Motorola supports option 1). Huawei has no strong preference but has implemented 2).

-
Huawei thinks it was discussed in the past whether the order matters and then it was agreed that we are not writing code.

-
Samsung indicates they have not identified drastic consequences.

-
Motorola thinks a smart eNB could cope with this. NTT DCM sees no big consequences.

-
Nokia thinks the bullets should be executed in bullet order, but if the impacts are small we could accept both behaviours.

-
Huawei thinks it would be good to finalise this in Rel-9. Huawei assumes that in Rel-8 the short-DRX is not used and the problem only occurs when the short-DRX is configured.

R2-101510:
Correction on UE behaviour when DRX cycle changes
Samsung
CR
36.321 (0419) -
F  REL-9 TEI9, LTE-L23
-
Proposal is to focus the discussion on whether there is an interoperability problem. If there is, intended behaviour should be discussed. 

-
Samsung wonders if we agree that there is no interoperability problem, we should make sure any future RAN5 test case allows both behaviours ? Outcome might be an email discussion report which capture the consensus and is included in the minutes of this meeting.
=>
Email discussion up to Thursday next week to see if we can agree on any behaviour clarifications for Rel-8 and Rel-9 and see whether CR’s are needed [EMAIL DISC Samsung]
R2-101160:
Continuation of long DRX operation
ETRI
CR
36.321
(0416)
- C REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
-
CATT sees a risk of broken synchronization with this CR. Hitachi agrees with CATT.

-
NSN thinks this is not needed. NSN thinks the timer should be started when the PDCCH is received.

=>
Noted (no support)
6.9
LTE-A (SI: RP-091360)
(FS_RAN_LTEA, leading WG: RAN1, started: June 08, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091360)

6.9.1
Text proposals for 36.912, collected/coord by LTE rapporteur (NSN)

R2-101474:
U-Plane interruption for TDD RIT
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
CR
36.912
- - F REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA CR to RAN1 spec i.e. CR has to be provided to RAN1 for final agreement
=>
Updated before presentation in R2-101599

R2-101599:
U-Plane interruption for TDD RIT
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
CR
36.912
- - F REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA CR to RAN1 spec i.e. CR has to be provided to RAN1 for final agreement
=>
Agreed from RAN2 point of view (will be sent to RAN1)
R2-101598:
Concluding remarks for TR36.912
-
Rapporteur indicates that the same document has been submitted to RAN1,3 and RAN4.

=>
CR is agreed from RAN2 point of view
6.9.2
Evaluation of potential enhancements related to areas indicated as RAN2 responsibility according to RP-090288

6.9.3
Relays

Proposals from rapporteur to reflect the current agreement status in 36.300 shall be submitted under this agenda item. Note that we will not agree this CR until after March RAN plenary.
6.9.3.1
Architecture aspects

Note: there is a joint RAN2/3 meeting planned for Thursday evening 20:00. During this meeting RAN2/3 will attempt to come to a decision on what architecture alternative(s) to support in Rel-10. Inputs for this joint session will be: TR, RAN2 agreed header compression text, RAN3 agreed comparison table (i.e. no company contributions). If RAN2/3 are not able to come to a decision, a vote is expected to take place in RAN.

R2-101536:
Update of TR 36.806
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
TR
36.806
 REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
=>
Noted

R2-101529:
TR 36.806 v0.2.1
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
TR
36.806 
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
=>
Updated before presentation in R2-101608

R2-101608:
TR 36.806 v0.2.2
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
TR
36.806 
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
=>
Agree this version as v0.3.0 in R2-101844

-
Chairman wonders what the plan is for the coming plenary ? NSN assumes we should present it as v2.0.0 to the coming plenary.

=>
Intention is to submit this as v.2.0.0 to coming plenary.

R2-101206:
QoS differentiation for Un bearers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
-
Huawei wonders how the DeNB can update the EPS GBR rate in alternative 2 ? Ericsson calrifies that as S1 proxy the DeNB can e.g. trigger NAS procedure. No need for RN to do anything.

-
Huawei wonders how existing equipment will support the DSCP mapping in alt1 ? Ericsson assumes the PDN has to support this in alt1

=>
Noted (can take this into account in architecture conclusion discussion)

R2-101415:
Relay Comparison Table - RAN2 part
Nokia SIemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Proposal 1:

=>
If the table is inserted in the TR, these changes should be made.

Proposal 2:

-
QC wonders if any simulations have been made on this. QC assumes hat proper AQM dropping should be able to resolve this. Ericsson agrees with QC. The limitation on Uu for UE2 would ensure that the rate goes down for UE2. The overall dropping rate should be something below 1%. Ericsson clarifies that RN will mainly drop for UE2 and DeNB will drop for UE1, but both should not drop more than 1%.

-
NSN wonders what if we have no TCP ? Ericsson explains that 99% of the traffic on the internet is TCP

=>
Flow control decision can be taken in the WI-phase

Proposal 3:

-
Ericsson wonders what the RN-specific changes are related to architecture ? Ericsson agrees that there would be RRC changes related to MAC/L1, but they would not be linked to architecture. So there is no need to include this in the architecture discussion.

-
NSN indicate they put the same text in all alternatives. Ericsson thinks it does not help the selection to show what is equal.

-
Ericsson assumes there are several cases; for inband relaying with partioning, RRC changes will be needed. However if no partioning is needed, there might be no impact. 

-
Chairman proposes to reformulate to “RRC changes are foreseen at least in case resource partioning on Un is required”. Ericsson still does not see a benefit of including this in the table since it does not help the selection.

-
ZTE agrees with Ericsson that this does not help to choose an architecture.

=>
Can remove the “subject to RAN2 analysis” in all columns if the table is included in the TR

Joint RAN2/RAN3 meeting (see Annex C):

R2-100890:
Proposed agenda for joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop on Relay architecture, San Francisco, USA, 25.02.2010
RAN2 chairman (Samsung), RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm) Agenda  AI 2 of RAN2/3 workshop on relay architecture
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

R2-100891:
RAN2 status on Header compression
Nokia Siemens Networks
Report
 AI 3 of RAN2/3 workshop on relay architecture
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

R2-100892:
RAN3 status on Relay architecture comparison
RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
Report
AI 3 of RAN2/3 workshop on relay architecture
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

R2-100893:
Relay architecture comparison table
RAN3
Report




AI 3 of RAN2/3 workshop on relay architecture
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

R2-100894:
Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward - Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone
R2-100895:
Architecture choice for Relay standardisation - Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone

R2-101254:
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu
Disc REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
=> 
Updated before presentation in R2-101597

R2-101597:
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI
Disc REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101086
Way Forward Proposal for Relay Node Architecture Selection
Panasonic
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

6.9.3.2 Control plane impacts

E.g.  - 
How is the MBSFN at RN configured (OAM, by DeNB,..,..) ? How much flexibility do we need to support for this configuration (e.g. support reconfiguration while connected),… ? 

· Should it be possible for the RN to have SFN synchronisation on Uu and Un ? Always ?
· How/when does the RN switch from “UE operation” to “RN operation” ? What does this “reconfiguration” imply ?

· Different “types” of RN’s (inband, out of band,..) ?

RN “types”:
R2-101540:
Consideration on relay node capability
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
-
Samsung wonders if the proposal is to only signal the necessity ? Or also the type of RN (inband/outband) ? Proposal from NTT DCM is currently to only inform about resource portioning need. Samsung is wondering if there are other reasons why the DeNB would have to know that it is e.g. outband RN and what freq the RN is using on Uu ?

-
QC wonders why the DeNB would need to know the freq of the Uu ? The DeNB only needs to know whether it needs to partion or not in QC view.

-
Mototola understand the paper as indicating that the operator is in full control of the deployment. Then why can the DeNB not be informed by OAM whether resource partioning us required or not. NTT DCM sees benefits for multi-vendor deployments.

-
Motorola wonders if RAN4 has confirmed this “inband RN with no resource partioning on Un” case ? Panasonic indicates that this type of operation has been extensively discussed in RAN1 with conclusion that this is possible.
	Agreements:

1) There will be 3 cases to consider:
   a) Outband RN
   b) Inband RN with resource partioning required

   c) Inband RN with no resource partioning required

2) DeNB needs to know whether resource partioning should be applied on Un or not

FFS how the DeNB would obtain this information


Configuration/reconfiguration of backhaul:
R2-101542:
Consideration on Un link configuration for RN operation
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc
Focus on proposals 1 & 3

-
Panasonic supports the proposals, but would prefer to limit to say that it is done by RRC signaling (without agreeing on the procedure).

-
NSN wonders whether this type of RN specific signaling, how do we want to capture this ? RAN4 is considering a new specification. Do we really want to put RN specific configuration aspects in procedures that are used towards normal UE’s ? Samsung assumes it will be difficult to answer at this stage

-
ZTE wonders about section 3 what RN operation and UE operation is ? NTT DCM agrees this should be clarified. E.g. is it enough for the DeNB to switch from Uu to Un, or should the DeNB know the complete RN configuration ?

-
III thinks there will be part of the RN configuration that is known by the RN itself, and there is a part that is enforced by the DeNB.

-
Samsung wonders if we would standardize this OAM signaling between OAM system and RN ? NSN assumes normally we do not standardize OAM. Maybe SA5 will do something. NTT DCM would like to see this “OAM” standardized e.g. if it is related to radio resource management in order to allow multi-vendor deployments.

-
Panasonic wonders if all signaling would be RAN2 work, or if also parts of the configuration would be done by other groups ? NTT DCM assumes that some OAM mechanisms might also exist.

-
NTT DCM clarifies that they are only addressing radio resource management over Un and they think this should all be handled in RAN2. Panasonic support this.

-
Ericsson wonders if we have to authenticate an RN as RN ? NTT DCM thinks this can be done by existing NAS procedures.

R2-101204:
Configuration of DL Un Subframes in RN and Donor eNB
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
LG wonders what is the “initial configuration” ? E.g. does it concern the SI for the RN ?  Or only the MBSFN allocation ?

-
Panasonic understand the proposal as concerning DL subframe configuration ? So does it mean first OAM has to update the DeNB with the configuration, and then the DeNB configures the RN ? Also how does it work in the uncoordinated deployment ?

-
Samsung agrees some parts of the configuration are downloaded by OAM, but Samsung wonders if this is a good idea for the MBSFN subframes.

-
Ericsson thinks the initial configuration for the MBSFN subframes, OAM would configure both RN and DeNB. However Ericsson sees also some benefits if the RN would inform the DeNB about which subframes are available for DL transmissions.

-
Ericsson thinks we should not talke about MBSFN subframe configuration, but about Un subframe configuration since the RN might also be doing MBMS

R2-101187:
RN Switching from 'UE operation' to 'RN operation'
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc
-
CATT wonders what the benefit if of 2 step activation ? III thinks the step1 is a kind of backhaul preparation, and when it is ready you can turn it on in step2. Otherwise you could turn on the RN-Uu before the backhaul is ready.

-
Panasonic wonders what is meant by “Un-interface-activation” ? III thinks eNB and RN have to agree on the subframe configuration and on when to activate. Panasonic thinks negotiation might be problematic: what if they never agree.

-
Chairman wonders why negotiation and activation cannot be done in one procedure ? 

-
DT was assuming that in general this would work the same as femto cells. The DeNB determines the configuration for the RN, and the RN works as a slave
R2-101175:
MBSFN subframe configuration
Huawei, CMCC
Disc
-
QC wonders if proposal 2 and proposal 3.1 are not opposite ? Huawei thinks that if the configuration is very limited, OAM might be possible. However if there are more options for the configuration, probably RRC is better

-
Panasonic wonders up to what extend the DeNB would be aware of the RN-Uu conditions ?  Huawei assumes first turn on the DeNB is not aware, but during operation the DeNB can build up knowledge. So first time the DeNB has to allocate some minimum allocation.

-
ZTE wonders why we cannot have just one mechanism (RRC), instead of both OAM and RRC ? Huawei assumes it depends on how much freedom there is for the initial configuration.

-
Samsung wonders what proposal 1 really is ? Huawei wants to be able to balance

R2-101097:
MBSFN subframe configuration in the RN
CATT
Disc

R2-101400:
Relay Start-up Procedure
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-101164:
Comparing alternatives of MBSFN subframe configurations for the Un interface
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

Initial backhaul/subframe configuration

1) How does RN get initial subframe configuration ?

a. RN configured by OAM or
b. Configured with RRC msg by DeNB (OAM in DeNB)

2) How is backhaul with subframe activated ?

- Activated by RRC msg 

Discussion:

-
ZTE wonders if companies assume there is a common OAM for DeNB and RN, or could it be different OAM ?

-
QC assumes that subframe configuration are always updated by RRC. QC sees no involvement of OAM in this.

-
QC assumes that a UE goes from “UE” to “RN” based on RN decision: the RN can decide when it has received sufficient configuration, established S1/X2,….. QC sees no need for a special procedure with the DeNB for this

-
QC supports having updates, and they are handled by RRC coming from DeNB.

-
Huawei would like to activate the RN-Uu with a message on Un.

-
Samsung thinks the main thing to specify on Un is go from PDCCH to R-PDCCH monitoring. No procedure is needed to activate Rn-Uu.

-
Huawei thinks the order of S1/X2 setup and subframe configuration activation is important.

-
NSN sees no strong need to have the DeNB in control of turn on/off the Rn-Uu. However RN-Uu should only be turned on when everything is ready, e.g. included security.

-
NSN assumes RRC should be used for configuration

-
Ericsson thinks OAM is still very interesting option. Ericsson is thinking to use OAM for initial configuration, and RRC for updates.

-
Samsung thinks subframe configuration updates need to be done by RRC. Samsung does not think it is nice to have 2 mechanisms for configuring this.

	Agreements:

1) The activation of any subframe configuration on Un will be done by RRC

   - FFS if subframe configuration is performed by RRC or OAM

2) We will have the possibility to reconfigure the subframe allocation on Un


=>
Email discussion on subframe configuration at RN startup and subframe reconfiguration up to next meeting [EMAIL DISC Panasonic].

States/RACH in “RN-connected”

R2-101095:
RRC State Model of Relay
CATT
Disc
-
QC wonders how the RN-CONN is different from UE-CONN ? Is the only difference that there is a subframe configuration applied ? CATT thinks in RN-CONN the RN can serve other UE’s

-
Samsung wonders if an additional difference is that the RN would not listen for SI-change ?

-
ZTE wonders why the IDLE state is excluded ? CATT wants to exclude cell reselection.

-
ZTE wonders if we have the case that the subframe configuration is performed but still the RN cannot go into “RN-operation” ?
R2-101207:
Issues related to RN Random Access Procedure on Un
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
ZTE wonders for proposal 1 if the RACH procedure is a normal RACH procedure ? Ericsson confirms. Also for the contention based procedure Ericsson wants to use the normal RACH procedure

-
ZTE wonders when the RN starts to monitor R-PDCCH again ? Ericsson sees no switching between the 2 modes. Ericsson thinks during RACH, the UE would listen to both PDCCH and R-PDCCH

-
ALU wonders what the RN is doing on RN-Uu during the RACH procedure ? Ericsson clarifies during the contention case the Rn-Uu might not be fully serviced. But Ericsson assumes typically we have a stable connection with rare RLF events. Also long T310 could be applied. CATT wonders if this is like blank subframes ? Ericsson explains it is not the intention to use this with any regularity so it is more like a fading di

-
In general Ericsson assumes that the RN-Uu is controlled by the RN, not over Un.

-
Panasonic wonders why the RN should not just always be kept in sync ? This is indeed Ericsson’s intention, but the RLF might still happen rarely.

-
Chairman wonders what happens re-establishment ? We have to think about the fallback to default configuration we do today.

-
Samsung wonders what happens if re-establishment fails ? Ericsson assumes the RN would start from scratch.

-
Huawei wonders whether even in the dedicated-RACH case, still there will be RN-Uu power off ? Ericsson thinks in this case the DeNB knows it is talking to the RN and can respond at appropriate times. Huawei wonders if the UE is monitoring PDCCH or R-PDCCH ? Ericsson agrees that maybe indeed during that period R-PDCCH would be monitored (if configured).

R2-101174:
RRC states and procedures of relay
Huawei
Disc
R2-101369:
Handling of RA procedure during RN operation
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101102:
Discussion on Random Access Procedure for Relay
CATT
Disc

R2-101105:
Relay states and RAP in connected state
ZTE
Disc

R2-101413:
Discussion on Random Access for Relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
RLF handling:

1) Fallback to IDLE

2) RACH while RN subframe configuration is up


- temporarily listen continuously on Un with PDCCH listening for contention case

Discussion

-
CATT also believes the RACH procedure is required to be supported during “RN-connected”

-
Panasonic thinks that TA will stay the same for fixed relay. So there is not much to do. So are people mainly concerned about mobile RN’s ?

-
Samsung is also thinking that TA-timer could be set to infinity value for fixed relay

-
Samsung wonders about the R-PDCCH solution, whether there is any impact to current MAC ? Is it just another way to transmit the response ? Ericsson does not see any impact at this stage (just replacing PDCCH with R-PDCCH).

-
It was questioned whether the backhaul can really always be assumed to be very stable, e.g. if user deployed ? 

-
NSN is assuming we only discuss this operator controlled/planned RN. So with stable Un.

-
Panasonic wonders why RACH access would help a fixed RN if the timing advance does not change ?

-
Samsung wonders what RACH helps at RLF ?

-
Vdf thinks we should be aware that failure of the Un might impact many more UE’s.

-
LG thinks the RN could be out of sync at night with no Uu users
=>
Can continue to think about this

RN identification/Access control

R2-101151:
Discussion on Access Control of Relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
DT is assuming that the RN selecting a DeNB is preconfigured. So there is no real selection by the RN. This is also Vdf’s assumption, i.e. rely on preconfiguration. DT wonders if we need cell selection at all ? Everything could be preconfigured by OAM.

-
III wonders what the static config means ? So would the whole access control is based on OAM configuration ? Also is this in line with multi-vendor considerations ? DT assumes the situation is similar to current handling of femto cells.

-
Samsung assumes it is very likely we have some UE capability so solution 2 from this paper comes for free.

-
CATT can agree that fixed configuration is ok for fixed relays, but what about nomadic RN’s e.g. deployed natural disasters. DT thinks the priority should be fixed RN’s.
R2-101173:
RN Role distinguished by DeNB
Huawei
Disc
-
Panasonic how a valid UE which is not an RN can be stopped ? Huawei assumes the IMSI is preregistered as IMSI and stored in the HLR. If we have a e.g. only a cause in the connection request, any UE can say he is a RN
R2-101368:
Access control for Type-1 relays
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101186:
Knowledge of Relay Node in Donor eNodeB
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101168:
Access control during RN attach procedure
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

R2-101153:
Discussion on Recognition of Relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101566:
Multi-hop Relay Avoidance
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

How do UE/RN handle AC/identification ?



Avoiding RN access:

a) RN already stops access based on broadcast indication

b) RN <->DenB relation is preconfigured in RN; RN only accesses preconfigured DeNB

Knowing you are talking to RN:

c) Special preambles at DeNB

d) Special cause value in RRC connection request 

e) UE AS capability

f) NAS authentication followed by indication from MME (e.g. SPID/new)

Discussion:

-
DT assumes that only f) is acceptable: we need a validation by the CN. 

-
Vdf assumes that preconfiguration is sufficient and more advanced mechanisms can be introduced in later releases.

-
QC thinks for avoiding access, RN preconfiguration is usefull. However QC thinks it might not be sufficient.

-
QC assumes solution f) is required since anything on AS is not secure. Question is whether we need something in addition.

-
QC sees benefits for d).

After offline discussion:

-
Offline discussion proposes to assume the RN is preconfigured with the DeNB, and also consider f. So b and f as baseline.

	Agreements:

1) RN is preconfigured with the DeNB(s) it is allowed to access as RN. RN will only access these DeNB(s) as RN.

2) The CN will be able to verify that the RN is really an RN and will inform the DeNB about this e.g. with the SPID

Other proposed mechanisms have to show additional gain. Impacts to the network should be limited where possible.


Other

R2-101416:
Relay Open Issues
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
Discuss proposals 2,3,5,6

Proposal 2:

-
CATT supports this proposal

=>
Agreed

Proposal 3:

-
ALU wonders where the maximum capacity of 60% comes from ? NSN indicates that only 6 subframes out of 10 can be used

-
Chairman wonders if a frame offset (SFN) really helps, or whether we should have a subframe offset ?

-
Samsung wonders if this would have some impacts to RAN1 ? Samsung has no example but in general assumes sync on Un between RN and DeNB has tight relation.

-
Subframe offsets would disable MBSFN transmissions ?

=> Can think further about this.

Proposal 5/6:

-
QC wonders what the RN does on Uu when the RN goes to IDLE on Un ? Are the S1 X2 connections released ? 

-
NSN assumes the whole RN is gone. QC wonders if the RN can come back ? QC does not see a gain of an IDLE mode where something is maintained.

-
Ericsson sees some relation to power saving features, but Ericsson points out that we already have long DRX so maybe there is not so much difference in power consumption

-
Panasonic assumes the question is whether the states on Uu and Un are maintained. E.g. maybe you want to switch off the Un but still keep Uu for allowing UEs to find the RN.

-
NSN assumes that if you turn off Un, it is a kind of UE again.

-
IDT wonders how the RN comes back if you have turned off R-PDCCH reception ?

-
DT thinks the simplest is probably if the Un is no longer available, then RN-Uu is also turned off.

-
ZTE sees some gains to allow an indoor RN to go to IDLE. DT sees big additional user plane delays if we allow the Un to go down.

-
LG wonders if long DRX would increase the probability to go to out of sync ?

-
Ericsson would prefer not to change current UE procedures unnecessarily. Ericsson points out that today we already have an “infinity” codepoint for the TA timer.

-
Sharp thinks power saving is very important. Chairman responds it is not obvious that there is a significant difference between long DRX and IDLE.

=>
Can think more about this. Seems anyway an optimisation

	Agreements:

2: Dedicated RRC signaling is used for inform the RN about DeNB SI updates.

FFS if this is also true if no resource partitioning is configured.


R2-101094:
Discussion on the combination of Relay and CA
CATT
Disc
-
Panasonic sees no real need to exclude. This can be done by the combination of CA and Relay.

-
Vdf sees no need to spent time on this in Rel-10. Can be left to future releases.

-
QC thinks many combinations could make sense.

-
NSN wonders if we have to decide now ? Is it a lot of complexity ? 

-
Huawei wonders if the proposal is to exclude on Un or RN-Uu ? CATT proposes both.

-
CATT proposes to do nothing in the specification to support this. So cases remaining would still be supported.

-
Ericsson sees no obvious reason to completely excluded it now. We can judge when we see complexity.

-
LG thinks maybe we can at least depioritise any optimizations specific for this. Samsung agrees; we should not spent to much time on this.

-
Ericsson would prefer to have a more detailed analysis of complexity.

-
Samsung thinks one complexity is already inband/outband definition

=>
Can think more about this. At least should try to understand basic RN operation first

R2-101412:
Discussion on need for paging reception in RN
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Samsung agrees to the conclusion

-
Chairman wonders if this would be true for the RN always, or only when configured with subframe configuration ? LG assumes it could be always true.

-
III wonders if the RN is not even listening to paging when IDLE, how do we start the bootstrap. LG assumes the RN takes the initiative and is always RRC connected. So LG is assuming no IDLE state of the RN.

-
ZTE thinks the proposal should be limited to “RN state”

-
NTT DCM outband relays could be using paging for SI updates

-
Vdf would like some more time to think about this.

=>
Noted; can think more about this.

R2-101163:
RB setup delay for UEs under Relay Node
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
CATT assumes we do not need to consider RN if we consider LTE-A requirements. The LTE-A requirements are only applicable for the most optimal scenario. LG wonders if we can thus just discard the delay requirement ?

-
Panasonic assumes that the relay is not required to meet the LTE-A requirements. So then we also do not need to worry about these delay requirements. So Panasonic agrees with CATT.

-
DT wonders what LTE-A is ? DT thinks we should not use this as a free-letter to accept any delays for relays.

=>
Assumption is that we do not have to worry about strictly meeting the LTE-A requirements, but ofcourse still we should try to avoid unnecessarily delays.

R2-101162:
Access Scenario in LTE-Advanced
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101098:
Selection of Donor Cell
CATT
Disc

R2-101399:
Power saving and associated States of Relay Nodes
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-101234:
State Transitions for Relays for Energy Saving
Sharp
Disc
R2-101171:
SFN Synchronization between Uu and Un of RN
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101167
Access control during RN attach procedure
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc
=>
Withdrawn due to duplicate Tdoc request: see R2-101168 instead

R2-101170
SFN Synchronization between Uu and Un of RN
Institute for Information Industry (III), Coiler Corporation
Disc
=> 
Withdrawn due to duplicate Tdoc request: see R2-101171 instead

R2-101535
SFN synchronization between Un and Uu in relay operation
NTT DOCOMO, Inc.
Disc

=>
Withdrawn

Continuation up to next meeting

- Agreements will be captured in CR to 36.300 by Relay-rapporteur


- Should cover 36.912 status and new agreements in 36.300


- Can work by email to come to a CR up to the next RAN2 meeting EMAIL DISC

- EMAIL DISC on subframe configuration during startup sequence/subframe reconfiguration
R2-101869:
TP for conclusion for TR 36.806
=>
Conclusion should be updated to:


“During the study of LTE-Advanced many architecture alternatives for relays were investigated, four of which are described in this TR. It is concluded that architecture alternative 2 herein has most benefits overall and is selected for Rel-10”


=> Will go for email approval to go come to TR36.806 v2.0.0. [EMAIL DISC Ericsson] Input to the email discussion can be R2-101870 v0.3.1, and output should be R2-101900 v2.0.0, up to Thursday next week.
6.9.3.3 User plane impacts

Flow control:
R2-101403:
Discussion on reducing redundant data transmission over Un interface
Motorola
Disc

R2-101100:
DL Flow Control on Un Interface
CATT
Disc

R2-101104:
Issue on Un/Uu uplink rate control
ZTE
Disc

R2-101166:
DL Flow Control in Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Other
R2-101176:
SPS over Un interface
Huawei
Disc

R2-101154:
Number of MAC PDU for Un interface
LG Electronics Inc., Texas Instruments
Disc

R2-101152:
Discussion on BSR with Relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101165:
S1-AP transmission in Un interface
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101417:
"
Discussion on Symmetry and Asymmetry SF Allocation for Backhaul"
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-101454:
Multiplexing for Un Interface
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-101456:
Flexibility of the Un Interface
Fujitsu
Disc

R2-101503:
HARQ operation for relay
Samsung
Disc

R2-101533:
Discussions on Un interface structure
Fujitsu
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101028
SPS over Un interface 
Huawei
Disc

R2-101459
Flexibility of the Un Interface
Fujitsu
Disc
=>
Both withdrawn
6.10
Other LTE Rel-9 WIs
REL-9 SON (RAN3):

R2-101514:
UE based method to discriminate between coverage hole and too late handover
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc 
REL-9
SON
-
Huawei wonders if there is really significant gain to support the unsuccesfull re-establishment case. QC assumes that if we are discussing a too late handover case it is clear that the preparation is not optimal.

-
NSN thinks we have already sent an LS to RAN3 with 2 proposals. NSN think these proposals will bring new complexity to the UE. NSN would prefer that the SON evaluation is done by the network.

-
QC clarifies they do not want to remove the possibility of including measurement with this CR, but just to remove the need for IDLE mode behaviour.
=>
Noted (nothing new compared to last time)

R2-101543:
UE-originated RLFreporting for MRO SON use case
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc





REL-9
SON
Proposal 1:

=>
Proposal is agreed

Proposal 2:

- 
NSN indicates this section is only relevant if RAN3 indicates they would like this based on the LS we sent last meeting

-
QC indicates that RAN3 has not discussed this yet. In RAN3 there is a paper from NSN proposing this handling via NAS recovery, and a paper listing potential problems.

=>
Wait for RAN3 input

R2-101544:
CR on UE-originated RLFreporting for MRO SON use case
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
(0401)
-
B

REL-9
SON

=>
Updated in R2-101588

R2-101588:
CR on UE-originated RLFreporting for MRO SON use case
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
(0401)
-
B

REL-9
SON
=>
QC thinks we should define an order of inclusion in the report

-
QC wonders why we need to include measurement results from another RAT ? NSN also has some doubts that this usefull but this was the agreement in the last meeting. NSN thinks SON is strict LTE feature. DT thinks this helps LTE parameters related to interRAT handover in the source cell.

=>
ZTE wonders why the PCI and GCI are included ?  So lastservingcellinfo can be removed from this cR

=>
ASN.1 should be checked

=>
Samsung thinks it would be good to reword the field decription for the information available field

=>
Will see update in R2-101843 CR0401 R1. Further updates will be needed if RAN3 agrees to support the NAS re-establishment case.
R2-101843:
CR on UE-originated RLFreporting for MRO SON use case
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
0401
-
B

REL-9
SON
=>
Changes on changes should be removed

=>
CR is agreed with this change in R2-101856 CR0401 R1
R2-101265:
UE RLF Report
Huawei
Disc
REL-9
SON
Proposal 1 & 2 remain to be discussed

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders how the information would be used ? Since we report the radio measurements at T310 expiry, and the re-establishment could only have been prevented if we had done a handover before that point in time, having another timer does not seem so relevant. Motorola also does not understand how it could be used.

=>
Noted (no support)

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia again wonders how this would be used ? Huawei points out that DL coverage and UL coverage problems can be discerned.

=>
Noted (no support)

7
LTE Release 10

7.1
Carrier aggregation (RP-091440)

(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091440)

Proposals from rapporteur to reflect the current agreement status in 36.300 shall be submitted under this agenda item. 

In principle agreed

R2-100963:
Stage 2 Description of Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks (Rapporteur)
=>
Endorsed as baseline for further work

=>
Update reflecting decision from this meeting will be provided in R2-101846
Other
R2-101320:
Corrections on Carrier Aggregation HTC

-
Ericsson thinks the first change is not needed, since this is not discussed. Ericsson is ok with the second change. NSN agrees with Ericsson.

=>
Change to 11.1 will be included by rapporteur in update of R2-100963

7.1.1
Multiple timing advance

Do we need to support multiple timing advance in Rel-10 (e.g. for certain deployment scenarios) ? If so, what are the implications ?

=> Including outcome of [68b#23] LTE: CA support for multi-TA [NTT DCM]

Report of email discussion [68b#23]: Multiple Timing Advance

R2-101567:
Email discussion on CA support for multi-TA
NTT DOCOMO (rapporteur)
Report

output of email discussion [68b#23]
-
Chairman assumes there might be some additional complexity, e.g. having to stop an UL CC because the DL CC with reference time is lost

-
On the 2 scenarios: Ericsson is wondering if this is not a bit premature.

-
Vdf thinks having more UL’s than DL’s is not realistic so can be removed

-
Motorola thinks we should agree to exclude these 2 scenarios. Ericsson is also fine to agree if everybody else is fine.

-
Later Ericsson returned to these two bullets and would like to not exclude UL and DL CC combinations from different bands.

-
Verizon wonders whether we have to exclude the case of more UL CC’s than DL CC’s ? Chairman wonders if that would disable SIB2 based linking ? Motorola wonders if it is a scenario that is really important ? Verizon thinks that RAN4 does not preclude this at this stage. Motorola sees more impact than signaling aspects. Motorola thinks RAN2 should not unnecessarily spent time on it. Verizon just wonders why we should exclude it. Nokia wonders if there is really any practical scenario. DT thinks this discussion should not be re-opened. DT thinks this is not an important scenario.

-
NTT DCM wonders if it would be possible to agree that always the cell specific DL/UL CC pair (conform SIB2) should be configured. Ericsson would agree if you have a PRACH.

=>
Rest of paper is noted

	Agreement:

The following scenario does not need to be supported by CA in Rel-10:

-
More UL CCs are configured than DL CCs.


R2-101530:
Multiple TA for CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
NTT DCM realizes we might not be able to conclude given that RAN4 response is not available.

-
Ericsson thought we had already exclude the remote radioheads. NTT DCM thinks we have so far not agreed to include it, but we have not excluded it yet completely.

-
KDDI support this contribution

-
Chairman wonders if the request is to support multi TA or to support scenario 4 ?  NTT DCM’s intention is to support scenarios with remote radio heads and frequency selective repeaters and NTT DCM agrees that there could be more consequence than only supporting multiple timing advance.

-
Vdf thinks we should wait for the RAN4 reply.

R2-101196:
Multiple Timing Advance for Carrier Aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
IDT wonders why RLF would be linked to multiple RACH’s ? IDT thinks still RLF could be lined to one “anchor-RACH”. Ericsson still sees complexity.

-
NSN thinks that as long as we avoid parallel RACH, NSN does not see much additional complexity.

Discussion:

-
Huawei wonders what happens if scenario 4 (remote radio head/freq selective repeaters) is deployed. What happens ? Will it work with CA ? NTT DCM is not so worried about remote radio heads because the operator is in control and they can determine where in the network to use CA or not. However for the repeaters this is much less clear, and it would be quite difficult to configure by OAM where CA can be used or not.

-
NSN assumes that there is no problem for DL in general, but only for UL.

-
NSN indicates that GERAN has CA, but in the end removed it for the UL. We could have the same in the end for cost reason for LTE.

-
Huawei thinks we should support frequency selective repeaters. Huawei thnks it might be sufficient to detect that the 2 UL’s have to different UL timings and then enable the system to disable UL CA.

-
Ericsson thought we had already agreed to not prioritise scenario 4.

-
NTT DCM thinks we only need to wait for the response from RAN4 if we decide not to support multi-TA.  NSN could agree to support multi-TA under the condition that we do not support parallel RACH. Ericsson still sees complexity: e.g. the UE receives a PDCCH order while performing a RACH already. NSN did not say there is no complexity, but thinks the complexity would be acceptable. For the specific case, this could be left to UE implementation. Ericsson thinks then this will have scheduling consequences.

Reminder

-
Scenario 3: different freq /collocate receivers
-
Scenario 4: different freq/non-colocated receiver

-
ZTE is happy to wait for RAN4 but is also happy to agree to support multi-TA with the parallel RACH limitation.

-
ZTE wonders if we have to consider the case of multi-TA in DL, even if we have 1 UL timing advance. Or can we assume that all DL CC’s transmissions are time aligned ?

-
NTT DCM thinks that if we support multi-TA, we could assume we support scenario 4 until it is shown that there is a problem.

-
Motorola thinks it is really unclear that other groups have looked at scenario 4 and think it is supported. So we should not just agree on multiple TA as long as scenario 4 is not clearly required.

-
Vdf thinks we have agreed on 3 prioritised scenarios.

-
Motorola supports the way forward

-
Huawei thinks that what should be brought to RAN is CA in scenario 4. Huawei assumes anyway the system should work.

-
Panasonic wonders if it is really required to go to RAN plenary since RAN1 has already indicated it is possible. Motorola thinks RAN1 only considered the multi-TA impact, not the scenario 4 aspects. Panasonic thinks the repeater scenario should be supported.

-
Ericsson thinks we should not spent to much time on multiple TA if it is not needed for prioritized scenarios. Ericsson supports the way forward proposed.

-
NTT DCM thinks we can take the decision on multi-TA here.

-
Ericsson assume introduction of multi-TA can be introduced in later release

=>
Multi-TA will be supported if RAN4 replies that this is required for scenario 2,3

=>
Support for scenario 4 (non-colocated radio heads) and “scenario 5”  (frequency selective repeaters) should be brought up at RAN since it involves multiple groups

=>
Can continue offline discussion if more consensus/other consensus is possible

R2-101091:
Impact analysis of multiple TA
ZTE
Disc

7.1.2
CC management

Issues related to CC management in connected mode e.g. do we have separately defined special cell & anchor cell concepts or is this one concept ? What functionality is associated with each concept ? How/when do we move the special cell/anchor cell ? Do we need to “link” UL and DL CC’s e.g. for HARQ feedback ?

Do we have PCC/anchor cell?

R2-101022:
Whether the primary CC is needed?
Huawei
Disc
-
NSN thinks nobody claims that it does not work without anchor CC, but the main intention is to reduce the complexity due to alignment with Rel89 specifications.

-
Mediatek support the general idea of PCC.

R2-101177:
Evaluation of a Primary Component Carrier Concept
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
General

-
QC agrees this should be on a functional basis decision. QC thinks that it should be sufficient motivation to put thinks on a PCC if there is not reason to map functions to different CC’s.

Proposal 1:

-
NSN, DT supports 

Proposal 2:

-
DT wonders if the UL and DL PCC could be from different bands. Ericsson would not like to exclude this. 

-
NSN assumes that the PCC correspond to the cell to which the UE establishes the connection.

-
Mediatek agrees with his proposal and think they can be linked based on SIB2 linking. ZTE agrees to this.

Proposal 5

-
Samsung thinks we do not understand the impact of this proposal yet.

Proposal 6

-
Samsung wonders if these proposals are not inconsistent. Ericsson thinks the PCC would be the best DL. For the UL it would be good to attempt multiple.

-
LG thinks this requires more discussion.

-
DT supports the proposal 

-
IDT thinks that as long as we have communication we can do a normal handover and do not need to do a forward handover

-
Motorola supports this proposal.

-
Ericsson thinks due to the continues CQI reporting in UL it is very unlikely that the UL PCC would be lost and the other CC’s would not be lost.

-
Samsung points out that for Rel8 when we loose DL sync we stop UL PUCCH. So we would loose UL AN.  So we are close to loosing all communication.

-
LG thinks we should start with basic PCC definition and then we can extend.

-
NTT DCM is fine to take this decision.

-
NSN is also fine to take this decision.

-
Mediatek agrees with this proposal.

Proposal 7:

-
Huawei does not understand why 7 makes sense if we agree to 6.

-
NSN thinks proposal 6 becomes almost for free; it is just the UE attempting multiple UL CC.

-
Panasonic agrees with Huawei. Since the UE cannot respond to DL transmissions with AN, why continue with other RACH’s if RACH on the UL CC fails ?

Proposal 8:

-
Panasonic is not sure it is logical to restrict. E.g. for ETWS why can the UE not select any CC ? 

-
Huawei agrees to bullet 8

-
Chairman wonders if this also means we get the NAS information from DL PCC ? Nokia agrees. NTT DCM thinks this is logical.

Proposal 9:

-
HTC wonders what this really means ? HTC thinks the PCC cannot be moved like any PCC

-
NSN thinks that since we have no activation time, we might need an intra-cell everytime

	Agreements:

1
A PCC concept is introduced in Rel-10 CA

2
The UL PCC and DL PCC are configured per UE

3
The UL PCC is used for transmission of L1 uplink control information

4
The DL PCC cannot be de-activated

6
Re-establishment will be triggered when the DL PCC experiences RLF, not when other DL CC’s experience RLF

8
W.r.t. SI reception for the DL PCC, Rel-8 procedures apply


- this does not imply anything for the reception of the SI of other configured CC’s
9
NAS information is taken from the DL PCC cell


R2-101507:
Discussion on the anchor cell
Samsung
Disc
R2-101477:
On the need of PCC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-101352:
CC management in Carrier Aggregation
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-101144:
Handover with Carrier Aggregation
MediaTek
Disc

R2-101075:
Primary Component Carrier
Nokia Siemens Networks, Deutsche Telekom, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-101049:
Functionality of Anchor Cell
CATT
Disc

R2-101050:
Removal of the Special Cell
CATT, Huawei
Disc

R2-101149:
Discussion on the Functionality of Primary Component Carrier
MediaTek
Disc

R2-101321:
Special cell and anchor cell concept in CC management
HTC Corporation
Disc
=>
Updated before presentation in R2-101595

R2-101595:
Special cell and anchor cell concept in CC management
HTC Corporation
Disc
R2-101366:
CC management considerations
Pantech
Disc

Moving of anchor CC without changing key ?

R2-101156:
Reconfiguration in CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
-
Mediatek thinks it is logical to only activated additional CA after normal connection establishment.

-
NSN thinks it would be good to link special cell and “DL PCC cell”

-
NTT DCM assumes it would make sense to have RACH and key change at every DL PCC cell change

-
DT thinks we should link the special cell and the DL PCC.

- 
Ericsson thinks this is a bit premature. Only if the anchor cell changes are not more frequent than Rel-8, it is acceptable to perform Rel-8 handover

-
Huawei prefers not to link special cell and DL PCC cell

-
CATT sees no reason to link the DL PCC cell to the security.

-
NSN wonders it is really possible to change DL PCC cell without intra-eNB handover

R2-101504:
Discussion on special cell change
Samsung
Disc

	Agreements:

1)  DL PCC cell can change with handover procedure (i.e. with key change and RACH)

2)  FFS: whether DL PCC cell can change without key change (no PDCP/RLC reestab)
3)  FFS: whether DL PCC cell can change without RACH

4)  FFS: If security changes at DL PCC cell change, does the UE take the security input from the new DL PCC cell or from any other cell ?




-
DT wonders if issue 2 can be decided by RAN2; DT wonders if key change would not be an SA3 requirement at every DL PCC cell change ? 

-
IDT thinks there is the case that the orginal DL PCC cell is no longer part of the CC set, and there is the case that the original DL PCC cell is still part of the set. Maybe this last case is no problem for SA3. Huawei agrees input from SA3 would be usefull. Motorola would not know why SA3 would have an issue with this. Motorola would also like to wait a bit before asking SA3. Panasonic thinks it would be good to ask SA3. NSN thinks we do not have enough details agreed to know what we realy want.NTT DCM has the same opinion than NSN/Motorola. Also NTT DCM would prefer to first take a decision in RAN2 and then check with SA3.

-
Panasonic would be ok to remove the concept of special cell

-
ZTE wonders if the PCI is not always the same for all CC’s in the CC set ?

UL-DL linking

R2-101019:
DL_UL CC linking
 Huawei
Disc
General

-
Huawei thinks given that we have no more UL than DL CC’s, they think in total BCCH linking is sufficient

-
NSN wonders about the difference between CONN and IDLE. In principle, BCCH indicates linking for IDLE. NSN assumes that what is given on BCCH is only for IDLE UE’s.

-
Huawei clarifies that the main intention is to clarify that we should use the BCCH linking as much as possible

-
So far we have 2 cases where we need to link:


1) Link RACH access to DL CC for response
2) UL grant provided on PDCCH without CIF; what CC do you sent PUSCH

-
NSN thinks the linking should be UE specific

-
NTT DCM thinks RACH linking is cell specific, and DCM is still studing the grant without CIF case.

-
Ericsson agree with NTT DCM for the RACH case

-
RIM assumes scheduling with CIF can be used with asymmetric configurations

-
Huawei wonders why for case 2) you want not want to use SIB2 linking. NTT DCM thinks the UL grant load could be distributed. However there is also an increase in BDO. So NTT DCM is not sure yet.

-
CATT supports the Huawei proposal

Proposal 1:

-
Panasonic assumes zero BCCH introduces a backward compativle change

Proposal 2:

-
LG wonders if a DL CC is added, LG wonders how BCCH is applied ? Is it provided by dedicated signaling ? Huawei assumes the UE obtains this information.

Proposal 4:

-
Panasonic wonders what the actual proposal is ?

	Agreements:

1) Apart from power control, we have 2 cases where UL and DL CC need to be linked:

a) Link RACH access to DL CC for response

b) UL grant provided on PDCCH without CIF; what CC do you sent PUSCH
2) For case a) contention based access, the response will be sent in accordance with linking indicated in SIB2. FFS for dedicated preamble case

3) For case b), it is still FFS whether SIB2 linking is applicable or a UE specific linking is applicable.


-
ALU wonders for a), is this only for initial RACH access or also for CC addition ? Ericsson assumes it applies to all RACH cases. Nokia thinks e.g. at handover, the linking could be indicated.

-
Huawei thinks that if we have per UE linking, the RACH response should follow the per UE linking. Chairman thinks there might be a difference between contention based on dedicated preambles.

-
Samsung thinks we could SIB2 linking to all RACH cases.

-
NTT DCM thinks if we want to handle the dedicated preamble case with dedicated linkning, the RACH response would have to be extended with CC.

=>
Rest is noted
R2-101534:
DL and UL CC linking for CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
Remaining point is Conclusion 2,3:

Conclusion 2:

-
Samsung agrees. Samsung assumes it is must a consequence and restriction in network control, maybe no standard impact. ZTE also agrees.


-
Motorola thinks an alternative would be to always have the response goes on the DL PCC

-
NTT DCM points out that at least for contention based, the network does not know which UE is sending the preamble.

-
Ericsson indicates RAN1 agrees that the RA-RNTI cannot be sent with CIF.

Conclusion 3:

-
Chairman assumes this is valid (already agreed before), maybe expect for the extension CC. Can confirm conclusion 3 for backward compatible CC.

	Agreements:

2) 
When a UE is configured with a UL CC (on which it can transmit a contention RA preamble), it should also be configured with the DL CC linked with the UL CC by the “SIB2 cell specific linkage”.



R2-101391:
linking of downlink CC to uplink CC
Motorola
Disc

R2-101479:
CC linkage issues
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Other

R2-101481:
Basic functionalities of CC management
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
General

-
Mediatek in general supports the proposals. Mediatek wonders what the consequences for measurements would be ? LG thinks this should be further studied. 

-
Mediatek was wondering about PCC change.

-
Panasonic thinks in general we manage cells. So why do we need to differentiate whether the new cell is on the same freq or not. LG agrees that the commands would be the same

-
NSN wonders what replacement really means  ? It is removal and addition

Proposal 1:

-
Motorola wonders why we need to discuss it at this level of detail at this stage ? LG thinks if we do not have this we have additional delay.

-
Intel wonders if we are talking about the set of configured CC’s ? I.e. we remove and add a CC to the configured CC set ?

-
Huawei thinks this is quite logical and in line with Rel-8

-
QC wonders if this is the “non-disjoint” handover case, where you keep some CC’s and change another

-
Motorola thinks if we forget mobility, it is not really clear how often we need to add and remove at the same time a CC. ZTE has the same thinking. ZTE wonders what measurement would be used ? Normal A3 ?

-
ALU wonders how urgent the CC replacement is. ALU thinks if the CC set is small it might be nice to replace.

-
Mediatek thinks the UE capabilities should be honoured. So maybe we do not frequently add and remove CC’s

-
Ericsson thinks this should be supported.

-
Nokia assumes that when we talke about adding /removing/deleting CC’s, it is just adding/removing/deleting a cell on that CC. So then this proposal is a logical extension from Rel-8

-
Motorola would like to wait.

Proposal 2:

-
NSN wonders why we talk about cell here

Proposal 3:

-
Huawei wonders what the gain if of only adding a DL CC, compared to adding a DL and UL CC and doing nothing with the UL CC ? Huawei sees no real cost for the system. Samsung thinks maybe a gain is we do not have to provide UL SI info.

-
DT thinks it is logical to be able to only add a DL or only an UL. Otherwise there is probably some resveration in the eNB

-
Intel thinks individual addition/removal could be allowed, as long as the pairing is clear.

-
NTT DCM thinks that since we also consider asymmetric configurations, it seems obvious to be able to configure a DL only. Not so obvious for an UL. Ericsson thinks if the UE is configured with 2DL and 1 UL, you might want to add an UL.

-
IDT thinks it is important to only be able to add a DL and not an UL so to avoid UL SRS transmissions. NTT DCM also thinks the UE might have different UL capabilities

-


	Agreements:

1
Addition of DL CC only or UL CC only is supported

2
Removal of DL CC only or UL CC only is supported



- In all these cases, linking situation between UL and DL CC’s should remain clear


R2-101051:
Consideration on Component Carrier Index
CATT, CMCC
Disc
R2-101092:
Allocation of UE specific RNTI
ZTE
Disc

R2-101424:
Management of Component Carriers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101537:
UE assigning methods during CIF configuration
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-101148:
CC Information Delivery for PCC and Non-PCC
MediaTek
Disc

R2-101147:
Capability Negotiation for CC Configuration
MediaTek
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101087
CC configuration at CC addition
Panasonic
Disc

R2-101157
Special cell and anchor cell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

7.1.3
System Information handling

In RAN2#68 we agreed that at CC addition, the UE is informed with dedicated signalling about the relevant “urgent” SI information. Is there any additional information a connected mode UE needs to know apart from this urgent information, or does the urgent information cover all SI information relevant for a UE in connected mode ? How is the UE informed about relevant SI information updates at SI change ? Two main options seem dedicated signalling or paging. In case of paging, how/where are PDCCH/PDSCH for the updated SI provided ? Any difference between activated & deactivated CC’s?

SI addition

R2-101015:
'Urgent System Information' to be configured at CC addition
Huawei
Disc
General

-
LG wonders when the UE is only provided with the urgent information, does the UE still have to read the other SI info from the cell ? 

-
Samsung thinks 251 bits for MBSFN configuration is very large ?

-
Ericsson thinks this contribution shows that almost all non-urgent parameters are related to system information reception. So if we provide all system information, we do not need to provide this information and then there is almost no difference between urgent and total information. NSN agrees with Ericsson.

-
NSN assumes it would be better to provide the UE with all information the UE needs.

-
Motorola wonders if NSN/Ericsson are proposing to sent all SIB’s to the UE by dedicated. Ericsson proposes to provide all SI the UE needs, but this does not include anything from SIB’s above SIB2.

-
Huawei thinks at least the green and yellow needs to be provided. The question is around the purple.

-
Samsung did the same analysis, but the essential information can to around 250bits.

Proposal 1

-
DT wonders why the TAC has to be the same for all CC’s ?

=>
Noted (should keep this in mind for the next discussion)
SI change handling?
R2-101538:
SI change notification in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
Samsung asks what the solution for the extension CC is ? NTT DCM assumes there is no extension CC.

-
Samsung wonders if the main concern with alternative 2 is that we would need an activation time ? NTT DCM is worried about this.

R2-101398:
System information delivery under Carrier Aggregation
Qualcomm Incorporated
 Disc
-
ZTE wonders what the difference is between option 1 and 2 ? Option 2 only provide the updated information, and option 1 is a complete replacement. QC thinks option 1 is already possible today.

-
Chairman wonders what the assumption is for alternative 3 ? Would the DL PCC be continuously providing the SI PDCCH for all other CC’s continuously ? QC was assuming the DL PDCCH on the DL PCC only around SI change ? Chairman wonders whether the DPCCH would have to be provided continuously because of UE’s going out of coverage on a non-PCC and entering again. These UE’s might have to check the SI again to make sure they returned to the same cell as previously configured.
R2-101080:
System Information Modification in Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc
R2-101202:
System Information Change for Component Carriers
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
-
QC wonders if a kind of delta signaling is proposed for the SI ? Ericsson thinks this could be a optimization. Ericsson thinks anyway typically the SI would be quite limited.

-
Intel support Ericsson view. UE might not need all the information.

-
Chairman wonders how the PCI confusion would be resolved in this case ? DT assumes it should not exist.

After offline discussion:

-
Based on R2-101398, option 1 i.e. removing and adding the CC again is not acceptable. Companies are split between dedicated or paging approach. Everybody agrees that dedicated and paging approach are possible. Some companies thinks activation time would be needed if we have dedicated signaling. 

-
NSN still does not understand how the paging works, and thinks the dedicated signaling is a simple approach.

R2-101458:
System information delivery by dedicated signaling Samsung
Disc

R2-101016:
System information update in CA
Huawei,CATT
Disc

R2-101490:
SI Update for CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101093:
System Information Updating for Carrier Aggregation
ZTE
Disc

R2-101475:
System Information Acquisition for Carrier Aggregation
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-101389:
System Information Changes in RRC Connected
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell Disc

R2-101043:
Changed SI Transmission in CA
Potevio
Disc
	Agreement:

Terminology:

1) Configured CC’s which are not the PCC are called the Secondary CC’s (SCC)

SI change reception:

2) Agree that dedicated signaling can be used to provide the UE about relevant system information SCC’s. We should try to avoid to have an activation time.

FFS if we have additional solutions to provide the SI e.g. by paging, optimized dedicated signaling,….


- 
NSN thinks maybe a type of activation time would be required. Ericsson assumes it is not needed. QC would like to avoid this.

-
NTT DCM is concerned about the overhead, with the RRC not being aware of who is scheduled. The RRC would ask the MAC layer to deliver the information to UE’s. If no smart scheduling is implemented, DCCH might be considered as highest priority and would block other traffic. Ericsson is not worried about this. Ericsson does not expect 100’s or 1000’s configured for CA. Motorola agrees with Ericsson.

-
Samsung wonders if modification period would be considered an activation time ?

-
LG thinks that for Relays anyway the number of relays was small.

-
LG does not see any urgent information.

-
QC would like to avoid UE specific activation time.

-
DT assumes still that changes happen very infrequent, so activation time should not be needed. DT assumes changes on SCC are less frequent than PCC

Other:
R2-101411:
Handling of PWS on Aggregated Component Carriers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101463
Cross-carrier scheduling for system information
Samsung
Disc

R2-101464
Cross-carrier scheduling for system information
Samsung
Disc

7.1.4
RLF

At RAN2#67bis we made some initial agreements, but details are still FFS. E.g. do we have monitoring for each DL CC separately ? Do we distinguish “DL CC failure” from “RLF failure” ? Do we have an UL CC failure (i.e. certain UL CC has to stop transmission but no Re-establishment is initiated). Do we need to (if so how) inform the eNB in certain cases ? Any difference between activated & deactivated CC’s?

DL RLF

R2-101178:
Radio Link Failure for Carrier Aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
R2-101545:
DL CC failure handling in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
General

-
QC wonders what the eNB is going to do when it is reported an SCC failure ? NTT DCM assumes the eNB will always remove. QC wonders what the gain is of the deactivation inbetween ? NTT DCM would like to avoid unnecessary measurement reports

Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders why we cannot remove CC’s based on RSRP measurements reported by the UE. Why do we need something special ?

-
NTT DCM thinks the Rel-8 RLF is optimized for detecting bad radio link conditions, but measurements are optimized for mobility (e.g. L3 filtering).  So NTT DCM assumes the point in time when measurement report would be triggered or RLF detected would be quite different.

-
NSN wonders how this related to activation/deactivation. Does the UE monitor deactivated SCC’s ? NSN was assuming it would not.

-
Ericsson thinks there is a difference between SCC and PCC. Ericson thinks that for PCC’s measurement reports should be sufficient and then the eNB can decide what to do. So Ericsson assumes no radio link monitoring is needed on SC’s.

-
QC is assuming that in case of DRX today we have both measurements and RLF detection.

-
CATT thinks it would be good to report the failure for CC management reasons. 

-
Huawei sees no strong reason to quickly deactivate a not so good SCC. CQI reports could be used for this.

-
Samsung thinks there are 2 points: a) Do we need radio link monitoring for SCC. b) Do we need reporting if detected ? Samsung thinks a) would be good to have, but Samsung is open for b).

-
DT thinks radio link monitoring is not required on SCC’s.

-
Chairman assumes in UMTS we have radio link monitoring on SCC’s and autonomous deactivation. 

-
NSN thinks the SCC failure could be reported to the eNB by CQI, special radio link failure indication,… 
-
NSN thinks that if activation/deactivation is supposed to save power, we should not have radio link monitoring.

-
QC thinks the monitoring is required to stop UL transmissions (RAN1 issue). Which UL transmission ? QC indicates the “linked UL”. 

-
Ericsson thinks for activated CC’s, the eNB should know the quality asap and this wil be based on CQI. For deactivated CC’s, Ericsson assumes we will only have the “mobility measurements”.

-
Panasonic wonders if we sent CQI for bad link ? Ericsson indicates that if the network configures the UE to report CQI’s for 2 DL’s, the UE cannot autonomously decide to have no CQI reporting for one of the two DL’s.

-
Motorola thinks CQI is enough. Also ALU thinks radio link monitoring is not needed. LG thinks radio link monitoring is usefull.

-
NSN thinks that for managing SCC’s having CQI is enough. RIM thinks in addition to CQI you can use normal measurements

-
QC does not want exclude N310 mechanisms for SCC.

-
Panasonic wonders for hetnet/COMP; it might not be possible to provide reliable CQI due to lack of reference signals.

-
Samsung assumes for activated CC’s, the monitoring is for free.

-
CATT thinks RAN1 is also considering reduction of CQI overhead. CQI will not be at the same timescale as radio link monitoring. Samsung assumes CQI period is 5 or 10ms, but deactivation can only be based on several values. NTT DCM agrees radio link monitoring is more reliable.

	Open issues:

1) 
Do we have radio link monitoring (i.e. N310 like mechanism) based on which the UE takes certain actions / sends a report, or

2)    Do we only have measurement/CQI reporting for SCC’s

3) 
Is the situation different for activated and deactivated SCC’s ?


R2-101484:
DL RLF for CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-101017:
DL RLF in CA
Huawei
Disc

R2-101393:
Further considerations on radio link failure
ITRI
Disc

R2-101385:
Discussion on DL RLF detection in Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101303:
DL Radio Link Failure Procedures for Carrier Aggregation
InterDigital
Disc

R2-101053:
Consideration on DL RLF
CATT
Disc

R2-101041:
Component carrier failure and radio link failure
Samsung
Disc

R2-101283:
Radio link failure open issues
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
R2-101079:
CC Failure and RLF in Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

UL RLF

R2-101546:
UL CC failure handling in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
General

-
CATT wonders how many failure indications are indicated to RRC ? Is it per CC ? NTT DCM proposes per CC.

-
IDT assumes that when you are doing RACH in UL you are not time aligned, so you are already not transmitted SRS. NTT DCM confirms.

Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders why no hopping is allowed ? Huawei thinks with the power ramping it is quite obvious we should not hop CC. Ericsson thinks this depends on path loss measurements: Ericsson indicates that the ramping only adds a delta to a power level corrected by path loss. Ericsson thinks this issue might require more discussion. LG agrees with Ericsson. 

-
NSN wonders what happens with backoff if we hop ?  LG thinks it depends on whether the backoff is common per all CC or per CC.

-
CATT thinks that given that the RACH parameters are per CC and can be different, how can this result in one RACH ramping approach. ZTE agrees. E.g. max retransmission timer, and other parameters. ZTE would also like to stick to Rel-8 model

-
Samsung wonders whether there is any real gain for the hopping.

-
ALU also thinks this would be interesting. 

-
Huawei does not understand the potential gain. Ericsson thinks the RACH attempt could be earlier, and for load balancing purposes. Huawei thinks the loss is that we are a bit destroying the power ramping which might impact the RACH capacity.

-
Samsung points out this would only be relevant for UL data resuming. Typically a D-SR would exist.

-
NTT DCM thinks UE should anyway wait for RACH window.

-
No CC hopping for RACH (14)

-
CC hopping for RACH should be considered (3)

Proposal 2/3:

-
Huawei thinks we should trigger re-establish after one UL RACH failure. NTT DCM thikns for interband CC or scenario 3, you might still succeed on another

-
Panasonic thinks when we fail on the UL PCC we should trigger re-estabslihment, but otherwise not.

-
Samsung wonders why a RACH would fail ? Huawei thinks this was not supposed to happen by design, but it is a “catch-all”.  So here we should apply the same principle, so no need to attempt multiple CC’s. QC supports the Huawei view.

-
NTT DCM is ok if it fails on PCC, but in case of RACH on SCC the event can be reported by UE and no need to re-establish

-
Ericsson thinks this would not have been an issue if we would have applied hopping across CC’s.  NTT DCM does not see how we can remove one UL CC if a RACH fails if we apply hopping.

Proposal 4:

-
NTT DCM clarifies that by this mechanism with sufficient retransmissions, the removal would only be due to UL quality problems.

-
QC points out that this proposal is not applicable if we select option 2b) below.

-
ZTE thinks the UE might not take any action and wait for the eNB to take action.

-
Samsung wonders if any company disagrees with 2c) ? Even if the UE can perform RACH on other CC still it will probably not be able to sent A/N successfully during the reconfiguration that would be needed to move the PCC.

-
Ericsson thinks is not sure 2c is ok.

	Agreements:

1a.
There will be no across CC hopping in case of a dedicated preamble

1b.
Also in contention preamble case we have no cross CC hopping unless significant gains are shown in the future.

Open issues:

1
How to select an UL RACH ?


- Timing, radio conditions,….

2
Options for when to trigger re-establishment:
a) fail RACH on all CC’s 
b) fail RACH on any individual CC
c) fail RACH on the PCC

3
Is there any action the UE takes when detecting RACH failure on a CC which does not lead to re-establishment (if this case exists) ?

4
MAC/RRC model can be discuss


=>
EMAIL DISC up to next meeting on UL/DL RLF issues [EMAIL DISC NTT DCM]
R2-101018:
UL RLF in CA
Huawei
Disc
R2-101491:
UL RLF for CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101386:
PRACH transmission failure & UL RLF in Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101054:
Consideration on UL RLF
CATT
Disc

Other:

R2-101486
CC failure reporting
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101114
Re-establishment procedure for carrier aggregation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101282
Radio link failure open issues
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

=> Withdrawn

7.1.5
Measurements in connected mode

How to adapt the RRC measurement model for CA ? What measurements are performed on a deactivated CC ? If/how are measurements impacted by CC activation/CC deactivation ?

=> Including outcome of [68b#24] LTE: CA measurements [ERIC]

Report of email discussion [68b#24]: CA measurements

R2-101423:
Summary of email discussion [68b#24] LTE: CA measurements
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson Report
Proposal 1:

-
Nokia wonders what “cell corresponding to CC” is ? Ericsson clarifies the same extension as already agreed for A3 is proposed. LG supports the proposal.

-
Nokia wonders what these events will be used for ? Ericsson thinks A1 could e.g. be used for activate a CC, and A2 to deactivate or delete a CC. Nokia wonders why A4 could not be used for this ? Ericsson points out that A4 refers to a neighbor cell. 

-
Nokia assumes we need to have a measurement object for the PCC. Nokia assumes we would also have a measurement object for an SCC. 

-
QC thinks in general we need to indicate what serving cell when we talk about A1 and A2.

-
Nokia assumes A4 is exactly the same as the A1 we have now created ? 

-
MT thinks we should rethink our measurements now that we have a PCC. So we could consider all SCC as neighbor cells.

-
NTT DCM thinks these measurements can be used for starting/stopping inter-RAT measurements. NTT DCM thinks e.g. for when an SCC becomes bad.

-
NSN assumes this is mainly used for configuration.

-
Ericsson thinks e.g. for deactivated CC that becomes good, or a deactivated CC that should be released. Could also be used to trigger inter-RAT/freq but this might not be the preferred approach.
Proposal 2:

-
Huawei wonders whether this is about measurement or measurement id.

-
LG thinks this is a bit cosmetic: if we would agree to “best” or “worst” we anyway would be measuring on multiple cells

	Agreements:

1: 
For measurement events A1 and A2, serving cell is the cell corresponding to the component carrier corresponding to the measurement object. (i.e. NW may configure separate events A1 and A2 for each cell corresponding to a configured CC). The need for further generalizations of A1 and A2 events is FFS.

2: 
No need for multiple serving cells (other than “best” or “worst”) for a single measurement id was identified. It is proposed to assume only one serving cell per measurement id, unless a clear need for multiple serving cells is identified later.


Events 
R2-101085:
Measurement usage for carrier aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

R2-101020:
Generalization of A1 and A2 in CA
 Huawei
Disc

R2-101197:
Measurements events for carrier aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101390:
Measurement for CC management
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
R2-101483:
Measurement event for CC addition
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101096:
Candidate cell set for CC management and handover
ZTE
Disc

R2-101146:
Measurement Events Generalization for Carrier Aggregation
MediaTek
Disc

R2-101482:
Measurement evaluation in CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101524:
Measurement Configuration in Carrier Aggregation
 Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc
General

· Are there problems with UE selection of “serving cell” for cases like best/worst ?

Inter-freq/Inter-RAT measurement start

· Do we need “best serving cell” for A1/A2 or can we work with reference “serving cell” or multiple A1/A2 instances ?

Inter-eNB/Inter-RAT mobility decision

· Do we need “best serving cell” for A3/A5 or can we e.g. work with reference “serving cell” ?

CC Addition/removal

· Do we need “worst serving cell” for A2 or can we work with multiple A2 instances ?

· Do we need “worst serving cell” for A3/A5 or can we work with multiple instances ?

· Can we motivate new events ?

Given the decisions of this meeting, we allow companies to rethink the need for measurements. Proposal is to continue the email discussion. EMAIL DISC continues up to next meeting [EMAIL DISC Ericsson]
Measurement gap control

R2-101547:
Measurement gap control in CA
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-101120:
Measurement Allocation during Carrier Aggregation
Sony Corporation
Disc

Other

R2-101200:
Carrier Aggregation and the s-Measure criterion
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101055:
Measurement on Deactivated CC
CATT
Disc

R2-101021:
Measurement on Deactivated CC
Huawei
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101515
CA measurements
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

R2-101525
Measurement Configuration in Carrier Aggregation 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-101526
 Measurement Configuration in Carrier Aggregation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-101209
Measurement Events Generalization for Carrier Aggregation
MediaTek
Disc

7.1.6
Non-accessible carriers

Special considerations w.r.t. handling of non-accessible carriers.

7.1.7
Activation/Deactivation

More detailed aspects of activation/deactivation e.g. implicit or explicit (L1 or MAC). Is the act/deact common for all CC’s or per CC?
Act/Deact: MAC or L1 ?
R2-101076:
Explicit Activation and Deactivation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
R2-101082:
Open issues on component carrier activation and deactivation
Panasonic
Disc
R2-101508:
L1 vs L2 CC activation command?  Samsung
Disc
-
NSN wonders what is meant by “more in line with separate act/deact” ? Samsung assumes more in line with instantaneous action. NSN thinks the same could be claimed for MAC.
L1 or MAC ?

-
CATT prefers MAC for reliability reasons. Also considering that we need feedback. Samsung will not object to make quick decision because both approaches will work quite well.

-
Panasonic wonders why companies have changed opinion ? Before in the email many companies seem to favour L1.

-
Motorola thinks we have already an activation mechanism in L1 in Rel-8 for SPS, HSDPA is based on L1, so why would we need MAC ?

-
QC prefers L1. MT prefers MAC. MT thinks anyway real fast activation might not be possible due to frequency modifications. So MT prefers reliability.

-
ZTE prefers reliability.

-
Panasonic thinks we only need to indicate the CC so a few bits. The need for configuring additional aspects at activation (e.g. PUCCH resources) depends on whether the PUCCH resources are allocated for the configured CC’s or the activated CC’s.

-
NSN wonders what companies that favour L1 think about requiring an ACK on the activation ?  Samsung assumes the ACK might not be necessarily needed. If the L1 is lost there is no drastic consequences: the eNB can detect an repeat.

-
Motorola assume L1 will be quite reliable.

-
Motorola thinks it is important to shoot for the lowest delay.

-
Ericsson thinks RAN1 has not yet decided how PUCCH resources are configured. So if we would now decide for L1 and then RAN1 decides that PUCCH reconfiguration is required, we might not have enough codepoints in PDCCH.

-
LG thinks reliability is important.

-
Huawei would prefer MAC. TI agrees with Huawei. CMCC prefers MAC CE. 

-
Huawei does not like PDCCH e.g. for false alarm reasons. Panasonic thinks the current formats could be used so no increase in BDO’s. 

-
NSN points out that in HSDPA there was only the choice between L1 and RRC.

-
Motorola thinks with a 1% error rate at cell edge the reliability is not a big problem.

In favour for activation to use:


MAC:20


L1: 8

-
Panasonic proposes to wait for the PUCCH decision.

-
Ericsson assumes there is not much dependancies, and we can postpone up to next meeting.

-
MT wonders if RAN4 should be consulted due to switching delays dependant on receiver architecture.

-
NSN agrees from RAN2 point of view there is not so much dependency. But there may be impacts on other groups.

-
Ericsson is fine to go for MAC control

-
Newpostcom prefers MAC CE but if L1 would be used, there might be a problem.

Proposals from Panasonic paper:

Proposal 3:

-
LG thinks if we can use it for DRX, we can also use it for deactivation. 


-
Huawei woudld also like to see timer based deactivation

-
Ericsson also prefer to have a implicit deactivation as a safety mechanism. However it should be with a quite long timer as safety mechanism since it is not synchronized.

-
Panassonic wonders why we need a fallback if we have MAC. Ericsson just wants to prevent hanging.

Proposal 5:

-
Ericsson explains that if at deactivation the CQI resources would change, there is some risk of misunderstanding if the CC is deactivated by timer expiry which will not be synchronized between UE and eNB.

Proposal 6:

-
NSN thinks most companies were thinking about a bitmap for activation/deactivation.

-
Panasonic assumes that when the resources are linked to the configured CC’s, there is no problem to activate individual CC’s. Ericsson thinks that if the PUCCH resources are not reserved for all configured CC’s, there could be more problems with individual activation/deactivation.

-
Chairman wonders about the timer: Huawei would like to have it per CC.

Proposal 7:

-
Nokia thinks RAN4 indicated they are working on this. 

	Agreements:

3: 
Explicit activation of configured DL component carriers is done by MAC signaling

4: 
Explicit deactivation of configured DL component carriers is done by MAC signaling

5: 
Will have implicit deactivation of configured DL component carriers

1: 
The configuration of DL/UL component carrier is within UE’s aggregation capability. As a consequence of the latter activation/deactivation is as well within UE capability.

2: 
A newly configured component carrier is always in a default state of ‘deactivated’. In order to activate a newly configured component carrier, an activation command is necessary.

6: 
DL component carriers are activated and deactivated individually. A single activation/deactivation command can activate/deactivate a subset of the configured DL component carriers. Can comeback to this decision if it turns out problematic for PUCCH resource handling.


R2-101030:
Mechanisms for (de)activation
Huawei
Disc

R2-101119:
DL carrier activation/deactivation by MAC
ETRI
Disc

R2-101056:
Detail of CC (de-)activation
CATT, CMCC
Disc
R2-101150:
Discussion on CC Avtivation and Deactivation
MediaTek
Disc
R2-101211:
Notification for DL CC Activation and Deactivation
Potevio
Disc

R2-101179:
Further details of activation / deactivation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101492:
CC Activation/Deactivation Details
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101473:
Component Carrier Activation and Deactivation
Research In Motion UK Limited
Disc

R2-101077:
Implicit Deactivation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

MAC or L1 ?

Activation/deactivation per CC, all, multiple or several different options ?

Deactivation timer for safety

Measurements on deactivated CC ?

Other

R2-101210:
Discussion on UL CC activation and deactivation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Panasonic thinks we have agreed that the UE also makes RSRP measurements for a deactivated CC and thus this pathloss is known. Nokia thinks there is no agreements on how often the pathloss measurement needs to be made.

-
Samsung wonders how long it takes to adjust the RF BW ? Samsung assumes this can be done after receiving the UL grant. Nokia thinks we could ask RAN4.

-
ZTE wonders if RAN4 has agreed that the pathloss estimation can only be done through the linked DL ?

-
Huawei would be fine with this limitation.

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic understand this as the eNB controlling the start/stop of the SRS. Panasonic think it would be good if the eNB could control, e.g. by linked to the DL CC activation

-
NTT DCM wonders if this is only about SRS ? Nokia considers the SRS and whether there is any harmfull effect of keeping the RF open.

Should check following questions offline:

1) Can the UE be sufficiently aware of pathloss situation on deactivated CC’s in order to do UL transmissions ? We should describe our assumptions on mobility measurements e.g. RSRP measurements.

2) Is there any adverse effects of keeping RF open for DL deactivated CCs in order to be able to transmit in UL ?

3) What is the expected switching time for the RF at CC activation/deactivation if we would change the RF ?

=>
Can comeback next meeting
Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101111
Considerations on activation with common DRX
Pantech
Disc

7.1.8
Scheduling

UL/DL scheduling related aspects like UL prioritisation, BSR reporting, PHR reporting,…

Logical channel Allocation
R2-101169:
Logical Channel Prioritization for Aggregated Carriers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101081:
Logical Channel Prioritization Procedure for Carrier Aggregation
Panasonic
Disc

R2-101408:
UL Channel Prioritisation for Carrier Aggregation
Qualcomm Incorporated 
Disc
R2-101505:
Discussion on logical channel prioritization for REL-10
Samsung
Disc
R2-101387:
L2 Segmentation in Carrier Aggregation
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101205:
Logical Channel Prioritization for Carrier Aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101046:
Logical Channel Multiplexing in CA
Huawei
Disc

R2-101384:
CA impact on logical channel prioritisation
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
R2-101099:
Discussion on logical channel priorization
ZTE
Disc

R2-101502:
Discussion on Scheduling and Priority handling for Carrier Aggregation
HT mMobile Inc. Disc

“Steps1..3 of LCP per CC, or on total alloc in TTI ? Or allow both ?

CC-allocation:


- Can be left to UE implementation, both in power limited / non power limited ?


- MCS based / CC priority based ?

Other

R2-101057:
Consideration on SPS in CA
CATT
Disc

R2-101284:
Uplink scheduling with carrier aggregation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-101031:
Buffer Status Reporting for CA
Huawei
Disc

R2-101042:
Considerations on BSR in Carrier Aggregation
Potevio
Disc

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101240
Power headroom reporting
Huawei
Disc
=> Withdrawn
7.1.9
Other MAC impacts

E.g. Is the UE configured with 1/multiple RACH’s (even multiple per distinct UL timing ?) ? When does the UE access another RACH ? How is RACH handled at handover ?, ..

RACH

R2-101285:
RACH and carrier aggregation
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc
Proposal 1:

-
Intel wonders if the RACH would be in the PCC ? NSN assumes so for these cases.

-
Samsung/Ericsson is not sure about handover case. LG thinks you could choose if the UE is provided with multiple RACH’s. Motorola likes the proposal. Ericsson sees some benefits in allowing the UE to choose, e.g. the first occurring PRACH and determine the CC based on that.

Proposal 2:

-
Mediatek wonders about the relation ship to UL/DL linkage.

-
Huawei thinks we should discuss “use” instead of “configure”.  Huawei thinks the operator is allowed to deploy screnario 4 (although we might not support it in CA), and then the operators should be able to detect a incompatible timing difference and for that multiple RACH;s are required.

-
NSN wonders what “use” means ? Huawei clarified they do not imply parallel usage.

-
Ericsson thinks we should have multiple RACH’s. 

-
Motorola wonders if we realy need multiple RACH’s if we have no multiple TA ?

-
NTT DCM can agree there is no parallel RACH usage. LG wonders if we mean parallel RACH procedures or parallel resource usage ? NTT DCM means parallel RACH procedures.

-
NTT DCM would like to agree to have multiple RACH’s configured; if the SIB2 provides them, why would a UE not be allowed to use them ?

-
ZTE wonders if 2a is the PCC of the source or the target ?

-
Huawei wonders if all UE’s have the same PRACH information ? 

-
Panasonic was assuming that all UE’s would be aware of the same PRACH resources, but UE’s could be limited to what PRACH resources they can really use.

-
Motorola wonders what happens if a RACH is used when the corresponding DL SCC is not activated ? Ericsson would assume that the UE implicitly activates that SCC. Huawei has the same understanding.

-
NSN thinks the UE could prioritise RACH’s corresponding to activated DL CC’s.

-
Panasonic wonders if this is a mechanism by which the UE can enforce activation of any DL CC ?

-
Samsung would like to see more gain before agreeing on multiple RACH’s.

=>
Who support multiple PRACH’s: 13

=>
One RACH: 1
	Agreements:

1:
As a baseline, the use of RACH for RRC connection establishment and re-establishment is based on RACH parameters and a single carrier pair using parameters obtained from system information or from dedicated signalling. RACH procedures conform to Rel-8. 

2: 
UE can be configured with multiple RACH on PCC and/or SCC’s

3:
For “UL data arrival” and “DL data arrival with contention based access” UE can select from the configured RACH’s which one to use, at least from the RACH’s which correspond to an activated DL CC. 
- FFS if RACH’s correspond to deactivated DL CC can be selected


R2-101058:
Consideration on RACH in CA
CATT
Disc
R2-101410:
Feasiblity of Cross-carrier Scheduling for Random Access
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101304:
RACH Procedures for Carrier Aggregation
InterDigital
Disc

R2-101039:
UL CC selection for RACH
Samsung
Disc

R2-101388:
PRACH transmissions in Carrier Aggregation Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

R2-101040:
Network implementation to solve DL CC confusion in asymmetric CA
Samsung
Disc

R2-101493:
Multiple uplink carriers serving RACH
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101528:
Random access with carrier aggregation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101541:
RACH for connected mode in CA
Fujitsu
Disc

Connection establishment

Connection re-establishment

Handover

PDCCH order

UL data

Withdrawn/Too late/Not available
R2-101494
RACH for Carrier Aggregation
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101495
Handover Execution Using Multiple Carriers
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

7.1.10
Other

R2-101409:
Clarification on Carrier Aggregation and TTI Bundling
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc

R2-101257:
Extended PDCP PDU formats
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc

R2-101155:
Enhancement of D-SR in CA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-101527:
DRX in Carrier Aggregation - Active Time
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

R2-101561:
Mobility and Carrier Aggregation Signaling
NEC
Disc

Activity up to next meeting:

- Several email discussion

- Will have 1 week email discussion for approval of R2-101846 [EMAIL DISC]

7.2
Latency reduction (RP-091449)
(LTE_LATRED-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, target: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091449)

New proposals

R2-101115:
SR associated contention based transmission Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation Disc
-
ZTE understands that the D-SR for contention resolution. What if UE-1 sends normal D-SR not with CBData, and UE-2 sends D-SR with CBData, how can the eNB know the CBData is not sent by UE-1 ? NSN assumes that only if both UE’s are configured with the CB resource, then they would both use the CB resource. If only one of them is configured with the resource, then the eNB knows the other UE would not use the CB resource

-
Samsung sees same problem as ZTE.

-
Samsung wonders if this scheme support multiple CBgrants in the same TTI ? NSN confirms: The eNB can configured multiple resources in the same TTI for different UE’s. Different groups of UE’s will be configured with different CB resources

-
ALU wonders if the periodicity of the CBgrants and the D-SR is assumed to be the same  ? NSN assumes it might be the same.

-
IDT wonders have the C-RNTI in the MAC header.

-
Motorola wonders what the main gain of the scheme is ? NSN thinks the main intention is to reduce the 3ms between D-SR and obtaining the UL grant

-
LG wonders what happens if the D-SR is not received ? NSN assumes the D-SR is quite reliable.

-
ZTE wonders if the resource is dynamic or preallocated ? If it is pre-allocated, how does the network determine for what UE’s it would be good to share ?

-
NSN admits that it might not be possible to have PUCCH and PUSCH in the same TTI for a cell edge UE. So then there needs to be some timing relation between the PUSCH and PUCCH in different TTI’s.

-
NSN clarifies that in case of collision, the eNB can ACK but stil sent normal grant for HARQ retransmission

-
Samsung understand that the main benefit of this proposal is to have HARQ for CB access. Then the question is how important this is. Samsung assumes that a more aggressive MCS level can be used than indicated.

-
ALU wonders what the real gain is compared to the CBaccess with ARQ retransmissions. How much reduction can be achieved in delay ? NSN has not done the detailed analysis yet.

-
IDT thinks that if you have a D-SR close to the CBresoure, maybe you should not use the CBresource.

-
NSN clarifies this is not an additional D-SR, but the normal D-SR. Whenever the UE sends the D-SR it will also sent a CBresource

-
Panasonic wonders if this is not an eNB implementation of the normal CB contention scheme ? To a large extend this is indeed correct

-
Motorola thinks this would require quite a lot of D-SR resources. Motorola though the nice aspect of the CBaccess was that it does not require frequent dedicated resource reservation

-
NSN explains that based on eNB configuration, a number of UE’s are grouped on the CBresource

=>
Noted
CB-PUSCH detailed considerations

R2-101332:
Contention based uplink in RAN2
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
Proposal 2

-
NSN wonders how dynamic this grant needs to be ? Does it really require PDCCH ? Ericsson thinks it is nice that you can use it in any low load situation, and immediately stop in higher load situations.

Proposal 5

-
Samsung wonders why specifically for this case we would need to trigger a BSR ? Why can we not use the normal triggers ? Ericsson does not propose a new trigger, just todays triggers.

=>
If we have a CB-PUSCH scheme, these proposals seems quite reasonable

R2-101506:
On contention based access
Samsung
Disc
Proposal 12

-
ZTE thinks it might be good to have a new PDCCH format with multiple grants in one PDCCH.

-
Huawei thinks the amount of grants in one TTI depends on the number of UE’s we want to service and the service characteristics. So what is the goal ? What service do we want to handle ?

-
MT agrees it would be good to have multiple grants per TTI.

Proposal 3:

-
Ericsson wonders if the BSR is sent over the CBPUSCH, do we cancel the pending D-SR ? Samsung thinks we could change the current MAC to not cancel it. Or we could decide not to have the BSR in the CBPUSCH.

Proposal 4/5:

-
LG assumes that RLC-AM is delay tolerant and latency is not such a big problem. On the otherhand UM is delay critical and thus delay is important. Chairman indicates main claimed gain was TCP rampup. DT agrees this is the main intention and the focus should be on RLC-AM.

-
ETRI supports proposal 4. ETRI thinks some RLC control signaling should not be allowed on CB access.

-
Motorola thinks sometimes the control signaling is mapped together with the data. So how can you split ? Also Motorola assumes MAC does not know what RLC mode of data it is handling.

Proposal 6:
-
Motorola wonders if only having ARQ retransmissions does not conflict with the latency reduction target ? Samsung assumes that as long as the initial transmission does not fail to often, the timing of the initial transmission is most important.

-
Motorola assumes that if you expose this relatively high failure rate to RLC (including control signaling), you have to check that everything still works.

=>
Noted

R2-101392:
Retransmissions for Contention Based Access
Motorola
Disc
-
Motorola proposes option 1.

-
Panasonic wonders if the option 1 requires that the CB-grants are always the same ? Motorola confirms.

-
Chairman wonders what happens if a dedicated grant is received in before retransmissions are succesfull ? Motorola thinks they have no strong opinion but either the MAC continues with the retransmissions, or the data could be discarded. Panasonic wonders if there would thus be a separate MAC buffer like “Msg3 buffer” for this CB access ?  Panasonic thinks we would need a separate buffer, otherwise we have the synchronous UL timing. Motorola agrees a separate buffer would be required.

-
ALU wonders what happens if there is a collision but still one UE wins ? Motorola confirms than an ACK would be sent and one UE discards the data. But Motorola assumes the probability is low enough. Still in this case RLC-AM would recover. LG is worried that for the loosing UE which has to wait for the RLC retransmission timer the delay will be higher. Still Motorola assumes that as long as this probability is 1% and the additional delay 100ms, the additional average delay is still low.

-
Vdf assumes in general we should use a conservative MCS. Vdf sees quite some inefficiency depending on the scheme in order to achieve the lower delay.

-
IDT thinks if we restrict to RLC-AM, maybe we do not need a MAC retransmission scheme.  Still Motorola is worried about exposing this high loss rate to RLC. Samsung assumes that in practice a low % of transmissions would be made over the CB resource.

-
Chairman wonders how many times after each other the UE could use the CB-PUSCH ? Ericsson explains that when UL data arrives, the UE could e.g. use the CB-PUSCH in 3 or 4 subsequent TTI’s until it has a dedicated grant. Panasonic this will make it more complex since the MAC has more buffers. Ericsson is not assuming any MAC buffer, but just sending the data once and throw it away. Samsung thinks this could be ok if the collision probability is sufficiently low.

=>
Noted
R2-101319:
The limitation of Contention Based transmission
ASUSTeK
Disc

R2-101059:
The Feedback and Retransmission for the Contention Based Transmission
CATT
Disc
R2-101060:
The impact of the contention based access
CATT
Disc

R2-101101:
Discussion on contention resoltuion of CB transmission
ZTE
Disc

R2-101305:
The handling of contention based uplink transmission
ETRI
Disc

R2-101333:
Stage 2 description of the contention based uplink
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR 36.300 (0195) – B REL-10
LTE_LATRED-Core

Comparison

R2-101052:
Further details on SR sharing
Huawei
Disc
-
Huawei clarifies that for the CB-PUSCH case there is one grant per TTI

-
Huawei assumes that if you have 600 users requiring low delay,  you would do another allocation .

-
Ericsson wonders about the traffic model ? One small packet always scheduled separately ? Huawei has assumed that the packet fits within the grant. E.g. TCP-ACK or TCP-ACK + BSR.

-
IDT thought that PUCCH resources would be interference limited, and now we are worsening the situation.

-
Samsung wonders if there is any difference in delay reduction for shortened D-SR and shared D-SR ? Huawei clarifies not for the individual UE with a certain D-SR periodicity, but your capacity increases

-
Samsung assumes with 1ms periodicity, it consumes 0.05% of resources in 20Mhz, so you can easily handle e.g. 100 UE’s (5%).

-
Huawei thinks it would be good to have a better understanding what we are designing for 

-
Huawei assumes that if we are designing for a large number of UE’s, probably CB-PUSCH is probably not the best solution.

-
Ericsson wonders how you the eNB can decode the separate UE’s with format 1a/1b, given that it does not know the channel characteristics for the different UE’s. Huawei thinks this could be asked to RAN1, but Huawei thinks this can be made to work.

-
TI wonders if we can really discern 2 UE’s with a QPSK constellation (figure 2). Huawei indicates normally they are not colliding and then we can distinguish. Motorola thinks this should be left to RAN1.

-
IDT thinks it is not clear that the eNB can reliably detect collisions, and if it cannot, this scheme does not work.

-
Samsung thinks it is not clear whether the scope of the WI is that the capacity of the D-SR should be enhanced. Huawei thinks we can close the WI if there is no shortage of D-SR.

-
Ericsson points out that the delay is even reduced compared to short D-SR. Ericsson admits that CB-PUSCH is not ideal for all traffic patterns, like e.g. VOIP like patterns.

-
Motorola thinks by allocating multiple grants in a TTI you can remove some of the restrictions of CB-PUSCH mentioned in this contributon.

R2-101203:
Comparison of latency reduction schemes
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
Discussion:

-
Ericsson would like to agree on the CB-PUSCH as the baseline solution

-
Huawei thinks it would be good to involve in the PUCCH-SR scheme: 1) is there a shortage of PUCCH D-SR resources, and 2) does the sharing work

-
TI thinks it makes sense to involve RAN1. TI indicates that originally RAN1 had another orthogonal cover which allowed twice of many D-SR’s but this was removed. So this could be reconsider.

-
NSN thinks it would be good to involve RAN1.

-
Samsung does not think the sharing of D-SR is in scope of the WI. But Samsung is ok to ask.

-
Huawei thinks we have seen that the CB-PUSCH is a quite complex scheme so we shoud build more competence that this is really needed.

-
Samsung wonders how long we wait to make some kind of principle decision. 

-
Huawei wonders why blind scheduling is not sufficient. Samsung thinks that scheme is really limited.

-
NSN agrees with Huawei that it is too early to take CB-PUSCH as baseline.

-
Ericsson indicates that now concerns on complexity were raised during the SI phase. Ericsson wonders if the NSN proposal is less complex. NSN thinks the good aspect of their proposal is no impact on UE HARQ.

-
QC would like to keep all proposals on the table since the NSN proposal is now first on the table.

-
Huawei thinks the WI is clear that RAN1 may work on this. 

-
Ericsson thinks the NSN solution could be seen as an extension of the CB-PUSCH.

-
NSN wonders if “do nothing” is an option for Rel-10 ? Huawei thinks that that is an option if non of the schemes turns out worth the effort.

-
W.r.t. the LS to RAN1: Ericsson thinks we know the SR limitations, so the only question is whether the sharing works.

=>
Will sent small LS to RAN1 about this sharing proposal and ask if it would work in R2-101863
-
Huawei thinks it would be very good to have more input from operators about which scenario they would like to deploy this scheme.

-
QC thinks do nothing is one of the possibilities if all the schemes turn out to be to complex. LG complete agrees with the QC comment.

-
Ericsson thinks it is quite premature to now already discuss doing nothing.
Three schemes proposed so far:

1) CB-PUSCH

2) Shared D-SR

3) CB-PUSCH+D-SR

- Do nothing in Rel-10 ?

Other:

R2-101539:
Principles for UL access methods
Fujitsu
Disc

7.3
Other LTE Rel-10 WIs
R2-101213:
Energy saving techniques for LTE
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
FS_Energy_UMTS
=>
Updated before presentation in R2-101824
R2-101824:
Energy saving techniques for LTE
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
FS_Energy_UMTS
-
CMCC supports the intention of studying this further. CMCC thinks backward compatibility should be ensured. Samsung agrees with CMCC. Samsung wonders what the intenton is for Rel-10 ? 

-
Chairman wonders what the understanding is of what we support now ? E.g. do we support on the fly BW change ?  Do we support #antenna change ? 

-
Samsung thinks we support #antenna change almost on the fly if the dedicated message is received just before the MIB is updated.

-
Ericsson wonders if there is no L1 problem with BW change or #antenna change ? Huawei assumes that there are no L1 problems. Motorola thinks RAN1 has not concluded this. Motorola thinks RAN1 has only concluded that they do not want to support non-backward compatible changes.

-
QC thinks it might be difficult to say what we actually support.

-
Samsung thinks from specification point of view both #antenna change and BW change (almost) on the fly are supported. Question is whether the use case is supported (e.g. no text case)

-
Motorola thinks it is more  RAN1 discussion if these use cases are really supported already. Huawei thinks this is paper is focuses on signaling. Ericsson agrees

-
Huawei clarifies that the main aspect they think should be studied is the support for the #antenna change and the BW change, and maybe whether additional MBSFN subframes should be added.

-
QC thinks this is a study for legacy UE’s ? QC thinks it is interesting but would like to think more about this.

-
Orange is also interested in this.

=>
Noted (contribution was mainly intended to create awareness)
8
UTRA Release 7 and earlier releases
8.0
In principle agreed CRs

REL-7 MIMO-L23:

R2-100930
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4008
-
F
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-7
MIMO-L23
Nokia: we need to specify when the UE clear the configuration. This is missing and needs to be added.

=>The CR is revised in R2-101644 
R2-101644
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4008
1
F
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-7
MIMO-L23
· rev 1 was missing

· The CR is revised in R2-101742

R2-101742
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4008
1
F
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-7
MIMO-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100931
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4009
-
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-8
MIMO-L23
=>The CR is revised in R2-101645
R2-101645
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4009
1
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-8
MIMO-L23
· The CR is revised in R2-101743

· Rev 1 was missing
R2-101743
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4009
1
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-8
MIMO-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100932
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4010
-
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-9
MIMO-L23
=>The CR is revised in R2-101646 

R2-101646
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4010
1
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-9
MIMO-L23
The CR is revised in R2-101744

rev 1 was missing

R2-101744
Indication of MIMO codebook restriction
Qualcomm Europe, Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4010
1
A
output of email discussion [68b#7]
REL-9
MIMO-L23
=> The CR is agreed
REL-7 RANimp-EnhState:
R2-100933
Traffic volume measurement in CELL_PCH state
Samsung
CR
25.331
4011
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-Enhstate
[Late]

=> The CR is agreed.

R2-100934
Traffic volume measurement in CELL_PCH state
Samsung
CR
25.331
4012
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-Enhstate
[Late]

=> The CR is agreed

R2-100935
Traffic volume measurement in CELL_PCH state
Samsung
CR
25.331
4013
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-Enhstate
[Late]

=> The CR is agreed
8.1
Others
REL-6 TEI6:

R2-101139
Clarification on the signalling connection release indication(R6)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4042)
-
F

REL-6
TEI6
STE: on the title the concern is bad UE implementation and fast dormancy.

Fast dormancy is specified in Rel-8 and there the UE behaviour that Huawei want to introduce is already clear. So we share Huawei understanding but we think that the CR is not needed.

Huawei: for the UE that implemented fast dorrmacy is fine, but here we are addressing UE of release 6, that do not have implemented fast dormancy.

Nokia: If the NAS signaling connection is gone, the network should release the RRC connection.

There are cases in which the UE needs to be able to release the RRC connection by itself if the network doesn’t do it, to avoid other problems. This has been the case from Release 99.

LGE: what is “abnormal case”? Is ambiguous.

DT: UE shall not is strange.

=>The CR is not agreed

R2-101140
Clarification on the signalling connection release indication(R7)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4043)
-
A

REL-7
TEI6
=>The CR is not agreed

R2-101142
Clarification on the signalling connection release indication(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4044)
-
A

REL-8
TEI6
=>The CR is not agreed

R2-101143
Clarification on the signalling connection release indication(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4045)
-
A

REL-9
TEI6
=>The CR is not agreed

R2-101277
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
(4070)
-
C

REL-6
TEI6
Chair: Track changes in cover sheet.

Nokia: No need for shadows as the problem exists only in Release 6

Chair: Note 1 with UE shall?

Nokia: we did the same as release7

QC: we don’t see the need for having it in release 6.

Nokia: last meeting we agreed that the requirement is needed but missing in release 6.

Samsung: not comfortable to have a release 6 cat C

Samsung: Release 6 are already in the market, so release 6 UE shall is not possible.

Ericsson: this CR will prevent bad UE implementation so we support this.

Huawei: same as Ericsson.

Companies position is still quite far so we need offline.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101735
R2-101735
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4070
-
C

REL-6
TEI6
Track changes on the cover sheet

=> The CR is revised in R2-101745

R2-101745
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4070
1
C

REL-6
TEI6
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101279
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks 
CR
25.331
-
-
C

REL-6
TEI6
=> withdrawn
R2-101280
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks 
CR
25.331
-
-
C

REL-6
TEI6
=> withdrawn
R2-101281
Requirement to check scheduling information for extension SIB reception 
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks 
CR
25.331
-
-
C

REL-6
TEI6
All 3 CRs above are withdrawn

=> withdrawn

REL-7 MIMO-L23:

R2-101264
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc





REL-7
MIMO-L23
Nokia: we have a contribution in RAN4 on the same topic.

QC: this is more a RAN4 discussion, e.g. point number 1.

Nokia: it was discussed in RAN4 in Jeju, November 2009, then also during this week (in Valencia this was not in RAN4 agenda). We think some operators should like this. 

Ericsson: this is late for Release 7, it should have proposed for Release 7. Also I do not see the problem very well. Can you clarify?

Nokia: we need to have antennas for different bands, a quiet a lot of things in the UE also in terms of testing. Maybe we could save this. In some bands MIMO is not going to be deployed.

QC: this was discussed in RAN4 yesterday and there was no agreement.

QC: from RAN2 point of view we don’t see any issue with the signaling.

Huawei: we think RAN2 should wait for RAN4. Then we can provide the signaling

LGE, Samsung: wait for RAN4

Chair: not much support in RAN2 other than from the proposing companies.

=>Noted

R2-101266
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.331
(4065)
-
F

REL-7
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
R2-101267
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.331
(4066)
-
A

REL-8
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
R2-101270
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.331
(4068)
-
A

REL-9
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
R2-101271
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.306
(0260)
-
F

REL-7
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
R2-101272
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.306
(0261)
-
A

REL-8
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
R2-101273
Decoupling MiMo capability from supported Frequency Bands
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks, Motorola
CR
25.306
(0262)
-
A

REL-9
MIMO-L23
=> not treated
REL-7 RANimp-L2DataRates:

R2-101355
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
(0104)
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-L2DataRates
STE: on the figures, we are not sure this CR is needed. The figure was not contradicting the correct understanding. MAC-ehs shouldn’t be included in the figure, but this correction is not needed. 25.321 in 2.1.1.8 is clear enough.

LGE: we agree with STE. The figures should be corrected properly.

Samsung: we should not leave incorrected specifications. Maybe we can add text instead of changing figures.

Interdigital: we don’t think we need to do anything. The figures are correct.

Samsung: we don’t agree with Interdigital comment.

Interdigital: even in Mac-hs can be transparent or not.

Chair: can we live without this CR?

QC: we would like to come back.

=> the CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-101356
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.301
(0105)
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-L2DataRates
=> the CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-101357
Inconsistency in 'transparancy' definition in 25.301
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR


25.301
(0106)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-L2DataRates
=> the CR is postponed to the next meeting

REL-7 RANimp-EnhState:

R2-101066
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
(0621)
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
Samsung: we need to decide which even is more likely to happen and has more problem for the system.

In one case flashing the buffer you may loose the data for other queques, on the other hand we could have some TSN problem if we don’t flush the HARQ buffers.

Nokia: Samsung proposals has problems, needs revision. We should reset all queques and flush the buffer only when all T-reset timers expire.

Samsung: can you clarify? flush the re-ordering buffer should be safe enough.

STE: any data received out of the window will be discarded

Samsung: we don’t discard data in Cell-FACH.

Interdigital: what do you mean? We should have the same reordering functionality (like STE said)

Samsung: not after the MAC reset

Chair: some offline is necessary.

Offline discussion outcome after coffee break: Nokia and Infineon would like to check further.


=> The CR is revised in R2-101713
R2-101713
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
0621
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101067
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
(0622)
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState

=> The CR is revised in R2-101714
R2-101714
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
0622
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101068
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
(0623)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is revised in R2-101715
R2-101715
Correction to MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Samsung
CR
25.321
0623
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101208
MAC-ehs reset at Treset expiry
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc





REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
=>Noted.
R2-101287
Missing INVALID CONFIGURATION in case of a reconfiguration to eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4071)
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
LGE: cover sheet: check ME box.

Nokia: title doesn’t match.

Ericsson: these two have been added as conditions: "CCCH mapping info", "SRB1 mapping info". Can you explain? What is the impact? There are several “or” so which one the uE does?

Infineon: 8.5.21 these additions were done as LGE requested. 

LGE: the reason is that these are the equivalent of RB mapinf info in the Cell-FACH case.

Infineon: second question: it depends on the RB configuration used. So there is no confusion.

Ericsson: we need to improve: “start to receive HS-DSCH according to the procedure in subclause 8.5.36”.

Infineon: after offline discusion : the open issues were clarified. The or-or issue needs to be checked further.

=>The CR is revised in R2-101640, with a change of the title.

R2-101640
Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4071
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
Chair: we need to add in the cover sheet the comment that there is not cat A shadow CR and this CR 4071 in Release 8 is in CR4072 rev 1 and in rrelease 9 in CR 
· The CR is revised in R2-101746

R2-101746
Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4071
1
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed 
R2-101288
Missing INVALID CONFIGURATION in case of a reconfiguration to eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4072)
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
Nokia: we need to take into account Enhanced Uplink in Cell_FACH. So more changes are needed in 8.5.21.

=>The CR was revised in R2-101634
R2-101634

Missing INVALID CONFIGURATION in case of a reconfiguration to eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4072
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
Ericsson: “and the corresponding E-DCH MAC-d flow is configured”: should it not be the MAC-c flow?

Nokia: we could say common E-DCH MAC-d flow.

We will add “common”
=> The CR is revised in R2-101716, with CR 4072 rev 1 CAT F and new title: Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH
R2-101716

Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4072
1
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101289
Missing INVALID CONFIGURATION in case of a reconfiguration to eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4073)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
Nokia: we need to take into account Enhamced Uplink in Cell_FACH. So more changes are needed in 8.5.21.
=>The CR was revised in R2-101635
R2-101635
Missing INVALID CONFIGURATION in case of a reconfiguration to eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4073
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
We will add “common”
=> The CR is revised in R2-101717, withCR 4073 rev 1 CAT A and new title: Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH
R2-101717
Corrections to HS-DSCH reception in CELL-PCH and CELL-FACH

Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4073
1
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101290
Validity check for RB multiplexing options in in eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4074)
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
LGE: this is network behaviour so it doesn’t need to be specified.

Nokia: we don’t think we need to specify this. UE behaviour is specified in 8.5.21.

Ericsson: we agree with Nokia and LGE. In 8.6.4.8 there is already specified the UE behaviour. 

Infineon: Ok.

=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101700
Validity check for RB multiplexing options in in eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
4074
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
Late revision of the above R2-101290.

Chair: this seems to be a Release 99 clarification.

It needs careful study.

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-101291
Validity check for RB multiplexing options in in eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4075)
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101292
Validity check for RB multiplexing options in in eFACH
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.331
(4076)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101342
TM size unit
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
(0638)
-
F

REL-7
RANimp-EnhState
LGE: in 25.331 is already specified what will happen with the padding. Section 12.1.3.

Ericsson: this is already covered in 25.331. In 12.1.3 it is clear.

QC: is is only about the paging channel there. OK.

=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101343
TM size unit
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
(0639)
-
A

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState
=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101344
TM size unit
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.321
(0640)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState]

=> the CR is not agreed.
R2-101345
TM size unit 
Qualcomm
CR
25.322
-
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState
withdrawn

REL-7 TEI7:

R2-101311
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
(4077)
-
F

REL-7
TEI7
Ericsson: v7f should be v7g

Why you didn’t use a normal non critical extension in UplinkDirectTransfer.

We can do that. 

CATT: Initial Direct Transfer needs to be added.

ZTE: yes, we will add that.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101676
R2-101676
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4077
-
F

REL-7
TEI7
Highlighted parts 

The CR is revised in R2-101718
R2-101718
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4077
1
F

REL-7
TEI7
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101312
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
(4078)
-
A

REL-8
TEI7
=> The CR is revised in R2-101677 
R2-101677
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4078
-
A

REL-8
TEI7
Highlighted parts

=> The CR is revised in R2-101719
R2-101719
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4078
1
A

REL-8
TEI7
=> The CR is agreed 
R2-101313
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
(4079)
-
A

REL-9
TEI7
=> The CR is revised in R2-101678
R2-101678
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4079
-
A

REL-9
TEI7
Highlighted parts

=> The CR is revised in R2-101720
R2-101720
Corrections to the Delta Primary CCPCH RSCP for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4079
1
A

REL-9
TEI7
=> The CR is agreed
9
UTRA Release 8

9.1
Improved L2 for uplink
(RAN2 WI, RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates, closed June 08)
R2-101127
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.322
(0374)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
Ericsson: there is a typo in Timer_Poll that need to be fixed.

QC: summary of change n.2: where is it in the corrections?

Huawei: it depends on the UE if it sends the full PDU or only the Poll_SUFI.

See discussion below for 1340.


=>The CR is revised in R2-101636
R2-101636
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.322
0374
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101128
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.322
(0375)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
The CR is revised in R2-101637
R2-101637
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.322
0375
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101340
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI - Rel 8
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.322
(0376)
-
C

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
QC: in Valencia there was some concerns if we increment VT(DAT), so we propose to introduce VT(POLL).

Huawei: what is MaxPOLL?

QC: we don’t want any ASN.1 changes.

Huawei: new variable: why we don’t do like we propose?

QC: there were some concerns in Valencia in case a PDU is lost, we will decrease the max number of possible retransmission.

Ericsson: both solutions are valid. We need to rework on the Huawei CR. On the QC CR is also possible. Some changes are needed there as well. Poll SUFI together with AMD PDU shouldn’t be treated together.

Nokia: we have to have a solution. We prefer Huawei solution so we can avoid extra variable in RLC.

Samsung: the impact of reducing the number of retransmission is not big. So we prefer the Huawei solution.

ZTE: both can work but we support Huawei CR.

Chair: we are going to have Hawei solution, needs revision.

=> The CR in 101340 is not agreed.

R2-101341
RLC recovery with uplink POLL_SUFI - Rel 9
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.322
(0377)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkL2dataRates
=> The CR is not agreed.
9.2
CS voice service over HSPA
(RAN2 WI, RInImp8-CsHspa, closed March 08)

No contributions.
9.3
Enhanced Uplink for CELL_FACH State in FDD
(RAN2 WI, RANimp-UplinkEnhState, closed Dec. 08)
9.3.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100919
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.319
0058
-
D

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> the CR is agreed.
R2-100920
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.319
0059
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState 
=> the CR is agreed.
R2-100927
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321
0618
-
D

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState 
CR number is missing.

Don’t need to come back

=>The CR is revised in R2-101638.
R2-101638
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321
0618
-
D

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState 
=>The CR is agreed 
R2-100928
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321
0619
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState 
CR number is missing

Don’t need to come back

=>The CR is revised in R2-101639
R2-101639
Error Detection instead of error correction in Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.321
0619
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState 
=>The CR is agreed
R2-100940
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4018
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
see R2-101323 also

=> the CR is not agreed

R2-100941
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4019
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
see R2-101324 also

=> the CR is not agreed
9.3.1
Others

R2-101309
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
-
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
Withdrawn

R2-101310
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
-
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
Withdrawn

R2-101323
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
(4082)
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
Is actually a different approach compared to in principle agreed CR R2-100940.

Samsung: have you removed the storing of the variables?

Nokia: there were there twice, see for example 8.3.4.14.

Ericsson: these new CRs are better than the agreed in principle.

On the first change, we could move it somewhere else.

Nokia: for example were?

Samsung: why the network needs to provide a new RNTI? And not use the same?

Ericsson: network needs to be free.

Samsung: is it not a new restriction on the network?

Nokia: in the current spec if the nw doesn’t provide a new E-RNTI we have an invalid case.

The CR is fine but the first change might need a better place.

Offline necessary.

=>The CR is revised in R2-101630
R2-101630
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4082
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is revised R2-101721
R2-101721
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4082
1
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101324
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
(4083)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
Is actually a different approach compared to in principle agreed CR R2-100941.

=>The CR is revised in R2-101631
R2-101631
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4083
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is revised in R2-101722
R2-101722
Correction of RNTIs handling for Enhanced Uplink in CELL_FACH
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4083
1
A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101129
Correction of Protocol termination points for E-DCH for CCCH(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.301
(0102)
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is revised in R2-101632
R2-101632
Correction of Protocol termination points for E-DCH for CCCH(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.301
0102
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed.

R2-101130
Correction of Protocol termination points for E-DCH for CCCH(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.301
(0103)
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is revised in R2-101633.

R2-101633
Correction of Protocol termination points for E-DCH for CCCH(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.301
0103
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101158
Start of timer for contention resolution
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0625)
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
Nokia: we agree in principle and we think this is useful. But the wording is debatable. It would be nicer if we have the same behaviour for CCCH and dedicated channels.

See 11.2.2a-1. That will simplify things.

Huawei: fine with the intention. Why we cannot start from when the UE gets the ACK?

Ericsson: that would be a change of functionality. It is already stated when the timer has to be started. We are just clarifying.

Samsung: what is the use case here? If you set your timer poll to be sufficient large than the problem doesn’t occur.

Ericsson: true but we are not linking the two things. 

Samsung: they are related. We do not see a use case.

=>The CR is revised in R2-101670
R2-101670
Start of timer for contention resolution
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
0625


-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101159
Start of timer for contention resolution
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0626)
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is revised in R2-101671
R2-101671
Start of timer for contention resolution
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
0626
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101334
Support of E-AICH Power offset
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
(4085)
-
F

REL-8
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
Interdigital: there are discussion offline. Also with RAN1. The issue is if we need it or not.

Chair: only RAN2 CR? 

QC: yes.

Huawei: we support the intention of the CR.

Ericsson: we understand that also RAN3 CR is needed if we agree to have a CR in RAN2.

QC: we understand that in RAN3 there is a procedural change needed.

If we don’t accept the CR in RAN2, RAN3 has an impact anyway.

RAN4: we don’t see a big impact, but only minor changes. But it has nothing to do with this. 

Nokia: how about RAN5? But anyway we don’t see the need of doing this now. We think that now it is too late and it is not useful. It’s a new feature for release 8 UE.

Infineon: we have a mixed position on this topic. WE see no strong need to introduce this at this stage. If there are issue in RAN4 that we can do something, otherwise we can live without.

QC: some discussion are ongoing so offline needed.

Nokia: we don’t think that there is a RAN3 impact if we don’t do anything in RAN2.

 => the CR is postponed to the next meeting

R2-101335
Support of E-AICH Power offset
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
(4086)
-
A

REL-9
RANImp-UplinkEnhState
=> the CR is postponed to the next meeting

9.4
Enhanced CELL_FACH state in 1.28 Mcps TDD
(RAN2 WI, RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD, closed Dec. 08)
9.4.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100917
Removal of FFSs about the support of E-FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.308
0083
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100918
Removal of FFSs about the support of E-FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.308
0084
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100923
Clarification on Scheduling Information reporting for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, New Postcom, Potevio, TD Tech, ZTE
CR
25.321
0614
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100924
Clarification on Scheduling Information reporting for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, New Postcom, Potevio, TD Tech, ZTE
CR
25.321
0615
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100938
Clarification to the frequency selection operation for E-FACH of 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4016
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100939
Clarification to the frequency selection operation for E-FACH of 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4017
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100942
Corrections to the Treset for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4020
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
CATT has some discussion on this topic.

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-100943
Corrections to the Treset for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4021
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
9.4.1
Others

R2-101088
Discussion on timer Treset mechanism for LCR TDD
CATT
Disc





REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
RAN3 CR has not been presented yet.

ZTE: we think Treset could be useful with dedicated H-RNTI in the case for example of multi-carrier.

CATT: we have a different understanding. The flush indicator can be used for example.

ZTE: we think this is not a good idea.

CATT: there are different mechanisms that can be used.

Newpostcom: we support proposal 2.

Proposal 3: we agree with the principle but we need to check stage 3.

ZTE: we should analyse it carefully. Can we postpone it?


[Email] discussion [UMTS-1] deadline Thursday 4th March
R2-101225
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
(0629)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> not treated

R2-101226
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
(0630)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> not treated

R2-101227
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4058)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> not treated

R2-101228
Clarification on the usage of Treset for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4059)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> not treated

R2-101214
Addition of 'Cell Selection and Re-selection Info' in measurement control
CATT
CR
25.331
(4051)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD

=> The CR is revised in 101627
R2-101627
Addition of 'Cell Selection and Re-selection Info' in measurement control
CATT
CR
25.331
4051
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
ASN.1 compiles.

=> The CR is agreed
R2-101215
Addition of 'Cell Selection and Re-selection Info' in measurement control
CATT
CR
25.331
(4052)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is revised in R2-101628
R2-101628
Addition of 'Cell Selection and Re-selection Info' in measurement control
CATT
CR
25.331
4052
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101216
Addition of HS-SCCH TPC step size for enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4053)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
ZTE: do we need this CR? We think we already have this IE available.

Chair: we need to specify a behaviour in the spec at least.

CATT: we would like to keep the two values different. In Iub are already different.

Chair: we need to specify some procedural text anyway.

ZTE: we prefer to change RAN3 CR and save bits.

CATT: we don’t see a problem with aligning RAN2 to RAN3.

Newpostcom thanks that a separate IE is not necessary.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101732
R2-101732
Addition of HS-SCCH TPC step size for enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
4053
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
It has been revised and comments from ZTE have been taken into account.

=> The CR is agreed
R2-101217
Addition of HS-SCCH TPC step size for enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4054)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is revised in R2-101733
R2-101733
Addition of HS-SCCH TPC step size for enhanced CELL_FACH for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
4054
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101218
Clarification on E-RUCCH info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
(4055)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
No ASN.1 changes

TD Tech: the second change is not needed


=> The CR is revised in R2-101705
R2-101705 
Clarification on E-RUCCH info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
(4055)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101219
Clarification on E-RUCCH info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
(4056)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR revised in R2-101706
R2-101706
Clarification on E-RUCCH info in enhanced CELL_FACH
CATT
CR
25.331
(4056)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101220
Correction  to CELL_FACH measurement occasion calculation for 1.28Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4057)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-101221
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.319
(0062)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
Chair: the first change is not needed.

We will have the CR with only the second change.


=> The CR is revised in R2-101686 
R2-101686
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.319
0062
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101222
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.319
(0063)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is revised in R2-101687
R2-101687
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.319
0063
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101223
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
(0627)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is revised in R2-101688 
R2-101688
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
0627
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101224
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
(0628)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is revised in R2-101689
R2-101689
Clarification on CRC Attachment for CCCH transmission in enhanced CELL_FACH state for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
0628
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101374
Correction for actions to HS_DSCH_DRX_CELL_FACH_STATUS variable for LCR TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
(4090)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
Chair: we are ok with the intention of the clarification but we need to find a better wording.

The CR is revised in R2-101690
The current text in the specs could be interpreted as the variable HS_DSCH_DRX_CELL_FACH_STATUS should be set to true only when the UE with dedicated H-RNTI is transitted from CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH for 1.28Mcps TDD. 
In fact there are cases when this condition doesn’t happen so this should not affect the setting of the variable HS_DSCH_DRX_CELL_FACH_STATUS  to TRUE or FALSE.

The current text can be left, the CR is not necessary.

=> The CR is not agreed

R2-101375
Correction for actions to HS_DSCH_DRX_CELL_FACH_STATUS variable for LCR TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.331
(4091)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-EnhState1.28TDD
=> The CR is not agreed

9.5
Mobility between UMTS and LTE
9.5.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100900
Clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm
CR
25.304
0233
-
F
output of email discussion [68b#8]
REL-8
LTE-L23
See 1346.

=> The CR is not agreed
R2-100901
Clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm
CR
25.304
0234
-
A
output of email discussion [68b#8]
REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is not agreed
9.5.1
Others

R2-101346
Alternative clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.304
(0240)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
Nokia: A shadow for Rel-9 will be provided at the next meeting. Needs to be taken out.

Samsung: ok, but for needs to be in.

Repeat the word “criteria”

Not come back

The CR is revised in R2-101647
R2-101647
Alternative clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.304
0240
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101347
Alternative clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.304
(0241)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
The CR is revised in R2-101648
R2-101648
Alternative clarification to priority based mobility
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.304
0241
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101134
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4038)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
QC: -19.5 should be -19

Nokia: what’s the impact analysis? Is there any impact?

Huawei: we think is just a clarification.

Chair: “range used depend on measurement” -> “the range used depends on…”

=> With these changes the CR is revised in R2-101649
R2-101649
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
4038
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101723
R2-101723
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
4038
1
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101135
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4039)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101650
R2-101650
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
4039
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101724
R2-101724
Correction on measurement to E-UTRA(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
4039
1
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101453
Correction to the value range of RSRQ
NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic
CR
25.331
(4102)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
Infineon: strange that now we associate two different value to 33.

Is there an impact in the network?

Chair: a value 33 -> the value 33

QC: how is the ASN.1?

Panasonic: there is remaining space in ASN.1 but we prefer not to use to avoid IOT issue

Nokia: we support the CR as there is no ASN.1 impact.

Nokia: tick the RAN box in the cover sheet

DoCoMo: is -> are

=> The CR is revised in R2-101651 and we don’t need to come back
R2-101651
Correction to the value range of RSRQ
NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic
CR
25.331
4102
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101455
Correction to the value range of RSRQ
NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic
CR
25.331
(4103)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101652
R2-101652
Correction to the value range of RSRQ
NTT DOCOMO, Panasonic
CR
25.331
4103
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

=> The CR is agreed

R2-101511
Clarification of the IE UE Security Information2
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
(4108)
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
ALU: is there any ambiguity?

QC: we are fine with having a CR

Nokia: we are fine with the CR

Panasonic: we support the CR.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101654 and we don’t need to come back
R2-101654 
Clarification of the IE UE Security Information2
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4108
-
F

REL-8
LTE-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101512
Clarification of the IE UE Security Information2
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
(4109)
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101655
R2-101655
Clarification of the IE UE Security Information2
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4109
-
A

REL-9
LTE-L23

=> The CR is agreed

9.6
Support of UTRA HNB
(RAN2 WI, HNB-supp, closed: March 09, WIDS: RP-080752)

No contributions.
9.7
TEI8
9.7.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100913
Correction of DRX definition for LCR TDD
New Postcom
CR
25.308
0079
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100914
Correction of DRX definition for LCR TDD
New Postcom
CR
25.308
0080
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100925
Correction of HS-SCCH Type 3 usage with MAC-ehs for LCR TDD
New Postcom
CR
25.321
0616
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100926
Correction of HS-SCCH Type 3 usage with MAC-ehs for LCR TDD
New Postcom
CR
25.321
0617
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100936
Clarification of T323 configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4014
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Ericsson: spelling error in note.


=> With this change the CR is revised in R2-101656 and we don’t need to come back
R2-101656
Clarification of T323 configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4014
1
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100937
Clarification of T323 configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4015
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is revised in R2-101657
R2-101657
Clarification of T323 configuration
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
4015
1
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100951
UE behaviour upon RLC re-establishment or inter-RAT change before successful delivery of SCRI for fast domancy
Panasonic
CR
25.331
4029
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100952
UE behaviour upon RLC re-establishment or inter-RAT change before successful delivery of SCRI for fast domancy
Panasonic
CR
25.331
4030
-
A
was not provided at RAN2 #68bis
REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100954
Rapporteur CR for corrections to 25.993
Alcatel-Lucent (Rapporteur)
CR
25.993
0116
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100955
Rapporteur CR for corrections to 25.993
Alcatel-Lucent (Rapporteur)
CR
25.993
0117
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
9.7.1
Others

R2-101329
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0636)
-
F

REL-8
EDCH-L23
Nokia: agreed with the principle but on the cover sheet it is stated that four or five MAC-d flows …. we think that only one Mac-d flow is used for SRB.

Chair: and given that not uncommonly the UE typically -> rewording to make it not the typical situation. “Given that a possible configuration for a UE could have….”

Add magic sentence about early implementabilty.
=> With the changes in the cover sheet the CR is revised in R2-101658.
R2-101658
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0636)
-
F

REL-8
EDCH-L23
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101330
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0637)
-
A

REL-9
EDCH-L23
=> The CR is revised in R2-101659
R2-101659
Correction to handling of equal priority flows in E-TFC selection
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.321
(0637)
-
A

REL-9
EDCH-L23
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101033
Clarification on RRC connection recovery in acceptable cell
HTC Corporation
CR
25.304
(0237)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Nokia: for emergency call case the UE should release the connection immediately, because there can be a better cell. If we accept the change that causes a delay in the emergency call.

HTC: if the UE releases the connection immediately how the UE can recover the emergency call in AS level.

Nokia: how long do we need to perform cell selection for? 30 seconds? 

HTC: T314 is a short timer value.

Nokia: T314 max value is 20 seconds

Panasonic: we prefer not to have this CR.

STE: we don’t see a need for this change.

HTC: can the UE send a cell update in emergency call in case of radio link failure?

Nokia: 25.304 could be interpreted that the UE could select the accectable cell, so it is possible. It is left to UE implementation.

HTC: how about removing the magic sentence? So we make the change for Rel-8 only.

STE: this sentence was put there a long time ago and it is a long story.
· the CR is withdrawn

R2-101036
Clarification on RRC connection recovery in acceptable cell
HTC Corporation
CR
25.304
(0238)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
· the CR is withdrawn

R2-101083
P-TMSI/ IDNSS used in RRC Connection Req and IDT
Panasonic
CR
25.331
(4033)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
[Late]

=> withdrawn

R2-101084
P-TMSI/ IDNSS used in RRC Connection Req and IDT
Panasonic
CR
25.331
(4034)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
[Late]
=> withdrawn

R2-101262
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4063)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=>The CR is revised in R2-101625
R2-101625 
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DoCoMo
CR
25.331
(4063)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
ALU: UE shall or UE may? What’s the UE behaviour for Release 8?

DT: is there any alternative solution? ASN.1 impact?

Ericsson: no ASN.1 impact

DT: any other option?

Chair: this is the best option

Nokia: how about MD?

Ericsson: but that can be absent

RIM: some concerns about the new procedural text. We preferred the previous note.

QC: can we try to put everything in the same place in the procedural text?

Nokia: maybe some case is missing.

 The CR is revised in R2-101660
R2-101660 
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DoCoMo
CR
25.331
4063
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101263
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4064)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=>The CR is revised in R2-101626
R2-101626
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DoCoMo
CR
25.331
4064
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is revised in R2-101725
R2-101725
ASN.1 issue with SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE INDICATION
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, NTT DoCoMo
CR
25.331
4064
1
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101427
Correction to Access Class handling  for 'not barred' cells
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
(0242)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
STE: have AC validity in the UE own PLMN and not in others?

We agree with the intention but the change proposed is not 100% correct.

RIM: LTE is similar.

QC: not sure about the change proposed

STE: we can discuss offline.

Chair: cover sheet untick RAN box

=>The CR is revised in R2-101661 
R2-101661
Correction to Access Class handling  for 'not barred' cells
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
0242
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
We will remove if present. And correct editorials.

· The CR is revised in R2-101747 (rev 1)

R2-101747
Correction to Access Class handling  for 'not barred' cells
Research In Motion UK Ltd


CR
25.304
0242
1
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101428
Correction to Access Class handling  for 'not barred' cells
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
(0243)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
We will remove if present. And correct editorials.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101748

R2-101748
Correction to Access Class handling  for 'not barred' cells
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
0243
-
A

REL-9
TEI8


=> The CR is agreed
R2-101430
Handling MBSFN cluster selection in the case of 'reserved' cell status
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
(0244)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Chair: Do we need to approve 1427 in order to approve this one? Merge?

QC: why the condition on the hPLMN is not present in 1427?

Nokia: I don’t think we can merge the two CRs.

We are still not convinced about the previous one. Seems to be Rel-99.

RIM: we think that the spec is wrong, not just unclear.

Chair: The two CR will not be merged.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101662
R2-101662
Handling MBSFN cluster selection in the case of 'reserved' cell status
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
0244
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> the CR is revised in R2-101749

R2-101749
Handling MBSFN cluster selection in the case of 'reserved' cell status
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
0244
1
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101431
Handling MBSFN cluster selection in the case of 'reserved' cell status
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
(0245)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8

=> The CR is revised R2-101750

R2-101750
Handling MBSFN cluster selection in the case of 'reserved' cell status
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.304
0245
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101432
Ambiguity in releasing all RABs associated to a single CN domain
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4094)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Nokia: if we accept this CR we can have issues were a UE could stay forever with no RAB but with active signaling connections without releasing.

QC: we also do not agree with the CR.

=> The CR is not agreed
R2-101434
Ambiguity in releasing all RABs associated to a single CN domain
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4095)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is not agreed
R2-101435
Correction on simultaneous deletion and addition of Transport Channels in a single reconfiguration message
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4096)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Nokia: we can agree with the principle but we prefer to clarify this in 8.6.5 instead.

Chair: this is release 99

Ericsson: has this happened?

Huawei: we don’t think this is a big issue.

QC: parallel discussion is happening on Enhanced Serving Cell Change

=> The CR is revised in R2-101663
R2-101663
Correction on simultaneous deletion and addition of Transport Channels in a single reconfiguration message
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
4096
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101436
Correction on simultaneous deletion and addition of Transport Channels in a single reconfiguration message
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
4097
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is revised in R2-101753
R2-101753
Correction on simultaneous deletion and addition of Transport Channels in a single reconfiguration message
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
4097
1
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101437
Handling of redirection in RRC Connection Reject
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4098)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
ALU: there must be a reason why the spec is written in this way. Do you know the background?

RIM: I do not have the references at hand now.

For the second change, we think there can be a ping-pong if we don’t fix it.

Nokia: can you clarify where the ping-pong can come from?

Chair: we need more time to think about the second change. 

First change: we need more time as well.

=> the CR is withdrawn

R2-101438
Handling of redirection in RRC Connection Reject
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4099)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> the CR is withdrawn
R2-101461
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
(4104)
-
F

REL-8
PPACR
Chair: editorial RAN2 -> R2

Track changes on cover sheet

Comment from Ericsson: CS service notification message in [79] needs to be added

=> With these changes the CR is revised in R2-101664
R2-101664
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4104
-
F

REL-8
PPACR
=> The CR is revised R2-101751

R2-101751
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4104
1
F

REL-8
PPACR
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101462
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
(4105)
-
A

REL-9
PPACR
=> The CR is revised in R2-101665
R2-101665
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4105
-
A

REL-9
PPACR
=> The CR is revised in R2-101752

R2-101752
Clarification for PPAC after Inter-RAT Redirection
NTT DOCOMO
CR
25.331
4105
1
A

REL-9
PPACR
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101353
UE Fast Dormancy upon SRNS relocation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
(4087)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Panasonic added a problematic scenario that needs to be considered, i.e. retransmission by RLC.

Nokia: RLC is flushed in this case

QC: UE is requested to continue transmission

QC: we would like to add that UE should abort RLC retransmission

Nokia: SCRI handling needs to be changed

Vodafone: is an RNC that doesn’t support fast dormancy?

Chair: do we agree that we need to fix something?

DT: we will update the whole network, so this problem will not occur.

Panasonic: we cannot guarantee that all network update/sharing scenarios are covered.

DoCoMo supports this CR

=>The document is revised in R2-101622
R2-101622
UE Fast Dormancy upon SRNS relocation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
4087
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Nokia: we need to move the text in 8.2.2.4 to 8.2.2.3


RIM: need to check for clashes with the Ericsson CR. How about future profness? If there will be other causes different from fast dormancy?

=> The CR is revised in R2-101739 rev1 and is on email approval [UMTS-3] QC deadline wed 3th 
R2-101354
UE Fast Dormancy upon SRNS relocation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
(4088)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=>The document is revised in R2-101623
R2-101623
UE Fast Dormancy upon SRNS relocation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
4088
-
A

REL-9
TEI8

=> The CR is revised in R2-101740 rev 1 and is on email approval [UMTS-3] QC deadline wed 3th 
R2-101188
Fast Dormancy
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc





REL-8
TEI8
There was a lot of offline discussion on these papers so the papers below are out of date.

=> Noted
R2-101189
Correction to Fast Dormancy
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4047)
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
Cell_PCH state will be considered.

High mobility state will be considered.
=>The CR is revised in R2-101624
R2-101624
Correction to Fast Dormancy
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, ???
CR
25.331
4047
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR will be revised and merged with R2-101440 in R2-101653
R2-101439
Fast Dormancy Behaviour in PCH States
Research In Motion UK Ltd
Disc





REL-8
TEI8
=> Noted
R2-101440
Modification to Fast Dormancy in PCH States
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4100)
-
C

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is revised and merged with R2-101624 in R2-101653
R2-101441
Modification to Fast Dormancy in PCH States
Research In Motion UK Ltd
CR
25.331
(4101)
-
A

REL-9
TEI8

=> not treated


Discussion on the way forward on documents R2-101188, R2-101189, R2-101624, R2-101439, R2-101440, R2-101441:

AT&T. We looked at R2-101624 and R2-101440 and we appreciate the effort.

Telefonica: we would like to see the limit on the number of SCRI that a UE can send, so we support RIM CR. We are confortable with the Ericsson proposal as well.

STE: the proposed compromise:

- Same requirement in URA_PCH and Cell_PCH

- Limit on the number of SCRI: one (is between zero and two).

Telefonica: what happen if the DRX cycle in not equal? 

STE: the legacy behaviour will apply, it will be regulated by the T323 value.

Telefonica: why do we allow this?

STE: we came at this point from a long way. The CR would like to incentivate the setting of a good DRX cycle for the UE, so the UE is not keen on sending fast dormancy request.

Vodafone: we see some benefit in limiting the number of SCRI

Telefonica: how about the latency in PCH states? If I have longer DRX then I have impact on the delay

Vodafone: we share the same concern. There are other factors to consider.

Chair: how much is important the delay in MT traffic case (CS/PS)?

STE: the current proposal is not a restriction on the operator settings. Out in the field we see a very wide range of DRX cycle. 

DT: we are fine with the proposal from STE about the DRX cycles.

Nokia: can we try to limit the number of SCRI in all cases?

QC: let’s not waste all the progresses made.

Telefonica: can we write a note to explain that sending several SCRI is wasting battery life and causing lots of signaling?

STE: Ok, we can work on that

Vodafone: we would prefer to have a note.

DT: maybe is a corner case

Telefonica: maybe not

=> We will see a merged proposal in R2-101653
R2-101653
Modification to Fast Dormancy in PCH States
Research In Motion UK Ltd, ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Alcatel=Lucent, Terlefonica, AT&T
CR
25.331
4100
-
C

REL-8
TEI8
Tdoc number missing

Exact name from CN DRX cycle timer should be used

CR numer should be 4100 rev 1

[new]

QC: can we say successful SRNS relocation instead of SRNS relocation?

QC: can we clarify the need for signalling on SRB3 or upward?

STE: RRC signalling on SBR1 or SBR2 should not reset the counter.

Chair: SRB3 or upwards? Any better wording? 

Infineon: At transmission or reception of PS data
Nokia: we prefer to write it in this way.

Huawei: entering or re-entering? The UE is already in connected mode (PCH states)

Chair: increment V316 by 1 -> should be level 5

· With these changes the CR is revised in R2-101710 CR 4100 rev1

R2-101710
Correction to Fast Dormancy
Research In Motion UK Ltd, ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, Telefonica, AT&T
CR
25.331
4100
1
F

REL-8
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101726
Correction to Fast Dormancy
Research In Motion UK Ltd, ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent, Telefonica, AT&T
CR
25.331
4117
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
=> The CR is agreed
9.8
Other UTRA Rel-8 WIs
Including Enhanced UE DRX, HSPA VoIP to WCDMA/GSM CS continuity, HS-DSCH Serving Cell Change Enhancements, Support for ANSS for LCS, and release 8 WIs where other WGs are the lead.

9.8.0
In principle agreed CRs

REL-8 RANimp-DCHSDPA (RAN1):
R2-100915
Corrections to stage 2 of DC-HSDPA
Huawei
CR
25.308
0081
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed 
R2-100916
Corrections to stage 2 of DC-HSDPA
Huawei
CR
25.308
0082
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed
REL-8 ETWS:

R2-100902
Reception of ETWS notification in limited service state
Panasonic
CR
25.304
0235
-
F

REL-8
ETWS
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100903
Reception of ETWS notification in limited service state
Panasonic
CR
25.304
0236
-
A
was not provided at RAN2 #68bis
REL-9
ETWS
=> The CR is agreed
9.8.1
Others
REL-8 RANimp-LCRCPC (RAN1):
[TDD]
R2-101229
Correction to HARQ procedure for HS-DSCH SPS operation for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
(0631)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
TD Tech would like to come back

Afterwards: TD Tech: we are OK.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101684
R2-101684
Correction to HARQ procedure for HS-DSCH SPS operation for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.321
0631
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101230
Correction to HARQ procedure for HS-DSCH SPS operation for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR


25.321
(0632)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is revised in R2-101685
R2-101685
Correction to HARQ procedure for HS-DSCH SPS operation for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR


25.321
0632
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed 

R2-101231
Corrections to CPC when no DPCH is configured for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4060)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
ZTE: maybe this one “HS-SCCH TPC step size” can be conditional instead of Optional.

CATT: fine with the comment

CATT: This should compile.

NSN: the new IE is for FDD? 

CATT: we will add “>>>>”

=> The CR is revised in R2-101679
R2-101679
Corrections to CPC when no DPCH is configured for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
4060
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101232
Corrections to CPC when no DPCH is configured for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
(4061)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
CR revised in R2-101629
R2-101629
Corrections to CPC when no DPCH is configured for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
4061
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is revised in R2-101680
R2-101680
Corrections to CPC when no DPCH is configured for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT
CR
25.331
4061
1
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101233
Modification on TB size for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, Ericsson, Potevio
CR
25.321
(0633)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
Newpostcom and ZTE are also co-signing

Chair: we can add them in the new revision

TD-Tech: the change is for TB size smaller than 240, so we should only correct that. One alternative solution is to add an IE in the RRC signaling

CATT: we would like to have homogeneity in the table

TD-Tech: we would prefer the new IE 

=> The CR is revised in R2-101707
R2-101707
Modification on TB size for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, Ericsson, Potevio, ZTE, Newpostcom
CR
25.321
0633
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101235
Modification on TB size for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, Ericsson, Potevio
CR
25.321
(0634)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is revised in R2-101708
R2-101708
Modification on TB size for 1.28 Mcps TDD
CATT, Ericsson, Potevio, ZTE, Newpostcom
CR
25.321
(0634)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101709 
Draft CRs on modifications to the mapping of HS-DSCH transport block size table for 1.28 Mcps TDD 
TD Tech
Disc 
REL-8 
RANimp-LCRCPC
CATT we think a new IE is needed in RRC spec .

We prefer that we can only change the MAC.

CATT only one table needs to be corrected

=> Noted

R2-101314
Clarification to the capabilities of SPS and control channel DRX in CELL UPDATE for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
(4080)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
TD-Tech: SPS operation is only used in cell_DCH. We would prefer not to touch section 8 and only touch the tabular.

ZTE: or we can remove the element from ASN.1, by setting it to dummy.

Newpostcom: dummy the ASN.1 would be our preference

Chair: we need to specify the UE behaviour in the normative text

Curley “ -> straight “

=>The CR is revised in R2-101681.
R2-101681
Clarification to the capabilities of SPS and control channel DRX in CELL UPDATE for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4080
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101315
Clarification to the capabilities of SPS and control channel DRX in CELL UPDATE for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
(4081)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=>The CR is revised in R2-101682
R2-101682
Clarification to the capabilities of SPS and control channel DRX in CELL UPDATE for 1.28Mcps TDD
ZTE
CR
25.331
4081
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101382
Clarification on operation of DL SPS transmission for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.308
(0086)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
CATT: this describes network behaviour in the specification.

The network can send this already and the UE will discard this.

We don’t think we should restrict network behaviour

TD Tech: this is not supported by the current spec.

Stage 3 needs to be checked

TD Tech: we think we need this.

Newpostcom: we support the intention of TD Tech, The current behaviour is not so clear.

Chair: how big impact do you envies in MAC spec?

TD Tech: little

We will see a stage 3 CR in R2-101683
=> The CR is not agreed

R2-101383
Clarification on operation of DL SPS transmission for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
CR
25.308
(0087)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-LCRCPC
=> The CR is not agreed

R2-101683
Special MAC-hs and MAC-ehs PDU for 1.28 Mcps TDD 
TD Tech
CR
25.321
xxx
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-LCRCPC
CATT: can the Node B send PDU without data but only with padding with the current specification?

If yes, then we don’t need to change the specs.

In MAC spec, we can use the version flag version with value 1 (reserved) for this purpose.

TD Tech: what os the uE behaviour if the version flag 1, reserved. The UE behaviour is specified. 

=> The CR is not agreed

REL-8 RANimp-DCHSDPA (RAN1):
R2-101131
The report of DC-HSDPA capability
Huawei
Disc
REL-8

RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> Noted
Offline comment from Ericsson: one possible solution is to specify that a UE supporting DB DC Rel-9 should also support DC as in Rel-8.

ALU: if the network sends UE capability enquiry, do we still have the problem?

STE: we have the same understanding that Huawei as the multicell indicator is not present there.STE: Huawei have identified a real problem, so thanks. Perhaps the easiest solution will be to not allow DC DB only UE.

Nokia: we agree with STE way forward

Interdigital: we agree

LGE: we agree

QC: we are fine.

We need to capture this in 25.331 and perhaps in 25.306

=>We agree that a UE supporting Dual Band Dual Carrier as in Rel-9 shall also support Dual Carrier as in Rel-8 (i.e. on adjacent carriers).

R2-101132
Correction to the report of DC-HSDPA capability(R8)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4036)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> withdrawn
R2-101133
Correction to the report of DC-HSDPA capability(R9)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4037)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> withdrawn
R2-101306
Corrections to FDD DL physical channel combinations
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
(0193)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is revised in R2-101666
R2-101666
Corrections to FDD DL physical channel combinations
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
0193
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed.

R2-101307
Corrections to FDD DL physical channel combinations
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
(0194)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA

=> The CR is revised in R2-101667
R2-101667
Corrections to FDD DL physical channel combinations
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
0194
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101195
Issues for Enhanced Serving Cell Change
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> Noted
QC: we acknowledge these issues. We would welcome solutions.

Nokia: we agree that there is something to be fixed. We have alternative solution.

Huawei: we agree.

Ericsson: there is something to do but do we need to have a solution for issue 2? Or does it come for free by solving issue 1? We would like to limit the impact.

Nokia: we believe that both need to be solved, but there is a delta in solving issue 2 in addition to issue 1.

=> Nokia will submit a CR in R2-101668 and we will continue the discussion on that

R2-101668
Issues for Enhanced Serving Cell Change

Nokia
CR XXX 25.331 REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> withdrawn.

We will come back in the next meeting with possible solutions.
R2-101558
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
(0088)
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
Infineon: we agree with the intention but we need some rewording

QC: we agree that a rewording is needed.

Huawei: we could word it in a forward compatible way.

Interdigital: “configured“ should be “activated”?

Infineon: the figure applies only for the simple case.

 =>The CR is revised in R2-101641
R2-101641
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
0088
-
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
Track changes in the cover sheet

=> the CR is revised in R2-101727
R2-101727
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
0088
1
F

REL-8
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed

R2-101560
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
(0089)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
The CR is revised in R2-101642
R2-101642
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
0089
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
Track changes in the cover sheet

=> the CR is revised in R2-101728
R2-101728
Correction to the enhanced serving cell change
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.308
0089

1
A

REL-9
RANimp-DCHSDPA
=> The CR is agreed

REL-8 RANimp-HSDSCH:

R2-101193
Enh serving cell change Activation time offset
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
(4049)
-
C

REL-8
RANimp-HSDSCH
QC: why would the network NOT configure the same value (large enough) for all the RLs?

Huawei: we don’t think is likely to configure different values.

Nokia: this is network implementation problem. We do not need a UE behaviour change

Ericsson: we don’t think this is needed.

=> The CR is not agreed.

R2-101194
Enh serving cell change Activation time offset
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
(4050)
-
A

REL-9
RANimp-HSDSCH
=> The CR is not agreed.
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10.1
DC-HSDPA with MIMO (RP-090332)

(RANimp-DC_MIMO, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 09, closed: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090332)
10.1.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100904
Clarification of code rates limitation for category 25/27
Huawei
CR
25.306
0256
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
=> The CR is agreed.
R2-100945
Correction to the activation/deactivation of secondary cell MIMO feature
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4023
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
=> The CR is agreed
10.1.1
Others

R2-101122
Clarification on the configuration of CQI feedback cycle in DC-MIMO
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4035)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
Huawei: Some discussion is still ongoing in RAN1

=> The CR is postponed to the next meeting
R2-101136
Corrections to TSN field extension configuration for MAC-ehs entity
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4040)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
Discussed together with R2-101138
=> The CR is not agreed
R2-101138
Corrections to TSN field extension configuration for MAC-ehs entity (alternative version)
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4041)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO
Samsung: probably we don’t need a new section

Ericsson, Huawei, QC, NSN, Nokia: we prefer a new section

We will have the alternative section

=> The CR is revised in R2-101729 and we don’t need to come back
R2-101729
Corrections to TSN field extension configuration for MAC-ehs entity (alternative version)
Huawei
CR
25.331
4041
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_MIMO

=> The CR is agreed

10.2
DC-HSUPA (RP-090014)

(RANimp-DC_HSUPA, leading WG: RAN1, started: March 09, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-090014)
10.2.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100921
Corrections to DC-HSUPA operation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Samsung
CR
25.319
0060
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
Only addition is Samsung cosourcing

=> The CR is agreed

R2-100922
Update of Stage 2 description for DC-HSUPA
Infineon Technologies
CR
25.319
0061
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
Same as last meeting

=> The CR is agreed
R2-100929
Corrections for DC-HSUPA in 25.321
Huawei
CR
25.321
0620
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
No changes

=> The CR is agreed
R2-100946
Corrections for virtual active set
Huawei
CR
25.331
4024
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
No changes
=> The CR is agreed.
10.2.1
Others

R2-101302
Clarification on E-TFC selection and happy bit procedures for DC-HSUPA
InterDigital
CR
25.321
(0635)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
-Source to TSG missing

-Ericsson commented offline on the first correction. Work ongoing.

-Ericsson commented offline that maybe the latest change is not needed.

Huawei would prefer to keep the text.

LGE: other spec affected.

Ericsson: can we see the RAN4 CR and then decide on the last change based on this.

RAN4 has 2 CRs.

QC: for the two retransmission case this is a good clarification to have

We leave the last change

QC: annex C: do we need to clarify this so it can cover both.

Chair: If agreeable we can include it, otherwise we postpone the Annex C to the next meeting

=> The CR is revised in R2-101692
R2-101692
Clarification on E-TFC selection and happy bit procedures for DC-HSUPA
InterDigital
CR
25.321
0635
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
QC: RAN4 is still discussing.

Ericsson: we think we can agreed on RAN2 CR.

Interdigital: we don’t see the link between RAN2 and RAN4 here.

=> The CR is agreed

R2-101069
Handling of SI timers at secondary carrier deactivation
Samsung
CR
25.321
(0624)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
Huawei: fine with the intention. Typo: maybe we can remove “carrier”

Ericsson: also some typo in cover sheet.

The CR is revised in R2-101693 and we don’t need to come back.
R2-101693
Handling of SI timers at secondary carrier deactivation
Samsung
CR
25.321
0624
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101258
DC-HSUPA Happy Bit Evaluation
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc





REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA

=> Noted
Ericsson: there was some calculation mistake

LGE: I don’t think this case happens. The network knows the power allocation

ALU: it depends on the scheduler

Nokia: in figure 2 we can still use the power on frequency two 

ALU: the problem is on the network. It can be confused about the happiness status of the UE.

Samsung: we find it difficult to see the problem.

Ericsson: we discussed this with ALU offline and we cannot conclude because of the calculation errors in the example. The network doesn’t change the grant on a TTI cases. There has to be some averaging.

QC:not sure about the case.

Huawei: the issue maybe happen in same case. 

Chair: companies are invited to study this further

The issue is postponed to the next meeting

R2-101308
Clarification of FDD DL channel combination applicability for DC-HSUPA
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
(0195)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
ALU: cannot we use D instead of MC-1?

Yes.

With this change the CR is revised in R2-101694 and agreed. Don’t come back.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101694
R2-101694
Clarification of FDD DL channel combination applicability for DC-HSUPA
Infineon Technologies, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.302
0195
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101326
Initial Serving Grant for Secondary Carrier in Dual Cell E-DCH operation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4084)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
Infineon: we agreed that the configuration of the secondary would be independent.

Huawei: This was discussed in RAN2#68. 

Ericsson: what happens if the IE is not present? It is optional.

Infineon: …

Ericsson: this is in line with RAN2#68. How about the MAC?

LGE: If Ericsson proposal is not agreed we need to change 25.321 so Ericsson proposal is OK

Infineon: MAC spec is not clear.

Ericsson: we just want to be consistent. In general as a network we would like to have options.

If we do not accept our CR we need a CR for the MAC.

Samsung: we think Ericsson is correct, based on RAN2#68

=> The CR is revised in R2-101691
R2-101691
Initial Serving Grant for Secondary Carrier in Dual Cell E-DCH operation
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4084
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101421
Dual Cell E-DCH operation correction
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4093)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
[Late]

=> withdrawn

R2-101557
Correction to the variable for measurement
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
(4110)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
[Late]

Nokia: the existing text is already covering what LGE wants to clarify. If we add something is less clear

Samsung: “and secondary E-DCH active set” -> “and per secondary…”

=> The CR is revised in R2-101675
R2-101675
Correction to the variable for measurement
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
4110
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-DC_HSUPA
=> withdrawn
10.3
Home-NB enhancements (RP-091392)

(EHNB-RAN2, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 09, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091392)

Covering UMTS specific stage-2 aspects and UMTS stage-3 aspects. Common UMTS/LTE aspects should be discussed under 4.2.1

=> Including outcome of [68b#13] UMTS: Inter-RAT handover to Home eNB [Huawei]

10.3.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100944
Correction on CSG Proximity Indication
InterDigital
CR
25.331
4022
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
ALU: will clash with 1470 when that will be reviewed.

STE: we have not seen draft CR from LTE sessions yet. There will be a draft from DoCoMo.


We need to come back

=> The intention of the CR is agreed, but this will be merged with R2-101606 that will be treated in RAN2 plenary in the afternoon, so this CR is withdrawn

R2-100947
25.331: Fix for CSG measurements without SI report
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
4025
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is agreed
10.3.1
Others

R2-101373
Applying the CSG neighbour list measurements and SI reading results to measurement reports
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
(4089)
-
C

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
LGE: what is the benefit of measuring only CSG cells?

Nokia: inter-frequency: there is no point to mix (there is not soft handover between macro and CSG). Intra-frequency case: if we try to mix up it has huge impact on UE requirement because now the UE has a limit to 32 cells to measure. This limit will go very high if we mix. This new UE requirement needs to be studied e.g. by RAN4. Our proposal still allows monitoring of macro and CSG for the use case when it is necessary.

QC: for RAN4 we need to send an LS anyway. It is not a good idea to mix macro and CSG. 

LGE: intrafrequency. 32 cells to measure is a rare case. If the network configured more than 32 cells, then the UE can decide what to do, depending on what is capable of. This can be also for interfrequency. 

STE: existing macro cell requirement should not be affected. That was a principle that we need to respect. We should send an LS to RAN4. I don’t know what is the status there. We support Nokia assumption in their CR.

Huawei: we agree with Ericsson that the measurement in the macro should not be affected. If nw configures both CSG and macro in measurement control is the macro measurement affected? We agree with Nokia idea. RAN4 impact should be investigated. Even if we send an LS maybe they cannot work on that. This can be late. We should focus on RAN2 impact.

DT: 32 cells to measure is not a rare case. Defining the CSG set is fine for us. We are OK with what Nokia is proposing.

LGE: if the UE only measure and report only CSG cells, the uE transmission can cause troubles to the macro. So we propose to measure both.

Nokia: we should ony concentrate on what we need to.

Nokia: comment for RAN4 impact. Our intention was to avoid ASN.1 impact. For CSG measurements we agreed to use autonomous search.

QC: we need to discuss further offline. We need an LS to RAN4 anyway

STE: performance requirements is the topic in RAN4, we shouldn’t discuss it in RAN2.

Samsung: bullet 1 and 2 needs further thinking.

Chair: let’s see if we can conclude on anything in the summary of changes:
1. Report CSG Set cells only, when the IE "CSG Intra-frequency cell list" is received with a measurement configuration and periodic measurement reporting is configured. 



=> if agreable will be captured in the merged CR in R2-101672
2. Report CSG Set cells only when the IE "CSG Inter-frequency cell list" is received with a measurement configuration



=> if agreable will be captured in the merged CR in R2-101672
3. When SI reading has been requested with a periodic measurement, send the first measurement report when SI is available - and no later than the timer periodic expiry. 



=> this is already captured in Huawei CR in R2-101027.

4. Report cells in CSG Set cells + active set cells (if NW requested), when the IE "CSG Intra-frequency cell list" is received event triggered intra-frequency measurement reporting is configured.

=> if agreable will be captured in the merged CR in R2-101672
R2-101027
CR on 25331_CRxxxx_(REL-9) Remaining open issues for support of inbound mobility in UMTS
Huawei
CR
25.331
(4031)
-
B

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
ALU: we can try to have one big CR with all the agreements.

Chair: OK.

QC: we need to see if CSG ID reporting is mandatory or not, if yes, we need to update something in inter-RAT in this Huawei CR.

Nokia: we are OK.

QC: timer for intrafrequency case: would that be OK also?

LGE: we support this proposal from QC

Interdigital: what is the justification?

QC: the network should know if the SI reading is failng or not. This can be useful also in intra frequency case.

DT: intrafrequency can be event triggered or periodic. Is the timer used for what?

Huawei: we share the same concern that DT. 

QC: we think this could be useful 

DT: for event triggered is not good.

QC: event triggered is required.

ALU: we don’t think it is needed

Samsung: same as ALU

Samsung: can not we use Time To Trigger?

QC: these needs to be separated

DT: we do not need a timer.

=> the content of the CR is agreed. 

=> The CR is revised in R2-101672, which will be use to merge all the other agreements on the topic

R2-101672
CR on 25331_CRxxxx_(REL-9) Remaining open issues for support of inbound mobility in UMTS
Huawei
CR
25.331
4031
-
B

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
Chair: capital letter Monitored Set and Detected Set

Nokia: we proposed to remove CSG event triggered inter frequency measurments, but here there are still there. We need to revise the definition of VAS. This needs to be carefully considered and for Release 9 is late. 

QC: we agree with Nokia. 

Huawei: this has been discussed a lot of times. We think that this was already agreed before. What is the problem with the VAS

QC: we think that we need to think carefully. VAS is not taken into account. We do not have time now. Because of the new agreements now we have an impact on VAS that needs to be taken into account.

Nokia: we agree with QC. We tried to find a solution for implementing this in thr specs but it was not possible. This requires time. For release 9 it is possible to do it properly.

Huawei: I thought that VAS was already specified in 25.331.

ALU: any impact in ASN.1?

Chair: or signaling?

Chair: can this be discussed as TEI9 later?

STE: we leave this open. But we shouldn’t impact the ASN.1. On having this or not we don’t have a strong opinion.

ALU: we would prefer to have this.

Samsung: if we can add this later that should not be 

Huawei: TEI9?

Chair: sure

QC:  if we do not agree we should have FFS

Nokia: we could recycle the sentence in Nokia CR but with UE behavior unspecified.

Chair: I will write in te minutes that this is FFS

=> The CR is revised in R2-101738

DT: 

1) using the detected set could be unbigous for intrafrequency case. Because now we used the list given.

What is the impact? On the already existing detected set?

Nokia: legacy is not affected.

2) Inter-frequency: what happened for the already existing monitored list from the macro cell.

Now we substitute the monitored set with the given list. 

Nokia: legacy is not affected.

DT: can a UE have two monitoer sets?

QC: for RAN2 reporting, yes.

R2-101738
CR on 25331_CRxxxx_(REL-9) Remaining open issues for support of inbound mobility in UMTS
Huawei
CR
25.331
4031
1
B

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
-
the rev num needs to be checked.

=>
The CR is revised in R2-101754 CR 4031 rev 2

R2-101754
CR on 25331_CRxxxx_(REL-9) Remaining open issues for support of inbound mobility in UMTS
Huawei, Qualcomm, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks, Telecom Italia
CR
25.331
4031
2
B

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>
The CR is agreed

Weather the UE should support event triggered CSG inter frequency measurements is still FFS and will be clarified at the next meeting.
R2-101643
CSG Id reporting
Qualcomm Europe
CR 25.331 xxx 
F
REL-9 EHNB-RAN2
[Very Late]

DT: we are fine with the alignment with LTE so we support.

Samsung: OK

Nokia: we need time to check so we are not ready to agree right now. This came late

RIM: same as Nokia

=> we need offline discussion to see if we can agree.


After the offline discussion:

=> This has been agreed offline and it is now captured in the R2-101672
R2-101062
Clarification on autonomous search in CELL_FACH
HTC Corporation
CR
25.304
(0239)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
HTC: This is related to R2-101172
Chair: we do not specify what happens in Cell_FACH.

=> There is no requirement for the UE in cell FACH other than what is specified already in Release 8

Nokia would like to see a NOTE in the specs to state this.

Chair: if agreeable this NOTE could be captured in R2-101672.

=> No need for the NOTE

=> The CR is not agreed
R2-101070
Clarification to measurement configuration for SI reporting
Samsung
CR
25.331
(4032)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
The second change will be removed as covered elsewhere.

Clause affected needs to be updated.

With these changes the CR is agreed in R2-101695 and we don’t come back

=> The CR is revised in R2-101695
R2-101695
Clarification to measurement configuration for SI reporting
Samsung
CR
25.331
(4032)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101172
Clarification on proximity indication reporting in CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH and URA_PCH
HTC Corporation
CR
25.331
(4046)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
Chair: do not put two alternatives in the same CR

HTC:we would like UE mandatory behaviour

ALU:what’s the benefit of alternative 2?

HTC: we prefer alternative 1

QC: inbound mobility in Cell_FACH isn’t covered. We will prefer alterantive 1

STE: probably we need to ceover only DCH case.

QC: if we want to cover Cell-FACH there is impact inother groups e.g. RAN3

QC: the work item says handover so this is only DCH state

Interdigital; what happens in Cell FACH then

HTC: if UE can send proximity indication in Cell-FACH then the network can react properly

Interdigital: are these special measurements supposed to be supported by the uE in Cell FACH then?

NEC: we agree that RAN3 work has not been done for cell FACH

Chair: not clear what happens in cell FACH.

Nokia: how about the validity of the proximity indication when the UE change states? Every time the UE moves to Cell DCH state needs to send the proximity indication again? So if UE goes PCH, DCH, PCH, DCH …what happens?

QC: UE should send it again every time it enters DCH state (if valid).

We do not need to send any indication when it moves outside DCH states

Altenative 1: It is specified that the UE in CELL_FACH/CELL_PCH/URA_PCH stops CSG Proximity detection type measurement reporting and and resumes Proximity detection type measurement reporting after transition to CELL_DCH.
Nokia: we prefer alternative 1 but we need some reowrding, in particular we could have the new section integrated in existing clauses.

DT: why the UE should send the proximity indication again?

QC: every time the UE goes to DCH the UE starts it checks (and can forget about the history)

DT: what is the use case

QC: cell reselection and change in SRNC. 
Interdigital: Alternative 1 is better. It is simpler to resend it when there is a state transition. Other wise we have some complication in the UE

STE: we also prefer alt. 1

Chair: UMI case in DCH state?

QC: how the UE knows about the SRNS relocation.

The UE can understand this from the messages received from the network

Agreements:
· Altenative 1: It is specified that the UE in CELL_FACH/CELL_PCH/URA_PCH stops CSG Proximity detection type measurement reporting and and resumes Proximity detection type measurement reporting after transition to CELL_DCH.
· The case of SRNS relocation with UMI needs to be covered.

These agreements will be captured in the CR in R2-101672 (if needed).

=> The CR in R2-101172 is revised in R2-101701
R2-101701
Clarification on proximity indication reporting in CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH and URA_PCH
HTC Corporation
CR
25.331
4046
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
Nokia: we prefer to include these in existing clauses rather than creating new clauses.

QC: why?

DT: SNRS relocation? Is that considered?

=> The CR is revised in R2-101711
R2-101711
Clarification on proximity indication reporting in CELL_FACH, CELL_PCH and URA_PCH
HTC Corporation
CR
25.331
4046
1
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101699
CSG measurement release upon SRNS relocation
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks


CR
25331
4115
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
Cat C on cover sheet

Chair: This is different from LTE but agreed in UMTS session

HTC: stop and delete the measurements of type CSG Proximity detection? Configuration or results?

Nokia: configuration. 

HTC: what do we do with the measurement ID?

Chair: that is deleted. F the network want this measurement ID they need to send measurement set-up. A measurement modify will fail.

ALU: radio bearer set-up case for CS over HSPA case? In that case “Downlink counter synchronisation info” is also present

=> The CR is revised in R2-101712
R2-101712 
CSG measurement release upon SRNS relocation
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks


CR
25331
4115
rev 2
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
(rev 1 has been skipped by mistake so it doesn’t exist)

QC: editorials: The changes in the tabular are not in the scope of the cR

There will not be changes in the tabular.

QC: if any measurement s -> should be for measurements. 

For measurement .. configured…

Stop all

ALU: maybe we can revert to the original formulation

=> the CR is revised in R2-101734 CR 4115 rev3
R2-101734 
CSG measurement release upon SRNS relocation
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks


CR
25331
4115
rev 3
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is revised in R2-101755

R2-101755 
CSG measurement release upon SRNS relocation
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks


CR
25331
4115
rev 4
F
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is agreed

ALU: so now on SRNS relocation?

QC: new agreement will be captured in the common session CR

R2-101191
Reading neighbour HNB System Information Block 3 & Master Information Block
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
(4048)
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
ALU: the intention was agreed in the last meeting.
The naming needs to be updated.

“of a neighbouring CSG or hybrid cell when in CELL_DCH state.” will be “of a neighbouring cell when in CELL_DCH state”
“radio access capability autonomous SI reading of CSG cells” to  “neighbours cell SI acquisition”

With these changes the CR is agreed.

No need to come back.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101673
R2-101673
Reading neighbour HNB System Information Block 3 & Master Information Block
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
4048
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=>The CR is agreed
R2-101469
Introduction of Prohibit timer and Clarification of the proximity indication reporting 
NTT DOCOMO, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
-
-
C

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
withdrawn
R2-101470
Introduction of Prohibit timer and Clarification of the proximity indication reporting
NTT DOCOMO, Alcatel-Lucent
CR
25.331
(4106)
-
C

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> not treated
R2-101559
Clarification on the CSG measurement and report procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc





REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> not treated
R2-101565
Clarification on the CSG measurement and report procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
25.331
(4111)
-
C

REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The CR is withdrawn
R2-101730
Draft LS on CSG mearurements
Qualcomm
to: RAN4, cc:  REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
We need to send a LS to RAN4 

Nokia: last sentence in section 1

ALU: is it not common understanding?

Nokia: OK

Attach 25.331 CR from (was R2-101738)  -> the final one [R2-101754 CR 4031 rev 2]

=> the LS is revised in R2-101741

R2-101741
LS on CSG measurements 
RAN2
to: RAN4
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
=> The LS is agreed.
10.4
TEI9

=> Including outcome of [68b#14] UMTS: Measurement occasion 1.28Mcs TDD [CATT]

R2-100949
Introduction of CELL_DCH measurement occasion calculation for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech, CATT
CR
25.331
4027
-
F
REL-9
TEI9
output of email discussion [68b#14]; was in principle agreed at RAN2 #68bis

[Late]
=> the CR is revised in R2-101674
R2-101674
Introduction of CELL_DCH measurement occasion calculation for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech, CATT
CR
25.331
4027
1
F
REL-9
TEI9
output of email discussion [68b#14]; was in principle agreed at RAN2 #68bis

TD Tech : one more constant was added.

Ericsson: ASN.1 compiles

=> The CR is agreed
R2-101591
UE supported Frequency band indicator for redirection in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc

REL-9
TEI9
[Late]

LGE: we think that this is not needed. We can use existing mechanisms.

NSN: we think this improvement is necessary

Nokia: this could be good for latency improvement. We think that in some cases this gain can be seconds, depending on T300 or “wait time”.

ALU: What is then in proposal 3?

Chair: this is needed before the UE can send RRC Connection Request

NSN: this can be optional for the UE and the network

Huawei: if the UE can camp the UE can support the current band, so?

NSN: we think this is a real case scenario.

NSN: We would like to introduce this in earlier releases if possible.

This will be discussed further.

=> Noted

R2-101592
UE supported Frequency band indicator for redirection in RRC CONNECTION REQUEST message
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
25.331
-
-
B

REL-9
TEI9
[Late]

=> not treated
10.5
Other UTRA Rel-9 WIs
10.5.1
TxAA extension for non-MIMO UEs
(RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO; leading WG: RAN1, started: March 08, closed: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090013)

10.5.1.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100905
Clarification of UE Categories for TxAA-Non-MIMO
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.306
0257
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
Discussed together with the alternatives below.

=> withdrawn
10.5.1.1
Others

R2-101276
UE Categories 17/18: comeback from RAN WG2#68bis
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks
Disc





REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO  
Discussion:

Nokia, NSN, Huawei: we think the UE should signal the capability explicitly if it supports Single stream MIMO and belongs to cat17/18

QC: we are fine with this.

Agreements for cat17/18 UEs:
1)
UE does not support single stream MiMo:


A)
When MiMo is configured with 16QAM, the UE should operate normally with MiMo


B)
When MiMo is configured with 64QAM, it is incorrect configuration from network, thus the 


UE behaviour is unspecified
2)
UE does support single stream MiMo:


A)
When MiMo is configured with 16QAM, the UE should operate normally with MiMo


B)
When MiMo is configured with 64QAM, the UE should operate in single stream MiMo mode.
The UE shall signal the capability explicitly if it supports Single stream MIMO and belongs to cat17/18
R2-101402
Clarification of UE Categories for TxAA-Non-MIMO
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
CR
25.331
-
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
CR was not in principle agreed at RAN2 #68bis but it is related to R2-101276
=>with the addition of one “l” in signaled we agreed in R2-101702 CR 4116

=> The CR is revised in R2-101702
R2-101702
Clarification of UE Categories for TxAA-Non-MIMO
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
CR
25.331
-
4116
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO

=> The CR is agreed
R2-101404
UE cat17/18 and signalling of Single Stream MiMo capability
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
CR
25.306
-
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
CR was not in principle agreed at RAN2 #68bis but it is related to R2-101276
CAT should be F

Add “the”

=> The CR is agreed in R2-101703 CR 264

=> The CR is revised in R2-101703
R2-101703
UE cat17/18 and signalling of Single Stream MiMo capability
Nokia, Nokia Siemens Network
CR
25.306
-
264
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101126
Extension of in principle agreed CR R2-100905 Clarification of UE Categories for TxAA-Non-MIMO
Huawei
CR
25.306
(0259)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO
=> withdrawn
R2-101336
Correction of UE Capability for TxAA-Non-MIMO
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.306
(0263)
-
F

REL-9
RANimp-TxAA_nonMIMO  
=> withdrawn
10.5.2
Support for different bands for Dual-Cell HSDPA
(RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA; leading WG: RAN4, started: March 08, closed: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090973)

R2-101698
Dual band capability signaling
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson CR
25.331 
4114 
F
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
=> the CR is withdrawn

R2-101704
Dual band capability
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
25.306 
265 
F
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA

=> The CR is revised in R2-101731
R2-101731
Dual band capability
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Siemens Networks CR
25.306 
265 
1   F
RANimp-MultiBand_DC_HSDPA
=> The CR is agreed
10.5.3
Extended UMTS/LTE 800 MHz
(RInImp9-UMTSLTE800; leading WG: RAN4, started: Dec. 08, closed: Sep. 09, WIDS: RP-080884)
10.5.3.0
In principle agreed CRs

R2-100907
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0101
-
B

REL-4

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100908
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0102
-
B

REL-5

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100909
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0103
-
B

REL-6

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100910
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0104
-
B

REL-7

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800 
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100911
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0105
-
B

REL-8

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800  
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100912
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.307
0106
-
B

REL-9

RInImp9-UMTSLTE800 
=> The CR is agreed
R2-100948
Introduction of band XX (800 MHz)
ST-Ericsson, Ericsson
CR
25.331
4026
-
B

REL-9
RInImp9-UMTSLTE800
=> The CR is agreed
10.5.3.1
Others

No contributions.
10.6
UTRA Release 9 ASN.1 review activity
R2-101259
UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issue list
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-9

TEI9
Issue #:
-
5006: Withdrawn (by Nokia/NSN), to be closed without action
=> 5006 closed without actions.
-
7012: Collision with R2-101326 (Ericsson, ST-Ericsson), pending decision
=> after we discuss AI [10.2]
- 7013: This is a question and it should be clarified (Qualcomm)
=> this is a problem from Rel-7 and could be treated in a separate CR. No actions here.
- 7014: This is a question and it should be clarified (Qualcomm)

=> Same problem as in 7013, but this is Release 9 so if needed can be fixed

Comments/proposals from Huawei 

Issue

- 5007: CSGIntraFreqCellInfoList should be CSGCellInfoList as agreed
=> needs to be implemented according to the agreement.

- 4001: The CR in R2-101260 does not address this issue
=> needs to be implemented according to the agreement.

- 4005: The CR in R2-101260 does not address this issue
=> needs to be implemented according to the agreement.

- 4006: Rename Event1a-r9 to Event1a-OnSecUlFreq-r9
=> this will be implemented according to Huawei suggestion

- 5011: OPTIONAL is missing in IntraFreqMeasureResults-r9ext

=> needs to be implemented according to the agreement.

Huawei comments related to issue 5011: the optional shall be applied for measuredResultOnSecULFreq. In addition, to our understanding, the ASN.1 modifications is fine from syntax point of view, however, maybe there are issues from logical point of view, that is, the report of measurement result on secondary frequency is dependent on the report of measurement result on the primary frequency, as the consequence, UE can’t report the measurement result on the secondary frequency individually.
=> This issue needs to be considered.

Rel-9 UEs not supporting DC UL do not need to report measurement on the secondary UL.

REl-9 UEs supporting DC UL need to report the measurement on the secondary UL frequency ONLY if necessary.


=> The updated document will be in R2-101696
R2-101696
UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issue list
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc





REL-9
TEI9
4020 new issue.

Huawei: New issue 4021: Additional measurement result for secondary uplink frequency need to be added, if we introduce the fix for 4020. Another consequence of 4020: for the event result: we need to update the information element. 

We need to think about this.

ASN.1 changes of issues (apart from 4020 and 4021, 7012 and 7014) have been implemented in R2-101697.Tabular changes are still pending (low priority)

=>
The document is revised in R2-101756

R2-101756
UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issue list
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc





REL-9
TEI9
=> [email] [UMTS-2] deadline Wednesday 4th mid pac time for discussion document on issues list [R2-101756] and ASN.1 CR [R2-101757 CR 4062 rev1].
R2-101260
Corrections related to UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issues
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
(4062)
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
Ericsson: do we need proximity indication in SRNC relocation info?

Huawei: we should removed it from the container. 

We will removed it in the revision of R2-101260
=> The CR is revised in R2-101697 

R2-101697
Corrections related to UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issues
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4062
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
This compiles.

Some issues still need to be captured (see discussion document)

=>
The CR is revised in R2-101757

R2-101757
Corrections related to UTRA Rel-9 ASN.1 issues
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
25.331
4062
1
F

REL-9
TEI9
=> [email] [UMTS-2] deadline Wednesday 4th mid pac time for discussion document on issues list [R2-101756] and ASN.1 CR [R2-101757 CR 4062 rev1].

R2-101589
ASN.1 Issue with CellUpdateConfirm
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
-
-
F
REL-9
TEI9
problem detected in ASN.1 review
[Late]

Ericsson: we would like to have the CR agreed.

Nokia: do we have the problem for CCCH case?

QC: we can check.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101669, CR 4113

R2-101669
ASN.1 Issue with CellUpdateConfirm
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331
- 4113 -
F
REL-9
TEI9
=> The CR is agreed
11
UTRA Release 10

11.1
LCR TDD MC-HSUPA (RP-090990)

(TDD_MC_HSUPA; leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep. 09, closed: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-090990)

11.1.1
Report of email discussion
=> Including outcome of [68b#25] UMTS: Email discussion for 1.28Mcps MC-HSUPA WI [CATT]

R2-101237
[68bis#25] UMTS: Email discussion for 1.28Mcps MC-HSUPA
CATT(Rapporteur)
Report
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
related to email discussion [68b#25]
[Late]

=> Noted

Agreements: 

1. In MC-HSUPA, only MAC-i/is entity is supported.

2. Splitting for data  from different carriers are performed in MAC-i/is for the UE side,  convergence for data from different carriers are performed in  MAC-i for UTRAN side 

3. There is only one E-DCH per carrier and one HARQ entity (HARQ sub-entity) per E-DCH transport channel.
4. multiplexing and TSN setting functions at UE side, reordering, disassembly and reassembly functions at UTRAN side are joint for all carriers.

5. There is requirement for extending the TSN length in MC-HSUPA. FFS how many extra bits we need.
6. TEBS, HLBS, HLID are common for all carriers.

7. Reference frequency for intra/inter-frequency definition needs to be introduced in MC-HSUPA.

8. New UE category should be defined for MC-HSUPA.

11.1.2
L2 architecture

=> Including impact on user plane, multiplexing, re-ordering functions, MAC-i/is and/or MAC-e/es entities and format

R2-101198
Analysis of MC-HSUPA for LCR TDD
New Postcom
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
=> Noted

Discussion:
Proposal 1: The function of data stream splitting onto multiple carriers in UE side is performed in MAC layer, and network performs reordering and combination according to the TSN field in MAC-is PDU.
=> covered in the agreements above.

Proposal 2: TEBS reporting is UE specific, it is reported according to the total amount of E-DCH data in the buffer.

=> covered in the agreements above.

Proposal 3: HLBS reporting is UE specific, it is reported according to the amount of E-DCH data in the highest priority logical channel with data buffered for transmission.

=> covered in the agreements above.

Proposal 4: HLID reporting is UE specific, it is the identity of the highest priority logical channel with E-DCH data buffered for transmission.

=> covered in the agreements above.

Proposal 5: SNPL shall be measured and reported on a per carrier basis by the UE.
TD Tech: same neighbours cell list means same SNPL

Newpostcom: reporting per carrier

CATT: same understanding as TD Tech. We prefer the reporting per group. The report per carrier in not needed.

Ericsson: we cannot guarantee that the values is the same within the same group, so we would prefer to have the reporting on a per carrier basis

CATT: maybe we can leave it to configuration

Newpostcom: calculation on a per carrier basis and reporting based on configuration: can be per group or per carrier depending on configuration.

TD Tech: we expect the SNPL value being the same in the group

=> the working assumption is that reporting is based on configuration from the network: it can be per group or per carrier depending on configuration
Proposal 6: UPH is reported on a per UE basis or per carrier basis, depending on the UE capability of power sharing.
TD Tech: there is no agreement in RAN1 yet.

=> no conclusion
Proposal 7: Introduce a concept of UE specific active carrier subset.
Newpostcom: The UE uses a subset of all the active carriers available in the Cell

TD Tech: a group is part of the subset

Newpostcom: active for the UE, which means configured at RRC level.

CATT: what is the intention?

Newpostcom: we would like to limit the number of channels that the UE need to monitor

Chair: we need to specify a max number of carriers that can be monitored/supported.

CATT: in WID is says 6 carriers max, then we need to see what to specify in UE capabilities to be able to specify a lower number.

=> no conclusion
Proposal 8: Extend the length of TSN field for MC-HSUPA, e.g., to 9 bits.
=> covered in the agreements above

Proposal 9: Pebase control and E-TFC selection should be performed on a per-carrier basis.
CATT: Pebase? We have a RAN1 agreement on the inner loop. This is per carrier basis.

Newpostcom: inner loop and outer loop needs to be considered.

CATT: for the outer loop is still FFS.

TD Tech: offline is needed

ZTE: what’s the definition of outer loop? Pebase target adjustment?

CATT: no, but we could discuss this in RAN1.

Chair: maybe we need to wait for RAN1 to finish the power discussion before being able to conclude/decide on E-TFC selection here in RAN2.

=> no conclusion
R2-101236
Consideration on TSN extension for 1.28Mcps TDD MC-UPA
CATT
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
=> Noted

Discussion:
Proposal: In MC-HSUPA, TSN length can be extended and the value of TSN length can be configured by RRC signalling
Newpostcom: it should be enough to be able to configure one value for the extra bits (e.g. 9 bits), so the nw configuration could be 6 or 9, but not all the possibilities in between (not 7 or 8).

TD Tech: this depends on the UE capability or category. So we should have flexibility. FFS should be better.

CATT: same as Newpostcom

Ericsson: we support CATT proposal

More offline is needed. 

=> FFS for now.
11.1.3
Scheduling

=> Details on how to handle reporting (e.g. buffer, UPH, SNPL information) and scheduling (e.g. DL scheduling channels)

R2-101118
Considerations on SI  for LCR MC-HSUPA
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
=> Noted

Discussion:
Proposal 1: The SI of an MC-HSUPA UE consists of the following items:

(1) 13-bit E-DCH data amount information: 5-bit TEBS, 4-bit HLID and 4-bit HLBS

(2) carrier information: 5-bit SNPL and 5-bit UPH of each configured carrier by UTRAN to an MC-HSUPA UE
Newpostcom: so is the same as current state without any change?

Newpostcom: of each configured carrier? How about the grouping?

TD Tech: we think we need to report the carriers info in the SI, but maybe in the case of grouping we need information per group

=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 2: RNC divides the carriers in a cell into several sub-carrier sets, with the carriers in each sub-carrier set having the same intra-frequency neighboring cell list. An MC-HSUPA UE is only required to report the SNPL of each sub-carrier set it belongs to.
TD Tech: sub-carrier sets is the same as “group” here. What’s the definition ogf group? They have the same intra-frequency neighbouring cell list?

CATT: we think that is not enough. Inter-frequency needs to be taken into account.

TD Tech: I agree on that.

ZTE: the UE can build the group by itself without configuration from RNC, based on UE measurement and UE understanding of which cells have the same SNPL.

CATT: it might be a solution but we need some correction in the measurement control message. This is an option. The other option is the network signals the group explicitly.

TD Tech: the nw can configure the UE reporting per carrier or per group.

Newpostcom: how about possible overlapping of groups?

TD Tech: we don’t think they can overlap.

Ericsson: for the concept of group, what is the benefit of it? What can we use it for?

TD Tech: SNPL reporting amount can be reduced.

Ericsson: what else?

=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 3: For the UE with more than 3 HSUPA carriers, if it has 3 or more carriers in the open-loop power control, it’s only required to send to NodeB the UPH of each carrier in the close-loop power control and the UPH of one carrier in the open-loop power control.
TD Tech: to reduce the SI information bits

Chair: which one to use in open loop?
Ericsson: can you clarify?

TD Tech: UPH in different carrier can be different. 

=>Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 4: For an MC-HSUPA UE with more than 3 HSUPA carriers, RNC should configure the desired E-PUCH received power of each carrier to the UE.
TD Tech: it means independent power control per carrier.
Ericsson: RAN1 already agreed on power control.
=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 5: For one carrier in the open-loop power control, NodeB is capable of using the desired E-PUCH received power of the carrier and the path loss to derive the UPH of the carrier.
=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 6: There exist the different SI reporting scenarios for an MC-HSUPA UE. The different SI formats should be defined for the different SI reporting scenarios.
Proposal 7: The above SI formats are suggested for an MC-HSUPA UE. Among the above SI formats, SI format 1, SI format 2 and SI format 3b are defined for the SI reporting on E-RUCCH. SI format 1, SI format 2, SI format 3, SI format 3a are defined for the SI reporting in MAC-e/MAC-i PDU, where SI format 3 is only for an UE with no more than 3 carriers while SI format 3a is only for an UE with more than 3 carriers.
Ericsson: we would like to have a simple format, not so many options. 
ZTE: we would like to keep the system as simple as possible.

CATT: we agree to keep it simple. We suggest that we re-use the legacy SI format.

TD Tech: some change is needed anyway as more that one carrier needs to be reported. We would like to optimize the structure.

Newpostcom: we think we should make some changes to be able to report the information.

Chair: we need to see a concrete format from ZTE, CATT, Ericsson before deciding

=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 8: An MC-HSUPA UE will be triggered to send the SI to NodeB under the same conditions as a single-carrier HSUPA UE. Whether or not there exist other conditions for an MC-HSUPA UE to send the SI to NodeB is for FFS.
=> Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 9: An MC-HSUPA UE will send the SI to NodeB on E-RUCCH or in MAC-e/MAC-i PDU.
Agreement: => An MC-HSUPA UE will send the SI to NodeB on E-RUCCH or in MAC-i PDU.
Proposal 10: The method for the SI reporting on E-RUCCH should be selected among the above three methods. Method 1 is recommended for simplification while Method 3 is recommended for the maximum SI information amount for the optimal initial scheduling of the UE on all possible carriers. The blind detection in NodeB is recommended for method 3.
=>Postponed to the next meeting
Proposal 11: The SI format type field should be inserted in MAC-e/MAC-i PDU to indicate to NodeB the SI format of the SI attached.
=>Postponed to the next meeting
11.1.4
E-TFC selection

=> Details on how to perform E-TFC selection

No contributions.
11.1.5
Others
R2-101121
Carrier resource control of MC-HSUPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
Withdrawn

R2-101137
Carrier resource control of MC-HSUPA for 1.28Mcps TDD
TD Tech
Disc
REL-10
TDD_MC_HSUPA
=> Noted

Discussion:
Proposal 1: E-PUCHs and the corresponding MC-HSUPA control channel can be configured on the same carriers or different carriers. 
ZTE: discussed in RAN1 but still not agreement
Proposal 2: The modification of TS0 and HSPA+ without DPCH for multi-carrier HSDPA should be taking into consideration.
Chair: you can propose something if you want, but then needs to be discussed.
Proposal 3: one carrier indicator field can be extended in E-AGCH to support flexible inter-carrier E-PUCH scheduling. 
=> discussed in RAN1 but still not agreement
Proposal 4: The carrier indicator field can be introduced to HS-SCCH for Multi carrier HSDPA scheduling.
=> discussed in RAN1 but still not agreement
Proposal 5: UE shall open/close the DL/UL carrier according to the pre-defined DL/UL control channel configuration and on which carrier the HS-PDSCH and E-PUCH is scheduled.
Chair: open/close = use/not use. Pre-defined= indicated

CATT= there is no activation or deactivation. This is already decided in RAN1.

=> RAN1 already decided.

Proposal 6: The DL carriers and UL carriers of MC-HSDPA/MC-HSUPA UE should be operated separately.
=> RAN1 already decided
Proposal 7: RNC configures the configured E-PUCH carriers and the corresponding control channel for MC-HSUPA UE, NodeB shall schedule UE among the RNC configured carriers, MC-HSUPA UE shall monitor all DL control channels.
TD Tech: MC-HSUPA UE shall monitor all DL control channels configured for this UE

CATT: not necessarily. 

Ericsson: we don’t understand the proposal.

=>Postponed to the next meeting

Proposal 8: Radio link failure indicates that all the downlink control physical channels can not be decoded correctly when the physical channels configured to the MC-HSUPA UE do not include associated DPCH.
CATT: we first need to discuss weather associated DPCH is configured or not. Maybe we can only monitor where is configured.

TD Tech: this proposal is only for the case where DPCH is not configured.

CATT: we suggested that is not configured. So what control channels should be considered? Not all, but only some. 

=> RAN1 is still discussing about this.

11.2
4C-HSDPA (RP-091438)

(4C_HSDPA-Core; leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 09, closed: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091438)

R2-101845 
LS on 4C-HSDPA physical layer parameters and RAN1 agreements (R1-101645; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)

=> Noted

Chair: let’s write down for our convenience what is the delta compared to what we already knew before receiving this LS:

Nokia: DCH support is both UL and DL?

Samsung: this needs to be clarified

- Rel-9: if UE is configured with DC UL, then DCH is NOT configured (no UL, no DL)

- Rel-10: the same as in Release 9 applies

- A 4-carrier capable UE shall monitor a maximum 12 HS-SCCHs in total, with a maximum of 4 HS-SCCH per carrier, plus one HS-SCCH on anchor carrier for enhanced serving cell change

- A UE that is capable of supporting at most 3 carriers (if defined) shall monitor a maximum 9 HS-SCCHs in total, with a maximum of 4 HS-SCCH per carrier, plus one HS-SCCH on anchor carrier for enhanced serving cell change
- HS-SCCH order shall be based on a look-up table approach

- HS-DPCCH is always sent on the primary uplink carrier
- The minimum CQI feedback cycle with 4 activated carriers is 4 ms. FFS for other cases.
- No new radio link establishment, physical channel reconfiguration and radio link monitoring procedures are needed for secondary HS-DSCH cells that do not have any associated F-DPCH
- RAN1: The number of uplink carriers should be independent of the number of downlink carriers


-

it is not precluded to take into account in the design of HS-DPCCH the possibility to 

use multiple UL carriers in a “future” release. 
- Based on RAN1 decision on this, RAN2 might or might not consider the future profness when designing the signaling, i.e. if the future profness is not taken into account in RAN1 design, RAN2 will not provide the signaling for that.
11.2.1
Report of email discussion
=> Including outcome of [68b#26] UMTS: Email discussion for 4C-HSUPA WI [QC]

R2-101339
Report of email discussion [68b#26] on 4C-HSDPA
Rapporteur (Qualcomm Incorporated)
Report
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

related to email discussion [68b#26]
[Treat here L2 and RAB –only - from QC R2-101562]

=> Noted

68b#26 Proposal 2:  Make the UE capability of searching on the secondary carrier without compressed mode as mandatory
=> This is FFS

68b#26 Proposal 5:  Please provide your comments on UE capabilities and UE categories
=> This is FFS

68b#26 Proposal 8: RAB combination restrictions if DCH is supported
=> This is not clear. If anything is needed companies should bring a discussion document on this topic.
Agreements:
68b#26 Proposal 1: The existing mobility schemes are used for 4C-HSDPA, no additional changes are needed. The need for any enhancements if FFS.

68b#26 Proposal 3: MAC design: Agree on a single MAC-ehs entity with up to 4 HARQ entities.
L2 impact:

- We do not increase the maximum configurable RLC window size in Rel-10
- The maximum number of MAC-ehs PDU(s) received during one TTI for 4C-HSDPA is FFS.
68b#26 Proposal 6: Synchronization and RLF.
-
For physical channel establishment for the carriers associated with an uplink, follow the rules 
applied for DC-HSUPA
-
For physical channel establishment for the carriers not associated with an uplink, do not 
need to perform such a procedure.
-
RLF is based on the anchor carrier.
-
The need for any enhancements if FFS
11.2.2
L2 Architecture

=> Including impact on user plane, MAC entities and functions, multiplexing, re-ordering functions

No contributions.
11.2.3
Handling of Configuration

=> Including which parameters are common across carriers or per carrier, also including handling of UE categories

No contributions.
11.2.4
Others

Stage 2 CRs:

R2-101338
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.308
(0085)
-
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
Chair: need to take the macro out.

QC: Section 18 was editorial and nothing to do with the 4C WI

Infineon: new section 20. Many of the parts are already in already existing sections (e.g. releated to Rel-9 WI). Do we duplicate them ? Or do we capture the delta only? Do we need new sections on MIMO and DB?

NSN: how about the case where we have only 3 DL carrier configured? Or even two?

Chair: maybe we can fix section 18 and mention “two” there instead of “more than one”

Nokia: we don’t mind the duplication of information as long as that is clear.

Huawei: we are fine with duplication and new clause for MIMO and DB as in the draft

Ericsson: OK

NSN: 20.2?

Interdigital: we think we don’t need a new section, we can included this in the section 20.

Nokia: we should say one or two bands, not more than one. Do not re-use DB name.

NSN: maybe we should keep forward compatibility.

Do we want 20.1, 20.2? 

OK to have only one section 20 with duplicates.

Ericsson: Figure 6.1.5-1. Do we show all the 4 carriers?

Common part should not be there. We will take it away.

Nokia: can we leave the fuguer alone? And just add text?

We can show some HARQ chains and state than the HARQs chain can be up to four

Ericsson: The number of HARQs could be different from the number of re-ordering chains.

We leave the reordering queques are before.

Chair: UTRA side needes to be updated as well. 6.4.2

Nokia: in DL we should mention the 2dn as well

Interdigital: avoid ordering, just say that everything other that primary (serving) is called secondary 

NSN: that sounds OK 

Chair: QC will provide an update

=> The CR is revised in R2-101736
R2-101736
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.308
0085
-
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
NSN: The maximum number of MAC-ehs PDUs per TTI is 8. For the case of less carriers we need to fix this.

Huawei: DCH is not supported if the UE has more than one Configured Uplink frequency.

=> The CR is revised in R2-101758

R2-101758
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.308
0085
1
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=> The CR is agreed
R2-101579
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA in 25.319
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.319
(0064)
-
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

QC: this need to be updated. 

Nokia: updates in RRC procedures? Is there anything new two capture?

QC: this was not controversial in the email discussion.

Nokia: OK

Ericsson: 

1- first change: better to say just more than one?
2- last change: activated better than configured?

QC: OK to the second comment

LGE: mobility.

Chair: QC will provide an update

=>
The CR is revised in R2-101737

R2-101737
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA in 25.319
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.319
0064
-
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

With “either.. or” and editorial is agreed

=> The CR is revised in R2-101759

R2-101759
Introduction of 4C-HSDPA in 25.319
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.319
0064
1
B

REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=> The CR is agreed
Measurements:

R2-101556
Measurement Procedure in DC-HSUPA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=> Noted
ALU: why do we need to restrict this?

LGE: this is the natural extension of what is already there.

Huawei: we are fine with the two proposals. We think this is obvious.

Proposal 1: In 4C-HSDPA, if only one uplink frequency is configured, the UE performs intra-frequency measurement only on the primary downlink frequency.

Proposal 2: In 4C-HSDPA, if two uplink frequencies are configured, the UE performs intra-frequency measurement on the primary DL frequency and secondary DL frequency that is linked with an uplink frequency
This is the baseline and this decision is not restricting the proposals in the Mobility section below, that have still to be discussed.

R2-101125
Improvements of UE measurement capability for 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=> Noted
ALU: we agree with proposals 1 and 2, but we think P1 is a RAN4 issue.

On P3 we would like to hear UE vendors.

Nokia: clarification on P2. Do you want to link it to the configuration of the feature, to the activation or to the capability.

Huawei: if configured.

LGE: on P2 it depends on the cases. We could use 10 Mhz receiver chain or evn 20 Mhz. So?

Huawei: it depends on UE implementation

Infineon: P2 would mandate some hardware implementation. We would not like to have it mandatory

Ericsson: we cannot conclude at this point.

Nokia: P1 is also linked to ongoing LTE discussions.

QC: this is linked to the mobility topic.

STE: it is clear who is responsible for what?

Proposal 1: Discuss whether it is necessary to increase the UE measurement capability to up to 3 additional FDD carriers. (This is about inter frequency)

=> RAN4 competence.
Proposal 2: If the UE has the capability of supporting 4C-HSDPA then it shall be capable of measuring the secondary carriers without compressed mode.
=> We cannot decide at this point
Proposal 3: Send a LS to RAN4 to ask whether the time-division mode secondary searcher is feasible and whether the performance requirements for inter-frequency measurements could be met. (only if Proposal 2 is agreed)
UE categories:

R2-101124
Consideration on UE categories for 4C-HSDPA
Huawei
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=> Noted
In RAN1 the discussion on UE categories has been postponed to the next meeting.

[Treat here category  – only - from QC R2-101562]

Mobility:

[Treat here mobility  – only - from QC R2-101562]

Proposal:  The existing mobility schemes are used for 4C-HSDPA, no additional changes are needed
R2-101109
Consideration of anchor carrier optimization for 4C-HSDPA operation
ZTE
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

=> Noted
Proposal 1: Discuss the criteria that is used for NW’s decision to select best initial anchor carrier among 4 carriers.

Proposal 2: “Jointly the best” is worthy more investigation for UE’s mobility. 

NSN: what do we need to standardize? This is network implementation

ALU: we need more time to investigate 

Ericsson: we agree with NSN.

Proposals are not very clear.

ZTE: we agreed P1 is network implementation. P2 we should consider this.

Chair: we can come back in the next meeting, if papers are presented.
R2-101261
4C-HSDPA: Mobility & Radio Link Failure
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=> Noted
Proposal 1: Discuss alternative methods to using the anchor carrier for handover.


Proposal 2: RLF should only be declared if the UE is unable to change its anchor carrier when the current anchor carrier fails

Ericsson: the UE doesn’t choose, the network chose.


ALU: OK.


Ericsson: how P2 could work? 


Chair: we can come back in the next meeting, if papers are presented
R2-101349
Dynamic Load Balancing in 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
This has been presented in RAN1. We present it here in RAN2 for information.

Chair: did RAN1 discussed this?

QC: don’t know

NSN: what is the leading group for this? It was presented in several groups.

QC: we think that RAN1 is the leading group, but we wanted to show impacts to all groups.

NSN: a few companies in RAN1 raised the point that there is impact in different groups.

Nokia: interesting from a technical point of view, but in RAN1 there was not agreement. Even the chair said this is not part of the work item. There seems to be more also on the UL part.

=> Noted

R2-101337
UE search capability in 4C-HSDPA
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

[Very late]

Proposal 1: If the UE supports more than two carriers on the downlink, it should enhance its searching capability such that it can conduct full measurements on more than two carriers without compressed mode. 

Proposal 2: The UE signals to the network the number of carriers on which it can conduct full measurements without compressed mode. It is the up to the network to decide which carriers to search
=> Noted
DRX:

R2-101466
DRX operation for 4C-HSDPA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core

Proposal : Common DRX operation applied for DC-HSDPA is applied for 4C-HSDPA without any changes
NSN: DRX is an important topic.

=> Noted
R2-101562
4C-HSDPA considerations
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
4C_HSDPA-Core
=>Noted

11.3
RF pattern matching in UMTS (RP-091427)

(LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core; leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 09, closed: Dec. 10, WIDS: RP-091427)

R2-101350
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
=> Noted
R2-101351
Support of RF Pattern Matching in UTRAN
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.305
(0115)
-
C

REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
Polaris Wireless: the focus of QC is on signal strength, but we think this is a bit simplicistic, we see that timing measurements should be considered more.

We don’t think that we should exclude other measurements in addition to what is already available.

Chair: what is in the work item description?

AT&T: we support this work

=> The CR is not agreed
R2-101286
RF Pattern Matching LCS Stage 2
Polaris Wireless
CR
25.305
-
-
B

REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
wrong WORD version used, therefore to be revised in R2-101584
R2-101584
RF Pattern Matching LCS Stage 2
Polaris Wireless
CR
25.305
-
-
B

REL-10
LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
[Late]

14.2 could be removed in a revision.

QC: we think there is more to be removed from this draft stage 2.

We think that these stage 2 additions could bring to changes to stage 3, e.g. Iur, Iub and on the air interface.

Are we working on what was in the study item or on something more?

Polaris Wireless: we invite QC to collaborate in offline drafting

We think it is important to have a separate definition for Pattern Matching 

QC: we will do our best.

Polaris Wireless: we don’t think that what we are writing in stage 2 will affect stage 3.

=> The CR is not agreed
11.4
Other UTRA Rel-10 WIs
R2-101348
A new event trigger for UEs configured with an E-DCH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc


REL-10
TEI10
=>The document is revised in R2-101621
R2-101621
A new event trigger for UEs configured with an E-DCH
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc


REL-10
TEI10
=> Noted
R2-101419
Events 6x to trigger a TTI change
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
Disc
REL-10
TEI10
=> Noted
Discussion on R2-101621 and R2-101419:
ALU: for QC proposal, how do you set the pilot threshold?

QC: we expect the pilot level to be more or less constant. We report UPH to the Node B

ALU: how do you set the threshold?

QC: it is possible.

LGE: on the QC proposal: Tx pilot power measurement, but in 25.215 there is no UE Tx pilot measurement. We need a capability in that measurement specification.

QC: but this is necessary to calculate the UPH.

Vodafone: we are concerned about the current mechanism available.

We think we should investigate this further. We don’t have a preference at the moment. We can wait until next meeting to decide what to do.

Nokia: question on proposal 1a: Time To Trigger is linked to the TTI?

QC: what about the minimum E-TFCI? Do we need to perform the ETFC selection for all flows, as they have different offsets?

Ericsson: you might have problems if you configure excessive higher minimum E-TFCI

1) Anything to be done?

Vodafone: yes

Nokia: we still have to understand fully the motivation.

What’s the improvement of a new mechanism? 

QC: we think we need to do something.

NSN: is it not network implementation?

If we want to introduce something else, we need to understand better the problem and how the new mechanism help solving it.

QC: we think we need something.

Vodafone: we don’t want to see the problem in the field. 

We need to investigate this more.

2) New events or something else?

3) If new events, what are they going to be based (and which releases)

4) New mechanisms to assist the network to do faster decisions in power limited situation a new trigger for the Scheduling Information?
=> Decisions are postponed to the next meeting.
12
Outgoing LS and email discussions for UTRA
12.1
Agreed outgoing LS for UTRA

R2-101741
LS on CSG measurements 
RAN2
to: RAN4
REL-9
EHNB-RAN2
LS is agreed under 10.3.1
12.2
Email discussions for UTRA

-
[Email] [UMTS-1]:

discussion deadline Thursday 4th March
CATT

Discussion on timer Treset mechanism for LCR TDD with possible CRs approval

-
[Email] [UMTS-2]:

deadline Wednesday 3th mid pac time
Ericsson

 
for discussion document on issues list [R2-101756] and agreement of ASN.1 CR [R2-101757 CR 4062 rev1]. ERICSSON

-
[Email] [UMTS-3]:

deadline wed 3th
Qualcomm


CR agreement: UE Fast Dormancy upon SRNS relocation
Qualcomm Incorporated
R2-101739 CR4087 rev 1 and R2-101740 4088 rev1
13
Left-overs

13.1
Joint UMTS/LTE

Nothing to report.
13.2
UMTS
Nothing to report.
13.3
LTE Positioning

R2-101775:
Report of the LTE Positioning session
=>
Report is agreed

Come Backs

R2-101777:
Clarification on Error Case Handling
Huawei
CR
36.305
0014
- F REL-9 LCS_LTE 
=>
CR is agreed
R2-101784:
Introduction of LPP reliability sublayer
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0013
- B REL-9
LCS_LTE

=>
Some offline editorials were received

-
QC highlight the following issues should be discussed:



1) Wonders if the timer can be left to implementation



2) Length of the sequence number

Timer value

-
Huawei thinks it can be left to implementation, but still it would be good to add some description on the timeout.

-
ALU is a bit uncomfortable to leave it entirely to implementation. ALU thinks it should be possible to agree on a minimum value, but it could be left for a next meeting.

=>
Agree that the intention will be to capture a hardcoded minimum value of the timer in the spec in the next meeting.

Length of sequence number

=>
8 bits is agreed

=>
Category should be B

=>
Will see update in R2-101871
R2-101787:
BSAlign Indication in GNSS Reference Time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated 
CR
36.355
0011
-
C

REL-9 LCS_LTE
=>
CR is agreed

R2-101788:
Triggered Location Information Transfer due to Cell Change
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.355
0016
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
QC clarifies that if combined positioning methods are reported including ECID, also the serving cell change can be configured

=>
CR is agreed
R2-101865:
Clarification on routing id
36.305 CR0011

=>
CR is agreed
ASN.1 review

R2-101781:
Summary of offline discussion on LPP ASN.1 review
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc REL-9 LCS_LTE

=>
Noted
R2-101782:
Changes to reflect LPP ASN.1 review
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0012
- F REL-9
LCS_LTE

=>
DegreesMax and DegreesMaxNegative should be defined as constants

=>
CR is agreed with this change in R2-101879 CR0012 R1

R2-101791: 
Completion of OTDOA in LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.355
0004
 2
F    REL-9 LCS_LTE

=>
ExpectedRSTD and expectedRSTD-Uncertainty field descriptions need to be updated since (3 times Ts according to the RAN4)

-
Ericsson thought rstd-quality would be a mandatory field. Inclusion might be made mandatory in the coming RAN2 meeting

=>
6.5.1.8 seems to have miscopied text; should be removed

=>
Can provide in R2-101894 CR0004 R3

=>
Will go for email approval up to thrursday [EMAIL DISC QC]. Final version in R2-101895 CR0004 R4

R2-101789:
Completion of LPP common material
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0003
2 B REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Huawei would appreciate to have one CR with all the merged CR. Rapporteur is planning to provide this in 2 weeks.

=>
CR is agreed. Offline discussions up to RAN could result in joint company CR’s.
14
Outgoing LS and output to other groups for LTE

R2-101522:
Draft response LS on the support of load related information in RRC message
Huawei
LSout related to S5-100492
REL-9
TEI9, LTE-L23
=>
RAN2 document numbers should be added

=>
With that change the LS is agreed in R2-101867
R2-101587
Reply LS to R2-101586 questions to 3GPP's IMT-Advanced submission from CEG evaluation group (to: CEG; contact: NSN)
RAN2
LSout
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

To: RAN3; Cc: CT1

R2-101600:
In-sequence delivery

=>
LS is approved in R2-101802
To: SA5

R2-101601:
Throughput measurement
=>
Editorial change to “from PDCP SDU to IP packet”

-
Huawei is not happy about the LS and thinks it is now a RAN2 measurement. Huawei has an alternaive outgoing in R2-101876
R2-101876:
DRAFT LS on PDCP throughput measurements
-
Ericsson would prefer to change the measurement so that it does not use L2 specific knowledge and have the measurement defined by SA5.

-
Huawei thinks the measurement is probably not needed at all; can be obtained by dividing two existing measurement

=>
Wil go or email discussion [EMAIL DISC Ericsson] Two weeks. Final version can be provided in R2-101897
To: GERAN

R2-101616:
Cell reselection enhancements for LTE
=>
Should also be sent to GERAN2

=>
With this change the LS is agreed in R2-101886
To: CT1; Cc; SA2, RAN3, CT

R2-101808:
PLMN selection at emergency call handling

=>
CT and RAN3 in copy

=>
Removal of revision marks

=>
With these change the LS is agreed in R2-101873

To: RAN1

R2-101863:   
PUCCH shared resources

-
Motorola wonders if it would make sense to include questions related to other proposals, e.g. have PUCCH and PUSCH in the same TTI ? This was not proposed by NSN.

=>
Or decoding performance when you have CB-PUSCH collisions ?  NSN thinks this would be a usefull question. So will add something like “if there is a collision on CB-PUSCH, how likely is it  that still one of the transmissions is correctly received”.

-
Samsung wonders why we ask question 3 ? 

=>
Question 3 should be removed

=>
Remove “From RAN2 point of view, the eNB only needs to decide for SR/no-SR.”

=>
List of future meetings should be corrected

=>
With these changes the LS is agreed in R2-101893
15
Any other business
R2-101252:
Draft MBMS Rel-10 WID
Huawei
-
Huawei has understood offline that pt-to-pt is not really needed

-
Also several companies would prefer not to have counting in Rel-10

=>
Noted

R2-101582:
Proposed work item on positioning enhancements
Qualcomm Incorporated
Info
REL-10
-

=>
Noted
R2-101841:
Report of joint SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 session held on 23/Feb

R2-101842: 
Outcome of joint SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 meeting held on 23/Feb
R2-100899:
Report of joint RAN2/3 session held on 25/Feb

R2-100898: 
Outcome of joint RAN2/3 session held on 25/Feb
From RAN2 point of view advice to RAN is to freeze Rel-9 UMTS ASN.1 ? 

=> Yes
From RAN2 point of view advice to RAN is to freeze Rel-9 LTE RRC ASN.1 ?

=> Yes
From RAN2 point of view advice to RAN is to freeze Rel-9 LTE Positioning ASN.1 ?
=> Yes
Organisation

- Tdoc announcements only required for documents uploaded after the submission deadline

- Tdoc requests for next meeting before Friday 2 April midnight Pacific !
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EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
++: SA1, SA2, CT1, CT3, CT4, CT6 also co-located
For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #69 see Annex I.
16
Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #69. He thanked the North American Friends of 3GPP for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday February 26th, 2010 at about 17:00 o'clock.

Annex A:
Report of LTE LCS session
For convenience the summary R2-101775 of the LTE LCS positioning session (agenda item 6.1) is copied into this annex.
Note:
The report of this session was already agreed separately under agenda item 13.3.



Additional information/corrections added in italic notes or indicated in red text.
6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)

(LCS_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 08, target: March 10, WIDS: RP-091389)

6.1.0
In principle agreed CRs

Stage 2

R2-100968
Clarification on E-CID parameters
Huawei, CATT, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0006
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.

R2-100969
Clarification on positioning procedure
Huawei, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0007
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.

R2-100970
Stage 2 updates to align with stage 3
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.305
0008
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Huawei thinks in 8.1.3.3.1, “failure cause” should be used.

-
Qualcomm agrees but would prefer to handle this in another CR.

-
In 7.1.2.4 change “no more than one positioning session…” to “no more than one LPP procedure…”.

(
revision in R2-101776 CR 0008R1, which is agreed without presentation.

(
fix the issue raised by Huawei in R2-101777 CR 0014 [CB Friday]
R2-100971
Updates to LPP material in stage 2
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0009
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.

R2-101008
Updates to LPPa material in stage 2
RAN3 (contact: Qualcomm)
CR
36.305
0010
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.
Stage 3

R2-101002
Clarification on Position location
HTC Corporation
CR
36.355
0001
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.
R2-101003
Clarification on UE Rx-Tx time difference supporting capability
CATT
CR
36.355
0002
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Ericsson thinks the capabilities are independent and would prefer removing the last sentence “E-SMLC may consider the target device can not report the UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement results via RRC signalling.”

-
Qualcomm believes this is a consequence of earlier agreement regarding capability handling. Without that sentence, there is no way for the network to know this.

(
CR is agreed.
R2-101004
Completion of LPP common material
Qualcomm
CR
36.355
0003
-
B
output of email discussion [68b#5]
REL-9
LCS_LTE

revised in R2-101576
R2-101576
Completion of LPP common material
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0003
1
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Samsung thinks some of their comments were not taken into account (e.g. taking IE names for RRC).

-
Changes 1-39 agreed.

-
After discussing the outcome of the email discussion on ASN.1 review, change #40 is also agreed.

(
Updated in R2-101789 CR0003R2 to reflect changes from R2-101573 and possible outcome of ASN.1 review [CB Friday]
R2-101005
Completion of OTDOA in LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0004
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE

revised in R2-101577
R2-101577
Completion of OTDOA in LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0004
1
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
revised in R2-101791 to reflect the outcome of the ASN.1 offline review [CB Friday]

R2-101006
LPP ASN.1 corrections
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
0005
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Ericsson believes R2-101576 already reflects the changes.

-
Changes are in-principle agreed but check offline whether they are already included in R2-101576.

(
not agreed.
R2-101007
Provision of Frame Drift Information in Network Time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
0006
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed.
6.1.1
Stage-2 (TS 36.305)

Routing

In response to our LS on Positioning Support for LTE (R2-097447) SA2 answers in R2-100883 that “for connection oriented messages, session identity needs to be known at the E-SMLC so that transactions can be associated with the correct session.  Whether the layer in which the session identity is LPP or NAS should be decided by R2 and CT1/CT4.”

R2-101023
clarification on routing id
Huawei
CR
36.305
(0011)
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
NSN comments that we first need a decision on the id.

-
Qualcomm disagrees and thinks the routing identifier is generic.

-
Huawei thinks this only aligns to what SA2 has agreed.

-
Alcatel-Lucent would prefer handling this in RAN3.

-
Huawei points out that LPP is RAN2 responsibility.

-
Alcatel-Lucent thinks CT1 is still discussing “Routing identifier in the NAS Transport Message”

-
Ericsson thinks step 3 does not reflect what SA2 really has agreed.

(
not agreed, can come back at the next meeting

R2-101063
Details of Session Id
Samsung
Disc
36.305
REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Qualcomm believes the MO-LR case is CT1/CT4’s scope

-
Chairman asks if we can assume that the session ID is only carried in NAS

-
Alcatel-Lucent prefers having a session ID in LPP to align connection-less and connection-oriented cases and also avoid possible protocol violation.

-
Qualcomm disagrees and thinks it is more important to align UP / CP solutions (in UP, the session ID is carried by SUPL).

-
NSN asks what the problem is with having Session ID in LPP for UP

-
Qualcomm answers that it requires different handling at E-SMLC and UE.

-
Alcatel-Lucent asks what happened with the idea of using the session ID to make the transaction ID unique?

-
Qualcomm thinks the discussion was not conclusive.

-
Huawei believes having the session ID in NAS layer leads to simpler handling.

-
Andrew Corp. agrees with Qualcomm.

-
Alcatel-Lucent mentions possible issue when trying to support the combination of SUPL and LPPa (connection oriented).

-
Qualcomm thinks this hasn’t been discussed before and SA2 should be first involved.

-
Alcatel-Lucent believes putting session ID in NAS is therefore less future proof.

-
NTT DOCOMO thinks having the session ID in LPP is only problematic for UP.

-
NTT DOCOMO asks how session IDs are assigned in SUPL?

-
Ericsson clarifies that it involves an identity and random number to make it unique.

-
Alcatel-Lucent thinks putting the session ID in NAS also brakes the alignment with connection oriented LPPa.

-
CSR supports Qualcomm.

(
agree to put in NAS (not in LPP).

Agreements

1)
Session ID in NAS (not in LPP).
Miscellaneous

R2-101024
Clarification of information transfer for OTDOA
Huawei
CR
36.305
(0012)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Qualcomm would prefer keeping the column of the tables as they are.

-
Ericsson thought there was a sentence already clarifying that somewhere in subclause 8.

(
updated to reflect Qualcomm’s comment in R2-101778 CR0012, which is agreed without presentation

R2-101025
RA for Positioning
Huawei
CR
36.300
(0191)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Alcatel-Lucent asks if the use of RACH is already captured in positioning Stage 2.

-
Qualcomm thinks this should have been captured in the Stage 3 somewhere.

(
agreed in R2-101779 CR0191
R2-101064
End of LPP Session
Samsung
Disc
36.305
REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Huawei & Qualcomm point out that the abort procedure already takes care of this.

-
Samsung asks how the abort procedure handles the transaction id?

-
Qualcomm points out subclause 5.5.2 where the handling of the transaction id is clear.

(
noted.

R2-101363
Add LPP procedures to align with 36.355
Huawei
CR
36.305
(0013)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN mentions that the Stage 3 already includes that level of details so one may ask why duplicating the information.

-
Huawei & Qualcomm prefer to capture it.

(
“due to some unexpected event” will be removed from the description of the Abort procedure.

(
revised in R2-101780 CR0013, which is agreed without presentation.
6.1.2
LPP stage-3 (TS 36.355)

=> Including outcome of [68b#19] LTE: Positioning Reliability layer [QC]

=> Including outcome of [68b#18] UMTS/LTE: Positioning enhancements [CSR]

ASN.1 review

R2-101568
LPP ASN.1 review: summary of issues
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN asks if the grey highlighting means that no action is needed at this meeting but still need to be looked at.

-
Qualcomm confirms.

-
NSN believes all issues involving need codes should be resolved at this meeting i.e. #5

-
Qualcomm thinks that this should not delay ASN.1 freeze as related changes (if needed) could be handled by ASN.1 compatible changes.

-
NSN points week number in #71 as an example of non-backward change if it turns out to be mandatory → to be added to the 8 identified issues to be resolved before ASN.1 freeze

-
Related to #13, NSN would like to have a clarification that those IEs are not used.

(
endorsed as basis. Offline discussion on ASN.1 review will prioritise the 9 identified issues. Outcome of the offline discussion on ASN.1 review for LPP to be provided in R2-101781 [CB Friday]
R2-101569
Changes to reflect LPP ASN.1 review
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
(0012)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
content of CR is agreed as a basis.

(
Update reflecting further decisions in R2-101782 CR0012 [CB Friday]
Positioning Enhancements

R2-101212
E-mail discussion [68b#18] UMTS/LTE: Positioning enhancements
CSR
Report
REL-9
LCS_LTE
related to email discussion [68b#18]
-
NSN thinks it is not clear what the outcome is from the email discussion summary.

(
noted.

R2-101238
Clarification of measurement reference point
CSR
CR
36.355
(0007)
-
D

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Qualcomm is fine with the CR but would rather see this as cat.F CR.

-
NSN does not see how this clarifies anything.

-
CSR clarifies that without this change the time is not clear. CSR also points out that similar clarifications were put in RLLP.

(
CR is updated in R2-101783 CR0007 (category F), which is agreed without presentation.

R2-101239
UE neighbour cell frame number in OTDOA measurements (text)
CSR
CR
36.355
(0008)
-
D

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Ericsson clarifies that this is not purely related to OTDOA and that the information should be available through LPPa or O&M.

-
NSN thinks that SFN decoding of neighbours is unlikely.

(
CR is not agreed (no support).

R2-101241
UE neighbour cell frame number in OTDOA measurements (ASN.1)
CSR
CR
36.355
(0009)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is not agreed (no support).
Reliability

From RAN2#68bis: “if RAN3 indicates we cannot rely on the non-delivery indication, we will most likely go for the LPP solution:

R2-101065
Alternatives for LPP Reliability
Samsung
Disc
36.355
REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Chairman asks if we can agree on having retransmissions handled at LPP

(
agreed.

Agreements

1)
LPP reliability sublayer agreed.

R2-101571
Introduction of LPP reliability sublayer
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
(0013)
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
“Once a sender receives an acknowledgment for an LPP message and provided any included sequence numbers are matching…” should be changed to “Once a sender receives an acknowledgment for an LPP message and provided the sequence numbers are matching,”

-
Huawei wonders what acknowledgement means.

-
Qualcomm clarifies that it does not need to be a separate message but it can be.

-
Huawei asks if ack for one session can be piggybacked to a message from another session.

-
Qualcomm thinks that in that case, a separate message carrying an ACK only would be sent.

-
Huawei wonders why having a SN then?

-
Qualcomm clarifies that SN is required for duplicate detection purpose.

-
Alcatel-Lucent wonders if one bit SN would not be enough.

-
Qualcomm clarifies that one bit is not enough and will check offline how many are exactly required.

-
NSN asks why “optional support” is required.

-
Qualcomm clarifies this is for SUPL (underlying layer – TCP - is reliable)

-
Docomo asks whether it impacts MME freedom

-
Chairman clarifies that MME can decide to retransmit if it wishes to and that is the reason why we need duplicate detection.

-
NSN would prefer having one solution only.

-
Alcatel-Lucent clarifies that it may not be easy for MME to handle NAS-level retransmissions of LPP messages differently from other messages.

-
Andrew suggests having retransmissions at LPP only if MME cannot handle it e.g. based on timer.

-
Qualcomm agrees, the specification allows the combination if required and it is a deployment issue whether to allow MME retransmissions of LPP messages.

-
Samsung would prefer allowing the combination of request/response

(
allow the combination of request/response

(
clarify that the retransmission is mandatory for CP

(
discuss offline the size of SN

(
see an update to reflect the 1st comment + offline agreement on SN size in R2-101784 CR0013 [CB Friday]
E-CID

R2-101110
Correction on the range of UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement result
CATT
CR
36.331
(0361)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Qualcomm asks if this is already correct in LPP

-
CATT believes that LPP should also be corrected

-
Qualcomm promised to take care of this as part of the ASN.1 offline

-
NSN points out that the reference to the RAN4 LS is not correct.
(
Update of the cover sheet in R2-101785 CR0361, which is agreed without presentation.
A-GNSS

R2-101496
GNSS-DifferentialCorrectionsSupport
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
(0010)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Qualcomm thinks it should be explained that TRUE means “supported”

(
updated to reflect this change in R2-101786 CR0010, which is agreed without presentation.

R2-101497
BSAlign Indication in GNSS Reference Time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated 
CR
36.355
(0011)
-
C

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN comments that it should be clarified that 1) the flag also applies to other RATs; 2) that routing area should also be added in addition to tracking area; 3) “serving cell” should be replaced by “cell that is indicated”.

-
Ericsson asks if the flag is valid for inter-RAT or only within a RAT

-
NSN clarifies that it is only within a RAT

(
Agree with the proposal, will see an update in R2-101787 CR0011 reflecting the 3 changes above [CB Friday]
Cell Change

At RAN2#68bis, an LS was sent to SA2 and SA3 (R2-100823): “since notification of serving cell change involves the UE, the UE (and thus conceivably the end user) is aware that the notification procedure has been activated.  RAN2 are unsure if this awareness will be acceptable in case the notification is used in connection with lawful intercept, and would like to request guidance from SA3 in this matter.” SA3 forwarded the LS to SA3-LI whose next meeting takes place in May.

R2-101580
Need for ECGI update within LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





Rel-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN wonders if the use case for lawful intercept really requires ECGI update like mechanism. In general, NSN questions the overall need in Rel-9.

-
Qualcomm and Andrew believe the LSs from CT4/SA2 required the support of this in Rel-9 and that an LPP based solution allows support in both UP and CP.

(
Agree to have ECGI update within LPP

Agreements

1)
serving cell change notification in LPP.


R2-101581
Triggered Location Information Transfer due to Cell Change
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
(0016)
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
NSN wonders if having a COND instead of “This IE shall not be included if A-GNSS or OTDOA are requested” would not be better

-
Qualcomm thinks this is possible.

-
Andrew asks why not allowing A-GNSS.

-
Huawei believes cell change notification is not required in addition to A-GNSS.

(
discuss offline what kind of restriction really is necessary

(
R2-101788 CR0016 [CB Friday]
Miscellaneous

R2-101572
Support of multiple RATs in LPP protocol design
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-9
LCS_LTE
-
Huawei believes SUPL already allows this with external PDUs.

-
Qualcomm clarifies that their intention is not to allow non-LTE positioning method in SUPL but to allow LPP on other RATs than LTE.

-
CSR would like to better understand the removal of the serving cell.

-
Qualcomm believes this is future-proofing, without this change, the possibility of having a serving cell from another RAT is not possible (now mandatory to have an LTE cell as serving cell)

-
Polaris would prefer having the serving cell as conditional.

(
serving cell conditional

Agreements

1)
serving cell in LPP is conditional

R2-101573
Introduction of support for multiple RATs in LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
(0014)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
agree on what the text should look like but incorporate the changes in R2-101789 as it reverts some of the changes already agreed in-principle.

(
CR as such is not agreed.

R2-101574
Handling of identifiers for external positioning methods
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
agree that RAN2 takes the responsibility for the allocation of identifiers to other entities for external positioning methods

R2-101575
LPP error procedures and conditions
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
(0015)
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
(
CR is agreed in R2-101790 CR0015
Not available

R2-101570
LPP reliability sublayer
Qualcomm Incorporated
Report
REL-9
LCS_LTE
related to email discussion [68b#19]

Agreed CRs

R2-100968
Clarification on E-CID parameters
Huawei, CATT, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0006
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-100969
Clarification on positioning procedure
Huawei, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0007
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101776
Stage 2 updates to align with stage 3
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson
CR
36.305
0008
1
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-100971
Updates to LPP material in stage 2
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.305
0009
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101008
Updates to LPPa material in stage 2
RAN3 (contact: Qualcomm)
CR
36.305
0010
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101002
Clarification on Position location
HTC Corporation
CR
36.355
0001
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101003
Clarification on UE Rx-Tx time difference supporting capability
CATT
CR
36.355
0002
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101778
Clarification of information transfer for OTDOA
Huawei
CR
36.305
0012
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101007
Provision of Frame Drift Information in Network Time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
0006
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101779
RA for Positioning
Huawei
CR
36.300
0191
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101780
Add LPP procedures to align with 36.355
Huawei
CR
36.305
0013
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101783
Clarification of measurement reference point
CSR
CR
36.355
0007
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101785
Correction on the range of UE Rx-Tx time difference measurement result
CATT
CR
36.331
0361
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101786
GNSS-DifferentialCorrectionsSupport
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.355
0010
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101790
LPP error procedures and conditions
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0015
-
F


REL-9
LCS_LTE

Come Backs

R2-101777
Clarification on Error Case Handling
Huawei
CR
36.305
0014
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE

R2-101784
Introduction of LPP reliability sublayer
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0013
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101787
BSAlign Indication in GNSS Reference Time
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated 
CR
36.355
0011
-
C

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101788
Triggered Location Information Transfer due to Cell Change
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0016
-
B

REL-9
LCS_LTE
ASN.1 review

R2-101781
LPP ASN.1 review: summary of issues
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101782
Changes to reflect LPP ASN.1 review
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0012
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R2-101791 
Completion of OTDOA in LPP
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR 36.355
0004
 2
F 
  REL-9 LCS_LTE

R2-101789
Completion of LPP common material
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.355
0003
2
B
REL-9
LCS_LTE
Annex B:
Report of joint SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 ad hoc on CSFB
For convenience the summary R2-101841 of the joint SA2-RAN2-RAN3-CT1 ad hoc on CS Fallback (CSFB) held on Tue 7:30-9:30 is copied into this annex (note: The output Tdoc is provided to RAN2 in R2-101842 = S2-101691):
TD S2‑101686 CSFB improvements. This was presented by Vodafone. 
Introduction: The last SA WG2 meeting sent TD S2‑100550 in LSs to various committees Since then there has been:
-
on list discussions
-
some bilateral discussions with Vodafone
and RAN WG2 discussion on a DoCoMo proposal for CSFB mobility to UTRAN.
TD S2‑101473 summarised the developments known before the SA WG2 TD deadline related to TD S2‑100550 and suggested some ways forward.
This TD adds a summary of other SA WG2 TDs in slides 4 (TD S2‑101308, Qualcomm), 13 (TD S2‑101425, NSN/Nokia), 14 (TD S2‑101063, Huawei, CMCC, China Unicom), and 15 (TD S2‑101354, NEC).
Updated proposals (in blue text) are added in slides 17 and 30.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was reported that RAN WG2 would provide 3 CRs to TSG RAN covering the first part of the proposal in TD S2‑101308. RAN WG3 had not yet dealt with the corresponding CRs, but planned to do so during their meeting this week.

CT WG1 have noted that they have received CRs on alignment of Tracking Area and Location Area boundaries and plan to deal with these CRs according to the outcome of this joint meeting.

The SA WG2 Chairman asked the companies whether their proposals were felt to be accurately represented in these slides:


Nokia Siemens Networks clarified that not all MSCs need to be pooled, but only a few for their proposal to work.


Qualcomm commented that the significance of the call set-up times saved should be compared to the overall call set-up time to decide if the gain is justified.


Deutsche Telekom commented that in order to understand the usefulness of the proposed improvements depends on how frequently those improvements would take effect. They are understood to take effect only at Location Area boundaries.


Deutche Telekom asked why there is a preference to avoid per-cell configuration. Vodafone replied that there had been objections to having too many parameters to set in networks.

Comments on individual proposals:


TD S2‑101308 Assessment of CSFB performance and prospective gain of CSFB enhancements (Qualcomm Incorporated).


Vodafone commented that the GSM method for cell selection would not necessarily select a 'good' cell, but would normally take the first suitable cell, which may be in a different Location Area. It was reported that RAN WG2 had decided not to endorse the part of the proposal for the UE to read multiple cell information and select the best one.


TD S2‑101425 Handling of LA/TA and minimizing LAU in CSFB (Nokia Siemens Networks).


Vodafone commented that several operators do not plan to deploy pooling as this proposal would not work in those networks.


TD S2‑101063 Minimizing additional call delay even with Location Updates during CS Fall Back (Huawei, China Mobile, China Unicom).


Qualcomm commented that the additional complexity for this is high and this should be postponed to Rel‑10. Ericsson commented that this was purely a SA WG2 area and should be discussed in the main SA WG2 meeting. The SA WG2 Chairman asked whether there was any support for this but none was indicated.


TD S2‑101354 23.272 CR0548:Service type indication in CSFB for MO call (NEC).


Alcatel-Lucent commented that inter-MSC CSFB should be avoided and the correct LAI should be selected and eventually the LAI from the same MSC and considered this a useful proposal for this. Qualcomm commented that this addresses improvements for PS Handover-based CS fallback, which already provides the fastest set-up times and questioned the usefulness of this proposal. NEC argued that this was a small change which would provide significant benefits. Ericsson commented that this may be solved with internal MSC implementation and need not be normatively specified. This should be further considered in SA WG2.

It was considered useful to align Tracking Area and Location Area boundaries. SA WG2 and CT WG1 will continue to work on the proposals in C1‑100840.

Vodafone commented that the RAN WGs need to focus on CS Fallback to GSM as opposed to UTRAN.

Vodafone proposed asking SA WG5 to develop the management aspects of counters of the most visited LA in the eNodeB. Interested companies are encouraged to take proposals to SA WG5 regarding management of visited LA counters.

Summary:

The SA WG2 Chairman produced a summary slide of the results of the joint session in TD S2‑101691:

RAN WG2, RAN WG3, and SA WG2 to work out Rel‑9 CRs to support adding multiple cell's SI to 'release with redirect' to UTRAN and GERAN:

-
RAN WG2 and RAN WG3 plan to send technically correct CRs for TSG-RAN decision.

-
Approval of SA WG2 CR is conditional to TSG-RAN approving the RAN WG2 and/or RAN WG3 CRs.

SA WG2 and CT WG1 to work out Rel‑9 CRs on ensuring that Tracking Area boundaries do not cross Location Area boundaries.

Keeping track of most visited LA:

-
Interested companies are encouraged to take proposals to SA WG5 regarding management of visited LA counters.

No further CSFB improvement proposals were endorsed beyond the results described here.

Annex C:
Report of joint RAN2-RAN3 ad hoc on Relay architecture
For convenience the summary R2-101941 of the joint RAN2-RAN3 ad hoc on Relay architecture (agenda items 6.9.3.1) is copied into this annex.

Note:
The report of this session was already agreed separately by email after RAN2 #69 on 05.02.2010.


The output Tdoc is provided to RAN2 in R2-100898.
Summary

A joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop was held on 25.02.2010 20:00-22:00 during the RAN2 #69/RAN3 #67 in San Francisco, USA in order to decide the architecture for Relays as part of the LTE-Advanced REL-9 study item and with the intention to fix this for the REL-10 feature LTE_Relay for which work items were already created at RAN #46 in Dec. 2009.

The following 2 architectures are described in TR 36.806 (R2-097537):

· Architecture A, with following variants:

· Alternative 1: Full-L3 relay, transparent for DeNB;

· Alternative 2: Proxy S1/X2;

· Alternative 3: RN bearers terminate in DeNB;

· Architecture B, with following variant:

· Alternative 4: S1 UP terminated in DeNB.

At the previous meeting in Valencia, Spain in January 2010, RAN2 #68bis discussed the aspect of header compression (R2-100891) and RAN3 #66bis did a comparison of the different variants (R2-100893) and an informal show of hands (R2-100892).

After discussing different way forward proposals (R2-100897, R2-100896, R2-101836) this joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop came to the following agreements:

· Agreed to include Relay architecture comparison table of R2-100893 in TR 36.806 updated with agreements from RAN2 made during RAN2#69 and with removal of the rows on RN mobility and multi-hop.

· Proposal is to focus on alternatives 1 & 2, i.e. alternatives 3 & 4 are ruled out for Rel-10.

· As a starting point alternative 2 is supported in Rel-10

· Alternative 1 need not be considered when standardising Relays in Rel-10.
· Can start the work to prepare CRs for 36.300 using the current TR text for alternative 2 as a baseline.

· TR 36.806 rapporteur will prepare contents for conclusion section for TR 36.806 capturing above agreements, will be brought to RAN2 and RAN3 for approval on Friday this week.

· No voting will take place at RAN #47 on relay architecture issues.
Organisation of the meeting

Meeting room:

Continental 4 (main RAN2 meeting room)

Chairmen



Gert-Jan van Lieshout, RAN2 chairman (Samsung; Gert.vanLieshout@samsung.com)







Dino Flore , RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm; oflore@qualcomm.com)

MCC support:

Joern Krause (ETSI MCC, Joern.Krause@etsi.org)

documents:


ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_69/Relay_arch_RAN2_RAN3_workshop/
1
Opening of the meeting

Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung, RAN2 chairman) welcomed delegates to the joint workshop.

1.1
Call for IPR

	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/WG3


Chairmen.
2
Approval of the Agenda

R2-100890
Proposed agenda for joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop on Relay architecture, San Francisco, USA, 25.02.2010
RAN2 chairman (Samsung), RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
Agenda

REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Agenda is agreed.
3
Status of Relay architecture discussions

TR 36.806:
R2-097537
TR 36.806 v0.2.0 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced)
Ericsson
TR
36.806
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
revised during RAN2 #69 in R2-101844

R2-101844
TR 36.806 v0.3.0 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced)
Rapporteur (Ericsson)
TR
36.806
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

This document (latest version of the TR) is mentioned here for reference reasons only.

Note: TR 36.806 will be submitted to RAN #47 for approval.
RAN2 status on header compression:

R2-100891
RAN2 status on Header compression
Nokia Siemens Networks
Report
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
presented by Woonhee Hwang (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Noted

RAN3 architecture comparison table:
R2-100892
RAN3 status on Relay architecture comparison
RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
Report

REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Informal show of hands at RAN3 #66bis:

Q1)
which architecture we should continue to develop in Rel-10?


Arch A:

Qualcomm, Alcatel Lucent, Ericsson, DOCOMO, Samsung, DT-TMO, Vodafone, ZTE,



Telecom Italia, NSN, Interdigital, CATT, Fujitsu, CMCC, New Postcom

Arch B:

Huawei, Coiler, Texas Instruments, LG, III, Motorola, RIM 


Undecided:
AT&T, Mitsubishi, NEC, Telia Sonera, KDDI, Hitachi, Kyocera, Orange

R1)
The majority of companies selects Arch A.

Q2)
Given that Arch A is selected, do we want to select a single alternative of Arch A?


Yes:

NSN, Nokia, III, Coiler, Texas Instruments, Orange, Huawei, Motorola, CMCC, RIM, CATT,



DT-TMO, LG, Intergitial, Fujitsu


No:

Qualcomm, Samsung, DOCOMO, ZTE, Telecom Italia, Ericsson


Undecided:
Alcatel Lucent, New Postcom, NEC, AT&T, KDDI, Kyocera, Telia Sonera, Hitachi

R2)
The majority of companies selects “YES”

Q3)
Given that a single architecture is selected, what is your preference between the three alternatives of Arch A?


Alt 1:

Samsung, Fujitsu


Alt 2:

Vodafone, NSN, LG, RIM, Telecom Italia, CATT, Mitsubishi, ZTE, CMCC, Interdigital, 


Orange, DT-TMO, Huawei, Texas Instruments, Motorola


Undecided:
Ericsson, Alcatel Lucent, DOCOMO, KDDI, Qualcomm, AT&T, NEC, Kyocera, Hitachi, Coiler,



New Postcom, Telia Sonera, III

R3)
No Result

presented by Dino Flore (Qualcomm, RAN3 chairman)
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Noted
R2-100893
Relay architecture comparison table
RAN3
Report
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note:
RAN2 aspects were discussed during RAN2 #69 this week in connection with

R2-101415 with the following conclusions:

· for "Header Overhead/Compression" row: "[under discussion in RAN2]" can be removed for Alt1, Alt2 and Alt3.

· Flow control decision can be taken in the WI-phase
· RRC issues row: "(subject to RAN2 analysis)" can be removed; some relay specific changes are expected for all alternatives.
presented by Angelo Centonza (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
RAN2 chairman: RAN2 had some further agreements this week (listed in the 

Note above). Can we include the table in the TR 36.806 with these 


modifications?




Panasonic: What about the ffs rows in the table?




Nokia Siemens Networks: Not relevant for the WI.

conclusion:
Noted.




Agreed that multi-hop and RN mobility are not addressed in the WI.




Agreed to include the table (with RAN2 agreements and removal of ffs rows) in 

the TR 36.806.
4
Way forward on Relay architecture

Note: If RAN2/3 workshop is not able to come to a decision, a vote is expected to take place in RAN #47.
R2-100894
Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Proposals:
1.
A single LTE-A Relay architecture is chosen for Rel-10



2.
The chosen LTE-A Relay architecture is Alternative 2: Proxy S1/X2.
revised in R2-100897 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-100897
Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone, TeliaSonera
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
presented by Axel Klatt (Deutsche Telekom)
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Noted.
R2-100895
Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note: Available in RAN3 as R3-101002.

revised in R2-100896 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-100896
Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Telia Sonera, TD Tech, Potevio, MediaTek Inc., ITRI, NEC, Telefonica, HT mMobile Inc.
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA

Proposal:

-
Select Alternative 2 as the way forward for the standardization of 


Relays for LTE-advanced

presented by Angelo Centonza (Nokia Siemens Networks)
discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Noted.
R2-101254
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Note: Available in RAN3 as R3-100954.

revised in R2-101597 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-101597
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
revised in R2-101836 to update co-sourcing companies
R2-101836
Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI, Samsung, ETRI
Disc
REL-9
FS_RAN_LTEA
Proposals:
1.
3GPP should standardize Alternative 2 in 36.300 for Rel-10.




2.
No further standardization work should be done to optimize Alt.1.




3.
3GPP should leave Alternative 1 possible as an early deployment 


option of Alternative 2.

presented by Gino Masini (Ericsson)
discussion:
Nokia Siemens Networks (NSN): To proposal 2: Standardisation effort for 

alternative 1?




Ericsson: Most of the work has already been done in the recent past.




Deutsche Telekom: Why is this paper then needed?




Vodafone: How about L1 impact for delay node?




Ericsson: This is common among Alt 1 and Alt2.




Vodafone: Alt1 already part of Alt2? Or what changes are needed?




Ericsson: Alt1 and Alt2 share a lot of commonalities, Alt1 can be considered as 

suboptimized Alt2.




Qualcomm: eNB functionality usually not specified in detail i.e. they are 


optional, so Alt1 is a subset of Alt2




Deutsche Telekom: If you can do it as an implementation option no further 

work would be needed. But do we need to take Alt1 always into account when 

specifying Alt2?




RAN2 chairman: Would the requirement of considering Alt1 put restrictions to 

Alt2?




Qualcomm: If all optimisations of Alt2 are optional then Alt1 would be possible, 

a problem would be if optimisations of Alt2 are specified to be mandatory.




RAN2 chairman: So in this case we would have different tracks for both 


alternatives.




Ericsson: On network side anyway everything is usually optional.




RAN3 chairman: Agrees that on network side we usually standardize 


functionalities as optional for the network side.




NSN: Would we need to standardize interoperability between Alt1 and Alt2?




RAN3 chairman: Not needed as long as everything is optional.




NSN: How can the architecture of Alt1 be a subset of Alt2?




Qualcomm: Also UE has to be able to work with networks that supports 


different features.




RAN2 chairman: UE would have to know whether it is a Relay Node (RN) of 

Alt1 and not Alt2. So the impact is not yet clear.




Ericsson: Let's take what we have in the TR for Alt2 in stage 2 and that should 

make Alt1 possible.




NSN: But making proxy function in Donor NB optional would make Alt1 


the standard solution.




RAN3 chairman: There is a home Node B example where gateway is not 

optional.




RAN2 chairman: Alt1 still allows any changes to the Donor eNB?




Ericsson: How can optionality be a problem for the RN?




NSN: There would be changes in the overall architecture.




RAN2 chairman: Alt1 with no changes to Donor eNB or any changes to Donor 

eNB?




Qualcomm: Depends on whether we consider inband case.

conclusion:
Noted.
QUESTION 1: Proposal is to focus on alternatives 1 & 2 i.e. Alt 3 and Alt4 are ruled out for REL-10?

discussion:
No comments.

conclusion:
Agreed.

QUESTION 2: As a starting point alternative 2 is supported in REL-10?
discussion:
Qualcomm: Alt2 as in the TR (i.e. optimisation of Alt1) or as an open new Alt?

Ericsson: Starting from scratch?

RAN3 chairman: SI did not define all details so we have to specify more details in WI phase.

Ericsson: Do we keep protocol stack as in the SI.

RAN2 chairman: Of course. It is just that if we find problems we must be able to deviate.

conclusion:
Agreed.

QUESTION 3: Can we also agree that Alt1 is supported in REL-10?

discussion:

RAN2 chairman: informative show of hands:

Who would answer: yes? 12 companies

Who would answer: no? 24 companies

Deutsche Telekom: We want to avoid that someone is coming later saying we cannot specify this as this would have problems with Alt1. But we do not forbid Alt1.

Qualcomm: In the TR 36.806 Alt2 was described as compatible with Alt1, do we challenge this?

RAN2 chairman: You could make changes based on consensus in the group.

conclusion:
Agreed: "Alt1 need not be considered when standardising Relays in REL-10.




Can start work to prepare CRs for 36.300 using the current TR text for Alt2 as 

a baseline."




TR 36.806 rapporteur will write a text proposal for TR 36.806 to capture this in 

the conclusion section of the TR in order to agree this on Fri in RAN2 #69 

(finally postponed to email discussion [69#10] in RAN2).




No voting will take place at RAN #47 for this.




Summary of these questions will be provided by RAN2/RAN3 chairmen


in R2-100898.
5
Any other business

Nothing to report.

6
Closing of the meeting (around 22:00)

RAN2 chairman closed the workshop at 21:10.

Annex A: Tdocs of the workshop

	Tdoc
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	Type:
	related Tdoc

	R2-100890
	Proposed agenda for joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop on Relay architecture, San Francisco, USA, 25.02.2010
	RAN2 chairman (Samsung), RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
	Agenda
	 

	R2-100891
	RAN2 status on Header compression
	Nokia Siemens Networks
	Report
	 

	R2-100892
	RAN3 status on Relay architecture comparison
	RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
	Report
	 

	R2-100893
	Relay architecture comparison table
	RAN3
	Report
	 

	R2-100894
	Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
	Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone
	Disc
	R2-100897

	R2-100895
	Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone
	Disc
	R3-101002, R2-100896

	R2-100896
	Architecture choice for Relay standardisation
	Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, III, Texas Instruments, Huawei, Motorola, CATT, RIM, InterDigital, China Mobile, Coiler, Orange, New Postcom, Deutsche Telekom, LG, Vodafone, Telecom Italia, Telia Sonera, TD Tech, Potevio, MediaTek Inc., ITRI, NEC, Telefonica, HT mMobile Inc.
	Disc
	R3-101002, R2-100895

	R2-100897
	Operators view on “LTE-A relay architecture choice” – proposed way forward
	Deutsche Telekom, China Mobile, Orange, Telecom Italia, Vodafone, TeliaSonera
	Disc
	R2-100894

	R2-100898
	Conclusions from joint RAN2/3 session on Relay architecture
	RAN2 chairman (Samsung), RAN3 chairman (Qualcomm)
	Report
	

	R2-100899
	Draft report of joint RAN2/RAN3 workshop Relay architecture, San Francisco, USA, 25.02.2010
	ETSI MCC
	Report
	 

	R2-101254
	Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu
	Disc
	R3-100954, R2-101597

	R2-101597
	Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI
	Disc
	R3-100954, R2-101254, R2-101836

	R2-101836
	Way Forward on Relay Architecture Standardization
	Ericsson, ST-Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE, NTT DoCoMo, AT&T, Fujitsu, Panasonic, Alcatel-Lucent, KDDI, Samsung, ETRI
	Disc
	R3-100954, R2-101254, R2-101597

	R2-101844
	TR 36.806 v0.3.0 on Relay architectures for E-UTRA (LTE-Advanced)
	Rapporteur (Ericsson)
	TR
	R2-101529, R2-101608
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	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(incoming LS, to, cc, contact)
	source
	WI
	RAN2 action requested
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-100872
	Response LS to RAN1 R1-094414 = R2-096308 on UTDOA (R3-100518; to: RAN1, RAN2, CT4, SA2; cc: ; contact: TruePosition)
	RAN3
	LCS_LTE-NBPS
	no
	noted
	no
	not treated at RAN2 #68bis

	R2-100873
	LS on Location Updating Improvements for CS FallBack (S2-100936; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1; cc: SA5, GERAN2; contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
	yes
	noted
	no
	not treated at RAN2 #68bis;
topic was discussed in Tue morning ad hoc;
RAN2 CRs planned

	R2-100874
	LS on E-UTRAN to GSM Redirection Improvements for CS FallBack (S2-100937; to: GERAN1, GERAN2, RAN 2; cc: -; contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	not treated at RAN2 #68bis

	R2-100875
	LS on Support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS (C03__TSG-C_LS_to_3GPP_RAN2_re_1xRTT_congestion_controls; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
	3GPP2 TSG-C
	TEI9, LTE-L23 (CSFB)
	yes
	noted
	postponed
	

	R2-100876
	LS on U-TDOA Positioning (R1-100826; to: RAN2, RAN3; cc: -; contact: Trueposition)
	RAN1
	LCS_LTE-NBPS
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100877
	LS on uplink power control in LTE-A (R1-100831; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN1
	LTE_CA-Core
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100878
	LS on synchronization requirements between eNB and relay (R1-100832; to: RAN4; cc: RAN2; contact: CATT)
	RAN1
	LTE_Relay-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100879
	LS on In-sequence NAS delivery during concurrent S1-AP procedures (R3-100564; to: RAN2; cc: CT1; contact: Motorola)
	RAN3
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	R2-101802
	

	R2-100880
	LS on HNB emergency handling security requirement (R3-100570; to: SA3; cc: RAN2; contact: Huawei)
	RAN3
	EHNB-RAN3
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100881
	Reply LS to R2-094112 on mobility measurements for carrier aggregation (R4-100247; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Nokia)
	RAN4
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	R2-094112 was sent from RAN2 #66bis

	R2-100882
	Reply LS to R3-093382 = R2-100017 on Transparent Routing of LPPa PDUs over S1 interface (S2-100910; to: RAN3, CT4; cc: CT1, RAN2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	SA2
	LCS_LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100883
	Reply LS to R2-097447 on the usage of session id (S2-100911; to: RAN2, CT4; cc: CT1, RAN3; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	SA2
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100884
	Solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (S2-100939; to: RAN2, RAN3, CT1, SA3, SA1; cc: -; contact: Motorola)
	SA2
	LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	R2-101873
	

	R2-100885
	Reply LS to S2-100939 = R2-100884 on solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme (S3-100237; to: SA2, CT1; cc: SA1, RAN2, RAN3; contact: Ericsson)
	SA3
	LTE-L23
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100886
	Reply LS to R3-093404 = R2-100019 on Un interface security for Relay Architecture in LTE-Advanced (S3-100263; to: RAN3; cc: RAN2, SA2; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	SA3
	LTE_Relay-Core
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100887
	Reply LS to R2-097509 on UE capability for vocoder rate adaptation (S4-100161; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA4
	LTEimp-Vocoder
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-100888
	Reply LS on Interpretation of R2-096266 (S5-094332; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA5
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	yes
	noted
	R2-101897
	R2-096266 of RAN2 #67bis was an LS reply to S5-093558 = R2-095430 on PDCP Throughput measurements

	R2-101009
	LS response to R1-093729 = R2-095416 on assistance information for OTDOA positioning support for LTE - remaining issues (R4-100256; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	LCS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	R1-093729 = R2-095416 was received at RAN2 #67bis in Miyazaki;
will be taken into account in LPP

	R2-101010
	Report Mapping of UE Measurements for Positioning (R4-100257; to: RAN2; cc: RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	LCS_LTE
	yes
	noted
	no
	will be taken into account in LPP

	R2-101586
	LS on questions to 3GPP's IMT-Advanced submission from CEG evaluation group (-; to: RAN1, RAN2; contact: CEG chair)
	Canadian Evaluation Group (CEG)
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	yes
	noted
	R2-101587
	LS answer drafted in offline activity

	R2-101609
	LS on Reference Radio Bearers for 3.84 Mcps TDD IMB test cases (R5-100784; to: RAN2; cc: - ; contact: IPWireless)
	RAN5
	MBSFN-IMB_UEConTest
	yes
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101814
	LS on the support for load-related cause value in RRC Connection Reject message (S5-10492; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Huawei)
	SA5
	SON
	yes
	noted
	R2-101867
	

	R2-101840
	Reply LS to R2-097451 on Handover between eNBs of different releases (R3-101117; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN3
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101845
	LS on 4C-HSDPA physical layer parameters and RAN1 agreements (R1-101645; to: RAN2, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN1
	4C_HSDPA-Core
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101847
	LS on UE-Specific UL CC for PUCCH Transmissions with Carrier Aggregation (R1-101652; to: RAN2; cc: RAN4; contact: Samsung)
	RAN1
	LTE_CA-Core
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101848
	Response LS to RP-091447 = R2-100023 on providing backhaul signalling in support of time and frequency synchronization using network listening (R4-100960; to: RAN, RAN3; cc: RAN2; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN4
	HeNB-RF_TDD
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101849
	Reply LS to S2-100910 = R2-100882 on decision on LPPa PDUs routing (R3-101209; to: SA2, CT4; cc: RAN2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	LCS_LTE
	no
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101875
	Reply LS to R2-100842 on request to enable UE-originated RLF reports (R3-101238; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN3
	SON
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	

	R2-101888
	LS on CFI Signaling in MBSFN Subframes (R1-101684; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Nokia Siemens Networks)
	RAN1
	MBMS_LTE
	not explicitly
	noted
	no
	no LS answer but CR in R2-101898


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: 29 LSs received for RAN2 #69: 23 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 2 related to UTRA, 4 related to joint aspects

· 3 resubmissions from RAN2 #68bis:
· R2-100872 = R2-100041 = R3-100518

· R2-100873 = R2-100814 = S2-100936

· R2-100874 = R2-100815 = S2-100937

· 29 noted; 0 LSs to be resubmitted to RAN2 #69bis
· 9 of the 29 LSs received during RAN2 #69 meeting:

· R2-101609 = R5-100784

· R2-101814 = S5-100492

· R2-101840 = R3-101117

· R2-101845 = R1-101645

· R2-101847 = R1-101652

· R2-101848 = R4-100960

· R2-101849 = R3-101209

· R2-101875 = R3-101238

· R2-101888 = R1-101684
Incoming LSs for which the LS answer was postponed so far:

RAN2 #69:

R2-100875
LS on Support for 1xRTT congestion controls when interworking with EPS (C03__TSG-C_LS_to_3GPP_RAN2_re_1xRTT_congestion_controls; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: 





Qualcomm)
3GPP2 TSG-C

RAN2 #68bis:

R2-100013
LS on use of emergency cause value for TAU (CP-091060; to: RAN2, CT1; cc: SA2; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
CT

R2-100029
Reply LS to R2-097372 on feasibility of reliable transmission of LPP message (S2-097527; to: RAN2; cc: CT1, CT4; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
SA2

R2-100031
Reply LS to C1-094652 = R2-096231, R2-096277, S2-096387 = R2-096319, C1-095733 = R2-100008, R3-093403 = R2-100018, C1-095748 = R2-100010,




S2-096386 = R2-096318, R2-097461, C1-095744 = R2-100009, R3-093339 = R2-100015, R2-096278 on PLMN confusion during EPS-AKA (S3-092168; to: CT1, SA2, RAN2; 



cc: CT4, RAN3; contact: Qualcomm)
SA3
RAN2 #68:

R2-097377
LS on PDCCH monitoring set for carrier aggregation in LTE-Advanced (R1-095056; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: CATT)
RAN1

RAN2 #67bis:

R2-096212
Reply LS to R2-094096 on H(e)NB Inbound Mobility (R4-094030; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN4

RAN2 #66bis:

R2-093627
LS on unavoidability of PCI Collision in the presence of HeNBs (R3-091399; to: RAN2, RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
R2-093628
LS on Network Based Solutions for Active Mode Inbound Mobility to H(e)NB Cells (R3-091460; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN3
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:

R2-091891
LS on UE support of CSG in Rel-8 (R3-090588; to: RAN2; cc: -; contact: NSN)
RAN3

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 G:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #69
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.
	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-101587
	Reply to questions to 3GPP's IMT-Advanced submission from CEG evaluation group
	CEG
	-
	NSN
	R2-101586
	REL-9
	FS_RAN_LTEA
	

	R2-101741
	CSG measurements
	RAN4
	-
	Qualcomm
	-
	REL-9
	EHNB-RAN2
	

	R2-101802
	In-sequence NAS delivery during concurrent S1-AP procedures
	RAN3
	CT1
	Motorola
	R3-100564 = R2-100879
	REL-8
	LTE-L23
	sent out on Tue during RAN2 #69

	R2-101867
	Support for load-related cause value in RRC Connection Reject message
	SA5
	-
	Huawei
	S5-100492 = R2-101814
	REL-9
	SON
	

	R2-101873
	Solving the problem of PLMN mismatch in Kasme for IMS Emergency calls
	CT1
	SA2, RAN3, CT
	Alcatel-Lucent
	S2-100939 = R2-100884,
CP-091060 = R2-100013
	REL-9
	IMS_EMER_LTE
	

	R2-101886
	Cell reselection enhancements
	GERAN, GERAN2
	-
	NTT DOCOMO
	-
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	

	R2-101893
	Sharing a PUCCH-SR resource among UEs
	RAN1
	-
	Huawei
	-
	REL-10
	LTE_LATRED-Core
	

	R2-101897
	LS reply on Interpretation of R2-096266
	SA5
	-
	Ericsson
	S5-094332 = R2-100888
	REL-9
	TEI9, LTE-L23
	still under email approval


Summary:
In total 8 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #69 (including 1 to be agreed by email):
6 related to LTE/E-UTRA, 1 related to UTRA, 1 related to joint aspects.
Annex H:
List of agreed CRs for RAN #47
see Tdoc list so far
Overview of agreed/technically endorsed RAN2 CRs submitted to RAN #47 (Vienna): see also RP-10xxxx
	spec
	REL-4
	REL-5
	REL-6
	REL-7
	REL-8
	REL-9
	CRs
	specs

	25.302
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.304
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.306
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.307
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.319
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.321
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.322
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.323
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.331
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.346
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.367
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25.993
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.300
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.302
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.304
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.305
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.314
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.321
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.322
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36.331
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UTRA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*: technically endorsed CRs
Figure G-1: RAN2 CRs submitted to the previous and the coming RAN plenary #47
The following table includes the RAN2 CRs submitted to RAN #47 in Vienna:

	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	Tdoc
	Title
	SI/WI
	Source RAN2
	RAN Tdoc
	Status at RAN
	Remarks

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Rows highlighted in yellow indicate company contributions treated at RAN #47 for which no Tdoc was submitted to RAN2.

This table has xxx entries:

· xxx agreed + xx technically endorsed (of which xxx were approved by RAN #47) submitted to RAN #47 as output of RAN2 #69.

· xx company contributions (of which x were approved by RAN #47):

· RP-10xxxx: 
So finally: Approved RAN2 CRs after RAN #47:
	spec
	REL-4
	REL-5
	REL-6
	REL-7
	REL-8
	REL-9
	CRs
	specs
	rapporteur
	email

	25.302
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Nicola Puddle (Alcatel-Lucent)
	puddle@alcatel-lucent.com

	25.304
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Brian Martin (Nokia)
	brian.2.martin@nokia.com

	25.306
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Anders Berggren (Ericsson)
	anders.y.berggren@stericsson.com

	25.307
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Nicola Puddle (Alcatel-Lucent)
	puddle@alcatel-lucent.com

	25.319
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Kundan Kumar Lucky (Samsung)
	kklucky@samsung.com

	25.321
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Markus Wimmer (Nokia Siemens Networks)
	Markus.Wimmer@nsn.com

	25.322
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Kundan Kumar Lucky (Samsung)
	kklucky@samsung.com

	25.323
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Martin Hans (Infineon)
	Martin.Hans@infineon.com

	25.331
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Kai-Erik Sunell (Ericsson)
ASN.1: Brian Martin (Nokia)
	kai-erik.sunell@ericsson.com
brian.2.martin@nokia.com

	25.346
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Woonhee Hwang (Nokia Siemens Networks)
	woonhee.hwang@nsn.com

	25.367
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Damanjit Singh (Qualcomm)
	dsingh@qualcomm.com

	25.993
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Kevin Hegerty (Alcatel-Lucent)
	khegerty@alcatel-lucent.com

	36.300
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Benoist Sebire (Nokia Siemens Networks)
	benoist.sebire@nsn.com

	36.302
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Antonella Faniuolo (Alcatel-Lucent)
	faniuolo@alcatel-lucent.com

	36.304
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Jarkko Koskela (Nokia)
	jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com

	36.305
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Nathan Tenny (Qualcomm)
	ntenny@qualcomm.com

	36.314
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Johan Johansson (Huawei)
	johan.johansson@huawei.com

	36.321
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Magnus Lindstroem (Ericsson)
	magnus.q.lindstrom@ericsson.com

	36.322
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Anil Umesh (NTT DoCoMo)
	umesyu@nttdocomo.co.jp

	36.331
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Himke van der Velde (Samsung)
	himke.vandervelde@samsung.com

	UTRA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LTE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Annex I:
RAN WG2 meeting #69 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.

RAN2 chairman:
Note that in order to meet the deadline for an email discussion, companies should be 




provided with sufficient time to review the final version. I.e. an “almost final version” 




should be available 24 hours before the deadline.

Email discussions with finalisation date Wednesday 03.03.2010 midnight Pacific time:
[69#0] UMTS: RRC ASN.1 (Ericsson)
=>
Discussion on issues list R2-101756 and agreement of ASN.1 CR in R2-101757 CR 4062 rev1.
Email discussions with finalisation date Thursday 04.03.2010 midnight Pacific time:
(note that in order to still have a RAN2 agreed CR to RAN, an agreed CR needs to be available by the end of this deadline)
[69#1] UMTS/LTE: ROHC rate (NSN)

-
Email discussion for approval of CR’s in R2-101602, R2-101603 (36.306) and R2-101555 (25.306)

-
Is there any value already implied for UMTS or LTE by RAN5 testcases ?

-
Can we agree to one value common for UMTS/LTE ? What should the value be ?

=>
Planned outcome: Agreed CR’s to 36.306 (Rel-89) and 25.306 (Rel-9) 

[69#2] LTE: Proximity Status Indication handling (MOT)

-
Agree on update of R2-101607

=> 
Final version to be provided in R2-101844

[69#3] UMTS/LTE: Redirection enhancements LTE->UMTS (NTT DCM)

-
Technically endorse update of R2-101878 for 36.331

=> 
Final version to be provided in R2-101889

[69#4] LTE: Redirection enhancements LTE->GERAN (STE)

-
Technically endorse update of R2-101877, and corresponding CR for 36.306

=> 
Final version to be provided in R2-101885 for 36.331

=>
Final version to be provided in R2-101887 for 36.306

[69#5] LTE: Full configuration (ALU)

-
Agree on update of R2-101839

=> 
Final version to be provided in R2-101883

[69#6] LTE: Precautions for late Rel-8 ASN.1 corrections (Samsung)

-
Related to R2-101853; see if we need to introduce e.g. “VLEC” for NCE’s

=>
Might result in CR to introduce necessary containers

[69#7] LTE: RRC ASN.1 review outcome (Samsung)

=>
See if we can agree to R2-101825 or need some further updates

[69#8] LTE: GERAN DTM UE capability (STE)

-
Agree on update of R2-101864

=>
Final version to be provided in R2-101882

[69#9] LTE:DRX cycle changes (Samsung)

-
Related to R2-101510

=>
See if we can agree on any behaviour clarifications for Rel-8 and Rel-9, and whether CR’s are needed or whether conclusion only needs to be captured in email discussion outcome report

[69#10] LTE: Relay TR36.806 v2.0.0 (Ericsson)
-
Approval of Relay TR

-
Input to the email discussion can be provided in R2-101870 v0.3.1

=>
Final version to be provided in R2-101900 v2.0.0

[69#11] LTE: Carrier aggregation stage-2 CR (NSN)
-
Capture all agreements from RAN2#69 in update of R2-100963

=>
Final version can be provided in R2-101846

[69#12] LTE: Positioning (QC)
-
Agree on update of R2-101791

=>
Final version can be provided in R2-101895

[69#13] UMTS: Timer Treset mechanism for LCR TDD (CATT)
-
Related to R2-101088

=>
Can see if it is possible to agreed on concerning CR’s

[69#14] UMTS: UE fast Dormancy upon SRSN relocation (Qualcomm)
=>
Attempt to agreed on R2-101739 CR4087 rev 1 and R2-101740 4088 rev1

[69#15] LTE: Introduction of LPP reliability sublayer (Qualcomm)





=>  Attempt to agree on R2-101871 CR0013 rev 1

Email discussions with finalisation date Friday 12.03.2010 midnight Pacific time:
[69#20] LTE: Throughput measurement (Ericsson)
-
Related to R2-101601/R2-101876

-
How do we want the measurements to be defined ?

-
Should the measurement be captured by RAN2 (in eNB measurement spec) or by SA5 ?

=>
Final version of the LS can be provided in R2-101897

Email discussions with finalisation date Monday 05.04.2010 midnight Pacific time (RAN2 #69bis submission deadline):
[69#30] UMTS/LTE: Try to progress main open issues for MDT (NSN)

- 
Logged MDT continuing in connected mode ?

-
Logged MDT configuration model ?

[69#31] LTE: Relay configuration at startup / subframe reconfiguration (Panasonic)
- 
Try to make progress on questions like:

Initial backhaul/subframe configuration:

1) How does RN get initial subframe configuration ? E.g.

a. RN configured by OAM or
b. Configured with RRC msg by DeNB (OAM in DeNB)

2) One-step (to activate Un and RN-Uu) or 2 step ?

Updates to backhaul/subframe configuration

3) RRC message to dynamically update subframe configuration ?

For both initial and updates:

4) Input from RN, or pure D-eNB decision ?

[69#32] LTE: Relay stage-2 in 36.300 (Ericsson)
=>
Come to an agreeable CR to 36.300 that captures all stage-2 decisions made so far during the SI/WI

[69#33] LTE: CA UL/DL CC failures (NTT DCM)
-
Try to progress identified open issues on CC failure handling for Carrier Aggregation

[69#34] LTE: CA Measurements  (Ericsson)
-
Try to progress CA measurement situation by looking at the different use cases (i.e. intra-LTE mobility, inter-freq mobility, inter-RAT mobility, CC management) and examining whether we already have sufficient measurement support or whether additional measurement extensions/new measurements are needed

CRs/TSs from other WGs to be agreed/reviewed by RAN2 before RAN #47:
The following 32 RAN3 CRs (3x 25.346, 28x 36.300, 1x 36.305) to RAN2 specs were provided by MCC on 04.03.10 for review until Fri 05.03.2010 midnight Pacific time:
All 32 CRs were agreed by email.

25.346 CRs:
· R2-101901
Clarification on Total counter frame
RAN3 (ZTE)
CR
25.346
0051
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101573

· R2-101902
Calculation of time stamp value
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
25.346
0052
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101141

· R2-101903
Update for SYNC Description
RAN3 (NSN)
CR
25.346
0053
-
F
note: RANimp-HSPAEvo was a REL-8 WI
REL-9
RANimp-HSPAEvo
R3-101574
36.300 CRs:
· R2-101904
Stage 2 correction of Load Reporting for MLB
RAN3 (NEC)
CR
36.300
0200
-
F

REL-9
SON
R3-100625

· R2-101905
CR for Allowed Range in Negotiation
RAN3 (CMCC, Alcatel-Lucent, CATT, CATR, Samsung, ZTE)
CR
36.300
0201
-
F

REL-9
SON
R3-100634

· R2-101906
Clarification of definitions of HO failure cases
RAN3 (Huawei, Vodafone)
CR
36.300
0202
-
B

REL-9
SON
R3-100635

· R2-101907
Clarification on the usage of the mechanism to transfer IRAT MLB information
RAN3 (Ericsson)
CR
36.300
0203
-
B

REL-9
SON
R2-101216

· R2-101908
MBMS Session Update in M3AP stage 2
RAN3 (Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CMCC)
CR
36.300
0204
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-100628

· R2-101909
Correction on radio bearer configuration
RAN3 (ZTE)
CR
36.300
0205
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-100630

· R2-101910
Correction to the MSAP occasion implied by SYNC timestamp
RAN3 (Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation)
CR
36.300
0206
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-100631

· R2-101911
MCCH related BCCH content
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
36.300
0207
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-100717

· R2-101912
MCCH update synchronization
RAN3 (Huawei, Motorola)
CR
36.300
0208
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-100768

· R2-101913
MBMS Session Update in M2AP stage 2
RAN3 (Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent, CMCC)
CR
36.300
0209
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101021

· R2-101914
CR for MBMS User Data flow synchronisation in 36.300
RAN3 (CMCC, Huawei, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell/ Alcatel-Lucent, Samsung, CATT, ZTE)
CR
36.300
0210
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101096

· R2-101915
MBMS User Data flow synchronisation
RAN3 (Motorola, CMCC, Huawei)
CR
36.300
0211
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101133

· R2-101916
Packet dropping
RAN3 (Huawei, CATT, Motorola, KDDI, NEC, New Postcom, Nokia Siemens Networks, Samsung)
CR
36.300
0212
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101139

· R2-101917
SYNC sequence duration configuration in MCE
RAN3 (ZTE)
CR
36.300
0213
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101158

· R2-101918
Adding the description of simultaneously change of SIB13 and MCCH
RAN3 (Samsung)
CR
36.300
0214
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101267

· R2-101919
Addition u-plane protocol stack for M1
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
36.300
0215
-
F

REL-9
MBMS_LTE
R3-101269

· R2-101920
Queue concurrent NAS messages if necessary for in seq delivery
RAN3 (Motorola)
CR
36.300
0216
-
F

REL-8
LTE-interfaces
R3-101322

· R2-101921
Queue concurrent NAS messages if necessary for in seq delivery
RAN3 (Motorola)
CR
36.300
0217
-
A

REL-9
LTE-interfaces
R3-101252

· R2-101922
Support of X2 Inter-PLMN HO
RAN3 (Motorola, Samsung)
CR
36.300
0218
-
F

REL-8
LTE-interfaces
R3-101258

· R2-101923
Support of X2 Inter-PLMN HO
RAN3 (Motorola, Samsung)
CR
36.300
0219
-
A

REL-9
LTE-interfaces
R3-101259

· R2-101924
Clarifications on CSG process definition and mobility procedures
RAN3 (Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, NEC, Huawei)
CR
36.300
0220
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN3
R3-101281

· R2-101925
Corrections of HeNB
RAN3 (ZTE)
CR
36.300
0221
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN3
R3-101321

· R2-101926
CSG expiry Handling
RAN3 (Motorola, NEC, Ericsson, Alcatel-Lucent, NTT DoCoMo)
CR
36.300
0222
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN3
R3-101323

· R2-101927
eNB/MME Status Transfer procedure
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
36.300
0223
-
F

REL-8
TEI8
R3-100633

· R2-101928
eNB/MME Status Transfer procedure
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
36.300
0224
-
A

REL-9
TEI8
R3-100638

· R2-101929
SPID implementation guidelines
RAN3 (Telecom Italia, NTT DoCoMo, Orange, China Mobile)
CR
36.300
0225
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
R3-100637

· R2-101930
Handling of handover restriction for emergency call
RAN3 (Huawei)
CR
36.300
0226
-
F

REL-9
TEI9
R3-101213

· R2-101932
Some corrections for HeNB
RAN3 (Samsung)
CR
36.300
0227
-
F

REL-9
EHNB-RAN3
R3-101215

36.305 CRs:

· R2-101931
Transfer of LPPa PDUs over S1
RAN3 (Alcatel-Lucent)
CR
36.305
0015
-
F

REL-9
LCS_LTE
R3-101177

Preparation of SI and WI status reports for RAN #47:

Rapporteurs were asked to make draft status reports available for review on the RAN2 reflector (without Tdoc number) asap after RAN2 #69, below the results of RAN #47 are summarized:
· REL-9 WI Positioning Support for LTE, rapporteur: Nathan Tenny (Qualcomm),
acronym: LCS_LTE, WID: RP-080995 -> RP-091389
history:
RAN #42: New: 0%/Dec. 09 (RAN #46)/-



RAN #43: 20%/Dec. 09/RP-090053



RAN #44: 40%/Dec. 09/RP-090401



RAN #45: 60%/Dec. 09/RP-090699



RAN #46: 90%/March 10/RP-091042

exception request sheet: RP-091390
now:

RAN #47: 100%/March 10/RP-100031
proposed to close WI
· REL-9 WI MBMS support in LTE, rapporteur: Arnaud Meylan (Huawei)
acronym: MBMS_LTE, WID: RP-090350 -> RP-091457
history:
RAN #43: New: 0%/Dec. 09 (RAN #46)/-



RAN #44: overall: 25%/Dec. 09/RP-090403



RAN #45: overall: 50%/Dec. 09/RP-090701



RAN #46: overall: 95%/March 10/RP-091044

exception request sheet: RP-091221
now:

RAN #47: 100%/March 10/RP-100033



proposed to close WI
· REL-9 WI Network-Based Positioning Support for LTE, rapporteur: Terri Brooks (TruePosition)
acronym: LCS_LTE-NBPS, WID: RP-090354
history:
RAN #43: New: 0%/Dec. 09 (RAN #46)/-



RAN #44: 5%/Dec. 09/RP-090402



RAN #45: 25%/Dec. 09/RP-090700



RAN #46: 30%/March 10/RP-091043

exception request sheet: RP-091391
now:

RAN #47: 30%/Dec. 10/RP-100032

proposed to move WI to REL-10
· REL-9 WI Home NB and Home eNB enhancements - RAN2 aspects, rapporteur: Yang Xudong (Huawei)
acronym: EHNB-RAN2, WID: RP-090351 -> RP-091392
history:
RAN #43: New: 0%/Dec. 09 (RAN #46)/-



RAN #44: 20%/Dec. 09/RP-090408



RAN #45: 50%/Dec. 09/RP-090707



RAN #46: 90%/March 10/RP-091361

exception request sheet: RP-091442
now:

RAN #47: 100%/March 10/RP-100037
proposed to close WI
· REL-10 WI Inclusion of “RF Pattern Matching Technologies” as positioning method in the UTRAN, rapporteur: Norman Shaw (Polaris Wireless)
acronym: LCS_UMTS_RFPMT-Core
WI, WID: RP-091427
history:
RAN #46: New: 0%/June 10 (RAN #48)/-
now:

RAN #47: 0%/June 10/RP-100048
· REL-10 WI Core part: Minimization of drive tests for E-UTRAN and UTRAN, rapporteur: Malgorzata Tomala (NSN)
acronym: MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, WID: RP-091423
history:
RAN #46: New: 0%/Dec. 10 (RAN #50)/-
now:

RAN #47: 20%/Dec. 10/RP-100051
· REL-10 WI Core part: Latency reductions for LTE, rapporteur: Henrik Enbuske (Ericsson)
acronym: LTE_LATRED-Core, WID: RP-091449
history:
RAN #46: New: 0%/Dec. 10 (RAN #50)/-
now:

RAN #47: 20%/Dec. 10/RP-100060
· REL-10 SI Study on RAN improvements for Machine-Type Communications, rapporteur: Arnaud Meylan (Huawei)
acronym: FS_NIMTC-RAN, SID: RP-090991
history:
RAN #45: New: 0%/June 10 (RAN #48)



RAN #46: 0%/June 10/RP-091087
now:

RAN #47: 10%/Dec.10/RP-100084
Note: The following SI is under RAN1 leadership:

· REL-9 SI Study on LTE-Advanced, rapporteur: Takehiro Nakamura (NTT DoCoMo)
acronym: FS_RAN_LTEA, SID: RP-080599 -> RP-080137 -> RP-090735 -> RP-091360
history:
RAN #39: New: 0%/Sep. 09 (RAN #45)/ -



RAN #40: 20%/Sep. 09/RP-080293



RAN #41: 25%/Sep. 09/RP-090549



RAN #42: 30%/Sep. 09/RP-081091



RAN #43: 40%/Sep. 09/RP-090067



RAN #44: 60%/Sep. 09/RP-090424



RAN #45: 70%/March 10/RP-090729



RAN #46: 80%/March 10/RP-091082
now:

RAN #47: 100%/March 10/RP-100080

proposed to close SI
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