Page 4
Draft prETS 300 ???: Month YYYY


3GPP TSG RAN WG2 #79
R2-123360
Qingdao, China, 13th- 17th August 2012
Source:
Qualcomm Incorporated

Title:
Open issues from email discussion on HS-DPCCH, Concurrent 2ms and 10ms TTI and common E-RGCH sub-features in FE-FACH
Agenda Item:
10.1.2
Document for:
E-mail discussion report
1 Introduction
This is list of open issues for RAN2 email discussion [78#30] on Stage-3 CRs for the following sub-features:

· HS-DPCCH without on-going E-DCH transmission
· Concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell

· Reduction in timing of the initial access in the physical random access procedure

· Common E-RGCH based interference control
This list of open issues is taken from the chairman notes of RAN2#78 [1]. Based on any consensus achieved on these open issues during the course of the email discussion, updated stage-3 CR’s will be circulated. 
2 HS-DPCCH without on-going E-DCH transmission
Proposal A: When the “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off timer” is signaled, the set of possible configurable values for the new “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off timer” will be the same as the configurable values for the “E-DCH transmission continuation back off”. 

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	“E-DCH transmission continuation back off” was defined per TTI, while if the timer for standalone HS-DPCCH is to started from the time point of E-DCH transmission, the value should be TTI independent.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer the approach of Proposal H

	ALU
	“E-DCH transmission continuation back off” values are {0, 4, 8, 16, 20, 40, 80, infinity} TTI.  Firstly, we should have a TTI independent value.  Secondly, we do not need “infinity” since we can turn Tbhs off by not configuring the IE “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off timer”.  Finally, we agreed to have a min value of 10 ms.  We can have the same max value of 800 ms (e.g. assuming 10 ms TTI). A possible range is {10, 20, 40, 80, 160, 320, 640, 800}.

	NSN
	We think that the set of values will overlap, but the whole range might be shifted for a new timer because  we don't expect network setting very small value and some may consider having much longer values

 

	
	This would make the timer dependent on the configured E-DCH TTI. Therefore, it would be more appropiate to have it in ms. 8 values seems to be reasonable too. We would like to understand the reasons to keep long values but otherwise, short/medium values may be ok.


Proposal B: UE ignores the setting of “ACK/NACK support on HS-DPCCH” IE for DL triggered access (i.e.) the IE is always defaulted to TRUE.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	OK. Agree that this IE is always defaulted to TRUR.

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.

	ALU
	Agree.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	Two questions:
Isn’t this a NW configuration issue?

Isn’t setting it to default actually changes the Release 8 functionality i.e. a NW may not configure it for Release 8. This is not possible with this approach.


Proposal C: The following IEs must be mandatory and signaled to the UE: “Measurement Feedback Info” IE, "ACK", "NACK", and "Ack-Nack repetition factor"  IEs in the IE "Uplink DPCH power control info".

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree.

	Qualcomm
	We support the intention of this proposal, albeit the wording could be worked on further.

Since these mentioned IE’s are optional in Rel-8, we see four alternatives here:-

1. Define default values if these IE’s are not broadcasted in Rel-8 for this sub-feature in Rel-11.

2. Define new mandatory IE’s in Rel-11

3. Make UE behaviour unspecified if these IE’s are not broadcasted in Rel-8

4. Do nothing

Option 1 is not clean as default values are not easy to define for such a large number of IE’s. Option 2 has clear SIB overhead concerns. In our view, Option 4 is not an acceptable solution as in this case, if the IE’s are not broadcasted (in Rel-8), then upon receiving the HS-SCCH order, the UE would not transmit HS-DPCCH on the obtained common E-DCH resource. This is not the intention of this sub-feature and should be explicitly disallowed. Thus, our preference is Option 3.

	ALU
	Agree.

	NSN
	Makes sense

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	In Release 8, it is possible to not have them configured. Hence, setting this as mandatory it would affect Rel-8 configurations. It is also a question mark whether the same configuration would be useful for the different cases. For this concrete feature, the NW is requesting the CQIs while for UL only transmissions, the NW may not want CQIs or may configure a longer cycle. 
So the consecuences of mandating this to be mandatory in any fashion needs to be assessed first
We can acknowledge and agree as everyone that a network configuring the feature needs to indicate a proper configuration. ´How this is done is still a question mark.


Proposal D: If the HS-SCCH order is received by the UE from the time the UE starts the PRACH preamble procedure on common E-DCH but before the time a fallback indication is received, the UE will not fallback to R99 PRACH. In this case the UE will continue to perform PRACH preamble procedure in the E-DCH preamble signature space.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree.

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.

This is a corner case where the NW has sent an HS-SCCH order and then indicated fallback to R99. Thus within a short period of time, the NW went from having E-DCH resources available to no E-DCH resources available. We believe the UE should continue on E-DCH preamble space in this case because only E-DCH resource allows transmission of both UL data and HS-DPCCH if the UE were to obtain a resource (after a backoff). However, if the UE were to fallback, there would be no HS-DPCCH transmission.

	ALU
	Disagree.  The reason the network indicates fallback is because common E-DCH is congested.  The UE should follow the latest instruction from the network.  There is no point forcing this UE to acquire a common E-DCH resource.  NOTE: It is not possible for NB to know which UE accessing the network has been triggered for HS-DPCCH since we do not reserve signature for DL triggered HS-DPCCH. 

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	Just to make clear the case in proposal D is that the UE has started the random access (because of UL data) when the HS-SCCH order is received. Is that correct? If so,
we sympathize with Alcatel-Lucent. At the same time, we do not understand what “continue to perform PRACH preamble procedure in the E-DCH…” really means. If the fallback indication is set as “NACK”, the UE would just back-off. 
If the fallback indication is not a NACK, then the NW would be giving a resource to a UE when it does not really have it which could lead to instability issues in the network.

While it may be considered a corner case, it may also be that the UE misinterprets the HS-SCCH order so that the UE understands that it has received an order when it is not correct. Typically, in these corner cases, we tend to set “behavior unspecified” for the UE so the UE is somehow protected. We need also to make sure that the network can handle such situations.

Hence, the most practical approach would be to follow the AICH indication, i.e. to fallback if indicated so.


Proposal E: For DL triggered HS-DPCCH, the new Tbhs timer is started at the time when the E-DCH transmission is allowed (according to the MAC spec).

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.
In our understanding, when RAN1 decided to start the timer Tbhs at the start of DPCCH transmissions, they did not consider the sub-feature of ‘concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell’, where the DPCCH only transmission duration could be different depending on the E-DCH TTI value. This makes the setting of the timer value difficult (and its handling at the UE cumbersome) if it is started at the start of DPCCH transmissions. Instead, the timer should be started at the start time of HS-DPCCH transmissions (which is the same as when the E-DCH transmissions are allowed to start).

	ALU
	The intention of this is to ensure at least one HS-DPCCH is transmitted. If we have this agreement then there is no need to set the min Tbhs to 10 ms. Otherwise we can mandate that the UE must send an SI for implicit release with a piggy backed HS-DPCCH when Tbhs expires even if it expires prior to contention resolution phase. 

	NSN
	Legacy behaviour is preferred.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree with the proposal.


Proposal F: The Tbhs timer is not stopped if TEBS <> 0 is detected.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We understand that the assumption here is that Tbhs and legacy Tb could be maintained independently and in parallel, we understand the motivation is that legacy Tb might be set very small, but we are still considering the maintenance of Tbhs under different scenarios when UL data is detected in the UE buffer. So we would like to keep it open for the moment.

	Qualcomm
	The following comment applies to Proposal F and G together.

We see some value to the new timer handling rules of Proposals F and G. However, we have not seen any quantitative gains/data for targeted use case. Also we have some concerns on the complexity for the proposed rules both from implementation as well as specification point of view, especially the interaction of timer Tbhs with timer Tb. Thus, we are neutral on these proposals if there is support from companies.

	ALU
	In managing two timers that have the same purpose (i.e. Tb and Tbhs), we already agreed that Tb timer dominates.  We do not see the need to have multiple rules.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree with the proposal. Manage two timer will make the value setting independent as the Tb value only controls the UL transmission for UL resource usage and Tbhs controls the DL transmission. Also Tb value doesn’t need to be adjusted to take in account the legacy lacking of a Tbhs timer.


Proposal G: SI with TEBS equal to zero should be sent when: a) Tbhs timer expires and the UE has no data in its buffer b) In case Tb and Tbhs timer are running, when both timers have expired.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We agree the principle that when SI with TEBS equal to zero is sent to the network, this should be clear indication to the network that the common E-DCH resource is to be released. However, considering the comments above for proposal F, we would like to keep it open for the moment.

	Qualcomm
	Please see comments to Proposal F

	ALU
	We can mandate that when Tbhs expires, the UE always send SI with TEBS=0 even if it expires prior to contention resolution.  As above we do not see the need to have multiple rules for timer Tb and Tbhs.

	NSN
	We prefer not to have two timers - Tb and Tbhs - running at the same time. If only a single timer runs, then the handling is simpler in the network.



	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree with the proposal. This based on the assumption of Proposal F. if there are two timer, this should be agreed


Proposal H: The configurable values for the timer settings of Tbhs, “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off” are [10, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 160, 320] ms 

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree. 

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.

	ALU
	We should at least have the max value same as Tb, i.e. 800 ms.

	NSN
	Looks OK

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree with the set of values


Proposal I: (alternative to Proposal F): If the Tbhs is started before HS-DPCCH transmission, then the expiration time of Tbhs = “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off” + “AA synch time”. If the Tbhs is started or reset after the start of HS-DPCCH transmission, then the expiration time of Tbhs = “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off”.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	I suppose this should be an alternative to Proposal E but not F, we agree with the principle of Proposal E. 

	Qualcomm
	We support Proposal F.

	ALU
	As mentioned in Proposal E, the whole purpose of all these is to ensure that a single HS-DPCCH is transmitted.  So lets do exactly that and mandate that the UE transmit at least one HS-DPCCH even if Tbhs expires prior to contention resolution phase.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We support proposal E


Proposal L: If the UE detects TEBS <> 0 during contention resolution the UE can send the UL data directly after the contention resolution. The Tbhs starts after the contention resolution.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Here we think that UE should send the UL data directly, there is no need to wait for the finishing of contention resolution.

	Qualcomm
	Looking at section 2.5.1 from R2-122717, the motivation for this proposal is not clear to us.

It is already agreed that for DL triggered HS-DPCCH, if the UE detects UL data in its buffer, the UE is allowed to transmit the data on the obtained common E-DCH resource even before contention resolution (just like legacy).

For the part regarding timer Tbhs, the proposal depends on Proposals F and G. If we assume Proposals F and G are agreed, then it is not clear to us why Tbhs should be started after contention resolution in this case and not as per the normal rule for DL triggered HS-DPCCH transmission.

	ALU
	We agreed that when TEBS <> 0, we stop Tbhs because timer Tb takes over.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We would need to understand the reason why the UE has to wait for the contention resolution period to transmit data. So, in principle, we think it is ok if the UE starts transmitting its data as soon as it arrives. 

However, we agree with the second part i.e. the timer is started after the contention resolution phase.


Proposal M: 
If an HS-SCCH order is received during a random access procedure triggered by incoming UL data, the UE shall transmit the UL data and HS-DPCCH at the allowed start time of the E-DCH transmissions.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We agree with the principle, but there might be still some stage 3 details to be investigated.

	Qualcomm
	We do not support this proposal.

As indicated during the meeting, due to UE complexity concerns our preference would be for the UE to simply ignore the HS-SCCH order in this case. Then, the HS-DPCCH transmissions would start after collision resolution (provided the required IE’s are broadcasted by the NW in Rel-8) as in legacy and the additional delay incurred for this corner case should be quite small.

	ALU
	Agree.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree with the proposal


Proposal N
: Upon reception of HS-SCCH during an ongoing Common E-DCH access triggered by UL, the UE shall start the Tbhs timer in the next transmission of HS-DPCCH after the contention resolution has been completed.

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Please see comments for F & G.

	Qualcomm
	This proposal is dependent on Proposals F and G. If we assume Proposals F and G are agreed, we are ok with this proposal.

	ALU
	We prefer not to have so many rules to manage timer Tb and Tbhs.  Just one should be sufficient.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree.


Proposal O: Specific EAI for fallback to R99 is considered as NACK by UE accessing for stand-alone HS-DPCCH, and the UE will re-try common E-DCH access if the maximum number of preamble ramping cycles Mmax is not exceeded

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree, similar as D, UE should ignore the R99 fallback indication.

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.

Same reasoning as Proposal D. Furthermore in this case, since the UE is triggered due to DL, the UE likely does not have any UL data. Thus, it does not make sense to fallback to R99 PRACH.

	ALU
	Disagree.  UE should follow latest instruction from NB and perform the fallback procedure.  As described for Proposal D we should not force the UE to access common E-DCH when it is clearly indicated as being congested.  Also, we already agreed that the UE will not reaccess for HS-DPCCH transmission if it has been NACK.

	NSN
	We think that UE should perform the fallback when asked

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	This proposal is similar to D. If the UE has data, why would the UE have to back-off? It could transmit on RACH as commanded by the NW. If it has no UL data, the UE should still follow the NW orders which would be to back-off. So we sympathize with Alcatel-Lucent and NSN.


3 Concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell
Proposal a: The new PRACH preamble control parameters (in Rel-11) would only contain the IE’s “Available Signature” and “Preamble scrambling code number”. In particular, IE’s “E-AI indication”, “Available Sub Channel Number”, “PRACH partitioning”, “Persistence scaling factors”, “AC-to-ASC mapping”, “Primary CPICH TX power”, “Constant value”, “PRACH power offset”, “PRACH transmission parameters”, “AICH info”, “Power offset Pp-e” would only be broadcast in (and re-used from) IE “PRACH preamble control parameters (for Enhanced Uplink)” in Rel-8.

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We support this proposal.

Due to SIB overhead concerns, it would be ideal to reuse the parameters broadcasted in the Rel-8 common E-DCH system info list as much as possible. The new PRACH preamble control partition in Rel-11 needs to broadcast only available signatures and preamble scrambling code number and all the other parameters can be omitted.

	ALU
	Agree.


Proposal b: Investigate which of the RAN2 specific parameters broadcasted in Rel-8 common E-DCH system info list can be re-used and which would need to be re-broadcasted to support the concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI common E-DCH resources within a cell in Rel-11.

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We would encourage all companies to investigate this further since as it has clear ASN.1 impact.

	ALU
	We are encouraged.

	NSN
	Proposals a and b have to be considered together. We think that we should re-use as much as possible existing IE and check carefully when we need to introduce a new parameter.


Proposal c: It should be possible using RRC reconfiguration messages (DCCH) to modify which of the E-AI correspond to 2ms TTI, 10ms TTI, and PRACH fallback. 

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We do not support this proposal.

We do not see much merit here. The E-AI is ‘added’ to the UE’s default E-DCH resource index to come up with the final E-DCH Resource configuration index (section 5.3.3.7, TS25.211). Thus, having a fixed E-AI (indicated through SIB) for fallback to R99 does not invalidate the use of any particular common E-DCH resource.

	ALU
	Disagree. During initial access the NB is not aware which UE has a different E-AI - TTI/Fallback mapping.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	While this provides flexibility for the network, it may lead to a more complicated handling in the UE side and we would need to set concrete rules about which values take precedence and when values are cleared. 

We can discuss this if there is a strong reason but otherwise, we tend to prefer to keep it simple so it is done only by system info.


Proposal d: The range of values for the threshold to select the EDCH TTI in CELL_FACH by the UE will be from 0 to 15 dB, with a granularity of 1dB
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We are still investigating this open issue and hope to have some further input soon.

	ALU
	Agree. 15 dB is sufficient to cover the short term fades.

	Ericsson/ST-Ericsson
	We agree.


4 Reduction in timing of the initial access in the physical random access procedure
No open issues

5 Common E-RGCH based interference control
Proposal: During the time the UE has E-DCH resources allocated, there is another condition (FFS, e.g. triggering condition in Event 1b) that the UE will be used as the criteria to stop monitoring common E-RGCH from a neighbour cell that the UE has been monitoring. Not much support.
	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	We do not support this proposal.

We do see much merit here. On the other hand, there are significant UE complexity concerns.

Typically, the duration for which the UE holds on to the common E-DCH resource is of the order of tens/few hundreds of milliseconds. We do not believe this duration is long enough to cause significant mobility events and necessitate the need for further conditions (such as Event 1b) to stop monitoring common E-RGCH. Recall that the UE is even barred from serving cell reselection during the time is has a common E-DCH resource.

Furthermore, there will be erasure criterion defined for the E-RGCH channel. Thus, if the (neighbour) cells  strength falls below a certain level, its E-RGCH command will be erased.

There are also UE complexity and battery concerns to continuously search and evaluate neighbour cell quality for the duration of common E-DCH transmission associated with this proposal.

Keeping all of the above in mind, we would like to keep the procedure simple and keep with the RAN1 agreement:-

“The decision to monitor a neighbour cell’s common E-RGCH will only be performed once per CELL_FACH session. A session is defined as from the time the UE is allocated a common E-DCH resource to the time the UE releases this resource.”

	ALU
	The need of this depends on duration the UE holds onto an E-DCh resource.  
Since common E-RGCH can only signal “down”, there is no danger of mis-interpret the command as something else (i.e. “up”) when the signal becomes weak due to UE mobility.  UE may detect DTX but this also means UE transmission is no longer significant to cause interference to that cell. Effectively the UE has already executed Event 1b from network point of view. UE may however waste battery monitoring this cell. 
However, due to movements, the UE may cause interference to another cell that it is not monitoring. Hence if we take this proposal, we also need the UE to continuously evaluate Event 1a to replace the cell it has dropped.
We are ok to accept this proposal if UE vendors are happy with the added complexity.


6 Conclusions

Below we categorized the proposals of section 2, 3, 4 and 5 into "agreeable for (most) companies", "agreeable with minor correction" and "open issues/not agreeable". Some other issues raised during the email discussion are listed in section 6.4.
6.1 HS-DPCCH without on-going E-DCH transmission

6.1.1 Agreeable for (most) companies
Proposal B: UE ignores the setting of “ACK/NACK support on HS-DPCCH” IE for DL triggered access (i.e.) the IE is always defaulted to TRUE.

· Four companies supported this proposal. Two companies raised questions regarding this being a NW configuration issue and that the proposal changes Rel-8 behaviour

Proposal E: For DL triggered HS-DPCCH, the new Tbhs timer is started at the time when the E-DCH transmission is allowed (according to the MAC spec).

· Five companies supported this proposal. One company commented that they preferred legacy behaviour. 

· One companies’ position was not clear. The same company commented that if this proposal were agreed then there would be no need to set the min Tbhs to 10 ms. Otherwise we can mandate that the UE must send an SI for implicit release with a piggy backed HS-DPCCH when Tbhs expires even if it expires prior to contention resolution phase.

· Note that this proposal serves as an alternative to Proposal I. Thus we have listed Proposal I under “Open Issues/Not Agreeable”

Proposal M: If an HS-SCCH order is received during a random access procedure triggered by incoming UL data, the UE shall transmit the UL data and HS-DPCCH at the allowed start time of the E-DCH transmissions.

· One company disagrees with this proposal due to UE complexity concern and prefers that the HS-DPCCH transmissions start after collision resolution (provided the required IE’s are broadcasted by the NW in Rel-8) as in legacy. Four companies agree with this proposal. One company agrees in principle but believes that there might be further stage-3 details to be investigated.
6.1.2 Agreeable with minor correction

Proposal C: The following IEs must be mandatory and signaled to the UE: “Measurement Feedback Info” IE, "ACK", "NACK", and "Ack-Nack repetition factor"  IEs in the IE "Uplink DPCH power control info".

· All companies agreed that NW needs to provide the UE with a proper configuration w.r.t. these IE’s. Two companies commented that further assessment is needed on how this can be done. One company commented that they agreed with the intention but the wording of the proposal could be worked on further.
Proposal H: The configurable values for the timer settings of Tbhs, “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off” are [10, 20, 32, 40, 80, 160, 320, 800] ms 

· One company commented that they would like to see the same maximum value as allowed for timer Tb i.e. 800ms. The same company also commented (on Proposal A) that a possible range of values is {10, 20, 40, 80, 160, 320, 640, 800}.

· Another company commented (on Proposal A) that they would like to see short/medium values and would like to understand reasons behind having long values

· Note that this proposal serves as an alternative to Proposal A. Thus we have listed Proposal A under “Open Issues/Not Agreeable”
6.1.3 Open issues/Not Agreeable
Proposal A: When the “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off timer” is signaled, the set of possible configurable values for the new “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off timer” will be the same as the configurable values for the “E-DCH transmission continuation back off”.

· Most companies agreed with Proposal H which serves as an alternative to this proposal.

Proposal I: (alternative to Proposal F): If the Tbhs is started before HS-DPCCH transmission, then the expiration time of Tbhs = “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off” + “AA synch time”. If the Tbhs is started or reset after the start of HS-DPCCH transmission, then the expiration time of Tbhs = “HS-DPCCH transmission continuation back off”.

· Most companies were ok with Proposal E which serves as an alternative to this proposal. 
Proposal F: The Tbhs timer is not stopped if TEBS <> 0 is detected

· Two companies were in favour of this proposal. Two companies wanted to leave it open for further study. One company did not see the merit. One company was neutral subject to support from other companies.
Proposal G: SI with TEBS equal to zero should be sent when: a) Tbhs timer expires and the UE has no data in its buffer b) In case Tb and Tbhs timer are running, when both timers have expired.

· This proposal goes hand-in-hand with proposal F

· Two companies were in favour of this proposal. Two companies wanted to leave it open for further study. One company did not see the merit. One company preferred to keep it simple so did not support this proposal. One company was neutral subject to support from other companies.

Proposal N
: Upon reception of HS-SCCH during an ongoing Common E-DCH access triggered by UL, the UE shall start the Tbhs timer in the next transmission of HS-DPCCH after the contention resolution has been completed.

· This proposal goes hand-in-hand with proposals F and G

· Two companies were in favour of this proposal. Two companies wanted to leave it open for further study. One company did not support this proposal. One company was neutral subject to support from other companies (if Proposal F and G are agreed).

Proposal L: If the UE detects TEBS <> 0 during contention resolution the UE can send the UL data directly after the contention resolution. The Tbhs starts after the contention resolution.

· Five companies think that if UE detects TEBS <> 0 during contention resolution then UE can send the UL data as soon as it arrives (confirming previous agreement) in contradiction to this proposal. So the motivation for this proposal was not clear.

· The part regarding timer Tbhs is related to proposal F and G. Two companies agree that Tbhs starts after contention resolution. One company was not clear on why Tbhs should be started after contention resolution? One company thinks that Tbhs should be stopped since timer Tb takes over.

Proposal D: If the HS-SCCH order is received by the UE from the time the UE starts the PRACH preamble procedure on common E-DCH but before the time a fallback indication is received, the UE will not fallback to R99 PRACH. In this case the UE will continue to perform PRACH preamble procedure in the E-DCH preamble signature space.

· Companies were split (3 each) on whether the UE should continue to perform PRACH preamble procedure in the E-DCH preamble signature space or perform fallback to R99 PRACH in this case.

Proposal O: Specific EAI for fallback to R99 is considered as NACK by UE accessing for stand-alone HS-DPCCH, and the UE will re-try common E-DCH access if the maximum number of preamble ramping cycles Mmax is not exceeded

· Three companies agreed with this proposal whereas four companies were of the opinion that the UE should perform fallback to R99 PRACH in this case
6.2 Concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell
6.2.1 Agreeable for (most) companies

Proposal a: The new PRACH preamble control parameters (in Rel-11) would only contain the IE’s “Available Signature” and “Preamble scrambling code number”. In particular, IE’s “E-AI indication”, “Available Sub Channel Number”, “PRACH partitioning”, “Persistence scaling factors”, “AC-to-ASC mapping”, “Primary CPICH TX power”, “Constant value”, “PRACH power offset”, “PRACH transmission parameters”, “AICH info”, “Power offset Pp-e” would only be broadcast in (and re-used from) IE “PRACH preamble control parameters (for Enhanced Uplink)” in Rel-8.

· The proposal was agreeable, however, only two companies commented

Proposal b: Investigate which of the RAN2 specific parameters broadcasted in Rel-8 common E-DCH system info list can be re-used and which would need to be re-broadcasted to support the concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI common E-DCH resources within a cell in Rel-11.

· The proposal was agreeable, however, only three companies commented
Proposal d: The range of values for the threshold to select the EDCH TTI in CELL_FACH by the UE will be from 0 to 15 dB, with a granularity of 1dB

· Three companies agreed while one company commented that they needed time to investigate further

6.2.2 Open issues/Not Agreeable

Proposal c: It should be possible using RRC reconfiguration messages (DCCH) to modify which of the E-AI correspond to 2ms TTI, 10ms TTI, and PRACH fallback. 

· Two companies did not see the benefit in this proposal. Two companies commented that this provided some flexibility to the network but unless there is a strong reason, they would prefer to keep is simple so it is done only by system info.
6.3 Common E-RGCH based interference control
6.3.1 Open issues/Not Agreeable

Proposal: During the time the UE has E-DCH resources allocated, there is another condition (FFS, e.g. triggering condition in Event 1b) that the UE will be used as the criteria to stop monitoring common E-RGCH from a neighbour cell that the UE has been monitoring. Not much support.

· Only two companies commented. One company did not support this proposal due to added UE complexity. One company supported this proposal if UE vendors were happy with the added complexity.

6.4 Other Issues

Some other issues were raised during the email discussion and are listed below:-
6.4.1 HS-DPCCH without on-going E-DCH transmission

· Should the capability of “Support of NodeB triggered HS-DPCCH transmission” be included in CELL/URA Update messages?

6.4.2 Concurrent deployment of 2ms and 10ms TTI in a cell

· Should the TTI selection procedure be captured in RRC specification or L1 specifications? Some companies expressed preference for the procedure to be in L1 specification.
· One company has some further detailed comments on the TTI selection procedure which were unaccounted in the CR’s which were the outcome of the email discussion.

· It was commented that the primitive “Last selected common E-DCH TTI value” is not needed
· It was clarified that this primitive can be removed from the CR’s if it is agreed to keep the TTI selection procedure in the RRC specification. Otherwise, this primitive would be needed.

· PRACH preamble scrambling code and signature configuration – One company expressed preference for allowing both default (Rel-8) TTI and non-default TTI signatures to be configured on multiple scrambling codes.

· What default values should be used for “available signature” and “preamble scrambling code number” in “PRACH preamble control parameters extension (for Enhanced Uplink)”?
· “Fixed common E-DCH TTI selection” / “Common E-DCH TTI selection threshold IEs” would be better defined as a CHOICE

6.4.3 Common E-RGCH based interference control
· Does common E-RGCH based interference control mechanism also apply for NodeB triggered HS-DPCCH transmission?

· Some companies commented that certain parameters related to Common E-RGCH configuration could be broadcast in the system information rather than dedicated messages.
· Do we need “Common E-RGCH indicator” in serving cell system information?

· One company expressed concerns with the overall draft CR and having to evaluate READY_FOR_COMMON_ERGCH variable in various sections.

· One company commented that SIB Type carrying the common E-RGCH configuration should be discussed further and should not necessarily be SIB 5/5bis.
· One company commented that the neighbour cell system information could carry the E-RGCH configuration cell itself

· One company questioned whether ‘common E-RGCH interference control’ puts additional measurement requirements in the UE while in CELL_FACH?
· One company commented that due to the TTI difference, the common RG down reference value for 2ms TTI are not aligned with the common RG down reference value for 10ms TTI in time domain

· One company raised concerns regarding “Common E-RGCH info FDD” IE being included in RADIO BEARER RELEASE message.
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