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6.1
1. Introduction
This paper reports the Ad-hoc session on FGI settings in Rel-9 and onwards at RAN2#80.
2. Discussion
FGI 28:

R2-125677
Update on setting of FGI bit 28; NTT DOCOMO, AT&T, Telecom Italia, KT Corp, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, TeliaSonera, Orange, Verizon Wireless, KDDI; CR; 36.331; (1135); F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9;
Discussion points:
Mandate for both FDD/ TDD or else?
Mandate for all UEs or if UE supports VoLTE?

From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
· CMCC is fine to mandate for FDD currently. QC is fine to mandate for all FDD UEs from Rel-10. RIM is also fine. TI would like to mandate from Rel-9. Nokia wonders why TTI bundling is mandated for all UEs. Ericsson believes this is mandatory feature and difficult to justify for volte only. Intel is fine to mandate from Rel-10 for all UEs. Renesas also agrees. Ericsson thinks that the feature will be available from Rel-9. NSN wonders the different IOT availability for different release. QC concerns that test case availability in RAN5. NSN wonders the RAN5 test case can be applied the upcoming UE. Huawei does not see any concerns on RAN5 test case availability. TI understands the same thing for RAN4 test case. QC thinks that requirement is different for different releases.
=> CR is suggested to agree from Rel-10 mandating for all FDD UEs.
=> Rel-9 CR is suggested to technically endorse and bring to plenary.
FGI 14:

R2-125688
Update on setting of FGI bit 14; NTT DOCOMO, CMCC, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, AT&T, TeliaSonera, Telecom Italia, Orange, Verizon Wireless, KDDI; CR; 36.331; (1138); F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9;
Discussion points:
From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
· Huawei thinks that the status would be the same for TTI bundling. Huawei and NSN wonder how the CR category would be if we agree CR from Rel-10 and Rel-9 CR is brought to plenary. 
=> CR is suggested to agree from Rel-10 mandating for all UEs.

=> Rel-9 CR is suggested to technically endorse and bring to plenary.
FGI 1/2:

R2-125364
Moving the TM5 capability; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-8; LTE-L23; 
R2-125365
Moving the TM5 capability; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; (1086); F; REL-8; LTE-L23; 
R2-125366
Moving the TM5 capability; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.331; (1087); F; REL-9; LTE-L23; 
R2-125819
The setting of FGI1 and FGI2; Huawei, HiSilicon, NTT DOCOMO, INC., KDDI, CMCC, Telecom Italia; CR; 36.331; (1166); F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9;
Discussion points:
Is TM5 removed from FGI bit 1 and redefined as optional?
If agreed, UE capability is introduced from Rel-9?

For Rel-8, TM5 is optional w/o capability or untouched?
With this change, FGI1/2 can be mandated for both FDD/ TDD? 
From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
· Huawei thinks that TM5 should be removed from FGI1. But removing from Rel-8 is not agreeable. QC wonders how the UE ensures the support of the feature, but concerns about the consistency from the specification point of view. ZTE supports QC proposal. Huawei concerns about the consistency of the specification from different WG. Samsung thinks that the issue is that there is no network implementing this feature. Samsung thinks that TM5 can be removed from all releases. NSN thinks that concerns are that function is disappeared. Ericsson thinks that TM5 has not been tested yet. QC thinks we can agree that no UE is implemented for TM5. Ericsson wonders how we can consider this decision. Samsung still thinks that operator can request TM5 if needed. NSN do not understand why TM5 is defined optional w/o capability for Rel-9. There is no issue even if the definition is not changed for Rel-8. Ericsson thinks that we could keep it for Rel-8. Renesas wonders all of FGI1/2 features are IOT available. Nokia also wonders the IOT availability for all FGI1/2 features. ST-Ericsson wonders the IOT availability. ZTE agrees with ST-Ericsson.
=> TM5is suggested to remove from FGI bit 1 and to redefine as optional
=> For Rel-8, TM5 is suggested to make it optional w/o capability
=> UE capability is suggested to introduce from Rel-9 and capability is split for both FDD and TDD.
=> One set of CRs is to remove TM5 from FGI1 and refine as optional provided by QC.

=> The other set of CRs is proposed to mandate provided by Huawei.

=> Both CR sets are suggested to technically endorse and bring to plenary.

FGI 9, 15, 23:

R2-125693
Update on settings of FGI bit 9, 15 and 23; NTT DOCOMO, Deutsche Telekom, Vodafone, TeliaSonera, Orange; CR; 36.331; (1141); F; REL-9; LTE-L23, TEI9;
Discussion points:
FGI15 (Event B1):

Should FGI Bit 15 (Event B1) be split for each RAT to cover the following scenario? 
· UE supports both RAT#A and RAT#B.

· For RAT #A, both Event B1and B2 are implemented and IOTed.

· For RAT #B, Even B2 is implemented and IOTed, but Event B1 has yet to be implemented and IOTed.

If it is agreed, can Event B1 be mandated for UMTS (for both E-UTRA FDD or else)?
From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
· Huawei wonders if it is already implemented how the network handles. NSN thinks that there is no issue for legacy eNB and NW anyway is upgraded. QC thinks that Both B1 and B2 can be tested and there is no issue. NSN is not sure if it is always guaranteed. Ericsson wonders if there is a backward compatibility issue. Ericsson wonders if it is urgent as there would be many technical endorsed CRs.
=> Can think about a bit more and postponed to the next meeting.
FGI9 (SRVCC to GSM):

From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
· QC does not agree to all CRs. TI thinks the same approach should be applied. Huawei agrees with TI. NSN agrees. Samsung agrees with QC and do not think there is enough IOT and use cases. NSN thinks this would be plenary discussion. The CR should be endorsed technically. Nokia agrees with NSN. Renesas and ST-Ericsson agree with QC and Samsung. Samsung thinks if there is IOT opportunity at least for two vendors we could send it but not sure so far. NSN can provide the IOT opportunity for FGI9. Ericsson thinks that if UE vendors cannot confirm how we can confirm the opportunity. Samsung wonders if it is confirmed by plenary as many UE vendors are concerned about IOT availability. Huawei may provide IOT opportunity and thinks reasonable to provide the CR and can answer at plenary.
=> All CRs are suggested to technically endorse and to bring to plenary. CRs cover only FGI9.

FGI23 (Event B2 to GSM):

From which Release the CR can be agreed? If not for earlier release (Rel-9,) should it be technical endorsed and brought to plenary?
=> All CRs are suggested to technically endorse and bring to plenary. CRs cover only FGI23.
3. Summary and proposal
According to the consensus made to the ad-hoc session, the followings are proposed:
Proposal 1:
For FGI 28 (TTI bundling), it is proposed to agree the CRs from Rel-10 mandating for all FDD UEs. Rel-9 CR is proposed to technically endorse and bring to plenary.
Proposal 2:
For FGI 14 (Event A4/A5), it is proposed to agree the CRs from Rel-10 mandating for all UEs. Rel-9 CR is proposed to technically endorse and bring to plenary.

Proposal 3:
For FGI 1/2, it is proposed to remove TM5 from FGI 1 and redefine as optional. For Rel-8, it is proposed to make it optional without capability. From Rel-9, capability signalling is proposed to introduce which is split for FDD/TDD. Two set of CRs are prepared: one set of CRs is to remove TM5 from FGI 1 and redefine as optional. The other set of CRs is to mandate FGI1/2 for all UEs. Both set of CRs are proposed to technically endorse and bring to plenary.
Proposal 4:
For FGI 15 (Event B1), it is proposed to discuss more and postpone to the next meeting.

Proposal 5:
For FGI 9 (SRVCC to GSM), all CRs covering only FGI 9 are proposed to technical endorse and bring to plenary.

Proposal 6:
For FGI 23 (Event B2 to GSM), all CRs covering only FGI 23 are proposed to technical endorse and bring to plenary
If Proposal 3 is agreed, the sets of CRs are respectfully provided by Qualcomm (the 1st set) and Huawei (the 2nd set). If Proposal 5 and 6 are agreed, the CRs are updated to cover the concerned FGI respectively by NTT DOCOMO. 
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