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Organisation of the meeting

Meeting:
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Duration:




Monday 20.04.2015 - Friday 24.04.2015
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European Friends of 3GPP (EF3)
TSG RAN WG2 Chairman:


Henning Wiemann (Ericsson)
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Diana Pani (Interdigital Communications)
email: diana.pani@interdigital.com

TSG RAN WG2 Vice chairman:
SeungJune Yi (LG Electronics)
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ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/TSGR2_89bis/Docs
Ad hocs:





Official parallel ad hocs held (see agenda item 2.1) on









UMTS session (see AI 8-11, Mon - Thu): chaired by Diana Pani








LTE Breakout session (UP matter: see AI 6.1.2, 6.2.1.2, 6.2.3.2 on Mon and AI 7.9, 7.2.2.2 







on Thu chaired by SeungJune Yi, ProSe matter: see AI 7.5 on Wed chaired by Diana)
next meetings:



TSG RAN WG2 #90



25.05. - 29.05.2015
Fukuoka, Japan









TSG RAN #68




15.06. - 18.06.2015
Malmo, Sweden








TSG RAN WG2 #91



24.08. - 28.08.2015
Beijing, China









TSG RAN #69




14.09. - 17.09.2015
TBC, USA









TSG RAN WG2 #91bis


05.10. - 09.10.2015
Malmö, Sweden









TSG RAN WG2 #92



16.11. - 20.11.2015
TBC, USA









TSG RAN #70




07.12. - 10.12.2015
Sitges, Spain

Statistics/Executive Summary
TSG RAN WG2 #89bis was held in Bratislava, Slovakia hosted by the European Friends of 3GPP. This RAN WG2 meeting had 2 parallel sessions: UMTS session (see agenda items 8-11; Mon - Thu) and LTE Breakout session (UP matter: see AI 6.1.2, 6.2.1.2, 6.2.3.2, 6.2.9.2 on Mon and AI 7.9, 7.2.2.2 on Thu in Annex G, ProSe matter: see AI 7.5 on Wed in Annex H). All other topics were treated in the parallel main session.
· 174 participants (registered before the meeting: 192 participants).
· 761 Tdocs allocated with 750 available contributions.

· 31 incoming liaison statements (1 on UTRA, 24 on LTE; and 6 on joint aspects): 31 of them were treated and noted.
· 12 outgoing liaison statements (4 on UTRA, 8 on LTE; and 0 on joint aspects), 1 of them agreed by email.

· 11 email discussions scheduled after RAN2 #89bis, see Annex F.
· A mong 164 change requests (CRs) in total: 44 CRs (3 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx specs, 41 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 0 CRs for joint 37.xxx specs) were agreed in principle (0 of the 0 implicitly). They will be (re)submitted to RAN2 #90 for final agreement.
· REL-13 SI: Study on Licensed-Assisted Access using LTE (AI 7.1):
RAN2 TP for TR 36.889 v0.1.0 capturing RAN2 agreements and other text proposal on PCI confusion and impact on Async UL HARQ was agreed in R2-151740 and outgoing LS to RAN1 including RAN2 agreed TP was agreed in R2-151741 after email discussion [89bis#00][LTE/LAA].

· REL-13 WI: CA enhancements (AI 7.2):
RAN2 made agreements on activation of PUCCH SCell and Running stage-2 CR was technically endorsed in R2-151739.

· REL-13 SI: Single-Cell point-to-multipoint transmission (AI 7.3):
TR 36.890 v0.2.0 for SC-PTM capturing RAN2 agreements agreed in R2-151788 after email discussion [89bis#01][LTE/SC-PTM].

· REL-13 WI: Further LTE Physical Layer Enhancements for MTC (AI 7.4):
RAN2 focused on SIB & paging and running stage-2 CR capturing all agreements was endorsed in R2-151742 after email discussion [89bis#02][LTE/MTCe2]. 
· REL-13 WI: ProSe enhancements (AI 7.5):
Various options on UE-to-NW Relay, Transport option for PS discovery and Inter carrier/PLMN discovery discussed and outgoing LS to SA2/6 on ProSe prioities was agreed in R2-151789 after email discussion [89bis#10][LTE/ProSe]. 

· REL-13 WI: LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration (AI 7.6):
Running stage-2 CR capturing agreements on architecture aspects and others was endorsed in R2-151719.

· REL-13 WI: Multicarrier Load Distribution in LTE (AI 7.7):
RAN2 made agreements on senarios and requirements for Idle mode load balancing.

· REL-13 SI: Further MDT enhancements (AI 7.8):
Skeleton TR 36.880 v0.1.0 was agreed in R2-151779. TR v0.1.1 will be provided including the agreements of the meeting until next meeting.

· REL-13 WI: Dual Connectivity Enhancemnets (AI 7.9):
RAN2 made agreements on overall U-plan aspects of UL bearer split.

· REL-13 SI: Study on Downlink Enhancements for UMTS (AI 11.1):
RAN2 made agreements on RRC configuration signalling enhancements and Seamless URA_PCH transition to CELL_FACH. Also, TR 25.706 v1.1.0 was agreed in R2-151728.
· REL-13 SI: Study on Small data transmission enhancements for UMTS (AI 11.2):
RAN2 TP for TR 25.705 capturing RAN2 agreements was agreed in R2-151134 and outgoing LS to RAN1 including RAN2 agreed TP was agreed in R2-151733.

· REL-13 WI: Support of EVS over UTRAN CS (AI 11.3):
LS to SA4 on RAN2 EVS over UTRAN recommendations was agreed in R2-151734.

· REL-13 SI: Study on Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression for UMTS (AI 11.4):
RAN1 progress for Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression for UMTS was noted.

· REL-13 WI: Multiflow Enhancements for UTRA (AI 11.5):
General considerations on the Multiflow 3F-4C configuration and specification impact analysis were discussed. Also, LS to RAN1 and RAN3 on RAN2 multiflow 3F-4C agreements was agreed in R2-151736.

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 Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) opened the meeting RAN WG2 #89bis on Monday morning 20.04.2015 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host, the European Friends of 3GPP, Mr. David Lecompte (Huawei) welcomed the delegates to Bratislava, Sloovakia and explained organisational issues.

RAN WG2 meeting rooms in the Crown Plaza Bratislava Hotel:

Main RAN2 room:



London room 1+2+3 (-1st Floor),



planned for 210 chairs, Mon-Fri

RAN2 LTE ad hoc room:

Rome room (-1st Floor),






planned for 100 participants, Mon - Thu
RAN2 UMTS ad hoc room:

Berlin room (-1st Floor),




planned for 35 participants, Mon - Thu
1.1
Call for IPR

Henning Wiemann (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 3GPP.

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


NOTE:
IPRs may be declared to the Director-General or Chairman of the SDO, but not to the RAN WG2 Chairmen.

1.2
Network usage conditions
The PCG has laid down the following network usage conditions that were shortly presented by the RAN2 chairman:
	1. Users shall not use the network to engage in illegal activities. This includes activities such as copyright violation, hacking, espionage or any other activity that may be prohibited by local laws.

2. Users shall not engage in non-work related activities that consume excessive bandwidth or cause significant degradation of the performance of the network.

Since the network is a shared resource, users should exercise some basic etiquette when using the 3GPP network at a meeting. It is understood that high bandwidth applications such as downloading large files or video streaming might be required for business purposes, but delegates should be strongly discouraged in performing these activities for personal use. Downloading a movie or doing something in an interactive environment for personal use essentially wastes bandwidth that others need to make the meeting effective. The meeting chairman should remind end users that the network is a shared resource; the more one user grabs, the less there is for another. Email and its attachments already take up significant bandwidth (certain email programs are not very bandwidth efficient). In case of need the chair can ask the delegates to restrict IT usage to things that are essential for the meeting itself.
1.
DON’T place your WiFi device in ad-hoc mode
2.
DON’T set up a personal hotspot in the meeting room
3.
DO try 802.11a if your WiFi device supports it
4.
DON’T manually allocate an IP address
5.
DON’T be a bandwidth hog by streaming video, playing online games, or downloading huge files
6.
DON’T use packet probing software which clogs the local network (e.g., packet sniffers or port scanners)


1.3
Other
The PCG has laid down the following conditions that were shortly presented by the RAN2 chairman:
	In accordance with the Working Procedures it is reaffirmed that: 


(i) compliance with all applicable antitrust and competition laws is required; 

(ii) timely submissions of work items in advance of TSG or WG meetings are important to allow for full and fair consideration of such matters; and 

(iii) the chairman will conduct the meeting with strict impartiality and in the interests of 3GPP


Note on (i): In case of question please contact your legal counsel.

Note on (ii): WIDs don’t need to be submitted to the RAN2 meeting and will typically not be discussed here either.

2
General

RAN WG2 chairman: THANK YOU to companies that request TDoc numbers and submit contributions early before deadline (really appreciated). Will start to refrain from treating late documents.
2.1
Approval of the agenda

R2-151001
Proposed agenda for RAN2 #89bis, Bratislava, Slovakia, 20.4.-24.4.2015; Ericsson (RAN2 chairman); Agenda; 

-
LG notes that the WI on ACDC was actually approved (agenda item 5) but decided not to be treated.

=>
Approved
Time-schedule is only indicative (i.e. topics might move forward/backward!):

	Schedule
	Main room
	LTE Breakout room
	UMTS room

	Mon 09:00 -> 10:30
	[2],[3],[4] 
	
	

	14:00 ->
	[6.1.1] LTE Rel-8/9/10/11 CP

[6.2] LTE Rel-12

	[6.1.2] LTE Rel-8/9/10/11 UP

[6.2.1.2] DC UP
[6.2.3.2] ProSe UP
[6.2.9.2] Other UP
	[8] UMTS Rel-8/9/10

[9] UMTS Rel-11
[10] Rel-12

	
	
	
	

	Tue 08:30 -> 
	[6.2] LTE Rel-12
[7.1] LAA
	
	[11.1] DL enh. 
[11.5] Multiflow

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Wed 08:30 -> 


	“Aggregation Day”

[7.2] CA Enhancements

[7.6] LTE+WiFi

[7.1] LAA
	[7.5] ProSe Enh.
	[11.2] Small data enh. 

[11.3] EVS over UTRAN CS 
[11.4] NAICS

	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	

	Thu 8:30 ->
	[7.7] IDLE mode balancing

[7.3] SC-PTM
	[7.9] DC Enh. UP Stage-3

[7.2.2.2] CA Enh UP Stage-3
	[11.4] NAICS 
Comebacks

	14:30
	[7.8] MDT Enhancements

[7.4] MTC Low Cost
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Fri 8:30 -> 
until 17:00
	Left-overs, Comebacks including Joint LTE/UMTS
	
	


Chairing of UTMS Sessions

In this meeting not all UMTS sessions will be chaired by the UMTS Vice Chairman. Instead, the following delegates volunteered to chair UMTS sessions as follows:

Francesco Pica (Qualcomm): “Study on Small data transmission enhancements for UMTS”

Mark Curran (Ericsson): “Support of EVS over UTRAN CS” and “Study on Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression for UMTS”

Breaks

Morning coffee: 

10:30 to 11:00

Lunch: 


13:00 to 14:30
Afternoon coffee:
16:30 to 17:00 

2.2
Approval of the report of the previous meeting
R2-151002
Draft report of RAN2 RAN2 #89, Athens, Greece, 9.2-13.2.15; ETSI MCC; Report; 

R2-151050
Draft report of RAN2 RAN2 #89, Athens, Greece, 9.2-13.2.15; ETSI MCC; Report;
=>
Approved in R2-151051
2.3
Reporting from other meetings

RAN-67

Rel-12

Rel-12 Closure
The RAN2 agreed Rel-12 CRs were approved and the Rel-12 ASN.1 was formally frozen for LTE and UMTS.

New categories

RAN agreed to introduce two new DL categories (750-800Mbps and 1 Gbps) in Rel-12. RAN1 will start the discussion in April and RAN2 is expected to provide CRs to RAN-68 (June). 

Rel-13

As discussed during the previous RAN and RAN2 meetings, the RAN2 time budget was increased by one additional meeting day (4 TUs) in the LTE break-out room. 

Way-forward on approval of new RAN2-related WI/SI was endorsed in RP-150480 and corresponding WI/SI were approved accordingly afterwards. 

5G

RAN discussed a tentative timeline for 5G and decided to have a 5G Workshop in the week of RAN-69 (September). See presentation by RAN chairman in RP-150483. 
RAN Leadership Elections

The RAN leadership (chairman and VCs) was re-elected by acclamation.
2.4
Others

Rapporteur changes

Spec


former rapporteur


proposed new rapporteur

Isolated impact analysis

Note that an isolated impact analysis is required for Rel-8 to Rel-12 CRs from Q2 2015 onwards.
Only corrections where there is a proven problem are allowed for frozen releases (Rel-8 to Rel-12).

RAN2 WG compendium

Latest version can always be found at ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ran/WG2_RL2/Org/RAN2_Compendium/ 

R2-151003
3GPP TSG RAN WG2 compendium v27.0 (status after RAN #67); ETSI Secretariat; Info; 
Time Budget

The time budget endorsed at RAN-67 is available in RP-150518.
3
Incoming liaisons

Note: LSs are moved to the respective agenda items if any.

3.1
Joint UMTS/LTE relevance
TEI12
R2-151016
Reply LS to R2-145394 on new RSRQ definition (R4-151103; contact: Huawei); RAN4; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-12; TEI12; 

=>
Noted
Other

Energy Efficiency
R2-151004
LS on Update on the liaison to 3GPP on Cooperation for Energy Efficiency Measurements (EE(15) 000003r1; contact: Alcatel-Lucent); ETSI TC EE; LSin; to: RAN2; 

=>
Noted
GROUPE
R2-151020
LS on MBMS for Message delivery to Group of devices (S2-150421; contact: LGE); SA2; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-13; GROUPE; 

-
Huawei thinks that we probably do not need to provide feedback. LG thinks that like GERAN we should provide a short response. Intel would support sending a response indicating the limited applicability of MBMS in UMTS which exists but is not used widely. Chairman thinks that all that matters is what is in the specifications. Vodafone thinks that GERAN answered that it is not used in GERAN and Vodafone agrees that all which matters is whether it is in the specifications. Ericsson thinks the LS states that it is the basis for their work and they know what it in the specifications today. So, we don’t need to send any general information. MediaTek expects that LTE MBMS will be used but agrees that UMTS MBMS is not widely implemented. 

-
LG would like to reply that in Rel-13 the low complexity UEs will not support MBMS. SA2 might not yet know this. Intel agrees that the implications of the new UE categories could be notified towards SA2. 

=>
See draft reply LS in AI13 

=>
LS is noted (no response)

R2-151005
Reply LS to S2-150421 = R2-151020 on MBMS for Message delivery to Group of devices (GP-150313; contact: Qualcomm); GRAN; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-13; GROUPE; 

=>
Noted
UPCON
R2-151018
LS on Consequence of RAN WI prioritisation for UPCON work in SA2 (RP-15; contact: NEC); RAN; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-13; FS_UPCON; 

=>
Noted

DRX Enhancements

R2-151028
LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX; (S2-151430, contact: Qualcomm); SA2; LSin; To: RAN2; Rel-13; FS_eDRX
-
Related to RAN2 “Study on Small data transmission enhancements for UMTS” (UMTS, FS_UTRA_SDATA) and “RAN enhancements for extended DRX in LTE” (LTE, starting from May 2015)

=>
Noted. RAN2 may reply individually for UMTS and LTE from the respective sessions. 


3.2
LTE relevance
Rel-12 Feature List
R2-151010
LS on LTE Rel-12 UE feature list about RAN1 responsible features (R1-150947; contact: NTT DOCOMO); RAN1; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-12; 

=>
Noted
R2-151015
LS on LTE Rel-12 UE feature list about RAN4 responsible features (R4-151044; contact: NTT DOCOMO); RAN4; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-12; TEI12; 
=>
Noted
TEI13
R2-151012
Response LS to S2-150698 = R2-150027 on Paging Optimization (R3-150461; contact: Alcatel-Lucent); RAN3; LSin; cc: RAN2; REL-13; TEI13; 

=>
Noted

ACDC

R2-151029
Reply LS to C1-150887 = R2-150032 on ACDC requirements (S1-151622; contact: LGE)
SA1
=>
Noted

FS_IOPS_St2
R2-151027
LS on proposed method of restricting access to IOPS cells (S2-151423; contact: General Dynamics)
SA2
-
Ericsson thinks that we need to study this in detail before being able to send a response. ALU also thinks we need time to discuss this. 

=>
Reply LS is postponed. Interested companies may provide input to the next meeting from which we will attempt to send a reply LS. 

In addition, the following LSin:

-
R2-151007, R2-151008 and R2-151009 are treated under AI 7.4.1(LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core)

-
R2-151011, is treated under AI 7.5.1 (LTE_eD2D_Prox-Core)
-
R2-151013, R2-151014 and R2-151032 are treated under AI 6.1.1 

-
R2-151017, R2-151019, R2-151021, R2-151022, R2-151023 and R2-151025 are treated under AI 6.2.3.1 (LTE_D2D_Prox-Core)

-
R2-151024 is treated under AI 7.3.1 (MBMS_enh)
-
R2-151031 is treated under AI 6.2.1.1 (LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core)

-
R2-151033 is treated under AI 6.2.9.1 (TEI12)
3.3
UMTS relevance
The Following LS:

-
R2-151006 is treated under AI 11.1 (FS_UTRA_EDL)
4
Joint UMTS/LTE: Rel-12 and earlier releases

Contributions submitted under this agenda item will be handled in a joint UMTS/LTE session.

4.1
Joint UMTS/LTE: Rel-11 and earlier releases

(SIMTC-RAN_OC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-111373)

(eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-121204)

(SONenh2_LTE_UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-120314)

(rSRVCC-GERAN, leading WG: GERAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Nov.13, WID: GP-111290)

Including corrections to joint LTE+UMTS TEI functionality in Rel-8 to 11. E.g. “Multiple Frequency Bands per Cell”, …
No contributions received
4.2
Joint Rel-12 WIs/SIs

Input to any other Rel-12 Joint UMTS/LTE WIs/SIs not explicitly listed above. 

(EHNB_enh3-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-12, started: Sep.12, closed: Dec 13, WID: RP-130741)

(MTCe_RAN-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Sep.14, WID: RP-132053)

(UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Sep.14, WID: RP-132101)

(LTE_UTRA_IncMon-Core, leading: RAN4, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Dec. 14, WID: RP-132061)
Including corrections to TEI12 enhancements introduced in Rel-12 (e.g. extended RSRQ value range)

WLAN Interworking

R2-151186
Clarification regarding RAN rules implementation; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core; 

-
Ericsson does not think this is needed since our specifications are in general just a model. Huawei agrees with Ericsson that all these interactions are up to UE implementation and therefore there is no need to express that here explicitly. Intel thinks that ProSe there was a similar case and there a note was added that interworking with higher layers is up to UE implementation. Broadcom agrees with Ericsson and Huawei that we don’t need such a note. MediaTek thinks that the addition would cause confusion and is not needed. Sony supports Intel’s in attention but agrees that the wording is misleading. 

=>
Noted. No clarification needed. 
R2-151188
Clarification regarding RAN rules implementation; Intel Corporation; CR; 36.300; D; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core; 

=>
Not agreed
R2-151189
UE behavior in idle mode when using 3GPP/WLAN interworking RAN rules; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core; 

-
MediaTek is not convinced that the switching would happen in practice. Once the rules are met the UE would choose WLAN and then stay there. Secondly, MediaTek thinks that it would impact RAN2 specifications. Broadcom does not think that any RAN2 action needs to be taken. Intel agrees that the solution could be implemented also in other specifications but it is our RAN2-led WI. Intel would also be fine to send an LS to SA2 and CT1. Ericsson thinks that the intention was that the UE connects to WLAN as soon as the rules as fulfilled. This would avoid the connection delay when the first packet comes. QC agrees that nothing might be needed but would be fine to send an LS to SA2 if others want to. MediaTek thinks that nothing is really broken. Huawei also thinks that we discussed it before and concluded that we want to avoid the delay as Ericsson pointed out. Therefore we should not trigger further changes and don’t need to send an LS. Vodafone agrees with Huawei and Ericsson and would prefer to keep the specifications and functionality as it is now. IDT thinks we discussed the procedures a lot and we should not re-open it. Intel thinks that that there is an issue and that we should inform SA2. Broadcom thinks that we don’t have a problem right now. DT also agrees that we don’t need to re-open this. 

=>
Noted. Most companies don’t see a need to change behaviour. 
R2-151190
RAN-assisted WLAN interworking thresholds handling when UE enters Idle mode from CELL_DCH; Intel Corporation; Disc; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core; 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that this is not the first time in UMTS where which effects may appear but we usually did not address such ambiguities. Nokia Networks wonders whether typical parameter usage would lead to massive problems. Nokia Networks does not think so. Ericsson thinks that the timers will prevent a ping pong. Intel thinks that this could only happen when T330 is not configured. Huawei thinks that the network should configure the timer T330 when the UE stayed in CONNECTED while the broadcast parameters changed. Huawei thinks we can leave this for network implementation. Broadcom thinks that there are other more likely cases where the stored information is no longer applicable. 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that the case where different UEs apply different System Information is nothing unusual anyway. 

=>
Noted. So far no need for any change is identified. 
R2-151409
Correction on handling of wlan-OffloadConfigDedicated upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED; HTC; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core; 

-
Huawei tends to agree that the UE should release the parameters when going to another RAT. 

-
Huawei thinks that the second change is not needed. Ericsson agrees that the handling of broadcast parameters is captured elsewhere. Huawei agrees. Huawei thinks we should accept the first and last change only. QC agrees. Samsung thinks that also the second change is good since it aligns with T350 expiry. Ericsson agrees that the second change captures the agreed behaviour but does not think it is essential to change. Chairman thinks that maybe we can clarify it given we touch the section anyway. 

=>
The CR is in principle agreed in R2-151688
R2-151437
WLAN offload rules for UEs in high and medium mobility state; Sony; Disc; REL-12; UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core ; 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that the WI is closed and these look like improvements and not like essential corrections. Huawei tends to agree with Nokia Networks. Intel generally agrees to the observed problem and would be happy to discuss it before deciding in which release we correct it. Intel thinks that the problem would mainly occur in IDLE mode.

-
Nokia Networks points out that we discussed this issue and the proposed solutions and concluded not to agree those in Rel-12. Therefore, there is no need to come back now. IDT agrees with Nokia Networks that such enhancements could possibly be considered in Rel-13.

=>
Noted. 
IncMon

R2-151332
Extension of Frequency Priorities due to IncMon; Nokia Networks; Disc; REL-12; LTE_UTRA_IncMon-Core; 

-
QC thinks this is an optimization rather than an essential correction. QC also wonders whether there is really a benefit of having so many different priority levels. Intel agrees with QC but thinks we should first wait for the IDLE Mode Load balancing WI in Rel-13. Huawei also agrees that we could discuss the issue in Rel-13. Huawei points out that it was discussed in the context of IncMon and explicitly agreed not to extend the list. CMCC would support this enhancement in Rel-12. Samsung points out that Rel-12 is frozen and thinks we should not do such a change anymore. DT thinks that in a network sharing scenario it could be interesting to have more priority levels but thinks that for the time being it is OK and we can discuss further in Rel-13. 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that it is a consequence of IncMon and would prefer having this in Rel-12. Ericsson wonders whether there is any real problem if a few LTE carriers have the same priority. Nokia Networks explains that then the UE has to select the best cell on one of the equal priority carriers and is not required to search for cells on another equal priority carrier. MediaTek likes the proposal but would also like to discuss it in the scope of the IDLE mode load balancing. ZTE agrees. 

=>
Noted. Should be discussed in the scope of the IDLE mode load balancing WI (Rel-13)
RSRQ

R2-151154
Extended RSRQ range support; Nokia Networks; Disc; REL-12; TEI12; 

-
Huawei points out that we agreed that we agreed that a UE not supporting measurements on all Symbols should not be expected to support the upper extension of the value range. Therefore, we agreed to the current capability bits. Huawei and Intel think that Alternative 1 shown in Nokia Network’s paper is the correct interpretation. Intel thinks that there is no way to misinterpret the current specification and does not see a need for any changes. 

-
Chairman wonders whether a UE not configured to measure on all symbols (Rel-12) could ever report a RSRQ value above -3dB. QC thinks this could happen if this is configured via feICIC to measure on all symbol. QC and Huawei think that in this case the UE should report the value above -3dB if it supports if it is able to. Ericsson thinks if we stick to Alternative 1, the UE is not allowed to report the upper range unless configures the Rel-12 feature. 

=>
CB: [LTE/RSRQ] Discuss further offline whether a UE not configured with the Rel-12 feature of “measuring on all symbols” is allowed to report any RSRQ value above -3 dB (if e.g. obtained in feICIC). (Nokia Networks)

-
Nokia Network suggests a CR to clarify this.

R2-151155
Clarification on extended RSRQ range support; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; TEI12; 
Withdrawn
R2-151783
Clarification on extended RSRQ range support; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; TEI12;

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-151608
Clarification to the setting of RSRQ on all symbols; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; REL-12; TEI12; 

-
Intel would like to capture it differently and avoid the notes. Huawei thinks that it was done the same way in LTE.

=>
CB: [LTE/RSRQ] Discuss offline how to best capture the network restrictions on “RSRQ on all symbols” in UMTS. (Huawei)

R2-151776
Clarification to the setting of RSRQ on all symbols; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 25.331; F; REL-12; TEI12;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
5
Joint UMTS/LTE: Rel-13

No approved joint Rel-13 WIs

6
LTE: Rel-12 and earlier releases

6.1
LTE: Rel-11 and earlier

Corrections and Changes to functionality introduced in Rel-8, 9, 10 and 11!

(LTE-L23, leading WG: RAN2, REL-8, started: Sep. 06, closed: Dec. 08, WID: RP-080747)

(LTE_CA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100661)

(LTE_UL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100959)

(LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec.09, closed: March 11, WID: RP-100196)

(LTE_Relay-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-110911)

(MBMS_LTE_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: June 10, closed: March 11, WID: RP-101244)

(MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-10, started: Dec. 09, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100360)

(eICIC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-100383)

(SONenh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-10, started: March 10, closed: June 11, WID: RP-101004)

(LTE_CA_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Mar.13, WID: RP-121999)

(MBMS_LTE_SC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: June 10, closed: Sep.12, WID: RP-120258)

(LTE_eDDA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-120256)

(LCS_LTE-NBPS-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 09, closed: June. 13, WID: RP-131259)

(eICIC_enh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120860)

(SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-111355)

(COMP_LTE_DL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111365)

(COMP_LTE_UL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111365)

(LTE_TDD_add_subframe, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: March 12; closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-120384)

(FS_HetNet_eMOB_LTE, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-110709)

(LTE_enh_dl_ctrl-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec. 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120871)

6.1.1
Control Plane and Common
Including output of [89#20][LTE-L23] SIB acquisition failure (Ericsson)
Including output of [89#21][LTE/CA] Capability signalling for contiguous CA (Ericsson)
Including output of [89#23][LTE/CA] Capability signalling for UL CA (Nokia Networks)
SIB Reception Failure

R2-151368
Email Discussion Report: SIB acquisition failure
; Ericsson; Report; result of email discussion [89#20][LTE-L23]; REL-10; TEI10; revised in R2-151677
R2-151677
"Email Discussion Report: SIB acquisition failure
"
Ericsson
Report

revision of R2-151368
=> Noted
Recommendation (from email report): 

1. Modify the existing specification text, such that the 300s cell baring is not a required UE behaviour at SIB acquisition failure. Exact specification text is FFS.

2. Further study how to modify existing specification text.

3. The solution proposal to change the specification text “…consider the cell as barred” to “consider the cell as not suitable” should be one candidate solution in this work.
R2-151334
Resolving the issue on SI reception failure; Nokia Networks; Disc; REL-8; LTE-L23; 

-


Discussion

-
Panasonic thinks that the problem occurs primarily when the UE can see the cell (PSS/SSS) but SIB is not encoded sufficiently strong. Therefore Panasonic thinks it is mainly a configuration issue. MediaTek thinks that in areas of not so good coverage operators want to set the suitability thresholds somewhat aggressively and then SIB might sometimes not be received. Ericsson agrees that network planning helps to some extent but there could be cases where the balance between PSS/SSS and SIB cannot be set perfectly. 

-
QC thinks a UE might first detect a cell based on PSS/SSS but try to decode SIB only a couple of seconds afterwards. In which cases, SIB might fail. 

-
QC thinks that there is no risk that a UE could consider itself camping on a cell before having successfully obtained SIB. Nokia Networks thinks that the UE might continuously try to select to another call on another carrier and will there fail to receive SIB and then returns to the lower priority carrier. QC thinks that reception on the current (lower priority) carrier is not interrupted by trying to decode MIB/SIB on another layer. 

-
MediaTek thinks that a UE could, by implementation, avoid this case by continuously to acquire MIB/SIB rather than considering the cell to be barred. MediaTek suggests changing the current specification to “may” since the UE behaviour is anyway not properly specified. 

-
Panasonic thinks that if we just remove the current description completely it may drain UE’s battery. QC thinks that UE vendors will anyway take care of the battery consumption by proper implementation. 

-
Samsung agrees that the UE implementation can solve the problem. Samsung would prefer to remove the current text. MediaTek thinks we should clarify that the UE shall not consider the cell barred for more than 300 seconds. 

-
Intel thinks that there might be cells that do not transmit any SIB1 (e.g. only used as Secondary Carrier) and then the UE should be allowed to bar the cell for up to 300s. 

=>
CB: [LTE/SIB] Discuss whether it is possible to change the “shall” to “may” and add an informative note to explain the intended/desired UE behaviour. Make clear that if the UE fails to decode valid system information it may consider the cell barred for up to 300s.  (Ericsson)

-
Ericsson reports that there is consensus that the respective section should be updated. Just changing the “shall” to “may” might not be too easy. The actual CR should be discussed further offline. 

=>
RAN2 intends to clarify the requirements on barring a cell upon SIB read failure. The details are FFS. 

ASN.1
R2-151466
One-shot configurations and Need OP; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; REL-12; TEI12; 

-
Samsung thinks that the procedural description for OP fields usually clarifies what the UE shall do when the field is not at all configured. But usually we did not describe what to do if a value is no longer configured, i.e., whether the UE keeps or releases. ALU thinks that it is clear from the procedural since it says what the UE has to do if a value is configured which implies the case where a value is no longer configured. 

=>
RAN2 confirms that Need ON and OP can be used for fields that are stored by the UE for subsequent use while other fields are only used during the execution of the procedure resulting from the received message and not stored after completion of the procedure.  This is in line with ON and OP definition.  And Need ON and OP are used quite extensively today for fields where the UE does not store the received value.  

=>
RAN2 confirms that use of Need OP for all non-stored configurations should be avoided.
MBMS

R2-151013
Reply LS to R2-144668 on allowing PMCH without sessions (R3-150468; contact: Qualcomm); RAN3; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-11; TEI11; 
[Moved from 3.2 to 6.1.1]

=>
Noted
R2-151122
Clarification regarding PMCH without sessions; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; MBMS_LTE_enh-Core; 

=>
RAN2 confirms that for all PMCH that E-UTRAN configures the list of sessions is non-empty. Only if just one PMCH is configured it may have no sessions. 

-
Huawei wonders if there has to be an MCCH if there is no session. 

-
LG thinks that the counting request message could be included in the MCCH even if no session is currently ongoing. 

=>
CB: [LTE/MBMS] Can discuss further offline about Clarification regarding PMCH without sessions. (Samsung)

R2-151780
Clarification regarding no MBMS sessions ongoing; Samsung; Disc; REL-11; MBMS_LTE_enh-Core;
	Agreements
•
For each MBSFN area configured in SIB13, the network signals the MBSFNAreaConfiguration message. 

•
In the MBSFNAreaConfiguration message, E-UTRAN does not include any PMCH with an empty list of ongoing sessions

•
In the MBSFNAreaConfiguration message, E-UTRAN always sets the subframe allocation to cover sub-frames used by MCCH (i.e. also when no sessions are ongoing)




-
Samsung will provide a corresponding CR to the next meeting. 

Carrier Aggregation

Capabilities for intra-band CA
R2-151369
Email Discussion Report: Capability signalling for contiguous CA; Ericsson; Report; result of email discussion [89#21][LTE/CA]; REL-12; TEI12; 

-
QC thinks we should at least conclude that we will introduce a solution. Intel agrees with QC that most companies agreed to have a solution. Intel thinks that there should be a possibility to indicate the supported number of MIMO layers per carrier. Ericsson is fine to discuss and agree first whether anything needs to be done. 

=>
RAN2 aims to introduce a solution allowing UEs to indicate with finer granularity their capabilities for intra-band CA. 

-
QC agrees that solution 1 might not be agreeable and would therefore support a modified version of solution 2. It could be an unordered list of capabilities per carrier in a intra-band band combination. Ericsson was hoping that there was anyway a common processing pool which would have allowed for the original solution 2. Nvidia thinks that Solution 2 has limitations since the complexity for MIMO does not scale linearly with the number of layers. DCM wonders whether the modified solution 2 would still be feasible and desirable for up to 32 carriers. Samsung would also prefer the modified solution 2 proposed by QC.  

-
QC thinks we could restrict solution 2 so that the UE shall not provide multiple lists with different parameter permutations or multiple band combinations with different permutations. Huawei shares Ericsson’s view and believes that the original solution 2 would offer enough flexibility without bearing the risk of too much signalling. 

=>
CB [LTE/CA]: Can discuss further offline about “Capability signalling for contiguous CA” (Ericsson)

-
Ericsson explains that there was not much offline discussion. There is a new proposal in R2-151690 but Ericsson would recommend to discuss this further until next meeting. 

-
QC thinks that both solutions on the table bear the risk that the UE might provide multiple instances of an intra-band band combination in order to indicate different capabilities or capability combinations. Intel agrees with QC and would like to have an email discussion on this CR. Ericsson would like to limit the UE flexibility in order to ensure reasonable sizes of the capability container as we discussed in the context of feCA (B5C). This discussion seems to go into the opposite direction. QC agrees that we need to think about capability reduction. NVidia would also appreciate such an email discussion. Nokia Networks thinks we would not only discuss this CR but a solution in general. 

· [LTE/CA] Capability signalling for contiguous CA (Intel)
-
Focus on the two solutions discussed so far. 
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report and CR to RAN2-90

R2-151690
Additional MIMO/CSI capability for intra-band contiguous CA
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung
CR
36.331
[Late]
=> revised in R2-151781
R2-151781
Additional MIMO/CSI capability for intra-band contiguous CA
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, Samsung, NVIDIA
CR
36.331


F
Revision of R2-151690; Related to email discussion [89#21]
REL-12
TEI12
=> Not treated
UL CA Capabilities

R2-151073
Email Discussion Report on Capability signalling for UL CA [89#23][LTE/CA]; Nokia Networks; Report; result of email discussion [89#23][LTE/CA]; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core; 

-
Chairman wonders why we now want to eliminate this overhead-saving signalling. It is also a non-backwards compatible change, i.e., we cannot require legacy UEs to support it. So, networks probably anyway need to be prepared to receive lists with more than one entry. 

R2-151432
Restriction to CA capability signalling; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; C; REL-11; LTE-CA-core; 

-
Chairman thinks that “If the network is implemented according to the CR and the UE is not” the NW will not utilize configurations actually supported by the UE. Nokia Networks agrees that this needs to be corrected. 

-
QC thinks that we should also change it from Rel-10 if we decide to change. Otherwise, networks certainly need to support the only behaviour for Rel-10. 

-
Chairman still believes that this is a non-necessary non-backwards compatible change. 

=>
CB: [LTE/CA] Discuss further whether we really want to do a non-essential, non-backwards compatible change. (Nokia Networks)

-
Nokia Networks reports that still several supporting companies. Supporting companies would prefer to change this from Rel-10 and companies that in practice there will not be any UE diverging from what this CR requires. Nokia Networks thinks that the DL aspect would need further checking. Nokia Networks would be fine to discuss the CRs until next meeting. Nokia Networks would suggest that we agree on the principle for the UL. Samsung wonders what we really want to achieve with this CR. Nokia Networks thinks that companies agreed that this is a flexibility which is not possible. Nokia Networks thinks it makes the handling of capabilities on the NW side easier. Samsung agrees with the chairman that there is very little motivation while the CR would remove a possible overhead reduction. Secondly the CR is not backwards compatible. 

=>
Postponed

R2-151433
Restriction to CA capability signalling; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; A; REL-12; LTE-CA-core; 

=> Not treated
Fall-Back configurations

R2-151014
Response LS to R2-144678 on DL fallback modes (R4-151043; contact: Ericsson); RAN4; LSin; to: RAN2; REL-12; 
 [Moved from 3.2 to 6.1.1]

=>
Noted
R2-151372
UE support of CA fallback configurations; Ericsson; CR; 36.306; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-core, TEI10; 

-
Chairman thinks that we should maybe clarify on the cover page that even an eNB implemented according to this change should still verify that the UE supports all fallback combinations based on the signalled capabilities. 

=>
Clarify cover page

=>
Try to improve wording of the actual change

=>
Change WI code to “LTE_CA-Core”
=>
CB:  [LTE/CA] An updated CR on “CA fallback configurations” may be provided in R2-151692  (Ericsson)

R2-151692
UE support of CA fallback configurations; Ericsson; CR; 36.306; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-core, TEI10; 

-
Intel is not sure whether the UE really has to support all capabilities also for the fallback configuration. Nokia Networks assumes that it would apply to all capabilities. Ericsson points out that when we started discussing it in RAN2 the group thought that it was rather obvious how it would work and that all capabilities would be supported by the fallback configuration. Intel would only like to list particular capabilities. Huawei thinks that we should have a general statement applicable to all capabilities. 

	Agreements
1
The UE shall indicate support of CA band combinations, such that release of any SCell from a configuration of serving cells results in a new configuration of serving cell(s) supported by the UE, except for release of an SCell from a contiguous CA band configuration that results in a non-contiguous CA band configuration. I.e., the UE shall support release of an SCell without requiring reconfiguration of the parameters of the remaining serving cells



-
After offline discussion Ericsson reports that the first sentence in the CR as captured in the agreement already implies that the UE shall have the same capabilities in the fallback configuration. Ericsson will provide a corresponding CR to the next meeting. 

=> Postponed
R2-151376
UE support of CA fallback configurations; Ericsson; CR; 36.306; A; REL-11; LTE_CA-core, TEI10; 
R2-151381
UE support of CA fallback configurations; Ericsson; CR; 36.306; A; REL-12; LTE_CA-core, TEI10; 

Above two Tdocs postponed
R2-151371
UE support of CA fallback configurations; Ericsson; CR; 36.306; F; REL-10; LTE_CA-core, TEI10; 
[Withdrawn]
MIMO Capabilities

R2-151384
Corrections on MIMO capabilities; Ericsson, Samsung; CR; 36.306; F; result after merge of R2-150107 and R2-150459 ; REL-10; LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core; 

-
Intel would like to write “1, 2 and 4“ and “1, 2, 4 and 8”.

=>
Change to “1, 2 and 4“ and “1, 2, 4 and 8”. 

=>
With this change the Rel-10 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151693
R2-151385
Corrections on MIMO capabilities; Ericsson, Samsung; CR; 36.306; A; REL-11; LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core; 

=>
With this change the Rel-11 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151694
R2-151387
Corrections on MIMO capabilities; Ericsson, Samsung; CR; 36.306; F; REL-12; LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core; 

-
Nokia Networks would suggest to say “1, 2 or 4 layers”. Ericsson points out that a UE shall not only support 1,2, 4 and 8 layers but also the numbers in between. In practice the UE may be served with 3 or 5 MIMO layers. Only the granularity of the capabilities is limited to this granularity. 
=>
Change to “maximum”

=>
Clarify additional correction on cover page

=>
Change to Cat. A

=>
With these changes the Rel-12 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151695
R2-151601
Mandatory present of supportedMIMO-CapabilityDL-r10; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; LTE_CA-Core; 

=>
Add magic sentence to clarify that this is equally applicable for earlier releases

=>
Change to “For category 0 and category 1 UE, absence of the field means that the number of supported layers is 1.”

=>
Update cover page accordingly 

=>
Add “TEI12”

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151696
R2-151032
Reply LS on the absence of supportedMIMO-CapabilityDL-r10 and supportedMIMO-CapabilityUL-r10; RAN1; LSin; to RAN2; Contact: Intel

[Late]
=>
Noted. 

=>
RAN2 agrees with RAN1’s observations but thinks that there is no need for further clarifications in RAN2 specifications. 
Additional Spectrum Emission
R2-151396
Discussion on AdditionalSpectrumEmission; Ericsson; Disc; REL-10; LTE_CA-Core ; 

-
Intel agrees that the specification is not clear which value to use on the UE side. 

-
Intel thinks that Ericsson’s proposal would imply that the additionalSpectrumEmissionSCell would be used on all cells which sounds counter-intuitive. Ericsson agrees but points out that for contiguous UL CA only the additionalSpectrumEmissionSCell is to be used. QC agrees with Ericsson’s proposal that the UE should disregard the legacy field as long as UL CA is configured. But the UE should probably store the legacy field and use it later when CA is de-configured. Ericsson thinks that the UE should use the SIB value upon CA release. 

-
Samsung would prefer Alternative 3. Intel thinks that the table in RAN4 points to the additionalSpectrumEmissionSCell values and those values are different from the values to be used in the legacy field. QC agrees with Intel and thinks that the value in mobilityControlInfo should be the same as in SIB. 

=>
While UL intra-band contiguous CA is configured, the UE applies the value in additionalSpectrumEmissionSCell instead of the value provided in mobilityControlInfo and SIB (in accordance with RAN4 specifications). 

-
Huawei thinks that RAN4 is still discussing other aspects.

-
Chairman suggests sending an LS to RAN4 to ask them about the further restrictions/conditions. Ericsson thinks we could just wait for their input since they are discussing it in this week. 

-
Intel thinks we also need to clarify which value is used when more than 2 UL carriers are configured. 

=>
CB: [LTE/CA] Can discuss offline about Additional Spectrum Emission until end of the week whether we want to send an LS to RAN4. (Ericsson)

-
Ericsson suggests not to send an LS given that RAN4 is anyway discussing it this week. E.g. they discuss the missing code point for “no MPR”. Also the NS values for contiguous CA is being discussed. 

=>
Corresponding CRs addressing the handling of NS value while UL CA is configured and possible RAN4 agreements will be discussed next meeting. 

R2-151398
Correction to additionalSpectrumEmission at handover; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; TEI10, LTE_CA-core ; 

=>
Postponed
R2-151401
Correction to additionalSpectrumEmission at handover; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; A; REL-11; TEI10, LTE_CA-core ; 
=>
Postponed
R2-151402
Correction to additionalSpectrumEmission at handover; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; A; REL-12; TEI10, LTE_CA-core ; 
=>
Postponed
Simultaneous PUCCH and PUSCH transmission

R2-151410
Clarification on configuring simultaneous transmission of PUCCH and PUSCH; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; LTE_CA-Core, TEI12; 

-
Ericsson thinks that a UE supporting the baseband functionality of simultaneous PUCCH-PUSCH shall support simultaneous PUCCH on PCell and PUSCH on an SCell. For this, the network does not need to configure simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH mentioned in the DCM CR. 

=>
Not agreed

=>
May come back if needed after offline discussion
IDC

R2-151546
IDC Enhancements for intermodulation interference to GNSS; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; REL-11; SPIA_IDC_LTE-Core; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Ericsson wonders what eNB could configure in response to this request. QC thinks that the eNB should avoid transmission on the SCell. If, every now and then, there is an additional transmission due to HARQ, that should be OK. Huawei agrees with QC that the eNB could enable such a pattern by restricting the simultaneous UL scheduling. 

-
MediaTek thinks that is a complex solution for this problem. QC thinks it would make the TDM reporting slightly more useful. MediaTek thinks that with such kind of pattern the eNB could also stop using the uplink SCell. 

-
Huawei thinks that if the eNB knows that it needs to protect GNSS, it also knows that it has to ensure this TDM pattern. QC indicates that different GNSS systems have different requirements and positioning on multiple GNSSs might also require more time. 

-
TI thinks that RAN4 agreed that an FDM solution is not sufficient. TI thinks we at least need to inform the NW about the GNSS type. 

Proposal 2: 

-
Ericsson would like to wait for input from RAN4. Ericsson thinks that also based on that feedback we could also consider additional TDM information. 

-
Intel wonders for which release we would consider such additions. 

=>
Postponed until feedback from RAN4 is received. 
CSI Reporting

R2-151602
Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

-
Intel thinks that it is clear from RAN1 specifications. 

-
QC thinks that the change proposed in the CR is OK. 

-
QC explains that this is relevant if the NW wants to receive CQI reports for the (1.4 MHz) PCell and the SCell on the SCell.
R2-151603
CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; REL-10; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

=>
The UE shall ignore cqi-ReportModeAperiodic-r10 configured for the PCell when the transmission bandwidth of the PCell in downlink is 6 resource blocks.
=>
With this change the Rel-10 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151698
R2-151604
CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; A; REL-11; LTE-L23, TEI10; 

=>
With this change the Rel-11 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151699
R2-151605
CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; A; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI10 ; 

=>
With this change the Rel-12 CR is in principle agreed in R2-151755
6.1.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
No contributions received
6.2
LTE: Rel-12

6.2.1
WI: Dual Connectivity for LTE (SCE)

(LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Dec.14, WID: RP-141797)

TR of corresponding SI: 36.842
6.2.1.1
Dual Connectivity – Control Plane and Common
Including output of [89#24][LTE/DC] List of Dual Connectivity procedures for 36.300 (Nokia Networks)
Incoming LSs

R2-151031
LS on clarification on CQI reporting in DC; LSin; RAN1; Contact: Samsung

[Late]

-
QC thinks we should rather just add “within a  CG” to the existing sentence. 

=>
Noted

=>
Samsung should provide a 36.300 CR to the next meeting. 

Stage-2

R2-151065
Email Discussion Report on the List of Dual Connectivity procedures for 36.300 [89#24][LTE/DC]; Nokia Networks; Report; result of email discussion [89#24][LTE/DC]; 

=>
Noted
R2-151066
Addition of DC Operation Overview; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; result of email discussion [89#24][LTE/DC]; 

R2-151697
Addition of DC Operation Overview; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; result of email discussion [89#24][LTE/DC];
-
Samsung thinks that also for row 2 and 4 the left column should mention “Intra-PSCell SCG change”. QC agrees that “SCG” should be added. 

=>
Change row 2 and 4 to “Intra-PSCell SCG Change” and “Intra-SeNB SCG Change”

=>
Change row 6 to “Inter-SeNB SCG Change”

-
Samsung thinks that we should probably have a wider scope of what to capture in this overview. Samsung would prefer a table format as suggested in R2-151166 where e.g. the functional division and the X2 procedures are clarified as well. 

=>
Incorporate change according to proposal 1 of R2-151166
=>
[LTE/DC] An updated CR on “DC Operation Overview” may be provided in R2-151770 (Nokia Networks)

R2-151770
Addition of DC Operation Overview; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; result of email discussion [89#24][LTE/DC];
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-151166
Dual connectivity, stage 2 clarifications; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 6.1.1 to 6.2.1.1]

Proposal 1: 

-
Nokia Networks would have preferred to see a text proposal. Samsung will provide a proposal how to capture it in Stage-2

=>
Try to clarify in normative part as well as in the table introduced by R2-151697. Formulate it positively, i.e., define what can be done rather than what cannot be done. 

=>
Will be merged into R2-151770
Proposal 2

=>
Proposal 2 is not agreed

R2-151064
Dual Connectivity Corrections; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; 
R2-151676
Dual Connectivity Corrections; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; revision of R2-151064;
R2-151756
Dual Connectivity Corrections; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; revision of R2-151676
=>
The CR is in principle agreed
R2-151101
Clean-up corrections for Dual Connectivity; Intel Corporation; CR; 36.300; D; 

=>
This CR has been merged offline into R2-151756
R2-151241
Correction on Dual Connectivity Stage 2; ZTE; CR; 36.300; F; 

=>
This CR has been merged offline into R2-151756
R2-151300
Editorial Corrections to Dual Connectivity in 36.300; ITRI; CR; 36.300  ; F; 

=>
This CR has been merged offline into R2-151756
RRC

R2-151145
Reconfiguration of RLC and SPS; HTC; CR; 36.331; F; revised in R2-151689
R2-151689
Reconfiguration of RLC and SPS; HTC; CR; 36.331; F;
=>
CR is in principle agreed 
R2-151245
Clarification on PDCP reconfiguration; HTC; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Remove the part for reference

=>
Correct “split beaer”

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151771
R2-151267
Clarification on SCG reconfiguration; HTC; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
LG supports this to clarify that there may be two RLC UM entities. 
=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-151373
Correction to SCG change; ASUSTeK; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
LG thinks that the second change is needed to reflect the previously agreed behaviour but the first clarification is not needed. Nokia Network agrees with LG that only the first one is needed. 

=>
A CR covering the second change is in principle agreed in R2-151772
R2-151491
Correction to SCG and split bearer configuration; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-151498
Minor corrections for PSCell configuration in DC; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Remove the brackets around “except for the PSCell”

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151773
R2-151599
Discussion on ROHC for split bearer; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

-
LG thinks that “no compression” means that RoHC is configured but that it does not use compression. Therefore, LG thinks the CR is not correct. Huawei thinks that in ASN.1 we cannot indicate absence of RoHC. It is a mandatory IE. LG thinks the CR is correct, though.

=>
Noted
R2-151600
CR on ROHC for split bearer; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Instead add to the existing field description: “For split bearers E-UTRAN configures only notUsed.

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151774
-
Nokia Networks thinks we should also remove the RoHC from the stage-2 figure. Huawei thinks that there is a RoHC entity but compression is not configured. Therefore, the figure is still correct and also the PDCP specification is correct as is. 
Capabilities

R2-151544
Dual Connectivity L2 buffer size for category combinations with UL64QAM; Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson; CR; 36.306; F; 

=>
The CR is in principle agreed
R2-151350
Discussion on sync properties of DC; CATT; Disc; 

Proposal 1: Discuss if the RRC signalling needs to support different DC sync properties between UL and DL.
-
QC thinks that it does not change the UE behaviour anyway if we would introduce such distinction. Huawei agrees that there is no need for additional RRC signalling to distinguish different sync assumptions for UL and DL. 

-
Huawei thinks that if the network configures a UE supporting sync and async with the power control mode for sync operation but the UE then experiences async signal properties, this should be considered as an error. QC agrees. Secondly, QC thinks that if the UE supports only sync but the actual timing exceeds the limit, it is an error, too. The UE behaviour for these two cases could be clarified in the RAN2 specifications. DCM agrees. Ericsson thinks that RAN4 has not agreed on the requirements in Rel-13 and therefore Ericsson would prefer to clarify this once RAN4 is done… as we just did for CA. QC thinks that RAN1 has already specified the threshold value and we could capture it to that extent in out specification already now. 

-
After offline discussions CATT suggests waiting for some further input from RAN1 or RAN4. 

=>
Postponed

R2-151351
Discussion on sync properties of DC; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; 

=>
Postponed
6.2.1.2
Dual Connectivity – User Plane

Documents in this agenda item might be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
R2-151146
Correction to reordering timer; HTC; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151244
Miscellaneous corrections for DC; HTC; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151256
Clarifications on dual connectivity; Samsung; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151312
UL data path for split bearer; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151316
Data available for transmission in split bearer; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151374
Clarification on deactivation operation; ASUSTeK; CR; 36.321; F; 
6.2.2
WI: Small Cell Enhancements – Physical Layer

(LTE_SC_enh_L1-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Dec.14, WID: RP-132073)

6.2.3
WI: LTE Device to Device Proximity Services - Radio Aspects

(LTE_D2D_Prox-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Mar.14, closed: Mar.15, WID: RP-142043)

RAN1 TR 36.843 on D2D

6.2.3.1
Control Plane and Common
Including output of [89#25][LTE/ProSe] 36.302 CR (Huawei)
Incoming LSs
R2-151017
LS on impact of optional preconfigured parameters for D2D out of Network coverage mode (R4-151170; contact: Sprint); RAN4; LSin; to: RAN2; 

=>
Noted
R2-151019
LS on D2D off network operations (RP-150516; contact: Sprint); RAN; LSin; cc: RAN2; 

=>
Noted
R2-151021
LS on network feature support for ProSe Discovery (C1-151597; contact: Huawei)
CT1
=>
Noted
R2-151022
Reply LS to R2-150695 on PLMN reselection for ProSe (C1-151606; contact: LGE)
CT1
-
LG thinks it would be feasible to provide this information to NAS level. It would probably require a change to 36.304. 

-
Intel suggests to reply that the UE will have a single pre-configured ProSe carrier and it could aim to read SIB on that carrier. From SIB1 it can obtain the list of PLMN IDs. Furthermore, it might find radio resource pools in SIB18 (not PLMN specific). 

=>
Indicate that the UE will have a single pre-configured ProSe carrier and it could aim to read SIB on that carrier. From SIB1 it can obtain the list of PLMN IDs. Furthermore, it might find radio resource pools in SIB18 (not PLMN specific). This information could be provided to NAS if considered useful. RAN2 wonders whether NAS level actually needs to know the actual resources (the pool configuration) or just whether that cell supports ProSe. 

-
ZTE thinks that we might need to do further changes to support inter-PLMN cases. QC agrees but thinks that as first step we could indicate 

R2-151023
Reply LS to R2-150696 on ProSe direct discovery announcements (C1-151654; contact: LGE)
CT1
=>
Noted
R2-151025
Reply LS to C1-150879 on addition of proximity services group identifier (S2-151326; contact: Qualcomm)
SA2
=>
Noted
Outgoing LSs

=>
[LTE/ProSe] A draft reply LS to R2-151022 on PLMN reselection for ProSe to CT1 can be provided in R2-151757 (LG)
R2-151757
Draft Reply LS to R2-150695 on PLMN reselection for ProSe (C1-151606; contact: LGE)
CT1
· =>
The Reply LS to R2-150695 on PLMN reselection for ProSe to CT1 is approved in R2-151784
Stage-2

R2-151052
Issues in Stage-2 Description for ProSe; Huawei, Hisilicon; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Intel agrees with the observation but would prefer to “send an LS to SA2/CT1 to specify a specific ProSe layer-2 Group ID for broadcast”. Ericsson thinks we discussed this several times and thinks that SA2 discussed it last week and they did not conclude. Ericsson suggests not work on this. Intel thinks that it would help the SA2 discussions if we indicate what to do. QC thinks that from our point of view it is the higher layer that has to provide an ID no matter whether it is broadcast or groupcast. QC does not see a need for a change in our specifications. QC thinks that even if no broadcast ID is specified, an operator could define a group cast ID and configure it to all its UEs. ZTE agrees that we don’t need to touch this part in our specification. It supports broadcast and groupcast. 

=>
No need for a change. No need to send an LS to SA2

Proposal 2: 

-
Intel thinks that the proposed wording should be improved. Ericsson thinks the changes to stage-2 are not necessary. ZTE thinks that proposal 2 is already clear from another sentence in the same section. 

=>
Change the corresponding bullet to “The UE performs intra-frequency ProSe Direct Discovery announcement in subframes in which a ProSe Direct Discovery resource pool is configured. The ProSe Direct Discovery announcement shall not affect Uu transmission and/or reception”

R2-151053
Corrections on Stage-2 descriptions for ProSe; Huawei, Hisilicon; CR; 36.300; F; 

=>
Change 4: Change bullet to “The UE performs intra-frequency ProSe Direct Discovery announcement in subframes in which a ProSe Direct Discovery resource pool is configured. The ProSe Direct Discovery announcement shall not affect Uu transmission and/or reception”.

=>
Remove the removal on “broadcast”

=>
Remove the introduction of “sidelink” terminology (covered by other CR)

=>
Discuss other changes further offline

=>
CB: [LTE/ProSe] An updated CR on  “Corrections on Stage-2 descriptions for ProSe” maybe  provided in R2-151759 (Huawei)

R2-151759
Corrections on Stage-2 descriptions for ProSe; Huawei, Hisilicon; CR; 36.300; F;
=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-151194
Sidelink terminology alignment in TS 36.300; Intel Corporation,Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.300; F; 

-
LG thinks we should have an email discussion involving RAN1 to straighten the terminology. 
=>
CR is postponed
R2-151195
Sidelink terminology alignment in TS 36.304; Intel Corporation,Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.304; F; 
[Moved from 4.2 to 6.2.3.1]

-
Chairman thinks that we should probably align the used abbreviations and their definition across our specifications. 

=>
CR is postponed
R2-151196
Sidelink terminology alignment in TS 36.306; Intel Corporation,Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.306; F; 

=>
CR is postponed

=>
Intel should provide for the next meeting a set of CRs introducing the sidelink terminology across our specifications. Take into account latest updates in RAN1 (if any) and clarify how “sidelink” relates to higher layer ProSe functionality. 
R2-151575
Resource pool for out of coverage UE; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; 

-
Ericsson think that it is up to the network which UEs it configures with which pools. They don’t necessarily need to be the same. QC agrees with this and does not think we need to describe network behaviour. 

-
QC and Ericsson thinks that the changes on the pool configuration are not needed. Panasonic agrees that it is not needed. IDT agrees.

=>
Not agreed
R2-151579
Clarification of multi-carrier scenario for direct communication; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; 

-
Samsung thinks that the changes are not needed. 

-
Chairman thinks that the terminology of “non-ProSe Direct Communication Carrier” is misleading. 

=>
Not agreed
R2-151580
Need for SIB18 in a cell on non-Public Safety ProSe Carrier; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; C; 

-
Vodafone and ZTE point out that in this particular case the UE may only use the resources provided in SIB18 of the ProSe carrier, if that cell has the same/equivalent PLMN ID. 

=>
Only change the bullet to “If inter-frequency mobility is not performed by the serving cell (e.g. the serving cell does not broadcast SIB 18 or if handover fails) the UE may still perform ProSe Direct Communication using UE autonomous resource selection from the resource pools, if any, broadcasted by the detected E-UTRA cell on the Public Safety ProSe Carrier.”

=>
Change to Cat. F (already agreed behaviour)

=>
CB [LTE/ProSe] An updated CR with only this change may be provided in R2-151760 (Nokia Networks)

=>
RAN2 confirms that the UE in RRC CONNECTED and in IDLE needs to acquire SIB18 on the serving cell in order to determine whether it is allowed to send the UE indication. 

R2-151760
Need for SIB18 in a cell on non-Public Safety ProSe Carrier; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; C;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-151581
Align Sidelink UE Information indication in 36.300 and 36.331; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.300; F; 

-
Ericsson thinks we don’t need to be so detailed on the conditions in which the UE may send the indications. QC agrees with chairman that we should avoid the duplication. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the EUTRAN behaviour should not be specified. If at all it should say “may”. Nokia Networks thinks it would be good to capture this. QC agrees that usually we don’t specify the NW behaviour. 

=>
Not agreed
36.302

R2-151242
Report of email discussion on ProSe 36.302 CR; Huawei, HiSilicon; Report; result of email discussion [89#25][LTE/ProSe]; 

Proposal 1: 

=>
It is not mandatory for the UE supporting ProSe communication to receive both PSSCH and PSCCH simultaneously (in accordance with RAN1 agreement)

-
Huawei thinks that there could be a case of time overlap between multiple SAs. QC thinks that in Rel-12 UEs can anyway only receive on one single pool for communication. Secondly, it would be a bad configuration. QC thinks that for discovery we agreed in the last meeting that UEs are not required to receive simultaneously in all the pools. 

=>
Proposal 2, 3 and 4 are agreed
R2-151243
Introduction of ProSe; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.302; B; result of email discussion [89#25][LTE/ProSe]; 

-
Ericsson thinks we need to introduce the sidelink terminology. 

-
Ericsson thinks that we should address the changes suggested by the MCC support team. If so, Ericsson thinks that the MCC comment on Reference 11 is wrong. 

-
Intel would suggest additional small corrections

=>
The clean-up should be done in a separate CR which the specification rapporteur should provide to the next meeting. 

=>
[LTE/ProSe] An updated 36.302 CR may be provided in R2-151761 (Huawei)

=>
Introduce “sidelink” terminology. 

R2-151761
Introduction of ProSe; Huawei, HiSilicon; CR; 36.302; B; result of email discussion [89#25][LTE/ProSe];

=>
CR is in principle agreed
RRC

R2-151587
Preconfigured Mode1 Sidelink Control Reception Pool; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-
LG does not think that there is an issue since the receiving UE does not need to distinguish whether another UE transmitted using UE selected or scheduled transmission mode. Nokia Networks thinks that 36.213 distinguishes the signalling options and assumes that the receive side of the shared channel knows the mode. Ericsson agrees with LG after verifying with RAN1 colleagues. Panasonic thinks that the receiving UE needs to know whether the data is transmitted with mode 1 or mode 2. Nokia Networks thinks we should probably send an LS to RAN1. QC thinks that it is possible to configure the TX pools for mode 1 (UEs in coverage) and mode 2 (UEs out of coverage) so that the transmissions occur at the same time and are hence receivable by any UE in or outside coverage. Therefore, the concern raised by Nokia Networks is not valid. Intel agrees with QC. QC thinks that if the data resources in the RX pool are not configured the UE knows that it is mode-1 (scheduled). In the pre-configuration, the data resource configuration is not optional and it is needed in order to enable the UE to receive from other UEs out of coverage. Nevertheless, the UE will also receive from UEs in coverage (mode 1) would still work. Huawei agrees that there is no issue. 

=>
Can discuss further offline whether there is an issue 
R2-151590
Impact of user inactivity over Uu on ProSe direct communication; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-
ZTE thinks that a note would be good to add. Ericsson does not consider this an essential correction and does not consider it needed either. 

-
Chairman thinks that also for the Uu operation we don’t specify that the eNB should maintain the RRC connection as long as the UE wants to transmit or receive data. Nokia Networks thinks that we should capture this case to make sure that the network does not release the RRC Connection. Ericsson does not think we need to specify network implementation here. Nokia Networks thinks it might not be so obvious here since the UE does not report data availability if using mode 2 with dedicated resource configurations. Samsung thinks we had this discussion already and agreed not to specify the network behaviour. QC agrees with Ericsson and Samsung. 

=>
Not agreed. No need to specify the network behaviour. 
R2-151360
Configuration of Tx pools for  ProSe communication; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[moved from 6.2.3.2 to 6.2.3.1]
-
Intel agrees with the chairman that configuring up to 4 pools was not necessary since Rel-12 UEs can never use those anyway. However, out of coverage UEs are required to receive on all four pools (if configured). They are only allowed to transmit on the first. QC thinks that the network could e.g. configure the pre configured RX pools so that one matches the TX pool of out of coverage UEs and another the TX pool of in-coverage UEs. Nokia Networks thinks that these possible configuration options are not described anywhere in the specifications. This should at least be in stage-2. 

=>
Noted

=>
We stick to the current pool configuration and restrictions. 

R2-151056
Corrections on 36.331 for ProSe; Huawei, Hisilicon; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
CATT thinks that the change in section 5.10.4 is not correct. Current text is OK. ZTE agrees that the current text is OK but would alternatively clarify. 

=>
Keep text in 5.10.4 as is. 

=>
Make 5.10.7.5 void instead of 5.10.9.2.

-
Chairman thinks that most formatting changes (styles) are not correct. 

=>
Not agreed

=>
Cover the removal of 5.10.7.5 in rapporteur’s CR

R2-151121
Miscellaneous corrections (a.o. Sidelink); Samsung; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Remove obsolete section 5.10.7.5
=>
Add WI Codes of other affected WIs

=>
Add impact analysis

=>
Add field descriptions for the ProSe related UE capabilities

=>
Add ProSe related abbreviations (t-RPT, DFN)

=>
Can adopt editorial corrections (e.g. indentation of bullet lists)

=>
CB: [LTE/ProSe] An updated CR may be provided in R2-151764 (Samsung)

R2-151764
Miscellaneous corrections (a.o. Sidelink); Samsung; CR; 36.331; F;
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-151162
Which Resource to Choose at T300 Expiry Solution1; Panasonic; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Not needed. Not agreed

R2-151163
Which Resource to Choose at T300 Expiry Solution2; Panasonic; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
QC thinks that there is no differentiation for which purpose the RRC Connection was established.

-
LG thinks that nothing is necessary. If both pools are configured the UE will use the commTxPoolNormalCommon. Samsung agrees. IDT also agrees that the current text does not leave any ambiguity and hence no note is needed. 

=>
Not needed. Not agreed
R2-151167
Correction on limited service state conditions; ZTE; CR; 36.304; F; 

-
LG supports the CR. Ericsson supports the intention but thinks that it is useful to still state that the UE determines the service state based on the serving cell (and not based on the cell on the ProSe carrier). 

=>
Check whether it is clear from 23.303 that the service state is determined based on the UE’s serving cell. If not, consider clarifying in this CR. 

=>
The CR is in principle agreed in R2-151765
R2-151168
Correction on limited service state conditions; ZTE; CR; 36.331; F; 

=>
Change to “if the UE on its serving cell fulfils”

=>
Correct cover page (specification number)

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151766
R2-151226
Correction field description of networkControlledSyncTx; CATT; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
LG thinks we could remove the entire field description. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-151474
Minor correction for ProSe; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
Samsung thinks that higher layers should only configure this if the conditions are fulfilled. Samsung thinks that in section 9.3.2 it is stated that higher layers are assumed to provide a set of preconfigured parameters that are valid at the current UE location. Ericsson agrees that this is present but found it anyway useful to have it here, too. 

=>
Sufficiently clear from 9.3.2

=>
Not agreed
R2-151574
Clarifications on use of preconfigComm for direct communication; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
ZTE agrees that the current note is unclear. 

-
ZTE thinks we should discuss the preconfiguration issues offline to understand how which pool is configured and used. Nokia Networks would like to have an email discussion on this issue. Panasonic would like to have an offline discussion whether the pre-configured pools really work. QC thinks that the second sentence just says that UEs may have different timing reference but still be configured with the same resource pool entry. 

=>
CB: [LTE/ProSe] Discuss wording of the “NOTE 2:” offline and verify that the pre-configuration works also for the partial coverage case. (Nokia Networks)

=>
Discussed further in R2-151708
R2-151708
Clarifications on use of preconfigComm for direct communication; ZTE; CR; 36.331; F;
=>
Change “scheduling assignment” to “sidelink control information”

=>
Clarify linking with 36.300 CR

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151716
R2-151709
Resource pool for out of coverage UE; Nokia Networks, ZTE; CR; 36.300; F;
=>
Clarify linking with 36.331 CR

=>
Remove “Separate reception resource pools are configured for reception of data that is transmitted using either scheduled resource allocation or UE autonomous resource selection.” (clear from stage-3)
=>
Remove “Separate reception resource pools are configured for reception of Sidelink Control that is transmitted using either scheduled resource allocation or UE autonomous resource selection” (clear from stage-3)

=>
With these changes the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151717
R2-151576
Applicability of Sidelink UE Information procedure for a RRC_IDLE UE; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
LG thinks that the first change is not needed since it is clear from the following section. Ericsson agrees. 

-
LG thinks that the sentence “and, after entering RRC_CONNECTED, initiates this procedure” could be added but the subsequent sentence is not necessary. Nokia Networks thinks that the note is misleading and does not clarify that the UE does not need to transition to CONNECTED. QC thinks it is clear from the existing note. Panasonic thinks that the addition makes it incorrect. Samsung thinks that current note is clear. We should not specify what the UE should not do. 

=>
Not agreed
R2-151577
Clarifications on commRxPool; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
Ericsson thinks that such kind of implementation guidance is not necessary. Nokia Networks thinks we should give some guidance how to configure the pools in SIB. Intel thinks that it is even clear from the ASN.1 structure which information is only provided for UE selected allocation. Nokia Networks thinks that the receiving UE can derive from the information contained in the pools which transmission mode it is. But this is not written anywhere in the specification. Chairman thinks that we assumed so far that the receiving UE does not need the TX mode of the transmitting UE. Nokia Networks thinks that this assumption is wrong and we should probably check it with RAN1. QC explains that the receiving UE needs to know but it can be realized with the current signalling both for in- and out of coverage. 

-
Samsung would be OK to add some clarification in particular for the out of coverage case and possibly also for this in coverage case. But it should be briefer than what is proposed herein. QC would support Samsung’s suggestion. Ericsson thinks that this CR does not address the issue of out of coverage reception. Ericsson would suggest discussing the reception behaviour further and then decide what clarifications we add for which case. 

=>
Postponed

=>
CB: [LTE/ProSe] Discuss further offline about the in- and out-of-coverage reception to ensure that all functionality is in place. Also discuss how to clarify for both cases in the specification.  (Nokia Networks)

-
After offline discussion Nokia Networks reports that companies think that it is possible to use the current signalling for proving valid configurations that support communication between in- and out-of-coverage UEs. Companies seem to prefer a clarification. Nokia Networks suggests discussing further during this week to see whether we reach consensus on such clarification. Email has a preference to push this to email discussion to ensure we have enough time to cook up text e.g. for an Annex describing possible valid configurations. 
R2-151578
Clarification to actions upon reception of broadcast or dedicated configuration for direct communication; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
Samsung thinks that usually we don’t need to talk about the “next instance” and the current text is sufficiently clear. LG thins that “and stop using” is not needed since it is sufficiently clear from the terminology of “release”.

=>
Sufficiently clear from current text

=>
Not agreed

R2-151582
Further clarifications to Sidelink UE Information procedure; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
Samsung and LG thins that the initiation section should not state which fields to include in the message. Samsung thinks we do exactly the same for the MBMS interest indication. Nokia Network wonders whether it is clear that this also applies to transmission in the serving frequency. Samsung points out that there are no exceptions stated. Hence it applies to any case. Nokia Networks thinks it is not clear when the UE sends the request and when it includes which field. Intel thinks that the current specification is clear. Ericsson agrees. 

=>
Not agreed

R2-151583
commTxConfig in SL-CommConfig; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
Samsung is OK with the change but it should say sc-CommTxConfig-r12
=>
Change of field name will be merged into R2-151764
R2-151584
Clarifications to direct communication transmission; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
LG, Samsung and IDT think that we decided that we assume that higher layers will retry the RRC Connection establishment. This does not need to be modelled in AS. IDT think that like upon T300 expiry in other cases, higher layers are allowed to retry. 

-
Samsung thinks that the newly introduced text on level 5> seems to allow a UE intending to use mode-2 resources to allow the exceptional pool. But that was only supposed to be used for UEs using scheduled mode. Ericsson agrees that we should not introduce this new functionality. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the structure “else (i.e., …)” is not very clean and might be the source of confusion. Ericsson would be OK to try to resolve this by introducing some “else if…” statements possibly one level higher. QC would prefer to keep the existing text. Nokia Networks is OK to keep the current text and to think further whether there is a possibility to improve it further. Ericsson is also OK to keep the text as is. But then we should also not change it in the future considering that the specification is frozen. Panasonic thinks that the current text is OK. 

=>
Not agreed

R2-151589
Conditions for establishing RRC Connection for sidelink transmission; Nokia Networks; CR; 36.331; F; 

-
CATT agrees with the CR. Ericsson thinks we agreed to the current behaviour and how it is captured in the specification. Nokia Networks thinks that the current text seems to suggest that higher layers perform these checks. Samsung has no strong view either way. 

=>
Add impact analysis

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151768
R2-151632
Correction on field description on SL-TF-ResourceConfig; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.331; F; 
[moved from 6.2.3.2 to 6.2.3.1]
=>
Add an impact analysis

=>
With this change the CR is in principle agreed in R2-151769
R2-151691
Correction on the SL-TF-IndexPair values for ProSe Direct Discovery; Rohde & Schwarz; CR; 36.331; F; 

[Late]

-
Ericsson thinks this is a non-backwards compatible change since the range is changed and a legacy UE could not be able to interpret the additional code points. Ericsson wonders whether we should instead consider an extension. Samsung thinks that we don’t really want the network to behave differently and to send a different configuration for UEs supporting the additional code points. QC and Intel point out that the range extension is only problematic for TDD. CATT would also like to have more time to discuss this offline and until next meeting. Ericsson thinks that a UE not understanding the extended range will ignore the configuration message. 

-
Chairman thinks that also for the existing code points the legacy UE would interpret a different value than a UE according to this CR and provides this wrong value to L1. Intel thinks we could discuss offline with RAN1 to see how and where to fix it. Samsung thinks we should discuss whether value 0 is really needed. For the upper bound, the NW could certainly ensure not to send the highest code point. 

=>
Discuss until next meeting which of the changes are essential and how the proposed changes would affect legacy UEs. 

· [LTE/ProSe] Correction on the SL-TF-IndexPair values (R&S)
-
Discuss the identified error in the value range
=>
Intended outcome: 36.331 CR to RAN2-90
Late or withdrawn
R2-151595
Correction regarding SL; Samsung; CR; 36.306; F; 
[Withdrawn]
6.2.3.2
User Plane

Documents in this agenda item will be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
R2-151054
Mismatch between RRC and MAC on using exceptional resource pool; Huawei, Hisilicon; Disc; 
R2-151055
Corrections on 36.321 for ProSe; Huawei, Hisilicon; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151158
SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-151159
SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode; Panasonic; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151308
COUNT derivation in ProSe; LG Electronics Inc., Qualcomm; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151359
Discussion on SL-SCH reception; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151363
Miscellaneous corrections on ProSe; ASUSTeK; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151365
Corrections on unexpected Sidelink BSR transmission; ITL Inc.; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151394
Discussion on Sidelink BSR; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151397
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 1); CATT; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151399
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 2); CATT; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151463
Discussion on Sidelink BSR; CATT, Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151465
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 1); CATT, Fujitsu; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151468
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 2); CATT, Fujitsu; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151497
Minor corrections for ProSe; Ericsson; CR; 36.321; F; 
R2-151594
Correction on sidelink grant determination for ProSe; InterDigital Communications; CR; 36.321; F; 
6.2.4
WI: Further MBMS Operations Support for E-UTRA

(MBMS_LTE_OS-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Sep.13, closed: Dec.14, WID: RP-140282)
No contributions received
6.2.5
WI: Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression

(LTE_NAICS-Core, leading WG: RAN1, Rel-12, started: Mar 14, closed: Dec.14, WID: RP-140519)
No contributions received
6.2.6
WI: Low Cost MTC for LTE

(LC_MTC_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Jun 13, closed: Dec 14, WID: RP-140522)
No contributions received
6.2.7
WI:
Group Call eMBMS congestion management for LTE

(GCSE_LTE-MBMS_CM-Core, leading WG: RAN3, started: Sep. 14, closed: Mar. 2015, WID: RP-141035)
No contributions received
6.2.8
WI: FDD/TDD Carrier Aggregation

(LTE_CA_TDD_FDD-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Jun 13, closed: Jun 14, WID: RP-140465)

Including output of [89#22][LTE/CA] Capability signalling for TDD/FDD CA (Samsung)
R2-151222
Report of email discussion [89#22][LTE/CA] Capability signalling for TDD/FDD CA; Samsung; Report; result of email discussion [89#22][LTE/CA]; 
-
Chairman wonders why this is supposed to be informative. It is a requirement for the UE to support a feature also in TDD/FDD CA if it sets a capability but. QC agrees and would be fine to make it normative as long as we don’t mandate the UE to set certain capability bits. Chairman thinks that if we make it normative, we have to write it from the UE side. 

=>
RAN2 agrees to the feature classification shown in R2-151222
=>
Define what the UE indicating support for TDD/FDD CA is required to support/have tested if it sets a certain capability. Secondly, we make the Annex normative. 

R2-151223
Clarification on FDD/TDD differentiation of FGIs/capabilities in TDD-FDD CA; Samsung, NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; result of email discussion [89#22][LTE/CA]; 
R2-151675
Clarification on FDD/TDD differentiation of FGIs/capabilities in TDD-FDD CA; Samsung, NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; revision of R2-151223; result of email discussion [89#22][LTE/CA]; 

-
Ericsson would prefer to remove the restrictions from the new tables to avoid inconsistencies. 

=>
Remove the descriptions in the newly added tables and only keep the index and classification. 

=>
Define what the UE indicating support for TDD/FDD CA is required to support/have tested if it sets a certain capability. 

=>
Make the Annex normative (requirement on the UE). 

=>
Add a note that features not in these lists (not allowed to indicate different support for TDD and FDD) are supported also for TDD/FDD CA if the UE indicates support for TDD/FDD CA. 

=>
CB: [LTE/TDD/FDD CA] An updated CR with these changes may be provided in R2-151775 (Samsung)

R2-151775
Clarification on FDD/TDD differentiation of FGIs/capabilities in TDD-FDD CA; Samsung, NTT DOCOMO, INC.; CR; 36.331; F; revision of R2-151223; result of email discussion [89#22][LTE/CA];
=>
The CR is in principle agreed
6.2.9
LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs

Input to any other Rel-12 WI/SI not explicitly listed above. 

(LCS_BDS-LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Mar 13, closed: Dec 13, WID: RP-130416)

(LTE_eDL_MIMO_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Sep 12, closed: June 14, WID: RP-121416)

(HetNet_eMOB_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.12, target: Sep 14, WID: RP-122007)

(Cov_Enh_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Jun.13, closed: Jun.14, WID: RP-130833)

(LTE_TDD_eIMTA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Dec 12, closed: Jun.14, WID: RP-121772)

(SCM_LTE-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Mar.14, closed: Sep.14, WID: RP-140434)
Including corrections to TEI12 enhancements introduced in Rel-12.

6.2.9.1
LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs – CP and common CP/UP

UE Categories

R2-151253
Discussion on DL and UL UE categories; Samsung; Disc; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151671
Discussion on DL and UL UE categories; Samsung; Disc; revision of R2-151253; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 

=>
Withdrawn
R2-151254
Correction on DL and UL UE categories; Samsung; CR; 36.306; F; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 

=>
Withdrawn

R2-151033
LS on new UE categories in Rel-12; RAN1; LSin; from RAN1; Contact: Huawei

[Late]

=>
Noted. Will discuss next meeting how to capture and explain the ranges in 36.306
eIMTA

R2-151294
Correction for aperiodic CSI trigger; Huawei, HiSilicon,CATT; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; LTE_TDD_eIMTA-Core; 

=>
CR is in principle agreed
ASN.1

R2-151440
Correction of type identifier names; Ericsson; CR; 36.331; F; REL-12; LTE_SC_enh_dualC, LTE_D2D_Prox-Core; 

-
Samsung thinks that if we introduce a new IE in Rel-12 and even if we use it for a legacy field, we should use the suffix –r12. Ericsson thinks that then should change the convention. Ericsson thinks it is not good if suddenly legacy functionality refers to a later release. ALU thinks that we have earlier followed what we now do in Rel-12. Therefore, ALU thinks we can keep the specification as it currently is. Samsung thinks that if we would not have the “-r12” it could be equally confusing when comparing with an earlier release specification where the IE does not exist. 

=>
Current specification is in accordance with conventions applied earlier and therefore no change is needed. 

=>
Not agreed
6.2.9.2
LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs – UP
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
MBMS

R2-151250
Handlng of MAC PDU containing reserved values; Samsung; Disc; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151670
Handling of MAC PDU containing reserved values; Samsung; Disc; revision of R2-151250; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151251
Correction on handlng of MAC PDU containing reserved values; Samsung; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151341
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; REL-12; TEI12, LTE-L23; 
R2-151343
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151352
Discussion on the reserved or invalid value of MBMS MAC; CATT; Disc; REL-12; TEI12; 
R2-151353
Discussion on the reserved or invalid value of MBMS MAC; CATT; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; TEI12; 
R2-151361
Clarification on reception of reserved values on MCH; ASUSTeK; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151545
UE behaviour receiving reserved values in MAC PDU on MCH; Ericsson; Disc; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151549
Correction on handling of reserved values in MAC PDU on MCH; Ericsson; CR; 36.321; F; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151614
Handling of MAC reserved values on MCH; Qualcomm Incorporated; CR; 36.321; F; 
[Moved from 6.2.7 to 6.2.9.2]

SR Prohibit Timer

R2-151255
SR prohibit timer and VoLTE support; Samsung; Disc; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
R2-151672
SR prohibit timer and VoLTE support; Samsung; Disc; revision of R2-151255; REL-12; LTE-L23, TEI12; 
7
LTE Rel-13

7.1
SI: Study on Licensed-Assisted Access using LTE

(FS_LTE_LAA, leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep. 14, target: June 15, WID: RP-141817)

Time budget: 2 TU

7.1.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs
Incoming LSs

R2-151030
Reply LS to R2-150707 on HARQ retransmission for LAA (R1-152181; contact: Huawei)
RAN1
[Late]

-
Nokia Networks wonders we are really supposed to evaluate the performance in RAN2. Huawei thinks that companies thought that the performance gain should be evaluated in RAN2. Sony thinks that the understanding in RAN1 was that the overall end to end performance should be taken into account and therefore RAN1 thought that RAN2 should have a say on performance as well. 

=>
Noted. We will decide based on discussions in this meeting whether/what to reply.
=>
CB [LTE/LAA] Reply LS on HARQ retransmissions 

(see discussion in 7.2.1)

-
Huawei thinks that we do not need to reply explicitly on this LS. QC thinks we should inform them that there was no consensus that this should be supported nor that it provides gains. Huawei thinks that we have not done a thorough evaluation. QC thinks that RAN2 already acknowledged that there is additional complexity and that we should provide them with what the chairman notes capture. Huawei thinks we should leave the decision to RAN1. Sony thinks that we can conclude that no gains have been shown. QC agrees that we should not leave the discussion to RAN1. CMCC thinks that we cannot conclude on the performance. Samsung does not consider it essential. LG thinks that for UL we already concluded that cross carrier HARQ would be difficult to implement. MediaTek does not want to do further study in RAN2 and would like to conclude this here. Intel considers the gains to be not essential and would like to exclude it. Ericsson agrees with MediaTek and thinks that most companies seem to believe that RLC retransmissions are sufficient. Huawei thinks that RAN2 was supposed to evaluate TCP impact and that was not done. QC thinks that not even the proponents were able to show any benefits.  

=>
Reply to RAN1 that “Regarding “moving HARQ retransmissions to other carriers” there is no consensus that it should be added to LAA. Since RAN2 agreed to use Rel-11 CA as baseline RAN2 also considers the existing HARQ process handling as baseline for LAA. RAN2 does not intend to study this further.”

=>
CB: [LTE/LAA] A draft reply LS on HARQ retransmission for LAA to RAN1 may be provided in R2-151718 (Ericsson)

R2-151718
Draft Reply LS on HARQ retransmission for LAA to RAN1; contact: Ericsson

· =>
The Reply LS on HARQ retransmission for LAA to RAN1 is approved in R2-151718
TP/TR

The endorsed version of the RAN2 TP for the TR is available in R2-150727
R2-151431
TP on Backhaul of LAA deployment scenarios; NEC; TP; 

-
Huawei thinks that this part was provided by RAN1 and therefore Huawei would prefer a contribution to RAN1. NEC thinks that it affects mostly our higher layer view. 

=>
We will indicate to RAN1 that the sentence “As long as the unlicensed small cell operates in the context of the carrier aggregation, the backhaul between small cells can be ideal or non-ideal.” In section 6 could be misleading and recommend removing it (can be sent in an LS in which we provide our TP to RAN1)

Continuation until next meeting

·  [LTE/LAA] One week: TP for TR (Huawei)
-
Update TP for TR based on agreements/findings from this meeting
-
Should also cover text on PCI confusion and impact on Async UL HARQ 
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TP for TR and LS to RAN1
7.1.2
Downlink

Aspects related to/required for downlink data transmission and reception

R2-151349
Measurements for unlicensed band; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151445
Discussion on LAA Measurements; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

-


Discussion: 

-
QC thinks that one purpose of the measurements is also for channel selection. RSSI measurements are also particularly for that purpose. 

-
Ericsson assumes that we would configure RSSI measurements for multiple candidate LAA carriers and then pick one that seems particularly empty. Nokia Networks agreed that the RRM measurements are certainly useable for detecting an LAA cell for SCell addition. Secondly they might also be useful to select an appropriate LAA carrier but to which extent depends largely on the RAN1/4 design. 

-
Ericsson thinks that for carrier selection the utilization is important to know. That could e.g. be measured as the fraction of time where the measured RSSI is above a threshold. QC wonders whether we would define such measurements on the UE side. QC assumed the UE would measure only for a short time interval (e.g. 1 ms) and report when it detects something. ALU agrees that UEs would report samples over short periods of time and the eNB could, based on the results from many/several UEs determine the load on the carrier. Huawei and BlackBerry agree with that. 

-
BlackBerry thinks that UE based measurements could be useful but on the other hand an eNB measurement should also be quite reliable considering that we are aiming for small cells. Huawei also understands that RAN1 considers RSSI measurements but have not decided the exact use or definition of RSSI measurements. Therefore, Huawei thinks we should not spend too much time to speculate. 

-
Ericsson thinks that the RSSI measurements could be requested before the eNB has actually configured a cell on a carrier. Then, the UE would not trigger any RSRP/RSRQ measurements unless it finds another LAA cell. 

	Agreements
1
RRM measurements (e.g. RSRP/RSRQ) on LAA cell can be used to configure, activate, de-configure LAA cell (as for SCells on licensed carriers)




R2-151179
Further Analysis of HARQ Operation in LAA; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151501
Moving of DL HARQ processes between carriers in LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 

-


Discussion: 

-
After offline discussion Ericsson explains that the intention is to work during the week on a TP on the complexity analysis. Until next meeting we could try to work on the performance evaluation. 

-
QC points out that the complexity evaluation is about UE complexity. The number of changes in the specification is one thing but UE complexity is something entirely different. QC thinks that this is a second priority aspect that is not expected to give any substantial gain. Therefore QC would like to stick to the agreement taken so far. Nokia Networks supports QC’s view and would not like to spend more meeting time on this. Huawei thinks that last meeting we just argued from RAN2 complexity point of view but asked RAN1 to evaluate the performance. DCM agrees with Nokia Networks that this functionality is not critical for finalizing this SI. QC thinks that we can certainly discuss UE complexity here in RAN2. 

-
LG points out that in particular for the downlink there is no problem at all with using autonomous RLC retransmissions and it would not cause additional delay compared to moving the HARQ process. 

-
Nokia Networks points out that we agreed to maintain as much commonality with CA as possible. We should apply this also here. ZTE supports capturing the findings in the TP. 

-
Samsung also does not consider it an essential feature. Also there is certainly no consensus that this feature needs to be introduced. And finally there is no performance evaluation showing any gain. Hence we should progress with the other features. 

-
Huawei agrees that this functionality is not critical for closing and completing the LAA SI. Huawei would like to capture the complexity analysis. 

=>
No consensus that “moving HARQ retransmissions to other carriers” provides gains or that it should be added to LAA.

R2-151370
LAA impact on DRX; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Motorola thinks that if there is a lot of data to be sent frequently on the LAA cell, it would require frequent A/D. Nokia Networks thinks that the LAA time line does not allow using DRX efficiently. Motorola thinks that a fast A/D mechanism could be useful but does not consider it as a replacement for DRX. 

Proposal 2: 

-
LG thinks that the proposal seems to introduce separate DRX mechanisms for LAA cells. Nokia Networks thinks that the network should quickly deactivate a LAA SCell that is not needed. 

-
Panasonic thinks that e.g. for cross carrier scheduling also the licensed carrier would need to be kept active. Nokia Networks agrees. 

R2-151161
DRX operation for LAA; Panasonic; Disc; 

-


Discussion: 

-
Ericsson thinks that usually the NW will configure the UE on the PCell if no LAA resources are available. That will anyway keep the UE awake as long as there is data pending in the eNB. LG agrees with Ericsson. If the UE is in Active Time, the eNB can schedule the UE on other cells. Panasonic thinks that the intention is to transmit as much data as possible on the LAA cell. LG thinks that the UE does not need to be active continuously. It could go to sleep temporarily and then be scheduled when it gets active again. Motorola agrees that the intention is to offload as much traffic as possible on the LAA cell. 

-
QC thinks that it is not so nice that we have to increase the active time (and power consumption) on the PCell just because we have to increase the active time (and power consumption) on the LAA cell. Therefore separate DRX cycles should be considered. 

-
Huawei thinks that DRX is designed in accordance with the traffic characteristics. In LAA the channel may be available at limited times but does not think it justifies a new DRX scheme. LG agrees and thinks that the LAA cell can be used when available and there is no need to configure a very long Active Time. 

-
Intel thinks that common DRX is certainly feasible when the PCell is not highly overloaded and we should maintain it as working assumption. 

-
Ericsson thinks that we cannot consider the simulations as example where the PCell is not able to handle any traffic for the UE. 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that if we design the DRX parameters for the LAA SCell, we will not get optimal performance when there is no data and only the PCell is active. 

-
BlackBerry would like to avoid that a UE is constantly Active on the LAA SCell while the cell is activated. Panasonic agrees with BlackBerry that the UE should not be constantly active on the LAA SCells. 

-
ZTE thinks that the separate DRX will give gains but the NW should be able to choose which scheme the UE shall apply. Samsung thinks that power consumption is important and is open for the discussion. But Samsung is not clear whether this is really giving big benefits. Therefore we should use the common DRX as baseline and only adopt the separate DRX if significant gains are shown and there is consensus to do so during the SI or WI. 

-
LG thinks that DRX parameters cannot be configured based on cell availability. They need to be configured based on traffic QoS requirements. LG would like to resolve this issue in the SI

-
IDT agrees that we should stick to the common DRX scheme agreed upon last meeting due to the complexity to be expected from separate DRX schemes. Huawei is also not convinced that changing the baseline would bring any significant benefits in terms of power consumption or performance. LG does not think the power consumption is increased in the LAA case even if we stick to the common DRX scheme. 

-
Huawei thinks that generally small LAA cells will generally even have better availability than a macro PCell. Therefore, in most cases, there will be no need to increase the active time on the LAA SCells. On the other hand, the availability of an individual LAA Cell is unpredictatble and hence the eNB cannot configure the DRX for the LAA SCell based on the expected availability. Ericsson thinks that we should count the scheduling opportunities over PCell and SCells. Then these occasions are not wasted. Ericsson also thinks that the power consumption does not scale linearly with the number of carriers. UE vendors for this reason wanted to have the DRX occasions to be aligned across PCell and SCells in DC. Motorola thinks that an operator would want to schedule as much data as possible on the SCell. BlackBerry thinks that the UE power consumption scales with the number carriers. Samsung agrees with BlackBerry that the power consumption will increase. In Rel-10 we agreed on common DRX assuming that most UEs will anyway use just one RF which might not be the case anymore. 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that their results show that in order to obtain a clear performance gain from LAA it is necessary to configure a longer Active Time for the LAA SCell. Huawei thinks that this applies in general for DRX. Nokia Networks thinks that LBT amplifies this effect. Huawei thinks that as long as data is available for transmission in the eNB, the UE should be listening on all activated serving cells. 

-
Nokia Networks suggests adding some simulation results to the TR

=>
No consensus that a separate DRX scheme would provide significant/sufficient gains in terms of power consumption or performance that justify introducing a separate DRX patterns. 

=>
We stick to the agreement from last meeting (common DRX)

=>
Can discuss simulation results offline to see whether any results should be captured in the TR.

R2-151500
PCI confusion in LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]

-
QC points out that PSS/SSS is used for time tracking of cells. If there are PSS/SSS with the same PCI from another cell, it will harm to these mechanisms even if they don’t overlap exactly. Therefore, QC thinks that if there is a probability of 6% that the UE sees two equal PCIs from two cells, this is very problematic for the UE. Huawei thinks that due to these problems it would also not help to broadcast a global cell ID since the UE could not receive it anyway due to the PCI collision problems. Therefore, only RAN1 could introduce a solution if they see a need. QC agrees that if it happens then nothing works. But before choosing a PCI the eNB should try to find out which other cells are in proximity. Nokia thinks that at least the “PCI confusion” can be addressed with the global cell ID broadcast in SIB. The PCI collision cannot be addressed so easily in RAN2. Chairman thinks that Ericsson then shows that PCI confusion is relatively rare and if it happens it can be detected and resolved (trial and error) without a Global Cell ID in SIB. Nokia Networks is not sure the trial and error is sufficient but anyway this is something we should describe in the TR. 

-
DCM would also like to discuss the PCI confusion case. In this case a UE may see only one cell with a certain PCI but when reported to the eNB it might be confused there with another cell. Anyway, DCM thinks that PCI confusion could be avoided within an operator’s network but not across operators. Vodafone thinks that the mechanisms used by femto cells could be re-used to mitigate the problem. Vodafone does not see a need for additional mechanisms. 

-
DCM thinks we do not need to broadcast the Global Cell ID but only the PLMN ID. QC thinks that the question is whether we need any global ID or not. QC think it we need to since the PCI is not sufficient to detect or resolve avoid PCI confusion or collision in particular between operators.

-
Intel would primarily like to avoid PCI confusion by scrambling the PCI with the PLMN ID. QC thinks this does not work. 

-
MediaTek thinks that Ericsson seems to assume that the timing could be used but QC explained that this would be difficult. MediaTek thinks we should first let RAN1 discuss the PCI confusion. 

-
QC thinks that relying on trial and error for detecting and resolving PCI confusion is not sufficient. Huawei thinks the impact to the UE connection is minor. QC considers using the reporting of CGIs during PCI planning, i.e., not during the actual handover. Vodafone thinks we should not make it too complex and we should not assume that there is MIB or SIB on LAA SCells. 

-
LG thinks that PCI confusion is rare and if it happens the connection with the UE is not broken (still PCell available). LG agrees with Vodafone that it is not essential to broadcast CGI. QC thinks we should capture our findings for PCI confusion in the TR and leave it for RAN1 to decide whether they can afford GCI broadcast. 

-
Chairman wonders whether we should try to formulate a section for the TR summarizing the probability for PCI confusion and the consequence/resolution thereof. Nokia thinks that in addition we should try to conclude that the alternative of broadcasting CGI to detect and avoid PCI confusion does not seem justified due to the low probability of PCI confusion. 

-
QC and MediaTek are not sure whether the probability for PCI confusion will really be always so low. Chairman assumes that the PCI confusion will be resolved quickly as soon as the network chooses appropriate PCIs once (trial and error). Huawei agrees with the chairman and with Nokia. 

=>
CB [LTE/LAA]: We will prepare a TP describing the effect and probability of PCI confusion as well as how the network and UEs would have to deal with it if no additional information is provided. Can also try to work offline on a conclusion (i.e., whether the effect of PCI confusion is acceptable for whether we want to suggest RAN1 to consider means to resolve it) (Ericsson)

R2-151714
TP on PCI confusion in LAA; Ericsson

=>
Change the last two paragraphs to “To further mitigate PCI confusion EUTRAN cells provide a unique identifier (CGI) via system information broadcast. It was discussed whether LAA-cells should provide a similar identifier. However, it is assumed that no such mechanism is required to address PCI confusion and PCI Collision.”

=>
With this change the TP on PCI Confusion is endorsed and will be merged into the TP
R2-151609
Further Analysis of In-Device Coexistence Issues for LAA Operation; Motorola Mobility; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Huawei thinks this scenario is not so important since the UE is anyway not required to transmit WLAN and LAA simultaneously. QC agrees with Huawei that simultaneous operation (RX/TX) of WiFi and LAA does not need to be optimized. 

-
LG thinks that we don’t need to discuss proposal 1 and 4 since they are only related to UL. 

-
Huawei understands that Motorola does not see a fundamental problem in this scenario but rather does not consider it optimized. 

-
BlackBerry wonders whether the UE should use the IDC indication to report a problem when having problems in such a configuration with simultaneous TX in WiFi and LAA. BlackBerry thinks the UE is not required to support it. But what should it do if the UE does not support it. 

-
Huawei and chairman thinks that the UE would report this issue by the IDC message. Nokia Networks agrees that the IDC indication can be used but it seems to almost mandate that the NW implements the IDC mechanism and also for the UE to support it. Sony agrees with this

=>
RAN2 does not consider the efficiency in this particular scenario as a problem.

Proposal 2 and 3: 

-
Huawei thinks this is certainly up to NW implementation and has nothing to do with the IDC mechanism. 

Proposal 4: 

-
Huawei thinks that if the carriers are overlapping, LBT would also take care of these cases. Motorola agrees and therefore thinks that this is a better choice than a TDM IDC solution. 


R2-151248
Need for WiFi Status indications in licensed assisted access (LAA); Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151075
LAA Measurements and Carrier Selection Procedure; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151076
LAA HARQ / ARQ operation; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151086
LAA SCell Activation and Deactivation; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151135
LAA, How to cope with hidden nodes; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151178
Considerations of Measurement Issues in LAA; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151214
Further Consideration on MAC Enhancement for LAA; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151215
Further Thoughts on RRM for LAA Scell; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151216
Initial Thoughts on (De)activation for LAA Scell; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151217
Consideration on Exploiting LAA Scells more Efficiently; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151221
Complexity of Alternative 2 for DL HARQ retrnamission in LAA; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151249
RRM Measurement Model for LAA; Samsung Electronics; Disc; 
R2-151292
Discussion on Carrier Selection in LAA; ETRI; Disc; 
R2-151323
Specification Impact on DL cross-carrier HARQ; CATT; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151380
IDC in LAA system; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151382
PCID confusion and collision in LAA system; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151413
Timing relationships across cells; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151443
Discussion on HARQ for LAA; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151499
Measurement framework for LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]

R2-151537
DL HARQ transmission for LAA; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-151610
Analysis of DRX Impacts of LAA; Motorola Mobility; Disc; 

=> revised in R2-151758
R2-151758
Analysis of DRX Impacts of LAA
Motorola Mobility
Disc
R2-151633
Potential impact of LBT support for LAA; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151521
IDC aspects of LAA; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151523
Scheduling and DRX aspects of LAA; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-151652
Consideration on MAC configuration for unlicensed spectrum; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]
R2-151653
Further measurement for unlicensed frequency; LG Electronics inc; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.2]

R2-151660
RRM and coexistence issues for LAA-LTE; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

Above 28 Tdocs not treated
7.1.3
Uplink

Aspects only related to uplink data transmission and reception (not relevant for DL-only LAA)

R2-151102
Uplink transmission with LBT; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151505
Impacts of asynchronous UL HARQ in LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 

Above 2 Tdocs not treated
R2-151375
RAN2 aspects of UL LAA; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
Ericsson thinks that that effectively the best achievable granularity is per logical channel group. Therefore, also the configuration should be per logical channel group. IDT would like to refer to the logical channel. 

-
Huawei wonders whether we should also support configuring a logical channel which can only be carried on LAA. Huawei thinks we could even consider different priorities for LAA and PCell or SCells. 

-
CATT thinks we only need this if cross carrier HARQ for UL is not supported. Ericsson thinks that we don’t need UL Cross Carrier HARQ retransmissions but even if we would have it we would still need to be able to prevent the UE from mapping certain logical  channels to LAA SCells. Huawei thinks that if the eNB is able to schedule the UE first on the LAA cell, the UE should send also high priority traffic there. The retransmission, if any, could then be moved to the PCell. QC thinks that on the PCell the UE will not support async UL HARQ and therefore it is not feasible to move the UL retransmission there. Huawei thinks that for the DL the eNB can trigger an RLC retransmission quickly based on the HARQ feedback. For UL this is not easily possible and therefore we should use cross carrier HARQ also in UL. Intel thinks that it would anyway be desirable to restrict certain UL logical channels from being scheduled on LAA carriers. BlackBerry also thinks that retransmissions will not be persistently be blocked given that we now have Async UL HARQ. Therefore we don’t need to try to move retransmissions quickly to other carriers. ALU agrees with Huawei on the point that for UL the UE cannot as easily trigger an RLC retransmission based on HARQ feedback. Ericsson agrees with BlackBerry that the async HARQ addresses and sufficiently solves the blocking of HARQ retransmissions due to LBT. IDT also thinks that UL cross carrier HARQ is not needed and that we should have these logical channel restrictions. 

-
ZTE thinks that if there is low load on the LAA SCell any kind of traffic could be mapped to it. 

Proposal 2 and 3: 

-
Ericsson thinks that if we support Async HARQ, we should support it on any cell. 

-
ALU thinks that if we also allow for adaptive sync HARQ, we would not need the process ID in the UL grant. Therefore we should also allow for that option. 

=>
CB: [LTE/LAA] Ericsson will provide a TP on the expected L2 impact of Async UL HARQ

	Agreements
For Uplink LAA transmission:

1
Configure per bearer/logical channel whether it can be offloaded to LAA SCells or whether it may only be served by licensed carriers. 

2
In line with RAN1 recommendation, asynchronous HARQ should be specified for UL HARQ in LAA SCells.

3
For LAA UL every retransmissions needs to be scheduled by PDCCH 




R2-151715
TP on impact of asynchronous UL HARQ in LAA; Ericsson; TP

=>
The TP on impact of asynchronous UL HARQ in LAA is endorsed and will be merged into the LAA TP
R2-151177
Uplink Transmission via LAA Cell; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151502
Uplink aspects of LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151103
Uplink QoS support for LAA; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151175
LBT operation for LAA Uplink; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151176
QoS Control in LAA UL Operation; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151302
On Licensed-Assisted Access Uplink Issues; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151325
Routing of UL traffic; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151347
Logical Channel Prioritization in LAA; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151383
Discussion on Uplink Transmission in LAA; III; Disc; 
R2-151414
LBT options for UL transmission; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151455
MAC impact for supporting UL transmission on LAA SCell; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151496
Analysis of LAA uplink transmission; HTC; Disc; 
R2-151503
Routing restrictions in LAA scenarios; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151504
Overview of UL HARQ in LAA; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151541
UL transmission issues of LAA; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-151551
UL HARQ considerations for LTE LAA; NVIDIA; Disc; 
R2-151651
Random access aspect of LAA; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; [Moved from 7.1.1 to 7.1.3]

Above 17 Tdocs not treated
7.2
WI: CA enhancements

(LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150277)

Time budget: 1 TU (+ 1TU for stage-3 UP aspects)
7.2.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs

Incoming LSs

R2-151034
LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA; RAN1; contact: DCM

[Late]
-
LG thinks that some companies in RAN2 propose to have SR on PCell. Is RAN2 supposed to decide whether D-SR on SCell is needed or not. Ericsson thinks that the network could decide. Chairman thinks that RAN2 should discuss on the need for D-SR on SCell and on possible constraints and then inform RAN1 about the decision (whether or not and how D-SR on SCell is needed/supported)
Work Plan

R2-151128
Revised Work Plan for LTE Carrier Aggregation Enhancement Beyond 5 Carriers; NTT DOCOMO, INC., Nokia Networks; Disc; Revision of R2-150109; 

=>
Noted

Running CR

R2-151713
Running 36.300 CR to capture agreements on carrier aggregation enhancements; Nokia Corporation; 36.300

=>
Introduce a common sub-bullet on “Activation/Deactivation timeline (timing in relation to a A/D MAC CE received in subframe n)” 

=>
For TAT: replace “is not running” by “expires”

=>
With these changes the running stage-2 is technically endorsed in R2-151739
Continuation until next meeting

7.2.2
CP and common aspects

R2-151630
Specification impacts by Activation/Deactivation of PUCCH SCell; Samsung; Disc; 

-
ZTE does not think that RAN4 would need to define new requirements for interruption due to A/D. Huawei agrees with ZTE. 

-
DCM thinks that the main impact will be on the A/D timing and the resulting time-line which is discussed in RAN4. 

-
LG thinks that we need to discuss whether PUCCH transmission on a deactivated cell is allowed. LG thinks that this would be feasible and would make the A/D handling easier since the PUCCH could always carry the feedback (even if it is deactivated). DCM thinks that this is just one solution and we should look at the others. 

=>
Noted

R2-151658
Activation of PUCCH SCell; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

Proposal 1: 

-
QC clarifies that this addresses only the initial addition of a new SCell. 

Proposal 2: 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that we could consider shorter activation time for the UL SCell compared to the current 24 or 34 ms. Ericsson thinks that it would complicate the handling of the SCell. ZTE agrees with Ericsson. Chairman thinks that such improvements of the activation timing could be discussed in RAN4. 

-
LG thinks that we could simplify this if the UE is required to transmit PUCCH also on the deactivated SCell. Huawei thinks that the UE needs to have a valid and activated DL SCell before being able to transmit on the corresponding UL. LG thinks that it is feasible to transmit PUCCH on a deactivated SCell. CATT also thinks that the UE shall not be required any UL transmission on a deactivated SCell. 

-
LG would like to ask RAN4 whether PUCCH can be transmitted on a deactivated SCell. This would simplify the handling of PUCCH SCell in RAN2. BlackBerry agrees with Huawei and CATT that this is not feasible. Huawei also thinks that the intention with the deactivation is to save UE power. If the UE is now required to maintain the DL sync in order to be able to transmit PUCCH which the cell is deactivated is gone. 

	Agreements
2
If a deactivated PUCCH SCell is activated, the UE is not required to report CSI on this PUCCH 8 subframes after activation command, i.e., the UE starts transmitting PUCCH on the PUCCH SCell as soon as the activation of this PUCCH SCell completed

2a
If another SCell belonging to a PUCCH SCell is activated, the CSI for the newly activated SCell shall be transmitted from n+8 (i.e., legacy timing applies)  but not before the activation of the PUCCH is completed (see 2 above)

3
Upon deactivation of a PUCCH SCell the UE stops the transmitting PUCCH on this PUCCH SCell when the deactivation is completed but no later than n+8. 




R2-151472
PUCCH SCell change; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151377
PUCCH SCell activation/deactivation; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-
ZTE thinks that if SCells are re-associated with a different PUCCH while activated, there will be an ambiguity PUCCH transmission. Nokia Network and QC see no problem. Huawei agrees with ZTE that there is a time of ambiguity which is the RRC Reconfiguration time. But Huawei thinks that the alternative proposed by ALU (via deactivation) would cause even longer delay. ZTE thinks that the difference is that with the deactivation the other SCells would not be impacted. QC thinks that nothing is different compared to today’s configuration of additional SCells where the PUCCH format also changes during the RRC reconfiguration delay. Ericsson thinks that if a PUCCH can be configured without previously deactivating a cell, this is good and we should allow for that option. 

-
Samsung wonders from which point in time the UE is supposed to send the PUCCH being configured for an already activated UL SCell. Huawei explains that this is the same time window as for any RRCConnectionReconfiguration today (RRC Processing Delay). We don’t need a deterministic timeline for this. 

-
ZTE thinks that the SCell Config Common can only be provided by release/add and hence also the PUCCH configuration can only be done by release/add. QC thinks we should not restrict the functionality based on current ASN.1 structure. Huawei agrees that we can put the PUCCH configuration into the dedicated SCell configuration. 

-
QC thinks that if an activated SCell is associated with a deactivated PUCCH SCell, the UE shall not consider this as an invalid configuration. LG considers it an invalid configuration. Ericsson thinks the eNB can handle this.

-
Samsung thinks that remove/add would have avoided all this discussion and corner cases. ALU thinks that also in case of DC we considered release/add to be sufficient. ZTE thinks that for DC the PUCCH configuration is in the SCellConfigCommon. 

	Agreements
2
Rely on eNB implementation to deactivate an SCell when its PUCCH is remapped to a deactivated PUCCH SCell.

3
Initial state for a newly added SCell configured with PUCCH is deactivated.

4
Reconfiguring PUCCH does not change SCell activation/deactivation state:


- add or remove PUCCH configuration to an existing SCell with configured UL (PUSCH) does not change its activation/deactivation state


- reconfiguring an existing SCell to another PUCCH group does not change its activation/deactivation state

We will verify whether these agreements are feasible from stage-3 CP point of view. If not, we should consider to rely only on release/add. 

 


R2-151657
RLM on PUCCH SCell; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151619
On the measurement events in Rel-13 CA enhancements; Samsung; Disc; 

Above 2 Tdocs not treated
R2-151483
Signalling aspects to support more than 5 carriers; Ericsson; Disc; 

Proposal 1:

-
Samsung agrees with Ericsson that we should wait. 

Proposal 2: 

-
Samsung thinks that the current number of 4 TAGs is sufficient since Samsung does not expect more than 4 reception points in UL. Intel agrees with Samsung that there will not be more than 4 RRHs. Ericsson agrees that the number of RRHs will not increase but also the number of bands matter. For different bands we usually need different TAT and hence separate TAGs. Ericsson points out that this does not mandate all UEs to support 8 TAGs. Huawei thinks that already for DC the UE can support up to 8 TAGs. 

-
QC thinks that supporting signalling for up to 8 TAGs is acceptable but maybe not essential. Nokia expects that 4 TAGs would be sufficient since e.g. on 5 GHz many cells would be on the same carrier. If it can be done easily Nokia Networks is also OK to support signalling up to 8 TAGs. LG thinks that 4 TAGs should be sufficient. Huawei thinks that the MAC CE is not problematic. DCM can see scenarios that will require more than 4 TAGs. QC thinks that for the number of TAGs only the number of UL carriers matters. 

Proposal 3:

-
QC thinks that we need to improve the capability signalling such as that the UE indicates e.g. up to 4 UL carriers with a certain set of DL carrier combinations. Huawei also thinks that the capability design is problematic and that we cannot give full flexibility in the capability signalling. Ericsson thinks that in particular the number of inter-band combinations increases the size of the capability signalling. Therefore, Ericsson would like to ask RAN4 what band combinations are likely. Intel agrees with Ericsson that if we target this many carriers the number of band combination signalling will grow exponentially. Chairman wonders whether RAN would have to have a say rather than only RAN4. Huawei agrees that it requires on what operators want to do. 

-
QC thinks we should go for a group based capability scheme. Ericsson thinks that whatever we do will require UEs to support more things and limit the flexibility in the signalling. 

=>
We will consider enhanced capability signalling solutions in the scope of this WI.

R2-151345
User Plane Impacts due to the introduction of 32 CCs; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]

-
QC wonders whether we really dimension for 25 GBps. Ericsson thinks we should aim for it to avoid that our protocols continue to be the limiting factor. QC agrees that we need to enhance the UP protocols but wonders whether we really want to go for 25 GBps. Ericsson thinks we should introduce just one new format since overhead will not be relevant when operating at L1 rates in the order of GBps. But the details can be discussed later. LG thinks we should first discuss the practical numbers and discuss the header formats based on that. Samsung thinks we do not need to discuss about 25 GBps now. Samsung thinks that we extend the headers by one byte anyway. Samsung suggests agreeing that we will extend the L2 header formats so that we can support more than 5 carriers. Fujitsu thinks that RAN4 anyway does not support more than 3 carriers and hence we don’t need to extend the headers. Nokia Networks thinks that with this argumentation we would not even have Rel-11 CA and certainly not beyond 5 carriers. 

-
Ericsson points out that also the MAC LI field should be extended to avoid that for large TB sizes 2 RLC PDUs are needed to fill the MAC PDU. 

-
Ericsson explains that even in Rel-10 the maximum TB size is bigger than what the MAC L-field can address. 

	Agreements
1
RAN2 intends to enhance the L2 UP protocols (PDCP, RLC, MAC) so that they can accommodate for the increased L1 bit rate achieved by adding more carriers. 




R2-151626
Specification impact by CA up to 32 CCs; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151093
Deactivation timer of PUCCH SCell; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
R2-151091
RRC relevant issues for PUCCH SCell; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151104
Control plane aspects of support PUCCH on SCell; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151105
Support of CA with up to 32 carriers; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151129
Discussion on CA beyond 5CCs; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; Revision of R2-150113; 
R2-151130
Activation/Deactivation of PUCCH SCell; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
R2-151252
Remaining issues for PUCCH on SCell; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151257
UCI feedback for CA enhancement beyond 5CCs; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151330
Management of activation & deactivation status for PUCCH on SCell; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151336
PUCCH Cell Croup Reconfiguration; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151337
RRM Measurement on PUCCH SCell; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151338
Control Plane impacts due to the introduction of 32CCs; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151339
Special Handling on PUCCH SCell Deactivation; CATT; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
R2-151379
Impacts on RRC for more than 5 CCs and PUCCH on SCell; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151419
SCell state at PUCCH SCell configuration; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151470
Deactivation timer on PUCCH SCell; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
R2-151490
Open issues on PUCCH on SCells; Ericsson; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.3 to 7.2.2]
R2-151509
Configuration of PUCCH SCell; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151533
Deactivation timer on PUCCH SCell; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-151618
[draft] LS on the activation/deactivation in PUCCH SCell; Samsung; LSout; 
R2-151646
PUCCH transmission on a deactivated PUCCH SCell; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.2]

R2-151647
sCellDeactivationTimer for PUCCH SCell; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.2]

R2-151648
PUCCH SCell status and PUCCH configuration_release; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc;  [Moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.2]

Above 24 Tdocs not treated
7.2.3
UP aspects

Stage-3 UP aspects

Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
R2-151092
Additional scenario for PUCCH Grouping; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151211
SR on SCell; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151287
SR support on PUCCH on SCell; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151304
Discussion on SR on PUCCH SCell; ITRI; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151314
TA and PUCCH group relationship for multiple PUCCHs; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151324
Leftover issues for PUCCH on SCell; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151342
D-SR on PUCCH SCell; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151378
MAC impacts from CA enhancements for more than 5 CCs; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151418
TAT expiry at sTAG of PUCCH SCell; NEC; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151430
SR on PUCCH Scell; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151458
How to deal with TAT expiry; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151469
SR transmissions on SCell PUCCH; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-151471
Consideration of TAG and PUCCH group; Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151495
PUCCH SCell management; HTC; Disc; 
R2-151488
SR on PUCCH SCell; Ericsson; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151506
MAC CE impact due to CA enhancements; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151620
New format for Activation/Deactivation MAC Control Element; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151622
New format for PHR MAC CE format; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151637
SR support for CA enhancements; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151649
PUCCH Group and TAT expiry; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151650
PHR format for eCA; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.3
SI: Single-Cell point-to-multipoint transmission

(FS_LTE_SC_PTM, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 14, target: June 15, WID: RP-150177)

Time budget: 1 TU
7.3.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs

Including output from [89#26][LTE/SCPTM] Skeleton TR for SC-PTM (Huawei)
Incoming LSs

R2-151024
Reply LS to R2-150709 on SC-PTM transmission feedback (S2-151102; contact: Huawei)
SA2
[Late]

=>
Noted

=>
Update this in the TR (skeleton) accordingly. 

-
Huawei reports that RAN3 decided that the MCE should choose between MBSFN and SC-PTM. Huawei expects that RAN3 will provide a corresponding LS, too. 
TR

R2-151406
Skeleton TR for SC-PTM; Huawei (Rapporteur); TR; 36.890; result of email discussion [89#26][LTE/SCPTM]; 

=>
Agreed as skeleton TR v0.1.0 in R2-151778
R2-151421
SC-PTM definition and terminology; NEC; Disc; 

-
Ericsson suggests changing the first bullet to “SC-PTM: Single cell point to multipoint transmission mode over the radio interface to transfer MBMS session data over a single cell using the PDSCH.”

-
Nokia Networks thinks we should first look at the evaluations and decide on definitions once we progressed further.

=>
Noted

=>
We will use “SC-PTM: Single cell point to multipoint transmission mode over the radio interface to transfer MBMS session data over a single cell using the PDSCH.” in the TR. 

Continuation until next meeting

· [LTE/SC-PTM] TR Update (Huawei)
-
Capture agreements from this meeting in the TR
=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR v0.2.0 

· [LTE/SC-PTM] Service Continuity (Huawei)
-
Discuss service continuity scenarios
-
If time allows, discuss possible solutions 
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report with TP for next meeting
7.3.2
Evaluation
Evaluate SC-PTM against the requirements and compare it against MBSFN and unicast solutions

Requirements

R2-151258
Public Safety Perspectives on Stage-1 Requirements Supporting SC-PTM Evaluation; U.S. Department Of Commerce; Disc; 

R2-151763
Public Safety Perspectives on Stage-1 Requirements Supporting SC-PTM Evaluation
U.S. Department Of Commerce, Institute for Information Industry (III); Disc
-
Document presented by III

-
Motorola Solutions thinks that with SC-PTM the UE will more often enter area (cells) where a service is not supported and hence service continuity would become more important compared to MBSFN. 

-
LG thinks that so far RoHC is not supported in MBMS. If we want to consider it for SC-PTM we might also have to consider it for MBSFN MBMS to align. ALU thinks that even though the network architecture is the same for SC-PTM and MBSFN, we still need to discuss later whether the radio protocol architecture is the same or different. Ericsson agrees with ALU. MediaTek also agrees that we don’t necessarily need to align. QC thinks we should consider RoHC in the context of this study. 

-
Ericsson would suggest to instead use sections of the evaluation documents that explicitly list (and compare) the requirements rather than just references. Huawei would be OK to take the TP as is. Huawei suggests taking this TP as baseline as to add other explicit requirements from other papers in addition. Ericsson is OK to add references to the clauses but thinks that the second part of the TP seems to already assume a certain outcome of this study. This does not sound like requirements. Ericsson suggests to either rewrite or remove the second part. 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that  [R-6.5.1-002] refers to the dynamic changes of the service areas and is therefore not really a requirement on the radio interface. Huawei thinks that it is anyway related (e.g. pre-established bearers would not work with this requirement). 

-
ALU thinks that for SC-PTM the radio efficiency is part of the requirements. Huawei thinks that it is a requirement for both GCSE and MCPTT but we did not evaluate it in Rel-12 for MBSFN. 

=>
Adopt the first part of the TP (including the references in the TR)

=>
May add explicit requirements from those references e.g. in the context of evaluations
Latency

R2-151441
Evaluation of MCPTT and GCSE requirements for SC-PTM; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

-
LG thinks that these evaluations already assume a certain design for scheduling and configuration. ALU agrees with that comment. Nokia Networks network tends to agree. Huawei points out that the purpose was to evaluate whether it could be feasible to design a framework that can fulfil all requirements. Of course, we have more design freedom than in the GCSE study for MBSFN. 

-
Nokia Networks wonders why we need Observation 3. 

=>
Remove Observation 3

-
ALU wonders why the sync time was not taken into account even though we intend to re-use the architecture from MBSFN. Huawei thinks that the SYNC is not needed but even if we would use it, it would still work. LG thinks that for the service continuity we should anyway consider SYNC. Furthermore, as ALU said, the gateway should not need to differentiate between MBSFN and SC-PTM. QC thinks that the SYNC protocol could be useful if multiple cells are using SC-PTM for the same service. Vodafone is not sure where it is not really required. 

-
Ericsson thinks we need to consider also larger DRX cycles for the evaluation to account for reasonable battery consumption. Huawei agrees that we also need to support larger DRX cycles. Huawei just used this value as an example. 

-
ALU thinks that we might need a two-step broadcast which would increase the acquisition delay. Huawei assumed not to use SIB but rather a new MCCH-like control channel with a repetition period of 80 ms. 

=>
Capture in addition the SYNC protocol impact in the latency figure in Table 3.3-1. Can discuss later in which cases/scenarios the sync protocol is (not) needed. 

=>
Add to observation 6 and 7: “using the cell list information provided via the core network”

-
ALU thinks that SA2 has not indicated how dynamically this information can be changed and hence we in RAN2 cannot make the conclusions in Observations 6 and 7. Huawei thinks that it has to be dynamic enough. Otherwise, it has no purpose. 

-
NEC wonders whether we still need a RAN based counting mechanism. Huawei thinks the application server is assumed to be aware. 

-
LG thinks that we need to consider the time for RRC Connection of the receiving UE so that it can provide CQI/HARQ feedback. LG thinks that also HARQ delay needs to be considered if we rely on HARQ. Huawei think that both are not essential for at least starting the reception. 

-
Ericsson considers Observation 7 and the related requirement somewhat vague and wonders whether we can really capture anything. Huawei agrees that the requirement is vague. Ericsson thinks that a broad observation could be misleading since e.g. UEs might need to know at least the TMGI beforehand. 

=>
Remove observation 7 for now. 

-
Ericsson thinks that if we finally manage to converge to one solution, a single set of latency evaluations would be sufficient. But if we finally differ, we might need multiple results. But so far Ericsson thinks that their results on latency are quite similar. 

=>
A TP based on this document, incorporating the changes above, may be included in the next version of the TR. 

=>
Can work offline to add further aspects from e.g. R2-151522. 

=>
We will verify later that the latency numbers in the evaluation match the proposed solution

R2-151522
Latency aspects for SC-PTM; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151100
Latency analysis for SC-PTM; TD Tech; Disc; 

Above 2 Tdocs not treated
Resource Efficiency

R2-151516
Comparison of SC-PTM and MBSFN use for Public Safety; Huawei, HiSilicon, TD-Tech, SouthernLINC, Potevio, China Unicom, MediaTek Inc., CATT; Disc; 
R2-151526
Initial Radio resource efficiency evaluation of Single-Cell PTM; Ericsson; Disc; revised in R2-151684
R2-151684
Initial Radio resource efficiency evaluation of Single-Cell PTM
Ericsson
Disc

revision of R2-151526
Above 3 Tdocs not treatd
R2-151592
Performance evaluation of UL feedback schemes for SC-PTM; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-
LG wonders why even without feedback the SC-PTM is better than MBSFN. 

-
Ericsson wonders how the users were distributed. Were they only in the MBSFN centre cells or across the entire MBSFN area. Ericsson assumed they will be in the centre. Huawei assumed that users could be located in any cell. Ericsson assumed that the targeted users would only be in a few cells and not in all cells contributing to the MBSFN transmissions. Huawei thinks that this is difficult to assume since the network does not know in which cell the users are. Ericsson thinks that we assume here that there is some knowledge about the user distribution. Huawei anyway believes that the MBSFN areas cannot be setup on the fly. Therefore, it may happen that the UEs are outside of the centre area. 

-
Kyocera thinks that MBSFN also supports IDLE UEs by choosing a more robust MCS. Kyocera assumes that this will not be true for SC-PTM.

Discussion: 

-
Huawei thinks that the breaking point where MBSFN or SC-PTM is better is not exactly the same but also assumptions were somewhat different. Huawei anyway thinks that with a small number of cells with users interested in a service the SC-PTM solution performs better whereas with a large number of cells with interested users MBSFN is better. Huawei thinks that at least the trend is visible from all simulations. Chairman we could capture all results and then make very clear what the different assumptions were that led to the different numbers. 

-
Chairman wonders whether, based on the results, we can say that there is an operating point (load) at which SC-PTM is significantly more efficient than unicast and MBSFN. We should know this in order to be able to justify introducing yet another solution. Huawei thinks that not only the number of UEs but also their distribution across cells matters. Samsung agrees with the chairman that we should find this “range” in between. ALU was also wondering about this question. ALU has not yet seen a range where SC-PTM would be significantly better. Even if we find some gains, ALU expects quite some additional complexity with SC-PTM. Huawei thinks that from the results provided it is clear that there are scenarios (number of users and distribution across cells) where SC-PTM is significantly more efficient and this justifies introducing SC-PTM. 

-
Samsung also thinks that it could actually be much easier to make the configuration of MBSFN areas more dynamic (based on the CN information that is anyway now going to be available) rather than introducing a new broadcast mechanism. QC agrees that we should also consider such enhancements to MBSFN. Huawei thinks that dynamic configuration of MBSFN areas is not in the scope of this SI. 

-
Ericsson also thinks that we still need to know whether the feedback is feasible. If not, this would impact the resource efficiency results quite significantly. Huawei thinks that RAN1 seems to converge that it is possible. But even without feedback there are some scenarios where SC-PTM is more efficient. 

=>
We capture the results provided to this meeting in the TR with a detailed description of the assumptions (that probably lead to the differences in the numbers)

=>
Huawei will make an attempt to capture the results from the 3 contributions discussed above. 

-
Huawei suggests to try to capture a condensed version of section 2 of R2-151516 in the TR. Ericsson would like to discuss the content of observation before deciding what to capture in the TR. Huawei suggests to discuss that offline. ALU agrees with Ericsson and thinks that some observations seem to make a comparison of MBSFN and SC-PTM which we did not discuss. Ericsson thinks that this sounds more like a conclusion section. We should discuss such conclusions later. 

-
Huawei would like to conclude that IDLE mode should also be supported by SC-PTM. 

-
Huawei would also like to try to progress the evaluation with respect to Service Continuity. 

R2-151395
Comparison of unicast and SC-PTM on radio efficiency; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

Not treated
Service Continuity

R2-151439
Service continuity for SC-PTM; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151447
Discussion on service continuity support for SC-PTM; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-151261
SC-PTM service continuity scenarios; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc;  [Moved from 7.3.1 to 7.3.2]

Above 3 Tdocs not treated

Other

R2-151518
Support of Idle mode for SC-PTM; Huawei, CATR, HiSilicon, TD-Tech, ZTE, SouthernLINC, UK Home Office, Potevio, China Unicom, MediaTek Inc., LG Electronics Inc., CATT; Disc; 

-
Nokia Networks wonders what additional evaluation we have done that would justify this conclusion. We should at least wait for the feedback from RAN1 before concluding on this. Huawei thinks that without IDLE mode support the SC-PTM cannot fulfil requirements regarding large number of UEs. Huawei also thinks that the results show that for large number of UEs the performance with and without feedback is the same. Nokia Networks thinks that for cases with many UEs, one should anyway better use MBSFN. Huawei thinks that even for many UEs there are scnearios in which SC-PTM is better than MBSFN. Ericsson would not want to exclude IDLE mode support  but also agrees that a more careful evaluation could be useful. 

-
Chairman could imagine that UEs would CONNECT once they experience too many errors. Then, the eNB would know about the bad link and could increase the robustness. But the question is at which point in time the UE should indicate to the server to request the service via unicast instead. ALU thinks that this needs more study. Ericsson thinks that this relates to service continuity and to the service/loss requirements. 

-
Vodafone would support the intention to support IDLE mode but thinks we should understand what the limits of the IDLE mode are and how and when IDLE UEs provide feedback. Orange agrees with Vodafone

-
LG thinks that one needs to support IDLE mode in order to transition from MBSFN to SC-PTM. 

	Agreements
1
We intend to support SC-PTM reception by UEs in IDLE and will investigate related aspects such as service continuity. 




R2-151446
Discussion on functionalities required for support of SC-PTM; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 

Not treated
7.3.3
Solutions
R2-151442
Group-RNTI for SC-PTM; Huawei, CATR, HiSilicon, TD-Tech, ZTE, Potevio; Disc; 
R2-151407
SC-PTM configuration; Huawei, HiSilicon, TD-Tech; Disc; 
R2-151534
Consideration of DRX in SC-PTM transmission; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151612
SC-PTM Service Continuity; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151417
ROHC in SC-PTM; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151262
Notification of service availability for Single Cell PTM; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151306
Discussion on the interested user number for SCPTM DL data transmission; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151362
DL Multicast over PDSCH; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151364
Service Continuity Issue for SC PTM; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151366
Configuration for SC-PTM transmission; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
R2-151422
SC-PTM Configuration; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151525
Service continuity aspects for SC-PTM; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151535
Radio interface enhancements for SC-PTM transmission; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151536
Service continuity with SC-PTM; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151591
Discussion and Working Assumptions for Single-cell PTM; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151606
HOW TO report UE location; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-151607
Working flow of SC-PTM UE; Potevio; Disc; 
R2-151613
SC-PTM Configuration; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

Above  17 Tdocs not treated
7.4
WI: Further LTE Physical Layer Enhancements for MTC

(LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150492)

Time budget: 1,5 TU
7.4.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs
Incoming LSs

R2-151007
LS on measurement performance for MTC (R1- 150919; contact: Ericsson); RAN1; LSin; 01; cc: RAN2; 

=>
Noted
R2-151008
LS on PRACH coverage enhancement (R1-150920; contact: Huawei); RAN1; LSin; cc: RAN2; 

=>
Noted

R2-151009
Reply LS to S2-150697 = R2-150026 on Paging for MTC (R1- 150924; contact: Ericsson); RAN1; LSin; to: RAN2; 

=>
Noted
R2-151026
Response to Reply LS on paging for MTC (S2-151383; contact: Vodafone)
SA2
=>
Noted
Continuation until next meeting

· [LTE/MTCe2] One week: Running stage-2 CR (Ericsson)
-
Capture agreements in running stage-2 CR
=>
Intended outcome: Technically Endorsed Running 36.300 CR

· [LTE/MTCe2] Mobility support (MediaTek)
-
Discuss requirements and possible solutions for handling UE mobility
-
Focus on IDLE mode mobility (cell selection / reselection). 
-
Need for intra-frequency, inter-frequency and inter-RAT?
=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report to RAN2-90
7.4.2
SIB
R2-151106
System information for Release-13 low complexity UEs and enhanced coverage; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

	Agreements
1
Independent information in MIB to determine if a cell supports Rel-13 low complexity UE category and Rel-13 enhanced coverage (EC) functionality. 

2
We apply the current SI message concept to EC/LC, i.e., one or more SIBs can be multiplexed into an SI message

5 
As baseline the UE accumulates SI messages from a single extended SI window (legacy behaviour). 
Can evaluate whether acquisition of SI messages across multiple SI window (interleaved) and interleaved SI messages decoding is feasible. 

6
The transmission occasions within a SI Window are provided in SIB1.

7
The BCCH modification period used for the LC/EC SIBs is configured separately from the configured legacy BCCH modification period. However, the former shall be a multiple of the latter. 




· [LTE/MTCe2] SIB Contents (Intel)
-
Discuss the required IEs and potential changes/simplifications for the Rel-13 SIB.
-
Use e.g. the Excel table in R2-151106 as starting point
-
Prioritize discussion of SIB1 and SIB2 and SIB14
=>
Intended output: Email discussion summary to RAN2-90

R2-151085
SIBs for Rel-13 MTC; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151077
SIB scheduling for MTC; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151561
DRAFT LS reply on simultaneous reception requirements and SIBs for MTC UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151060
MTC further considerations concerning SIBs; Gemalto N.V.; Disc; 
R2-151067
MIB analysis for Low cost MTC; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151083
Provision of Mobility Support for MTC; Sierra Wireless S.A.; Disc; 
R2-151084
MIB for Rel-13 MTC; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151087
MIB and SIB considerations for MTC; Sierra Wireless S.A.; Disc; 
R2-151120
SIB scheduling for Low cost MTC; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151141
M-SIB1 analysis for Low cost MTC; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151164
Inferences from RAN1 simulations; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-151669
Inferences from RAN1 simulations; Panasonic; Disc; revision of R2-151164; 
R2-151165
Change of MTC system information; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-151174
Considerations on new SIB(s) and Paging for MTC enhancements; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151209
Open Issues on SIB for LC-MTC; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151259
SI change notification for UEs in enhanced coverage; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151269
SIB transmission for Rel-13 MTC UEs; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151389
SIB for Rel-13 low complexity MTC; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151425
On contents and size for SIB and MIB for LC/EC MTC UE; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-151428
SIB1 Scheduling for Rel13 MTC UE; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151449
LC-MTC UE Issues related to SI reception; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151450
SIB/SI Design for LC-MTC; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151456
SI for MTC Low Cost and Enhanced Coverage; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151552
MIB for Rel-13 low complexity and coverage enhanced UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151553
SIB for Rel-13 low complexity and coverage enhanced UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151635
new SIB for eMTC; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151682
new SIB for eMTC
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-151645
System Information for Rel. 13 eMTC; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151666
System Information for low complexity and enhanced coverage; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

Above 29 Tdocs not treated
7.4.3
Paging
R2-151554
Paging for Rel-13 low complexity and coverage enhanced UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 

-


	Agreements
1
Rel-13 “normal complexity” UEs in enhanced coverage are paged using the mechanism introduced for paging Rel-13 “low complexity” UEs.

3
For CN initiated paging, the starting subframe of a Paging Occasion and the repetition pattern of that Paging Occasion is determined irrespective of the UEs coverage extension level. 

6
Extend the radio paging information container (MME => eNB) to provide information on whether the paging request is for a Rel-13 low complexity/enhanced coverage UE.

6a
For LC/EC UEs, RAN2 considers it beneficial if the CN (MME) provides the “paging attempt number” to the eNB.

7
Coverage enhancement level related information and the corresponding cell ID is provided from eNB to MME.

8
The UE does not inform the network when it changes the extended coverage level within a cell nor when it changes to another cell while being in extended coverage (unless it changes the tracking area)

9
Inform RAN1, RAN3, SA2, and CT1 about the discussion above.




=>
CB: [LTE/MTCe2] A draft reply LS on paging for MTC to RAN1, RAN3, SA2, and CT1 may be provided in R2-151782 (Ericsson)

R2-151782
Draft reply LS on paging for MTC to RAN1, RAN3, SA2, and CT1
=>
Remove “(unless it changes the tracking area)”

=>
Clarify that “RAN2 agreed that the IDLE UE does not inform the network”

=>
Change to “For LC/EC UEs, it is beneficial if the MME indicates to the eNB whether the paging attempt is e.g. 1st or 2nd, … for this UE.”

· =>
With this change the LS on paging for MTC to RAN1, RAN3, SA2, and CT1 is approved in R2-151786
R2-151107
Paging for Release-13 low complexity UEs and enhanced coverage; Intel Corporation; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151296
Considerations on paging for Rel.13 eMTC; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151210
Considerations on Paging for Low Complexity UEs; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151273
Paging transmission for coverage enhanced MTC UEs; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151390
Paging for Rel-13 low complexity MTC; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151427
Paging for Rel-13 MTC; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151452
Considerations on idle mode paging for LC-MTC; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151586
Paging Considerations for LC and CE UEs; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151588
Paging Considerations for LC and CE UEs; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
[Withdrawn]
R2-151636
Paging enhancement for eMTC; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151641
Paging Optimization for Rel-13 Low Complexity MTC; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151667
Paging for low complexity UE and enhanced coverage; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

Above 9 Tdocs not treated
Draft LSs

R2-151108
Proposed Reply LS on Paging for MTC; Intel Corporation; LSout; 
R2-151299
Draft Reply LS on paging for MTC; Qualcomm Incorporated; LSout; 
R2-151404
Draft Reply LS on Paging for MTC; Huawei; LSout; 01; draft reply LS to R2-150007; 
R2-151555
DRAFT LS reply on paging for MTC; Ericsson; Disc; 

Above 4 Tdocs not treated
7.4.4
Random Access
R2-151453
Considerations on PRACH for LC-MTC; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151109
Impacts on random access procedure for Release-13 low complexity UEs and enhanced coverage; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151260
Random Access for coverage enhanced UEs with normal bandwidth; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151281
PRACH transmission for Rel-13 MTC UEs; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151284
PRACH repetition level modelling; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151297
Consideration on RACH procedure; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151301
Random Access for Rel13 eMTC; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151420
RAR for Rel-13 low-complexity UE and UE in enhanced coverage; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151429
RACH partitioning for LC/EC, Low/Normal Complexity UE; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-151558
Random access for Rel-13 low complexity and coverage enhanced UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151562
Random access procedure for coverage enhanced UE; Sharp; Disc; 
R2-151585
Random Access procedure considerations for LC and CE UEs; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151640
New RACH procedure for Rel-13 Low Complexity UE; Samsung; Disc; 

Above 13 Tdocs not treated
Late or withdrawn

R2-151088
Random Access for LC MTC and Enhanced Coverage; Sierra Wireless S.A.; Disc; 
7.4.5
Other
Mobility

R2-151079
Cell Selection and Reselection for Enhanced Coverage; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151405
Mobility support for low complexity UEs and UEs in enhanced coverage; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151078
Considerations on Reduced Mobility Support for MTC; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151110
Mobility support for  Release-13 low complexity UEs and enhanced coverage; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151212
Discussion on Cell Selection for CE mode; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151237
Consideration on cell selection and reselection for further MTC enhancement; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
R2-151638
Cell Selection/Reselection for Rel-13 low complexity MTC; Samsung; Disc; 

Above 7 Tdocs not treated
Other

R2-151564
HARQ and TTI bundling for Rel-13 low complexity and coverage enhanced UEs; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151305
Consideration on the simultaneous transmission for MTC UEs; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151639
DRX enhancements for Rel-13 low complexity MTC; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151674
DRX enhancements for Rel-13 low complexity MTC; Samsung; Disc; revision of R2-151639 due to a duplication; 
R2-151642
Support for types of Rel-13 low complexity UE; Samsung; Disc; 

Above 5 Tdocs not treated
7.5
WI: ProSe enhancements

(LTE_eD2D_Prox-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150441)

Time budget: 4 TU
Documents in this agenda item will be handled in the LTE Break Out session. (See Annex H)
7.5.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs
Incoming LSs

R2-151011
Response LS to S2-150691 = R2-150025 on public safety discovery (R1-150948; contact: Qualcomm); RAN1; LSin; cc: RAN2; 

Other

R2-151460
[DRAFT] Reply LS on public safety discovery; Ericsson; LSout; draft reply LS to R2-150025; 
R2-151556
Work plan for enhanced D2D for Proximity Services; Qualcomm; Disc; 
7.5.2
UE-to-Network Relays
Is a UE served by a relay still known by the CN and or the eNB? If so, why? …

R2-151080
UE-to-Network Relay Measurements and Selection/Reselection; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151081
Resource Allocation for out-of-coverage UE Served by Relay; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151111
Considerations on UE-to-NW relay for ProSe; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151112
Support of one-to-one communication; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151118
Discussion on architecture and resource allocation for ProSe UE-to-NW relay; Coolpad; Disc; 
R2-151147
Overview of ProSe UE to Network Relay & Service Continuity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151148
Signalling to support UE-NW relay and Service continuity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151169
Considerations on the UE-to-Network Relays; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151206
MAC PDU Addressing for Communication with UE-to-Network Relay; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151230
Analysis on the Knowledge of Remote UE by CN/eNB; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151231
Analysis on Introduction of PC5 Signalling Protocol and Protocol Stacks for UE-to-Network Relay; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151232
Latency analysis for UE-to-Network Relay scenarios of GCSE_LTE; III; Disc; 
R2-151233
UE to Network Relay Link Handling during Remote UE's Mobility; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151234
Discovery Procedure of UE to Network Relay; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151235
Considerations on One-to-One Direct Communication; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151236
Issue of Missing Packet due to Half-duplex in PC5; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151279
Public safety perspectives on GCSE_LTE latency requirements for evaluating UE-Network Relay solutions; U.S. Department of Commerce (U.S. DOC); Disc; 

R2-151762
Public safety perspectives on GCSE_LTE latency requirements for evaluating UE-Network Relay solutions
U.S. Department of Commerce (U.S. DOC)
Disc

R2-151290
Issues to support UE2NW relay UE in D2D communication; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151307
Discussion on the remote UEâ€™s presence to eNB; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151321
Scenarios for UE-to-Network Relay; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151326
Protocol Stack for UE-to-Network Relay; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151426
Possible scenarios on UE-to-NW Relay; NEC; Disc; 
R2-151451
Involvement of the eNB/MME in UE-to-Network Relays; Interdigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151457
eNB awareness of Remote UEs; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151462
Relay Selection for UE-to-Network Relays; Interdigital Communication; Disc; 
R2-151487
Service continuity with the UE-to-network relay; General Dynamics UK Ltd; Disc; 
R2-151510
Network coverage using L3-based UE-to-Network Relays; Qualcomm; Disc; 
R2-151530
Consideration of ProSe UE-to-Network Relays; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151593
Service continuity via UE-to-Network Relays; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-151598
Discussion on Architecture and Resource Allocation for ProSe UE-to-Network Relay; Coolpad; Disc; 
R2-151627
Selection of RN by remote UE; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151629
Scenarios for UE-to-Network relay; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151631
Protocol layer impact for UE-to-Network relay; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.5.3
ProSe discovery in partial- and outside network coverage
Target public safety use case

Extend the Rel-12 discovery framework? Or realize as discovery through communication? 

R2-151113
PC5 Signaling Protocol for discovery; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151114
Draft reply LS on public safety discovery; Intel Corporation; LSout; 
R2-151170
On ProSe discovery in partial and outside network coverage; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151238
Discussion on ProSe Discovery in Partial and Outside Network Coverage; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151285
Transport option for public safety discovery; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151331
Transport of public safety direct discovery; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151454
Discussion on D2D Transport Mechanisms for Public Safety Discovery; Interdigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151461
Considerations on ProSe public safety discovery; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151531
Consideration of ProSe discovery in partial and outside network coverage; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151557
Out-of-Coverage discovery for Public Safety; Qualcomm; Disc; 
R2-151624
Enhancement for discovery out of coverage; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.5.4
ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN

ProSe discovery transmissions in a non-serving carrier and/or secondary cell belonging to the same and possibly different PLMN as the serving cell.

R2-151069
Discussion on the scenarios for D2D ProSe discovery; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151082
D2D discovery in the presence of multiple carriers and PLMNs; Sony; Disc; 
R2-151115
ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151149
Direct Discovery transmission on non-serving carriers; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151153
Discussion on ProSe discovery support in multiple-carrier scenario; Coolpad; Disc; 
R2-151171
On Prose Discovery for inter-freqency and inter-PLMN; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151198
Discovery Transmission in Non Serving Carrier and Scell; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151200
Handling Concurrent TX in Serving Carrier & Sidelink Direct Discovery TX in Non Serving Carrier for UE with Single TX chain; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151202
Handling Power Limitation during Concurrent TX in Serving Carrier & Sidelink Direct Discovery TX in Non Serving Carrier; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151203
Resource Allocation for Discovery Transmission in Non Serving Carrier and Scell; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151239
Enhancement on Discovery in Inter-frequency/ Inter-PLMN Scenario; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151335
Enhancement of transmission of D2D discovery messages; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151423
Enhancement for inter-carrier D2D discovery; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-151511
Inter-Frequency and PLMN Discovery; Qualcomm; Disc; 
R2-151532
Enhanced ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151621
Scope of enhancements for non-PCell discovery (in-coverage); LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151623
RAN2 impact for discovery on non-Pcell; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 

R2-151678
RAN2 impact for discovery on non-Pcell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc revision of R2-151623
R2-151625
Measurements for non-PCell discovery announcement; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.5.5
Group priorities for ProSe communication

R2-151116
Priority handling for ProSe communication; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151117
Support of group priority in Rel-13; ETRI; Disc; 
R2-151150
Floor control and pre-emption for ProSe; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151152
ProSe user and group priority; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151160
Logical channel prioritization procedure for ProSe communication; Panasonic; Disc; 
R2-151172
Discussion on the Group Priority issue; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151207
Group Priority Handling; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151228
Discussion on group priorities for ProSe communication; ASUSTeK; Disc; 
R2-151240
Discussion on Group Priority; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151340
Group priority for ProSe communication; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151459
Priority Handling for ProSE Communication; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151467
Priority Support for Rel-13 ProSe; Interdigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151489
Group priority handling for ProSe Communication; General Dynamics UK Ltd; Disc; 
R2-151563
ProSe Group Priority; Qualcomm; Disc; 
R2-151628
Support of group priorities; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.5.6
Other
E.g. related to MCPTT requirements identified through SA1 work and embraced by SA2 and SA6 ProSe work
R2-151068
Discussion on D2D communications handover for service continuity; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151151
MCPTT Requirements and their Impact on ProSe; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151173
Service continuity for ProSe Direct Communication; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151328
Addressing for ProSe one-to-one communication; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151485
Addressing for one-to-one communication; General Dynamics UK Ltd; Disc; 
R2-151616
Support for MCPTT priority requirements for Rel-13 ProSe; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151617
Support for MCPTT priority requirements for Rel-13 ProSe; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151634
Potential impact on protocol layer for MCPTT; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
7.6
WI: LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration
(LTE_WLAN_radio-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150510)

Time budget: 1,5 TU
7.6.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs
Work Plan

R2-151493
Work plan for Rel-13 LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration and Interworking Enhancement WI; China Telecom, Qualcomm Incorporated, Intel Corporation, Mediatek; Disc; 
[Withdrawn]
R2-151494
Work plan for Rel-13 LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration and Interworking Enhancement WI; China Telecom, Qualcomm Incorporated, Intel Corporation, Mediatek; Disc; 

-
Broadcom thinks the time schedule is too aggressive. Broadcom thinks that we can discuss architecture and user plane but will probably have to take an agreement in RAN2-90. Intel thinks we should not be pessimistic. Nokia Networks thinks that it is essential to provide RAN3 with necessary input before they start their work in August. 

Running Stage-2 CR

R2-151712
Agreements on LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration and Interworking Enhancement; Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, China Telecom
-
Huawei thinks that the intention is to prepare the actual 36.300 CR where things should not end up in the Annex. Huawei is fine with the content of the text but wonders whether we can call it running stage-2 CR. Intel thinks that so far there are simply not enough agreements to provide real stage-2 text. 

=>
Change “S1-C” to “S1-MME”

=>
Change to “For deployments where an”

=>
With these changes the CR is endorsed as running stage-2 CR in R2-151719. (Note: At this stage the CR just captures the agreements made so far. The actual stage-2 text and placement in the specification will be discussed further)
7.6.2
Scenarios and Requirements

R2-151263
Scenarios for WLAN aggregation and interworking; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

=>
Noted

R2-151095
Consideration on the mobility scenarios for LTE&WIFI Aggregation; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151096
Consideration on the simultaneously configuration of LTE/WLAN aggregation and Dual Connectivity; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151097
Consideration on the support of legacy AP in LTE/WLAN aggregation; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151187
Scenarios for LTE-WLAN radio level aggregation; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151679
Scenarios for LTE-WLAN radio level aggregation
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
 
 
 
 
revision of R2-151187 due to a file format error

R2-151219
Core Network requirements for LTE-WLAN interworking; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151293
Considerations on Scenarios for LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration; CATT, CATR; Disc; 
R2-151295
Discussion on mobility scenarios of WLAN integration; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151310
Discussion on Mobility Support for LTE/WLAN Integration; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151313
Scenarios when Coexisting with Dual Connectivity; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151357
Performance evaluation for R-12 IWK and LWA; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151475
Deployment Scenarios and requirements for LTE-WiFi aggregation and Solution 3; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
R2-151481
Discussion on scenarios and possible solution on interworking between WLAN and LTE; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151559
Quality-of-Service (QoS) and WLAN Integration for LTE R13; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151566
Scenarios and requirements for LTE-WLAN radio level integration and interworking enhancement; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151655
Deployment Scenarios and Requirements for LTE-WLAN Aggregation; Qualcomm Incorporated, Intel Corporation, KT Corp, CMCC, KDDI, China Telecom, Mediatek; Disc; 

Above 16 Tdocs not treated
7.6.3
Architecture Aspects

R2-151193
User Plane Architecture Aspects of LTE/WLAN aggregation; Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, KT Corp., CMCC, KDDI; Disc; 
-
Broadcom thinks that there is no benefit to route packets to the RAN and then forward them through WLAN. CT thinks that it is very helpful and exactly what the WI covers. Intel agrees. 

-
Chairman wonders whether we can agree to proposal 1. Broadcom objects to Proposal 1 since it seems to say that PDCP PDUs go directly on the WLAN MAC layer. QC and IDT think that the proposal only says that there is aggregation and that all traffic is routed through the eNB and through PDCP. 

-
Broadcom thinks that for 2C the eNB would not need to generate PDCP PDUs. It could just send IPsec packets to the WLAN side. Nokia Networks thinks that this would have been option 2B in DC.  But this is not in the scope of the WI. We are supposed to use 2C. 

-
Chairman thinks that the consequence of Proposal 3 and 5 is that the UE cannot associate directly with WLAN AP since the WLAN AP is not supposed to connected to any AAA (and similar) servers in the CN. Intel agrees thinks that this would be nice. 

-
Broadcom thinks that a direct interface between an eNB and e.g. a WLAN AP is not feasible in many deployments in particular not for the UP. Huawei agrees since the control plane would usually terminate in the access controller which is reachable from the outside. Nokia, Intel, Ericsson, QC think that it is very clear that there shall be a standardized interface between a WLAN logical node and eNB. BlackBerry thinks that it is up to the WLAN network how packets coming from the eNB are delivered within the WLAN network. 

Proposal 6: 

-
Broadcom thinks that there may need to be different termination points for UP and CP on the WLAN side. Broadcom thinks that the WTP could also be implemented in the UE. Ericsson thinks that this is just an implementation choice. We would not define any further interfaces within this WTP. MediaTek agrees that it is a good approach not to worry about the implementation details. But MediaTek thinks that some WLAN architectures that e.g. offer a UP interface but not a CP interface. QC thinks that it is of course an option to terminate the UP and CP functionality in different nodes. This is up to implementation. Broadcom thinks we should distinguish the UP and CP termination points. 

-
Huawei thinks that RAN3 used the term WTP for the control plane termination point. 

Proposal 7:

-
QC explains that Flow Control is necessary since there are two paths to the same UE and flow control is needed in order to send an appropriate amount of data from the eNB to the WLN. Broadcom thinks that Flow Control is not needed since it is a managed WiFi which provides admission control. Intel agrees with QC that we had the discussion in DC and concluded that FC is needed. Ericsson also agrees and points out that RAN2 found that without flow control a throughput gain was not achievable with fast flow control. Huawei also agrees that we need flow control. Huawei is not sure it has to come from the WLN but could possibly also be steered from the UE. IDT tends to agree with Huawei. Intel thinks we should at least agree that a flow control mechanism is needed to ensure an appropriate amount of data being available in the WLN. 

-
BlackBerry thinks that only 3C requires Flow Control. IDT also thinks that Flow Control is certainly needed in the 3C case. Broadcom thinks that in 2C it is not needed. Samsung thinks that flow control is useful for 2C since otherwise a lot of data might be forwarded to WLAN. MediaTek thinks that also for 2C it would be needed. Chairman thinks that it is only needed for 3C. For 2C any node between eNB and WLN or the WLN itself will drop packets in case of congestion. QC agrees that is essential for 3C but could also beneficial for 2C. Ericsson thinks that without flow control the eNB might not know whether less than half of the window size is in flight. Chairman tends to agree with that. Nokia Networks also agrees.  LG thinks that also for 2C it is needed. 

9
Broadcom wonders how the QCIs would be mapped to the WLAN Access Classes. Vodafone thinks that only QCI9 would be mapped to WLAN. Intel thinks that there is Voice over WLAN in the field. IDT thinks that we could agree this proposal even without discussing QoS differentiation. Huawei also agrees to support multiple bearers. Kyocera wonders whether we would support UM and AM. Huawei thinks we can discuss this later. Broadcom thinks that VoIP packets should not be split via different paths. 

Proposal 11: 

-
Huawei thinks that if we use an IPsec tunnel between eNB and UE via the WLN, we would not need an EtherType. 

	Agreements

… for WLAN+LTE Aggregation…
1
In LTE/WLAN aggregation downlink, PDCP PDUs are generated by the eNB PDCP entity and transferred to the UE PDCP entity via LTE RLC/MAC and/or the WLAN (adaptation layer, tunnelling and interface between eNB, WLAN function and UE is FFS).

3
For LTE/WLAN aggregation the only CN interface is S1, terminated at the eNB. 
3a
This does not preclude the implementation of “legacy” WLAN interworking (e.g. S2a, S2b or NSWO) in the same WLAN.
5
The “WLAN logical node” (WLN) is connected to the eNB. Beyond this no other CN interfaces are specified or required for aggregation. 
(FFS: Authentication of the UE with WLAN (via the eNB or directly to the CN)

6
We define a logical “WLAN logical node” (WLN) in the scope of this WI and don’t specify in any further detail where the functionality specified for this WLN should/will be implemented (up to implementation). 

FFS whether we need to distinguish e.g. UP and CP WLN

7a
For a 3C architecture flow control is necessary for the eNB to determine the amount of data to route towards the WLN. (FFS whether flow control runs between WLN and eNB or whether the feedback could e.g. be provided by the UE.)

7b
For a 2C architecture at least feedback is needed for the eNB to avoid that more than half the PDCP sequence number space is brought in flight. (FFS whether this is provided by a flow control mechanism from the WLN or by the UE)

9
LTE/WLAN Aggregation should support multiple bearer transmission per UE via WLAN. A mechanism without WLAN MAC specification impact will be used in order for the receiver to differentiate PDCP PDUs which belong to different bearers. 

12
Concurrent operation of DC and LTE/WLAN aggregation for the same UE can be considered as a second priority.
13
Aggregation will support uplink transmissions on LTE. Other modes of operation for uplink will be discussed as a second priority.



R2-151478
Architecture for LTE-WiFi aggregation; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 

-
Intel thinks that the WI objectives for RAN3 clearly refer to the Dual Connectivity solution. 

-
Intel thinks that the tunnel will have to be re-established when the UE moves. The GTP solution established for DC could be re-used. 

-
CATT thinks that the IPsec tunnel will expose the IP address of the eNB to the UE which his not acceptable. Broadcom thinks that this is not a problem. 

-
CATT would rather suggest other solutions that can also ensure transparency. 
-
Broadcom thinks that SA2 has discussed this in the context of SaMOG and concluded that a L2 transport is not a viable solution. Broadcom thinks that a new EtherType will have an impact on existing APs. MediaTek thinks that the EtherType is not used by the AP but rather by the UE to decide whether the packet goes to the PDCP stack. 

-
MediaTek thinks with the IP tunnel the problem is that there is no native support for PDCP over IP. 

-
QC also thinks that we could discuss further between the two solutions but thinks that the IPsec tunnel has a lot of impact. Chairman wonders whether RAN3 should decide. QC and Intel point out that the IPsec tunnel would have to be discussed here since it terminates in the UE. Huawei agrees with Intel that for IPsec we would need to discuss how the UE gets an IP connection via WLAN to the eNB. Anyway, Huawei thinks that SA2 has developed solutions by which the UE can connect via IPsec into the 3GPP network. CATT thinks that in SA2 the tunnel is between the UE and the ePDG. But an eNB should not be connected in such a way. IDT thinks that we should consider IPsec based solutions. Vodafone thinks that if we consider IPsec we should rather talk about a tunnelling protocol. But Vodafone would like to consider the impact of both solutions. CT agrees with Intel and QC that the IPsec has too much impact. Samsung thinks that this case is very different from what SA2 discussed since we want to exchange L2 PDCP packets between UE and eNB. Also on the UE side the processing of IPsec packets would be difficult. Ericsson also would like to re-use the DC approach. QC agrees that this is according to the WID. Ericsson also thinks that the flow control could not come from the WLN if we go for the IPsec tunnel and we don’t know whether it is feasible to get the feedback from elsewhere. 

-
Broadcom thinks that the GTP interface would prevent usage of WLAN based mobility. With IPsec the mobility between WLAN APs would remain transparent to the eNB. Ericsson thinks that one could still make use of it. Samsung thinks that the eNB should anyway handle the mobility about the WLNs since that is one of the big benefits. Therefore, hiding mobility is not good anyway. Samsung thinks that we are not having a SI but rather a WI for a solution based on Dual Connectivity as baseline. 

R2-151070
Need for ARQ over WLAN; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151473
LTE-WiFi aggregation based on Rel-12 LTE Dual Connectivity architecture 2C; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151477
UE Architectural Implementation; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
R2-151071
Protocol architecture for WLAN-LTE aggregation; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151098
Consideration on the user plane architecture for the LTE/WLAN aggregation; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151298
Discussion on UP Architecture of LTE/WLAN Aggregation; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151303
Discussion on architectural of C-plane for LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151344
User Plane Architecture for LTE-WLAN Integration; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151354
Rate Adaption for LTE/WLAN Aggregation; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151358
UP architecture and required functions for LTE/WLA aggregation; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151415
User Plane Architecture options for LTE-WLAN integration; KT Corp.; Disc; 
R2-151424
WLAN-LTE architecture; NEC; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.4 to 7.6.3]

R2-151435
Requirement for layer 2 structure in LTE-WLAN aggregation; Fujitsu; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151438
LTE-WLAN aggregation; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151482
Architecture for LTE-WLAN RAN Level Integration and Interworking Enhancement and Analysis; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151484
Traffic Steering Options for Cellular - WLAN Interworking  with Analysis; Broadcom Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151486
Basic consideration on architecture of WLAN/LTE Integration and Interworking; China Unicom; Disc; 
R2-151538
Scenario and Protocol architecture of LTE-WLAN aggregation; Kyocera; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.3]
R2-151560
Bearer Architecture for WLAN Integration for LTE R13; InterDigital Communications; Disc; 
R2-151569
User plane architecture and associated key aspects for 3GPP/WLAN aggregation; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151119
Discussion on architecture issues for LTE-WLAN Radio Level Integration and Interworking; Coolpad; Disc; 
[Withdrawn]

R2-151668
User Plane Architecture for LTE-WLAN integration; Samsung; Disc; 

 [Late]
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7.6.4
Other

R2-151572
LTE-WLAN interworking enhancement; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151480
Overview of WLAN interworking for Rel-13; Ericsson; Disc; 

Proposal 6:

-
Huawei explains that the intention is to control by the NW which APs/channels the UE should measure on and trigger measurements events for. 

Discussion: 

-
MediaTek would generally support the Ericsson approach. MediaTek would like to stick as much as possible to what we designed already in Rel-12. For example bearer level offloading should not be introduced. BlackBerry also has some preference for the way that Ericsson suggests to model it. BlackBerry thinks that the UE should respond to the eNB when it performed traffic steering. Ericsson thinks that this could be considered but it is not really depending on whether the UE was steered by a Rel-13 command or by Rel-12. 

-
Samsung also supports APN level offloading. Samsung thinks the MME might need to provide this information also to the eNB. In this way the eNB would know which APNs (bearers) are offloadable. 

-
MediaTek thinks we might want more measurements than just beacon RSSI from the UE (e.g. BSSI load, …). 

-
Broadcom wonders what the UE is supposed to do if it was steered to WLAN but than re-selects to another AP. Ericsson suggests that if the UE provides explicit BSSIDs with the dedicated thresholds, the UE shall only consider the thresholds for those APs. 

-
Ericsson would suggest relying on the same modelling and hence also the user preference would be handled in the same way. Huawei thinks that the interworking enhancement is supposed to ensure network control. Therefore, the UE should not follow ANSDF. Of course the User may still connect to his home AP but it shall not be able to select e.g. among operator APs. BlackBerry thinks we should follow the Rel-12 principles. MediaTek agrees with BlackBerry that we should follow the same coexistence principles. IDT agrees with MediaTek and thinks that we should not override user preferences. Intel also thinks that we should re-use those principles from Rel-12. CT would like to ensure network control. Huawei agrees with CT that this is supposed to reflect solution 3. Huawei thinks that if we want to give precedence to user preferences and ANDSF in interworking we should also apply this to WLAN+LTE aggregation. Ericsson thinks that even if we re-discuss the ANDSF and user preferences we will not come to a different conclusion than in Rel-12. Huawei thinks that if a WLAN Station can connect both to a home AP as well as to an operator AP, it should not refuse the WLAN steering command. Cisco also supports what Ericsson said with respect to ANSDF and user preferences. 

-
Cisco thinks that ANDSF could still prevent the UE from offloading/steering to WLAN even if the eNB commands this. Huawei thinks that ANDSF could also e.g. restrict to certain SSIDs. Measurements provided by the UE should then be restricted to those SSIDs. Beyond that point, the UE shall not refuse to use a WLAN AP which it reported. 

-
MediaTek thinks that both interworking and aggregation have aspects that need to be discussed in SA2. 

-
Intel suggests leaving user preference and ANDSF aside for SA2 to discuss and decide.

-
DT sees the steering as an evolution of the RAN rules and not directly connected to ANDSF

-
DT would prefer bearer level offload. Samsung thinks that on the WLAN side there is no notion of bearers. DT thinks that we could then adopt IP flow level. Huawei think that the UE could map the bearers to IP flows using the configured TFTs. Broadcom agrees that we could ask SA2 to support flow level offload. Intel thinks that SA2 was clear in that bearer level is not possible. IP flow level could be discussed further in SA2 if we want them to discuss it. CATT supports APN level offload. 

-
Sony supports the Ericsson proposal as means to realize the steering without changing the overall framework. Huawei agrees that the Ericsson proposal would be simple but Huawei thinks that it would leave too much freedom to the UE. BlackBerry thinks that also the Ericsson solution would allow the eNB to steer the UE to a particular AP based on the measurements received… if that is what the NW wants to do. Alternatively, the eNB may allow the UE to select among all or a subset of the APs. CATT thinks that the NW should decide which AP the UE connects to. Huawei thinks that the idea is not to enhance the RAN rules but rather to introduce a new feature.  IDT would support the Ericsson proposal

-
Nokia Networks thinks we could at least agree on the measurements. 

-
Huawei thinks that the UE does not need to provide BSS specific (not UE specific) measurements (e.g. BSS Load). CATT agrees with Huawei that only Beacon RSSI needs to be reported. Ericsson thinks we should not assume that there will always be an interface available between eNB and WLAN. If there is an interface, the eNB does not need to configure those measurements. CT agrees that also the other metrics should be supported in environments where a direct interface is not feasible

-
Huawei thinks that we should inform RAN3 that they should design this interface. QC thinks we could recommend RAN3 to work on the interface. Broadcom thinks that for an S2a deployment this is not feasible. QC agrees that a solution should also work without but nevertheless an interface would be desirable where feasible. Nokia Networks supports Huawei that we could recommend it to RAN3. Ericsson thinks that a benefit of the interworking solution is that it does not necessarily requires an interface.  But if it provides additional gains, Ericsson is OK to have it as an option. 

-
Broadcom suggests to also report the achievable throughput.

	Agreements
For aggregation and interworking enhancements

1
We extend the RRM measurement framework by adding WLAN measurement reporting. 

2
As baseline the measurement metrics defined in Rel-12 for RAN rules are supported for reporting
(This does not preclude direct provisioning of measurements from WLAN to eNB)

3
The eNB may configure measurement objects for WLAN measurements. 

4
For interworking enhancements the eNB may send a steering command to the UE (actual format and content is FFS)

5
RAN2 considers the interface for directly providing metrics such as BSS load from WLAN to eNB as beneficial (for the deployments where an interface is feasible) and suggests RAN3 to specify it as described in the WID. 




=>
We will capture the agreements on WLAN interworking in a running Stage-2 CR.

R2-151138
WLAN aggregation, overall DC procedure; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.3 to 7.6.4]
R2-151094
Consideration for UE WLAN measurment in R13; ZTE; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151072
Interface between LTE and WLAN; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151191
Some considerations for network-controlled LTE-WLAN radio level interworking; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151680
Some considerations for network-controlled LTE-WLAN radio level interworking
MediaTek Inc.
Disc

[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151192
Network Selection and Data Aggregation with LTE-WLAN Aggregation; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151681
Network Selection and Data Aggregation with LTE-WLAN Aggregation
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
[Moved from 7.6.3 to 7.6.4]
R2-151220
Overall operational procedure for LTE-WLAN interworking; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151229
UE Behaviour Scenarios in an LTE-WLAN Aggregated Network; Samsung; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151270
LTE-WLAN radio interworking improvements; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151309
Considerations on WLAN Measurements; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151311
WLAN Measurement and Report for Integration and Interworking; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151315
Considerations of WiFi Node for User Plane Aggregation; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151355
Design of UE WLAN measurement reporting for RRM; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151356
WLAN measurement configuration; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151476
Requirements to Support User Preferences; BlackBerry UK Limited; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151479
WLAN measurement reporting; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151567
Procedure for the configuration of LTE-WLAN aggregation; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151597
Coexistence between Rel-13 LTE/WLAN interworking enhancement/aggregation and Rel-12 LTE/WLAN interworking; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151654
RAN/WLAN aggregation procedure; LG Electronics inc; Disc; 
[Moved from 7.6.2 to 7.6.4]
R2-151656
Control Plane Architecture for LTE-WLAN Aggregation; Qualcomm Incorporated, KT Corp., CMCC, Intel Corporation, KDDI, China Telecom; Disc; [Moved from 7.6.3 to 7.6.4]

Above 21 Tdocs not treated
7.7
WI: Multicarrier Load Distribution in LTE
(LTE_MC_load-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150491)

Time budget: 1 TU
Study the limitations of the current mechanisms and measurement quantities, for redistribution of UEs amongst multiple LTE carriers. Provide input to RAN1/4 on the new measurement quantity. 

R2-151596
Deployment scenarios and requirements for Idle mode Load Balancing; Verizon; Disc; 
-
Nokia Networks thinks it is good to summarize the targets and requirements. 

-
Nokia Networks wonders what the problem/goal for eMBMS is. Verizon explains that when eMBMS is used on a certain frequency there is less capacity for unicast traffic on that carrier and therefore it should be possible to move non-MBMS UEs to another carrier. Samsung thinks that already today the UE will prioritize the MBMS carrier only if it has to camp there in order to receive MBMS. What else is needed? Verizon wants to move non-interested UEs to another layer when MBMS broadcast starts. Samsung thinks that there may actually be many UEs that can still camp on the normally intended carrier and still receive MBMS from the MBMS carrier. 

-
Intel thinks it would be good to capture these requirements and would like to add to take UE capabilities into account. Nokia Networks wonders whether we can be more specific which UE capabilities should be taken into account. Verizon would like to focus on the supported bands. ZTE thinks that also capabilities such as DC could be taken into account. QC thinks that some features are supported by the UE and some by the Network. QC does not think we should require the network to broadcast what it intends to use and the UE to derive which carrier it wants to camp on. Huawei thinks that a UE should not camp on cells supporting Small Cell on/off. Chairman thinks that on such a carrier no UE should camp. This can be achieved by existing priorities. 

-
QC wonders whether it is really the intention to offload IDLE UE to spotty inter-frequency cells (e.g. F3 in Figure 2). QC assumes that those cells would primarily be used in CONNECTED mode and in particular with aggregation or DC. QC thinks that it may of course depend on the deployment scenario. 

-
DCM wonders whether the ultimate target is to maximize user throughput and network capacity. 

	Requirements targeted in this WI

1)
It should be possible under network control to re-distribute among the different carries a fraction of users currently camped on these carriers

2)
It should be possible under network control to distribute among the different carries a fraction of users moving into the cells from other cells

3)
Different deployment scenarios should be supported – macro only networks, co-channel and inter-frequency small cell deployments

4)
It should be possible to control the load distribution among individual cells rather than only on a carrier level (for example the scenario that the macro cell in a co-channel Het-Net deployment and/or certain small cells on another carrier may be overloaded) 

5)
Solutions should cater for different (re)distribution decisions in the network that take into consideration other factors:


a) eMBMS deployments on macro or small cell layer


b) Number of devices supporting certain bands (other capabilities can be considered)


c) Bandwidth of the different carriers may be different

6)
The solution should avoid a user ping-pong among carriers

7)
Maximize user throughput and network capacity (in terms of system throughput, connection establishment, RA, (inter-frequency) mobility related signalling) for UEs in CONNECTED. 




R2-151074
On the scope of multi-carrier load balancing enhancements; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-
ALU wonders whether the small cells were next to each other or spotty. ALU wonders whether the dedicated priorities work so well is due to that the UEs don’t move. If they would move out of the hot spot areas the results would look different. 

-
Nokia Networks explains that one layer has only macro cells and the other carrier has both macro and small cells. 
R2-151464
Limitations of current mechanisms to achieve Idle mode load balancing; Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Verizon; Disc; 

-
Nokia Networks agrees with many but not all observations. E.g. Nokia Networks thinks that dedicated priorities are very useful and can also be applied to many UEs. Nokia Networks wonders how dynamic our solutions are supposed to be and how often we intend to change broadcast parameters. Nokia Networks thinks that so far the broadcast signalling is assumed to be fairly static and not adjust to small fluctuations in load. ZTE thinks that the intention is to distribute the UEs properly before they even enter RRC CONNECTED. Nokia Networks that overload is due to the load created by UEs currently connected. Hence, if the network wants to resolve current overload, it needs to move connected UEs to another carrier. ZTE thinks that if a lot more UEs are camped on one carrier than on another, it is also more likely to be overloaded by UEs in connected. MediaTek thinks that inter-frequency mobility in connected can be used to react to instantaneous overload. The IDLE mode mechanisms will always be much slower. Ericsson thinks that we should talk about high load rather than about overload and it will do something against the high load before being overloaded. 

-
Intel thinks that we should clarify that our goal is to do IDLE mode load distribution rather than doing CONNECTED mode load distribution. Nokia Networks thinks that also the dedicated priorities are assigned to be applied in IDLE. 

-
Vodafone thinks that UEs in IDLE mode are generally not causing load. The intention is that once the UEs go to CONNECTED mode the load they generate should also be evenly distributed. QC agrees that in CONNECTED mode the NW has full control over the load. QC thinks that the goal is to avoid overload on connection setup (RA) and e.g. to avoid inter-frequency mobility right after handover. QC thinks we should reflect these goals in the requirements. ALU thinks that e.g. the RA overload would also result in reduced network capacity and hence it is covered by the requirements.  
R2-151185
Potential solutions and analysis for multicarrier load distribution; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
-
Nokia Networks thinks that from the IDLE mode distribution results it is not possible to conclude that it will also result in good per-user throughput or in good network capacity. 

-
QC wonders whether it is really possible to compare the number of UEs in a small cell to the number of UEs in small cell. 

=>
Noted

-
Chairman suggests that companies think about solutions using per-cell priorities and/or reselection probabilities and investigate possible benefits and shortcomings. Also other solutions may of course be suggested and should be evaluated.

R2-151057
Limitations of the current measurement quantities for load balancing in multiple carrier deployments; NTT DOCOMO, INC., CMCC, Verizon, Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 

=> Noted
R2-151156
Measurement quantities for load balancing; Nokia Networks; Disc; 

-


Discussion: 

-
DCM clarifies that they intend to use the RS-SINR measurements of inter-frequency neighbour cells in CONENCTED mode for load balancing. Intel thinks that the network should already be aware of the neighbour cells and, together with the RSRP measurement from the UE it could estimate the throughput. QC thinks that the intention is to provide a measure of the achievable throughput as seen/expected by the UE. Intel thinks that there would be additional effort to measure SINR for inter-frequency neighbours. 

-
QC thinks that RAN4 should discuss and conclude whether it is feasible to perform inter-frequency SINR measurements and how accurate those could be. Nokia Networks suggests to discuss whether we consider narrow- or wideband measurements. 

-
Chairman suggests sending an LS to RAN4 describing our intended use case and to ask whether the SINR measurements would be feasible and suitable for this. Nokia Networks thinks that we should first evaluate the shortcomings of current metrics. DCM indicates that they provided an estimate of the shortcomings in their paper. DCM thinks that the main problem at the moment is that at some inter-frequency load balancing mobility decisions result in lower throughput for that UE since the RSRP and other available metrics did not allow to accurately predict the throughput in the target cell. 

-
Chairman suggests to send an LS to RAN4 describing our intended use case (inter-frequency load balancing in RRC CONNECTED; UE to provide SINR measurements of inter-frequency neighbours (and possibly of the serving cell); network uses this to better predict the achievable throughput  in that neighbour) and ask them to evaluate whether inter-frequency SINR measurements are feasible to perform with required accuracy and acceptable battery consumption and complexity (also for different types of SINR measurements such as narrow- and wideband). 

-
DCM would be OK to postpone the LS if companies want to work more on the problem statement. ZTE would like to draft an LS this week. 

=>
CB: [LTE/MC] An draft LS to RAN4 on SINR measurements can be provided in R2-151777 (DCM)

-
CMCC thinks that for Immediate MDT we need an SINR measurement of the serving cell. Chairman thinks that for the serving cell we have a CQI measurement which is much better. 

R2-151777
LS on SINR Measurements; to RAN4; Contact: DCM

=>
In the third bullet remove: “(and possibly of the serving cell)”

=>
Clarify in first paragraph that this is only for inter-frequency neighbors. 

=>
Change “Actions:ss” to “Actions:”

· =>
With these changes the “LS on a new measurement quantity for Multicarrier Load Distribution” to RAN4, CC RAN1; is approved in R2-151785
R2-151089
Consideration on RS-SINR measurement; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151090
Analysis of current cell reselection scheme; ZTE, China Telecom; Disc; 
R2-151184
Scenarios and challenges for multicarrier load distribution; Intel Corporation; Disc; 
R2-151213
Discussion on introducing RS-SINR measurement; CMCC; Disc; 
R2-151317
Discussion on multicarrier load distribution of idle mode UEs; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151436
Limitations of UL and DL load control; Fujitsu; Disc; 
R2-151444
Cell-specific prioritization for idle mode load balancing; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151492
Misalignment of PCell in T/F CA and the Prior camp-on cell; China Unicom; Disc; 
R2-151540
Potential issues in multi-carrier load distribution; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151615
Consideration on Multicarrier Load Distribution; Huawei, Hisilicon; Disc; 
R2-151659
Idle mode load balancing in HetNets; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151661
Load Balancing using current mechanisms; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 
R2-151662
Ping-Pong using current mechanisms; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

Above 13 Tdocs not treated
7.8
SI: Further MDT enhancements

(FS_LTE_eMDT2, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Sep. 15, WID: RP-150472)
Time budget: 0,5 TU
Work Plan

R2-151224
Work Plan for Study on further enhancements of Minimization of Drive Tests (MDT) for E-UTRAN; CMCC (Rapporteur); Disc; 

=>
Noted
TR
R2-151218
Skeleton TR for feMDT; CMCC (Rapporteur); TR; 36.880; v0.0.1

-
Intel suggests to instead structure the TR by the different areas outlined in the SID, i.e., a section on the different areas with sub-sections covering use cases and solutions.

=>
Can discuss offline on the structure of the TR

Continuation until next meeting

· [LTE/MDT] One week - Skelton TR (CMCC)
=>
Intended output: Agreed skeleton TR v0.1.0 in R2-151779
=>
CMCC will provide a TR version including the agreements of this meeting to RAN2-90 (v0.1.1)

Problems and Solutions

R2-151664
Latency measurement for GBR traffic; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

-
QC thinks that there are anyway end to end measurements defined on higher layers providing RTT measurements. Given those, it does not seem essential to measure the UL latency. MediaTek thinks that the situation on UL and DL could be quite different. And therefore such measurements should be available for the individual UL. 

-
Samsung thinks that for the DL the existing L2 measurement can be re-used. Samsung agrees that the UL delay is also important but thinks that we would need to minimize the impact on the UE. Samsung does not want to report the latency observed by every individual PDCP packet. MediaTek would actually like to consider that. QC thinks that aspects such as segmentation would need to be taken into account. QC would first like to understand why this small portion of the e2e delay is important. CMCC thinks that it helps to resolve scheduling issues caused by the scheduling algorithm. MediaTek thinks that latency measurements could help to reduce the drive tests. MediaTek thinks that one would like to collect information that allows to detect the problem. Huawei also considers latency to be an important metric and thinks that the Uu UL latency is still a significant part of the e2e latency. MediaTek assumes that e.g. each PDCP PDU could be tagged with e.g. the system time. Samsung thinks that latency aspects for QoE are out of the scope of RAN2. QC thinks that it is not easy to tag all UL packets. QC thinks that also the eNB can make a guess of the packet delay on the UE side for traffic that generates packets e.g. every 20 ms. MediaTek thinks that the eNB could compute the latency by looking at the system time at which the UE entered the PDCP queue until the point that packet arrived at the eNB. Nokia Networks thinks that we should first define the real problem before deciding on a solution. Otherwise, we cannot determine whether the complexity is justified. Nokia Networks disagrees with QC that the eNB can determine the UL queuing delay without effort either. Nokia Networks would like to correlate the latency measurements with the UE location. 

-
TI would like to agree that Voice call quality is important. TI thinks that measurements need to be collected to determine which network element causes bad quality. 

-
Ericsson would appreciate to obtain additional information on the network side such as packet dropping or delay spikes. Ericsson thinks we can discuss the detailed solution (tagging every packet; …) later. Huawei agrees with Ericsson. ALU also agrees that additional information should be provided by the UE. 

-
MediaTek thinks that the fact that operators still have to do drive tests for GBR indications is an indication that we don’t have accurate enough measurements available to the NW. 

-
Intel shares QCs concerns regarding UE complexity but would be willing to study this further. 

-
Chairman wonders whether it would be more acceptable to UE complexity to consider only the queuing time from IP packet arrival in the modem until the packet enters RLC (similar as PDCP discard timer). And if the packet queuing delay exceeds a threshold, the UE generates a report. QC thinks this would be much more reasonable from UE processing

	Agreements
1
Latency metrics for both UL and DL are desirable for GBR traffic

FFS: Required/desirable/affordable accuracy 




R2-151665
Data Loss measurement for GBR traffic; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

-
MediaTek thinks that latency and packet loss/drop are both important considering a late packet may also be dropped. 

-
ALU thinks that UL packets subject to the PDCP Discard Timer are not visible as lost PDCP sequence numbers. 

	Agreements
1
Packet Loss metrics for both UL and DL are desirable for GBR traffic
2
Data loss visible to the Access Stratum shall be measured.

3
Data loss measurement shall be collected by the eNB. 

4
Downlink data loss measurement can be collected without specification impact to L2 (re-use existing L2 measurements)

5
For uplink it needs to be discussed whether also packets subject to the PDCP Discard Timer expiry should be made visible.




R2-151227
Discussion on use cases and related measurements of feMDT; CMCC; Disc; 

Proposal 7:

-
QC thinks that call dropping can happen without RLF and vice versa. Should we detect that a QCI1 bearer was dropped? Or that the UE had an RLF while having a QCI1 bearer. QC thinks that the latter is known by the eNB in which the RLF happened. Nothing beyond the RLF report is needed. Also the location of the RLF is known from the MDT RLF report. 

	Agreements
8
The VoLTE user distribution among different geographical areas during different time can be derived through eNB implementation and Rel-11 MDT functionality



=>
Can include the agreements from this meeting in the TR.

R2-151157
Enhanced Coverage Optimization use case; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151225
Initial thoughts on FeMDT for MMTEL Voice/Video; ZTE; Disc; 

Withdrawn
R2-151265
Use case analysis on Rel-13 MDT; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151319
Accessibility measurement discussion for MMTEL voice and video traffic; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151333
MDT QoS Verification; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151542
Logging of latency in call establishment; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151550
Packet delay and drop rate for MDT QoS measurements; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151573
Further enhancements of MDT for E-UTRAN use case and requirement; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151611
MTSI QoE Metrics and MDT; Qualcomm Incorporated; Disc; 
R2-151643
Enhancements for Refined MDT Measurements; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151644
New QoS verification for MMTEL voice/video; Samsung; Disc; 
R2-151663
Use Case for Characterization of Real Time Traffic; Mediatek Inc; Disc; 

Above 12 Tdocs not treated
7.9
WI: Dual Connectivity Enhancements

(LTE_dualC_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150490)

Time budget: 0 TU in main room (+1 TU in stage-3 UP session)
Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session. (See Annex G)
R2-151061
UP Impacts of Uplink Bearer Split; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151062
Signalling of Ratios for BSR Reporting; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151063
Discussion on PDCP SDUs with zero length; Nokia Networks; Disc; 
R2-151099
Discussion on the LCP issues in uplink bear split; ZTE; Disc; 
R2-151127
Overall U-plane aspects of UL bearer split; NTT DOCOMO, INC.; Disc; 
R2-151180
User Plane Enhancement for Uplink Bearer Split; Huawei, HiSilicon; Disc; 
R2-151318
Support for UL Bearer Split; LG Electronics Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151320
BSR for Uplink Split Bearer; ITRI; Disc; 
R2-151322
Support for UL Bearer Split in PDCP; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.323; B; 
R2-151327
Support for UL Bearer Split in RRC; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.331; B; 
R2-151329
PDCP SDU discard in split bearers; LG Electronics Inc.; CR; 36.323; F; 
R2-151346
Discussion on BSR of UL bearer split; CATT, CATR; Disc; 
R2-151348
Discussion on UE reporting of the SFN and subframe offset; CATT; Disc; 
R2-151367
Scheduling problem with UL split bearer; MediaTek Inc.; Disc; 
R2-151434
Uplink bearer split for Dual Connectivity; Ericsson; Disc; 
R2-151448
Discussion on SFN and subframe offset signalling; Alcatel-Lucent; Disc; 
R2-151539
User plane aspects to support uplink split bearer; Kyocera; Disc; 
R2-151543
UL DRB Split in DC; CMCC; Disc; 
8
UTRA Release 10 and earlier releases

R2-151197
Clarification on seamless CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH transition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Nokia Net and Ericsson have a preference for a UE based solution

-
Qualcomm thinks a network based solution will not handle the problem well.   

=>
The CR is not agreed
R2-151199
Clarification on seamless CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH transition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


A

REL-9
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
Not treated
R2-151201
Clarification on seamless CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH transition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


A

REL-10
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
Not treated
R2-151204
Clarification on seamless CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH transition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


A

REL-11
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
Not treated
R2-151205
Clarification on seamless CELL_PCH to CELL_FACH transition
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


A

REL-12
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
Not treated
R2-151286
RLC re-establishment when entering Cell_PCH state
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc





REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Huawei thinks that there is no problem as the UE will anyways initiate CELL UPDATE.  Qualcomm thinks that the network will know in which cell the UE will go even in the redirection case.  The UE can chose another cell.  Huawei thinks that if the UE chose another cell than the redirected cell the UE will clear the RNTI and will do CELL UPDATE.  

-
CELL_FACH to CELL_PCH and the UE reselect to another cell the network will not know in which cell the UE is camping.  Huawei thinks that in this case the UE should send a CELL UPDATE, otherwise the network will not know where the UE is.  In the spec “the UE selected another cell than indicated by this IE or the received reconfiguration message did not include the IE "Primary CPICH info"” the UE performs a CELL UPDATE.  
-
Huawei thinks that in the case where the network redirect the UE it will know that cell’s capability and act accordingly.  In the case it doesn’t know then it doesn’t have to perform any special actions as it expects a CELL UPDATE.  

-
Qualcomm wants to ensure that there will a network solution that works.  

After comeback

-
Qualcomm agrees that with a correct network solutions the problem will not occur.   Huawei thinks that this can be solved by network implementation and no changes are needed.  Nokia Net and Ericsson agree that the network can handle the situation but would have preferred the UE solution to ensure that nothing goes wrong.  

-
Qualcomm wonders if we can minute how the network will solve the problem.  

=>
The problems can be solved by network implementation and no changes are needed.  The network should correctly configure the UE to perform CELL UPDATE procedure if an UL RLC re-establishment is triggered in the target cell.   

=>
Noted

R2-151291
Clarification of cell-update-less transition from Cell_PCH state to Cell_FACH state
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
25.331


F

REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

=>
Not treated

R2-151288
Correction to usage of Signalling radio bearer RB4 to transmit UE INFORMATION RESPONSE message (Alternative 1)
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331


F

REL-10
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, ANR_UTRAN-Core

-
Nokia Net has a preference for alternative 1, as it will be simpler to always use SRB4 rather than have exception cases.  

-
Qualcomm wonders what happens if the network expects it on SRB2 but the UE sends it on SRB4.  Ericsson thinks that it would still work, there would just be a network performance optimization.  The original intention was to restrict UEs from transmitting large reports.  

=>
There is no inter-operability issue.  In the consequences if not approved we can add that there may be some performance issue.  

=>
Agree to adapt Alternative 1, the UE always sends UE INFORMATION RESPONSE in SRB4.

=>
Change will be specified for Rel-12 with the magic sentence 

=>
The CR is agreed in principle in R2-151729 with the changes above

R2-151289
Correction to usage of Signalling radio bearer RB4 to transmit UE INFORMATION RESPONSE message (Alternative 2)
Intel Corporation
CR
25.331


F

REL-11
MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, ANR_UTRAN-Core, eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core

Note: TEI11 in WI code should be added since ANR_UTRAN-Core was a REL-10 WI

Discussion on whether we send the CEF report in UE information response is sent in SRB4 or SRB2 

-
Intel indicates that if the UE has to include all type of reports, then the UE will still send CEF in SRB4 otherwise it will use SRB2 only when it reporting only CEF.  Intel wonders why we have to handle this special case.   
=>
The CR is not agreed
R2-151514
Clarification for common E-DCH resource release during CELL FACH to CELL FACH transition
Nokia Networks
CR
25.319


F

REL-12
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
moved from AI 10.7 to AI 8
Note: TEI12 in WI code should be added since RANimp-UplinkEnhState was a REL-8 WI

-
Ericsson thinks that no change is needed 

-
Qualcomm still has a preference to capture something to avoid confusion in the future.  Stage 3 specification is too difficult so stage 2 is the best option.   Huawei is fine to capture things in a stage 2 CR for sake of clarity.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if it is clear what implicit release means (i.e. that it based on buffer status).  Companies thinks it is clears.  Ericsson thinks that this is a reason they want to avoid having a stage 2 CR, so we don’t introduce additional ambiguity by using high level words.  

-
Chair thinks that the rules of implicit and explicit release are specified in the section where the Note is added. We can maybe refer to it.

-
Qualcomm wonders if we should put TEI12 or not.  Ericsson thinks that since we are fixing a previous release in a later release we should add TEI12.  

=>
Fix the version of the CR

	Agreements

=>
The common understanding is that during CELL FACH to CELL FACH transition the release of Common E-DCH resource is based on the implicit or explicit release rules 

=>
We will capture the common understanding as above in a Note in Stage 2 CR.  




=>
The CR is revised in R2-151730
R2-151730
Clarification for common E-DCH resource release during CELL FACH to CELL FACH transition
Nokia Networks
CR
25.319


F

REL-12
RANimp-UplinkEnhState
=>
No impact analysis in stage 2 needed

=>
Update reason for change to be in line with agreements and instead of “statement” put “note”

=>
Add “state” to CELL_FACH to CELL_FACH transition and move the note below the explicit and implicit rules section. 

=>
The CR is principle agreed in R2-151737 with the changes above
R2-151519
Mobile originated voice calls with enhanced DL/UL for CELL_FACH
Nokia NetworksDisc





REL-8
RANimp-UplinkEnhState

-
Qualcomm wonders if with the proposal we are switching the order of the message or we are removing the measurement report.  Nokia Net thinks that we don’t need to send the measurement report as the network will send the UE in CELL_DCH mode.   Qualcomm tinks that there might be cases that there is MO data and PS data.  Nokia Net thinks that this is a rare event.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that if we are in Rel-8 we don’t need the MR anyways.   Nokia Net thinks that this is needed for the RNC as the RNC doesn’t get the SI. 

-
Huawei indicates that in the RAN2#73bis R2-112043 they had a proposal to mandate MR before IDT and some UE vendors indicated that there is no requirement on the order in which these messages are sent.  

-
Huawei thinks that if there is an establishment cause then this is not a problem.  Nokia Net indicates that there is not in the MR.  

-
Qualcomm wonders whether if we switch the order of message can the network handle it.  Nokia Net thinks that the network can handle it as in R99 it only receives IDT.  

-
Ericsson wonders if this is a problem observed in the field.  Nokia Net thinks that it can occur even though it is a rare event.  

-
Ericsson wonders how this is different from legacy case.  Nokia Net thinks that in legacy we send CELL UPDATE which includes an establishment cause.  MR doesn’t have such a cause.  

=>
Noted 
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(Cell_FACH_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: March 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-111321)

(HSDPA_MFTX-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111375)

(4Tx_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111393)

(MIMO_64QAM_HSUPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec. 11, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-121794)

(rSRVCC-RAN_UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-11, started: Sep.11, closed: Dec.12, WID: RP-111334)

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-CL-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, target: Dec.12, WID: RP-120367)

(HSPA_UL_TxDiv-OL-Core, leading WG: RAN4, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: Dec. 12, WID: RP-120367)

(8C_HSDPA-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-11, started: Dec.10, closed: Sep. 12, WID: RP-101419)
Including corrections for UTRA functionality introduced as TEI11.
R2-151524
Default configuration with CELL_FACH as a target state
Nokia Networks
Disc
-
Ericsson wonders if the solution is recommending to reserve a value from the default configuration identity.  

-
Ericsson thinks that this limitation was there since release 5.   When we introduced it, it was missed. So maybe the wording in the paper, because of encoding limitation, is not correct.  

-
Ericsson realized that when removing Rel-9 and Rel-10 default configuration, we forgot to delete the extensions from Rel-11 and 12 specs.  We need to dummify the rel-9/rel-10 extensions as they weren’t removed from Rel-11 and Rel-12 releases.   

=>
Noted 
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10.1
WI: Further EUL Enhancements

(EDCH_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec. 13, closed: Dec. 14, WID: RP-140127)

No contributions received

10.2
WI: Enhancements to SIB

(UTRA_SIBenh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 13, closed: Sep 14, WID: RP-140131)

No contributions received

10.3
WI: UMTS Heterogeneous Networks enhancements

(UTRA_HetNet_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec.13, closed: Sep. 14, RP-140463)

R2-151529
CR to 25.331 on cleanup corrections of Radio Links without DPCH and F-DPCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


F

REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_enh-Core
Note: WI code should be corrected as "UTRA_HetNet_enh-Core"

-
Nokia Net agrees with the intention of the CR but would like to revisit the wording. 

-
Nokia Net wonders if we configure it in the primary whether this also implies that it is done for the secondary.  Huawei thinks that there is only one indicator in the primary.  

-
Ericsson thinks that the motivation used in the cover sheet is not aligned with the changes in the CR.  In the motivation we refer to the case when the IE is not present but in the CR we are focusing on the case that it is present.  Huawei indicates that both cases are covered in the CR.  

-
Ericsson thinks that the change in 8.6.6.4 is not needed as this is present in the CELL_DCH section already.  Nokia Net thinks that this is needed for the scenario where the UE is reconfigured while in CELL_DCH.  Ericsson thinks that there has been many cases that we don’t specify and repeat what happens from CELL_DCH to CELL_DCH reconfiguration. 
=>
The CR is revised in R2-151731
R2-151731
CR to 25.331 on cleanup corrections of Radio Links without DPCH and F-DPCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


F

REL-12
UTRA_hetnet_enh-Core
-
Ericsson thinks that the specification is clear and the indicator is used to point to a mandatory IE.   Huawei thinks that when there is an indicator the UE ignores the IEs so there is a concern that the UE didn’t store those parameters.  Ericsson thinks that the UE has to handle the legacy mandatory IE.  Huawei thinks the problem can occur because the spec says that when the optional IE is not present “do not change its current downlink physical channel configuration corresponding to the IE, which is absent, if not stated otherwise elsewhere”.  Nokia Net thinks the signalling is there but maybe there is some confusion with UE behaviour.  

=>
The CR is postponed
10.4
WI: DCH Enhancements for UMTS
(UTRA_DCHenh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Sept.13, closed: Sep. 14, RP-131357)

No contributions received

10.5
WI: WLAN/3GPP Radio Interworking – UTRA aspects

(UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Sep. 14, WID: RP-132101)

No contributions received

10.6
WI: Increasing the minimum number of carriers for UE monitoring in UTRA and E-UTRA

(LTE_UTRA_IncMon-Core, leading: RAN4, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Dec. 14, WID: RP-132061)
R2-151280
Extended Cell ID reporting in inter-frequency measured results on RACH
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net thinks that if we don’t include a Rel-12 container then the target RNC has to check for the presence of Rel-12 container and if it is empty it will have to go the legacy container.  Qualcomm has a preference to have it empty.  

=>
Noted
R2-151400
Clarification for the extended cell ID reporting in inter-frequency measured results on RACH
Nokia Networks
Disc
moved from AI 10.7 too AI 10.6 by author's request
-
Ericsson thinks that if we include cell 1 in the legacy list we may be providing wrong information to the network.   Nokia Net thinks that since the target RNC only supports legacy it would be beneficial for the UE to report the legacy list.  

-
Huawei wonders how the network will understand the legacy container.  Nokia Net thinks that the RNC will check the rel-12 container and not the legacy container.  

-
Huawei wonders if the we repeat the Rel-6 list in the Rel-12 container.  Nokia Net thinks that the Rel-12 container will contain cell from the legacy cell id list, but the Rel-6 list will not necessary be repeated in the Rel-12.  Nokia Net thinks that the UE fills up the Rel-6 list as if it was a legacy list.  

-
Ericsson thinks that the scenario may be a corner case.  Nokia Net thinks that new cells may be added to the legacy carrier.  Nokia Net thinks that this may occur when you run out of space in SIB11/11bis.  Ericsson wonders if it is likely that operators will add to legacy carriers to SIB11ter as the legacy UEs won’t see it. Maybe the list would need to be rearranged.  

-
Qualcomm has a preference for the Nokia Net solution where the UE puts the full release 6 list.   
Aftercome back

-
Qualcomm thinks that the simpler option is preferable and would like to understand how strong the concern is from the network vendor and the need to report the more complicated legacy list.  Nokia Net thinks that concern is that the incmon UE will report less information.   Ericsson thinks that there is one cases where the legacy container may be empty if all the best cells are part of the extended cell id list.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that we need to check if this is only for the incmon

	Agreements 

=>  When reporting inter-frequency cells, which all have legacy Cell ID’s, as part of Measured results on RACH, the UE shall use the legacy list only.
=>
When reporting inter-frequency cells which are a mix of both legacy and extended Cell ID’s as part of Measured results on RACH, the UE reports both the legacy list and the Rel-12 list, where the Rel-12 list shall also contain the legacy cell ID.   As a working assumption the Rel-6 legacy container contains cells from the Rel-12 containers that do not belong to the extended range. 




=>
Noted
R2-151507
CR to 25.331 on cleanup correcttions to IncMon
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
25.331


F

REL-12
LTE_UTRA_IncMon-Core

-
Ericsson agrees with the first change.  However, the PLMN list was introduced intentionally in a similar was as for SIB11bis.  It could be optimized but in Rel-12 it was intentionally done like that to keep the same UE implementation.   Additionally, if we change the list from 48 to 80 will not be sufficient as we would need UE behaviour to explain how to handle this.  Huawei is ok to keep it as it is if that was the intention.  Ericsson also thinks that there should be a one to one mapping between the NCL list and the PLMN list.  

=>
The second change is not needed

-
Ericsson thinks that G2 should be expanded to explain how MFBI works with the extended list.  

=>
We will add the MFBI clarification to this CR

-
Nokia Net wonders if we can keep the first change for future compatibility in case we add intra-frequency cells to the list.   Huawei thinks that we should make the specs clear for the current feature.  If we add something in the future we can properly specify things then.  

=>
The CR is postponed

10.7
Other UMTS Rel-12 WI/SIs

Input to any other Rel-12 WI/SI not explicitly listed above. 

(UTRA_hetnet_mob-Core, leading WG: RAN2, Started: Dec.13, closed: June 14, WID: RP-140463)
(LCS_BDS-UTRA-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: March 13, closed: Dec.13, WID: RP-130416)

(EHNB_enh3-Core, leading WG: RAN3, REL-12, started: Sep.12, closed: Dec 13, WID: RP-130741)

(LCR_TDD_HSPA_sign_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec 12, closed: Dec 13, WID: RP-121984)

(LTE_UTRA_SDL_BandL-Core, leading WG: RAN4, started: June 13, target: June 14, WID: RP-140092)
Including corrections for UTRA functionality introduced as TEI12.
R2-151132
F-DPCH support with HS
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Networks would like to continue knowing whether the UEs support it or not.  Ericsson thinks that today the UEs can test this feature correctly, in the past the excuse was that there was no IOT opportunities.  Ericsson would prefer to mandate the UEs to test this and support it.  

-
Ericsson thinks that if the UE support HS it should support F-DPCH and from a network perspective it would be good to mandate it.  Qualcomm is ok with the proposed change.  

-
Nokia Net would like to ensure that what the UE reports is exactly what the UE supports.  Ericsson has sympathy for this concerns and thinks that we can address this by clarifying in the specs that the UE should support it and test it.  

-
Huawei wonders if we have other cases like this.  Nokia Net thinks that extended measurement ID was similar.  Ericsson also thinks that integrity protection also has the IOT bit explicitly captured.  

-
Huawei thinks that this is already the understanding, UEs supporting HS should support F-DPCH.  

-
Huawei wonders what happens if Rel-11 already in the field don’t support and don’t test it.  Ericsson thinks that Rel-11 is ok.  Nokia Net would prefer release 12.  Huawei also thinks Rel-12 is safer.  

-
Qualcomm wonders if this includes the enhanced F-DPCH.  Ericsson indicates that this proposal relates only to the normal F-DPCH but would definitely prefer to include the enhanced F-PDCH. 

-
Intel doesn’t think that there is a need for enhanced F-DPCH as it is an optional capability.  There was no RAN5 problem for enhanced F-DPCH, just with the release 6 F-DPCH.  Ericsson thinks that this is more from a network benefit point of view.   Qualcomm thinks that from a performance point of view it is better, but there is a concern that this is an optional capability.  The rel-6 IOT case was a little different.  

=>
Agree that UEs supporting HS-PDSCH shall also support F-DPCH.  The UEs should be mandated to set “Support for F-DPCH” IE to TRUE when the UE support HS-PDSCH.   The change will be for Rel-12. 

=>
FFS  whether this includes enhanced F-DPCH.

=>
Noted 

R2-151133
Clarification for F-DPCH support with HS
Ericsson
CR
25.331


F

REL-12
TEI12

=>
Note treated
R2-151208
Cleanup corrections to TS 25.304
Huawei (Rapporteur)
CR
25.304


D

REL-12
TEI12

=>
Check the NO box on other specs affected

=>
Add in the changes section the two changes made

=>
The CR is agreed in principle in R2-151725 with the two changes above 

R2-151403
Simultaneous reconfiguration and active set update procedures
Nokia Networks
Disc

-
Ericsson thought that based on the procedure text the UE will accept the active set update even if it has an ongoing reconfiguration.  Additionally, there is text in the spec that indicates that the UE may send an active set update failure if the reconfiguration and active set update occur within a certain amount of time.  Nokia Net would like to address the case where the reconfiguration occurs in a future time and the active set update is received prior to the activation time of the reconfiguration message.  

-
After comeback Nokia Net indicates that there is a request to provide more information on the specific scenarios. 

=>
Noted
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11.1
SI: Study on Downlink Enhancements for UMTS

(FS_UTRA_EDL, leading WG: RAN2, started: Sep 14, target: June 15, SID: RP-150224)

Time budget: 2 TU

Including outcome of [89#10] [UMTS/ DL enhancements] – capture agreements from RAN2#89 (Huawei)
Incoming LS:

R2-151006
LS to RAN2 on RAN1 input to Downlink Enhancements for UMTS (R1-150730; contact: Huawei)
RAN1
LSin
to: RAN2
REL-13
FS_UTRA_EDL
=>
The TPs were combined and agreed to in R2-151247
=>
Noted
R2-151247
TP on RAN1 agreements on Downlink enhancements for UMTS
Huawei (Rapporteur)
TP
25.706

Moved from 11.1.1.
=>
The TP is agreed and merged in R2-151728
Output of email discussion:

R2-151246
TR 25.706 v1.0.1 by capturing agreements made in RAN2#89
Huawei (Rapporteur)
TR
25.706
result of email discussion [89#10][UMTS/DL enhancements]
REL-13
FS_UTRA_EDL
moved from 11.1.1 to 11.1
-
Nokia Net wonders why we have two RRC configuration complete in the figures of section 5.2.2.3.  Qualcomm clarifies that the second configuration complete is a fallback option.  Nokia Networks thinks that for solution 2 we don’t need the fallback option.  Huawei clarifies that in the last meeting we agreed that “The UE can perform the reconfiguration according to the legacy activation CFN if something in the new procedure fails”.  Nokia Net still doesn’t think that in the RRC case we need to have a fallback solution.    Chair indicates that in the last meeting we agreed to also provide the legacy CFN and the UE can reconfigure according to legacy CFN timer and send a RRC reconfiguration complete then.

-
Nokia Net wonders what fails means.  Qualcomm thinks that maybe there is no ACK on the MAC or RLC layer.   Nokia Net thinks that maybe we need to clarify what fails is and also link delay.  

=>
We will add a clarification to the procedures regarding what “new procedure fails” means and also explain why there is two RRC reconfiguration complete in the pictures.  This change will be reflected in the next revision of the TR.  

=>
The TR is agreed in R2-151728 
11.1.1
Re-use of RRC configuration during state transitions 

R2-151182
Considerations on RRC configuration re-use
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

-
Ericsson supports the proposal to allow the network to use both solutions.   Nokia Net thinks that we should be careful and if we find something wrong with one of the solutions we should still have the flexibility and not be forced to adapt both.  Qualcomm also agrees that we need to understand all the impacts before making a final decision.  

-
Qualcomm also wonders if we have considered also adding the retrievable configurations on the SIBs.  Nokia Net indicates that this is a proposal in their paper.  

=>
Noted

R2-151123
Retrievable Configurations in RRC Signalling
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net thinks that in the analysis there is an assumption that the RB info is always sent, but normally the network would not resend the RB info.  Ericsson agrees that even today that IE can be optimized.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if we can omit UL/DL transport channel common for all transport channel.  Ericsson thinks that theoretically it can be omitted, but today it cannot.  Huawei thinks that these IEs were not part of the agreed IEs.  Ericsson indicates that these IEs are part of the DL and UL transport channel IEs already agreed.  

=>
The table summarizing the gains will be included in the TR.  Some explanations should accompany the table.  

-
Huawei thinks that 16 retrievable configuration is acceptable.  Qualcomm would like to wait.  Nokia Net thinks that 16 should be enough.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151124
Physical Channel Parameters in Retreivable Configurations
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net agrees that dynamic parameters shouldn’t be provided.  However, think that we should determine what IEs to be part of retrievable configuration based on target cell reconfigurations.   Ericsson thinks that they have done an analysis of all parameters.  Nokia Net thinks that there are a number of parameters/features missing.  Ericsson thinks that all parameters are there.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151264
Further considerations on enhanced signalling on RRC parameters configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks that the solutions in the second tables look quite complicated and we should avoid pre-configuring and re-configuring in the same message.  Huawei, doesn’t think that we need to capture the table and we can capture by some text the proposal by Qualcomm to allow the use of both solutions.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151565
Further details on reusing configurations upon state transitions
Nokia Networks
Disc

Late
-
Ericsson thinks that just taking the target cell pre-configuration may not include some of the information required for reconfiguration within the cell.  Ericsson thinks that some of the parameters in target cell pre-configuration mention are actually part of the analysis and are in lower level of the IEs listed in their paper.  

=>
Noted

R2-151266
TP on enhanced signalling on RRC parameters configuration
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP
25.706

=>
Not treated
R2-151411
Text proposal for DL enhancements, Enhanced signaling on RRC parameters configuration
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Should be TP

=>
Not treated 

Discussions on R2-151124, R2-151264, R2-151565
Physical layer parameters:

1.  Option 1:  DTX-DRX Information,  DCH Enhancements info FDD, E-DCH Info

2.  Option 2:  All parameters from R2-151264 

-
Ericsson wonders if we can agree to include cell specific parameters.  Qualcomm thinks that the subset proposed by Ericsson is acceptable.  Huawei agrees with Ericsson’s parameters.  

-
Nokia Net thinks that we should not pick parameters based on whether we like the features.  The analysis should be done based on how dynamic the parameters are.   

-
Chair thinks that we should be flexible and we can remove or add to the list of agreed parameters in the next meeting.  

Messages to be used for configuring retrievable config.: 

-
Nokia Net thinks that the list of messages is based on legacy predefine/default configuration messages, and propose to include .  Ericsson agrees on the CELL UPDATE CONFIRM.  

-
Ericsson has some concern with using HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND and RRC connection SETUP as the UE has not been in UMTS or has been in idle.  Nokia Net thinks that the only use case would be if the retrievable configuration is in the SIB.  

-
Ericsson thinks that RADIO BEARER RELEASE should also be considered for the case where the UE remains in connected mode.  Qualcomm is ok with this but we would need to ensure that something is captured to clarify that this is not used in idle.  

-
Qualcomm wonders if we can activate a retrievable configuration provided in the SIB by any of the other message.  Nokia Net thinks this should be possible.  

Retrievable configurations via system information.

-
Ericsson wonders what is the difference with the existing pre-configuration in SIB16.  Nokia Net indicates that today we cannot include HS parameters.  Ericsson would like to ensure that we can still include parameters in the reconfiguration messages.  Qualcomm thinks that we should have a separate discussion whether we use the same SIB or different SIB.  Huawei thinks this is a good idea, but it seems like we are enhancing the existing SIB16.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that this should be allowable option if it is efficient from the network and it doesn’t change too often.  

-
Huawei would like to understand more details on how the details work.  Nokia Net will work on the details and provide them for next meeting.  
	Agreements

· A combination of both solutions can be used by the network: 

· pre-configure a certain number of initial retrievable configurations (one ore more, as per option a)
· add new retrievable configurations, or modify existing ones, during the connection (as per option b)  
· Up to 16 retrievable configurations are considered sufficient 

· Physical channel parameters that can be added as part of a retrievable configurations  

· The Physical Channel parameters added should be parameters that do not contain too many dynamic IEs.  As a first step we agree to the following parameters:  DTX-DRX information,  HS-SCCH less information, MIMO parameters, MIMO mode with four transmit antennas parameters,  DCH Enhancements info FDD, Downlink secondary cell info FDD,  Additional downlink secondary cell info list FDD, Additional downlink secondary cell info list FDD 2, E-DCH Info.  FFS what other parameters will be added.  

· We will allow the option to provide the retrievable configuration via system information.  

· The follow RRC messages can be used to provide and/or activate the retrievable configurations: CELL UPDATE CONFIRM, RADIO BEARER RECONFIGURATION, RADIO BEARER SETUP, RADIO BEARER RELEASE.  FFS if the messages HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND and RRC connection SETUP can be used.  


11.1.2
Autonomous state transition enhancements

R2-151125
Further considerations regarding Enhanced State Transitions
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net wonders what we mean by pre-configured information. Ericsson explain that for example a pre-configuration can be a URA identity.  Nokia Net wonders if this is linked to a retrievable information.  

-
Ericsson thinks that if things change the network should be able to change or stop the transition.  Nokia Net thinks that to do this the network can just disable the feature.  Nokia Net thinks that this is already an assumption.  

-
Nokia Net thinks adding more information and signalling doesn’t add much value.   Chair thinks that we can capture advantages and disadvantages in the conclusion of the study item.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151183
Considerations on enhanced RRC state transition
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

-
Nokia Net wonders why solution 1 is better than solution 3.  Qualcomm thinks that solution 1 would minimize signalling overhead and this was the goal of this optimization.  

-
Ericsson wonders if the HARQ ACK/NACK feedback would have to be changed.  Qualcomm thinks that the HARQ ACK/NACK feedback would be used as today, and would be an indication from the network to go ahead or not. 

-
Ericsson thinks that if we allow option 1 and 2 we would still have to specify both options in the spec.  Qualcomm has a preference for option 2.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if solution 2 is better than solution 3, since there is more signalling exchange.  Nokia Net thinks that solution 2 just increases reliability with some signalling saving compared to legacy.  

-
Nokia Net wonders what can go wrong with solution 3.  Qualcomm thinks that the benefit would be in case something changes in the Node B, and give the flexibility to the Node B to control the procedure.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151268
Analysis of solutions on state transition enhancements
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Huawei thinks that solution 2 with the option to disable the HS-SCCH order can be acceptable.  

-
Huawei wonders if the Node B has to ask permission from the RNC.  Ericsson thinks that this in necessary and perhaps we are missing this in the TR solution description.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151568
Further details on autonomous state transition
Nokia Networks
Disc

Late
-
Nokia Net thinks that we the solution 1 and solution 2 in terms of signalling messages we are not optimizing anything.  

-
Ericsson thinks that with this solution the RNC will not be able to change anything.  Nokia Net doesn’t understand why the RNC is out of the control.  Ericsson would like to have the option the cancel the reconfiguration.   Nokia Net thinks that this is a price to pay, once the inactivity time has expired and the UE notifies the network and the network should know not to do a network configuration.  

-
Qualcomm wonders if it would be acceptable for Nokia Net to consider that solution 3 is an optimization done only for fast dormancy.   Nokia Net thinks that given the fact that fast dormancy is implemented it would be a good feature to be complemented with this enhancement, however not limited to this feature only.  

-
Ericsson thinks that with solution 2 the SCRI can be omitted in the singling.   Instead of the SCRI we would have the MCI.  

=>
Noted 

-
Chair thinks that at this point there is no clear technical conclusion on which solution provides the best gains and optimizations.  

=>
The rapporteur will capture the pros and cons of the three solutions in the TR
R2-151271
TP on state transition enhancements
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP
25.706
=>
Not treated 
R2-151416
Text proposal for DL enhancements, State transition enhancements
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Should be a TP

=>
Not treated
11.1.3
RRC configuration switching via synchronized procedures  

R2-151126
Improved Synchronized RRC Procedures
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Noted 
R2-151275
Futher considerations on improved RRC synchronized procedures
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
Noted

R2-151276
TP on improved RRC synchronized procedures
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP
25.706
R2-151412
Text proposal for DL enhancements, Improved RRC synchronized procedures
Ericsson
Disc

=>
Not treated
R2-151570
Comparison of options for enhanced synchronous RRC re-configuration procedure
Nokia Networks
Disc

Late
-
Ericsson thinks that one disadvantages of solution 2 is the uncertainty associated with the RRC message.   Nokia Net thinks that the same uncertainty problem exist for the MAC PDU.  Qualcomm thinks that for the solution 2 we would have to account for both MAC and RLC ACK time.  

=>
Noted 

Discussions 

Applicable RRC procedures 
-
Nokia Net thinks that as a baseline we should allow this to all messages that today allow for synchronized reconfiguration. Ericsson did this analysis and has only excluded Active Set Update.  Qualcomm wonders why active set update should not included.  Nokia Net thinks that the active set update procedure may get a little bit more complicated given the message exchanges.  

On the need for a reconfiguration complete

-
Nokia Net thinks that it may be needed given that in legacy this message is sent.  Ericsson thought that since we have the handshake may the RRC complete is not necessary.  Nokia Net indicates that even if the handshake is successful the reconfiguration can fail.   Ericsson thinks that the network could have the option to tell the UE not to send the complete message and if there was a failure the UE can send a failure message.  Nokia Net thinks that this is important for the FACH to DCH transition and handovers where the message is sent on the new state or cell.  

On the need of an HS-SCCH 

· Huawei and Ericsson agree that there is no need on the HS-SSCH order as the procedure is triggered by the RNC.  
	Agreements

· The improved synchronized procedure can be used for: Radio Bearer Setup, Radio Bearer Release, Radio Bearer Reconfiguration, Transport Channel Reconfiguration and Physical Channel Reconfiguration.

· The UE will send a RRC configuration complete upon successful completion of the procedure (as in legacy).

· There is no need in the procedure to send a final HS-SCCH order.  Solution 1b captured in the TR is not a good option and will be removed from the TR.  

· The rapporteur will capture the pros and cons of the three solutions in the TR


11.1.4
Seamless URA_PCH to CELL_FACH transitions 

R2-151272
Further considerations on seamless URA_PCH state transition to CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

-
Qualcomm wonders if the option of having URA-less can be achieved without new functionalities.  Qualcomm has the understanding that you can allocate different URA IDs to the same cell.  Huawei would like a solution that doesn’t impact legacy.  Qualcomm thinks that we will impact the UE and the network and would have a preference to not impact the UE.  Ericsson thinks that in the case where we move from a URA-less area to a URA area the UE has to trigger a CELL UPDATE which is similar to CELL_PCH state.  

=>
The concept of URA-less is not agreeable 

-
Ericsson thinks that there may be a need to extend the RNTI.  Ericsson thinks that with the solution of a monitoring a second E-AGCH channel we are only gaining 1000 extra identities when compared to the solution of reserving 1000 IDs for legacy.  

-
Ericsson wonders why we have a limitation of only 2000 H-RNTI from the space of 16 000.  Nokia Net thinks that is due to physical layer limitations and requirements of minimum coding space required.

-
Ericsson wonders if in the case of extended RNTI the UE would have to decode both the control channel and the data channel to determine that the message is destined to that UE.  Huawei thinks it is necessary.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151283
Seamless transition from URA_PCH to CELL_FACH
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net thinks this is technically possible we are just borrowing one or more bits.  Ericsson thinks that even just one bit will double the number of identities.  Nokia thinks that we are now talking about millions of devices and perhaps just doubling the space may be sufficient.  

-
Nokia Net thinks that this is impacting quite a bit of layers and wonders if all these changes justify the gains.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that we also have the option to play around with the option of multiple URA ID for the same cell.  

=>
Noted
R2-151274
TP on seamless URA_PCH state transition to CELL_FACH
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP
25.706

=>
Not treated

R2-151408
Text proposal for DL enhancements, Seamless URA_PCH to CELL_FACH transitions
Ericsson
TP
25.706

=>
Not treated

R2-151571
Further analysis on options for the extended URA_PCH state and text proposal
Nokia Networks
Disc

late
=> revised in R2-151673
R2-151673
Further analysis on options for the extended URA_PCH state and text proposal
Nokia Networks
Disc
revision of R2-151571
-
Ericsson wonders if we should also list UMI CONFIRM to list of messages in table 1.  Nokia Net confirms.  

=>
Noted

	Agreements:

· The solutions of splitting the RNTI space has the limitation that the network may run out of identities to support large number of devices.  Some network solutions may minimize this problem.  FFS if there is a clear need to extend the RNTI space and if there is an easy agreeable solution.  

· Agree to one addition solution, where the UE maintains the RNTIs when transitioning to URA_PCH.  The RNTIs are cleared when the UE changes cell.  The difference between this solution and the URA-wide RNTI solution is that it is applicable to a single cell only. 


11.1.5
SRB coverage over HSPA enhancements

R2-151277
TP on improved HARQ retransmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP
25.706
-
Ericsson on section 5.3.1.4 thinks that in the third paragraph “In this retransmission mode, the HS-SCCH power is allocated based on the CQI reported by the UE (as shown in simulation assumptions)” seems like it is only applicable to the legacy scheme while it also applies to the new scheme.  We should remove it.   Huawei confirms that it is for both scheme.  The motivation behind this sentence is to provide a description on how the power is allocated as the results are highly dependent on this aspects.  

=>
We should clarify that this sentence is applicable to both schemes.  “In this retransmission mode, the HS-SCCH power is allocated based on the CQI reported by the UE (as shown in simulation assumptions)”

-
Ericsson thinks that his sentence “In addition, from system point of view, the power boosting may lead to more interference in the downlink” is applicable to both schemes, so we should remove it.  

=>
The sentence will be removed

-
Ericsson wonders if in section 6.2 the intention is that the network configures this operation.  Huawei confirms the intention.  Ericsson thinks that maybe it is stage 3 details.  Huawei wants to capture the intention that the UE is configured.  

-
Ericsson thinks that even for section 6.3 it could be sufficient to say that there will be impacts to RAN3 , 25.423 and 25.433  and the details can be up to RAN3.  

=>
Section 6.2 will be updated to state that impacts to 25.331 include UE capability singling and network configuration signalling.  

=>
Update 6.3 to list the RAN3 impacted specs and just state that RAN3 signalling may be impacted. 

-
Qualcomm wonders what the status of RAN1 solutions associated to repetitions for enhancing coverage.   Nokia Net thinks that RAN1 has been focusing on UL and some TPs have been captured.  

=>
The TP is agreed with the changes above and will be discussed as part of the email discussion.  

Email discussion

· [UMTS/ DL enhancements] Running TP 

-
Capture agreements from RAN2#89bis meeting and some analysis on the solutions discussed.  The baseline version will be R2-151728, TR v.1.1.0  (which includes the agreed RAN1 TP, R2-151247, and the agreed TP from the email discussion from RAN2#89, R2-151246).

-
Deadline: May 8th, 2015
11.1.6
Other

R2-151547
Release of dedicated RNTIs
Nokia Networks
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks that the best solution is to have enough RNTIs.  Nokia agrees that it would be one option. 

- 
Huawei thinks that one drawback is paging capacity.  Nokia Net that the network has to page the UE anyways if it wants to release the RNTI, the optimization is here is to reduce the subsequent messages.  The paging is common for both legacy and optimized procedure.

=>
Noted 

R2-151548
Optimizations for the IDLE to CONNECTED state transition
Nokia Networks
Disc

-
Ericsson was hoping to see a little bit more details on this solution.  Nokia Net explains that the RNC would tell the Node B to tell the UE to start E-DCH procedure so the UE is ready to do UL.  Ericsson wonders how the Node B tells the UE, since the UE doesn’t have an H-RNTI.  Nokia Net thinks that we can do this after the RRC connection setup. 

=>
Noted 
11.2
SI: Study on Small data transmission enhancements for UMTS

(FS_UTRA_SDATA, leading WG: RAN1, started: Sep 14, target: June 2015, SID: RP-141861)

Time budget: 2 Tus
Including outcome of [89#11] [UMTS/ Small Data] – capture agreements from RAN2#89 (Ericsson)
RAN2#89 agreements:

Agreements on Extending DRX mechanisms
· We will study long/extended DRX in both idle and connected mode. For Idle mode, we should focus on delta compared to Rel-12, e.g. pros&cons vs PSM, impacts on legacy.

· We will study long/extended DRX for CELL/URA_PCH

· We will study long/extended DRX (above 5 sec and also above 40sec). Exact range is FFS

Agreements on access control

· We’ll study Access Group based access control in URA_PCH when (Rel-13) seamless transition to CELL_FACH is used.

· FFS if we’ll cover Access Group based access control for pre-Rel.8 CELL_FACH (when CU is sent).

· We’ll re-use the Rel-12 Access Group based access control and SIB24 to block CELL UPDATE message with cause "uplink data transmission" when this is triggered by user data on DTCH.
Incoming LS 

Copied from joint AI 

R2-151028   LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX; (S2-151430, contact: Qualcomm); SA2; LSin; To: RAN2; Rel-13; FS_eDRX
-     Related to RAN2 “Study on Small data transmission enhancements for UMTS” (UMTS, FS_UTRA_SDATA) and “RAN enhancements for extended DRX in LTE” (LTE, starting from May 2015)

=>  Noted. RAN2 may reply individually for UMTS and LTE from the respective sessions.                     

From UTRA session

ERI: good to point out that SA2 is looking at idle and connected eDRX. Questions from SA2 are quite detailed. The expectation is that we may not be able to answer those detailed questions. Depending on the progress from this RAN2 meeting, we can discuss later if worth to provide some feedback/status on the outcomes of this meeting discussions.

Huawei: how do we reply to SA2 given that there is another WI on LTE eDRX, which has not started?

ERI: the reply may be specific for UMTS. The LTE WI will start in May.

NN: will the SA2 study be incomplete without our complete answer?

Chair: my understanding is that SA2 is not waiting for RAN2 response to complete their study.

ERI: SA2 is focusing on CN impacts. RAN2 will evaluate RAN specific aspects. 

Huawei: our understanding is that SA2 needs some feedback from RAN2, e.g. about paging impacts, so it is unclear if they can close the SI or not.

NN: there is also another LS (R2-151026) about specific paging issues, seems more related to LTE but I wonder whether we should also consider/discuss that.

ERI: The LS was not treated in the joint session. I think we should not discuss about that at this meeting. Could be more a discussion between RAN1 and SA2. It is also related to low cost MTC and other LTE MTC aspects. 

11.2.1
Extended DRX mechanisms 

R2-151139
Impact of long or extended DRX on legacy UEs
Ericsson
Disc

Huawei: we don’t think there is relevant gain for Long DRX to re-acquire MIB

ERI: also for Long DRX, even if less battery efficient, we prefer to avoid impacts to legacy UEs.

Huawei: one more option to avoid legacy impacts would be, as we propose, to have a second PICH.

ERI: we don’t like that option, as it has impacts on the NW
=>
Discussion/decision is postponed to next meeting

=> Noted 

R2-151140
eDRX solution
Ericsson
Disc

ERI: the intention is to capture such possible solution in our TR. This solution, for Idle, is also aligned with our solution proposed in SA2, and also fitting well with possible synchronization with external entities. The SA2 solution description mainly addresses the CN buffering and handling of DL data. There is also a general understanding that DRX parameters are negotiated, between UE and CN, via NAS. 

ERI: we have not prepared a TP for this meeting. The goal is to agree on a way forward, then submit a TP for next meeting. It is suggested to discuss and agree on some proposlas. 

Huawei: is the proposal to apply such solution to both Idle and connected?

ERI: yes

Huawei: can you clarify what TDRX and Tsleep ranges are? 

ERI: TDRX can be the legacy DRX or LongDRX (if agreed). Tsleep is definitiely larger than 5sec; to be further discussed up to which value we should consider.

· We agree to capture this solution in the TR, for both Idle and connected mode.

=>
Noted
R2-151142
eDRX performance
Ericsson
Disc

ERI: intentation is to provide a TP for next meeting.

=>
Noted.

R2-151143
Measurements with long and extended DRX
Ericsson
Disc

We will add the description of measurement impacts for both Long and extended DRX in the TR, at the next meeting.

=>
Noted

R2-151508
Impacts of longer DRX cycle
Nokia Networks
Disc

NN: we will provide more description details for next meeting.
=>
Noted
R2-151513
Discussion on solution for long DRX cycle up to 40.96 seconds in connected mode
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

ERI: can you calrify a bit the aspect of assistance information for DRX switch?

Huawei: it would allow the RAN to be informed about traffic characteristics or device type, so that RAN can set a proper DRX.
=>
Noted
R2-151515
TP on long and extended DRX
Huawei, HiSilicon
TP

=>
Not treated
R2-151517
Discussion on long and extended DRX mechanisms for idle mode
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

ERI: we have similar understanding on the technical issues, but we draw a different conclusion. Based on other discussions in GERAN, LTE and SA2, a mojor difference between Idle and PSM is aboout DL/MT transmission. PSM in Rel-12 was selected perhaps not because it was the most efficient solution, but a simple solution. Overall, we think there is some benefits to introduce Long/Extended DRX in Idle, in addition to PSM.

NN: few questions on the numbers and mentioned gains. In general, UE battery would depend on two main parameters, DRX length and transaction time.

QC: we have similar view as Ericsson, i.e. there are scenarios where long/extended DRX in Idle would provide more gains than PSM.

Huawei: one difference between LTE and UMTS is that in UMTS we have CELL_PCH, and in our paper we question whether instead of using Idle, we can put the UE in CELL_PCH.

ERI: we agree that there may be similar gains between Idle and PCH, but we would like to have both options, as in legacy. Furthermore, given the issues to be solved about CN impacts, adding long/eDRX to Idle seems logical, and with no additional impact/cost.

Chair: considerations about PCH states would apply similarly to CELL_PCH and URA_PCH.

Huawei: we may not need to discuss too much about Idle DRX in RAN2 since SA2 is already discussing it. So, assuming SA2 adopts eDRX in Idle, in RAN2 we may simply focus on solutions and impacts analysis, without questioning the need for Idle eDRX.
If we have both Idle and PCH extended DRX, what would be the need/trigger/use case of switching between the two?

ERI: one relevant use case is about the large number of devices; for that it may be better to use Idle. That’s why we want to leave both options available. About SA2, we think there is more likelihood that SA2 will focus/favor eDRX in Idle.

Huawei: we are still a bit concerned about Idle vs PCH, e.g. we have not discussed/agreed on any specific number of small data devices.

ERI: we could agree on a way forward: in the reply to SA2 we can indicate that RAN2 is studying an eDRX solution in Idle and connected mode, but needs more time to come back with detailed answer to the issues identified by SA2.

NN: in general, we see the resource utilization to be an important difference between Idle and PCH states. 

=>
We will capture our way forward in a LS to SA2 (in R2-151732).

=>
Noted

R2-151732
Reply LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX
Ericsson
LS out 




to: SA2 from: RAN2
REL-13
FS_UTRA_SDATA
-
Nokia Net wonders if we need to tell SA2 about SFN limits.  Huawei thinks that this is helpful for SA2 to understand why we had these discussion.  Ericsson thinks that SA2 is also discussing SFN so it is a known issues.  

-
Huawei wonders why we have this “DRX are negotiated between UE and CN via NAS signalling”.  We have not made any agreements.  Nokia Net agrees.  

=>
the sentence will be removed “RAN2 also assumes that any new DRX parameters or new values of existing DRX parameters for extended and longer DRX are negotiated between UE and CN via NAS signalling.” 
=>
change “on behalf” to “related”

=>
Add in “response to” field the incoming LS

-
Intel thinks that maybe we can add in the actions to SA2 that they take the information into account.  Ericsson thinks that SA2 is working on UMTS aspects of DRX and maybe we don’t need to give them an action.  

=> Add in actions “RAN2 kindly asks SA2 to take this information into account”

-
Nokia Net thinks our agreements were not as a result of the LS from SA2.  

=>
change it as a result of the study

=>
add the reference to the issues. 

=>
The LS is revised in R2-151735
R2-151735
Reply LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX
RAN2
LS out 




to: SA2 from: RAN2
REL-13
FS_UTRA_SDATA
=>
The LS is agreed

R2-151527
Discussion on long & extended DRX mechanisms for connected mode
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

ERI: we have similar understanding on the performance gains and impacts. Given the limited gains with DRX up to 40s, that’s the reason why we are more interedted in eDRX (above 40 sec).  We would like to hear the opinion from other companies on long DRX for connected mode, but also for Idle. In both cases, we are not impressed by the gains of long DRX, for btoh Idle and connected, especially looking at the SI objectives, which target very long battery life.

NN: about long DRX (up to 40sec), there may be some value for UE battery savings, depending on UE transaction time, especially if UE can go into deep sleep during DRX.

ERI: we haven’t done a detailed analysis considering deep sleep, but we could do it for next meeting.

Huawei: we think normal sleep mode may be more efficient for DRX up to 40sec.

ERI: we prefer to discuss and evaluate more the gains with deep sleep, and postpone the decision to next meeting.
=>
Noted
Withdrawn:

R2-151520
Discussion on long and extended DRX mechanisms for idle mode
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

11.2.2
Access control mechanisms for URA_PCH
Access control mechanisms for the case where seamless URA_PCH is not supported 

No contributions received

11.2.3
Other

Output of email discussion:

R2-151134
[89#11][UMTS/Small Data] Capture agreements from RAN2#89
Ericsson
Report
result of email discussion [89#11][UMTS/Small Data] 
REL-13
FS_UTRA_SDATA

ERI: the TP captures the agreements from last RAN2. We have also a LS to send our agreed TP to RAN1, to include it in the TR. We’ll have further TPs at the next RAN2 meeting.

· The TP is agreed, and will be sent to RAN1 via a LS.

R2-151136
LS on Text Proposal for TR 25.705
Ericsson
Lsout

ERI: about potential TP on signalling optimizations (seamless transition), part of the DL enhancements SI, we’ll check offline. This LS will only capture the TP in R2-151134.

· The LS is agreed in R2-151733.
R2-151137
Access control with legacy RACH
Ericsson
Disc

ERI: we prefer to cover also legacy RACH as part of AG, from Rel-12.

HW: we are OK to include legacy RACH from Rel-13. We’d like to double check about R12

NN: no technical issue to include legacy RACH

QC: we are OK to include legacy RACH, also from R12.

Chair: we’ll decide at the next meeting.
=>
Noted 
R2-151144
Quick return into PSM Idle mode
Ericsson
Disc

QC: we need more time to check/discuss internally

NN: generally we are open to look into this optimization

Huawei: we support the intention, but we’d like to discuss more some details. We think it makes only if eDRX iin PCH is not supported.
NN: why would the cause be "return into PSM preferred”, rather than “PSM configured”. ERI: we can discuss the wording.

NN: why a UE indication is faster than an indication from CN to RAN?

ERI: because the indication coming from CN would likely rely on some inactivity timer.
=>
Noted
R2-151528
Optimisation of small data transmission using common E-DCH resource
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
Noted.
11.3
WI: Support of EVS over UTRAN CS

(leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 14, target: June 15, WID: RP-142282)

Time budget: 1 TU
R2-151058
Considerations on EVSoCS channel coding and error protection
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Late
-
Qualcomm indicates that SA4 indicated that EP was the easiest way forward as to do UEP a lot of work would be required in terms of simulations.  However, Qualcomm would like to take some more time to investigate this and RAN2 should decide whether EP or UEP is adopted.  

=>
Withdrawn
R2-151059
Proposals for UTRAN support of EVS over CS
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

-
Qualcomm gives a summary of SA4.  SA4 has not yet decided Allowed Configurations for the UMTS_EVS Codec Type.  

· It would be beneficial to define a default EVS mode set including codec rates from 5.9 to 13.2 kbps, targeting similar OVSF capacity limits as current deployed codecs. 

-
Nokia Net wonders if we allow up to 24.4.  Qualcomm indicates that SA4 already took this into account and is allowing up 24.4 and now we want to suggest to have one default configuration up to 13.2 as it uses 128 spreading factor.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if it is intentional to state a default configuration or do we just want one configuration. Qualcomm thinks that a default would guarantee that this would be the baseline configuration. Ericsson agrees.
· It would be beneficial to define a RAB with very low data rate (high spreading factor), in order to maximize CS voice radio capacity. In particular, adding a EVS configuration including the 5.9 VBR mode only would be preferable from a RAN2 point of view.  
-
Nokia Net wonders what the reason for only having 5.9.  Qualcomm indicates that it is for the purpose of using only 256 SF.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that one alternative is to state that we want to have a configuration only with 256 SF, which includes 5.9 VBR, 7.2, and 8.   Nokia Net thinks that we can mention explicitly 7.2 and 8.  Because 5.9 VBR means 7.2 and 8kps.   Huawei is concerned that SA4 may misinterpret the up to 8.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if we should have a configuration that mixes AMR IO and native EVS modes.  

=>
To avoid the mis-interpretation we will add the following note to the LS “for source controlled variable bit rate (VBR) at 5.9 kb/s (average gross bit rate), VBR coding of active speech shall be composed of frames from a subset of the following per-frame gross bit rates: 2.0, 2.8, 4.0, 5.6, 7.2, 8.0 kb/s.”
=>
Noted
	Agreements

· From a RAN2 point of view it, it would be beneficial to define a default EVS mode set including codec rates from 5.9 to 13.2 kbps, targeting similar OVSF capacity limits as current deployed codecs 

· It would be beneficial to define a configuration with very low data rate (high spreading factor -256), in order to maximize CS voice radio capacity. In particular, adding a EVS configuration including the 5.9 VBR mode only (up to 8kbs) would be preferable, for the native EVS modes.   FFS whether and which AMR IO modes will be included.  



R2-151181
Examples of EVS CS RABs and configuration parameters
Qualcomm Incorporated
Disc

Late
=>
Withdrawn 

LSout

R2-151727
LS on RAN2 EVS over UTRAN recommendations
Qualcomm 
LSout




to: SA4 from: RAN2
REL-13
EVSoCS_UTRAN-Core
=>
Add CT4 in cc

=>
Change OVSF capacity limits to “spreading factor”

=>
the LS is agreed in R2-151734 with the changes above
11.4
WI: Study on Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression for UMTS

(FS_UTRA_NAICS,  Leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 14, target: Sept. 2015, SID: RP-142250)

Time budget: 1.5 TU
Incoming LS:

R2-150040
LS on RAN1 progress for Network-Assisted Interference Cancellation and Suppression for UMTS (R1-150729; contact: Huawei) RAN1
LSin
to: RAN2 Rel-13
FS_UTRA_NAICS

Note: This LSin was postponed as it arrived late in previous RAN2#89 meeting.
NN:Is there anything RAN2 specififc we need to be aware of at this time.

HW: Not at this time. RAN1 have discussed offloading solutions and made some agreements on the reporting. In RAN2 we can discuss the offloading signalling/procedures.
=> Noted.

R2-151278
Discussion on offloading enhancements for UMTS NAICS
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

Eri: If UE is IC capable, it can get better performance. Is it upto Ran1 to conclude this.

QC What is expectation for feedback from RAN2.

Hua: We look at the offloading mechanism itself, irrespective of the measurement type agreed by RAN1.

QC: But RAN1 is not waiting any feedback from RAN2 on that aspect

Hua: Yes.

=>
Noted.
R2-151282
Initial considerations on offloading of NAICS capable UEs
Ericsson
Disc

Hua: You assume eSCC procedure is used. But is it also possible to use other RRC reconfig procedure.

Eri: Yes the legacy procedure could be used. eSCC might allow faster offload.

Hua: For HS-DPCCH it is possible to include the Cell-ID given we only have 28bits.

Eri: We may not need Cell-id, but mapping could be used. This is RAN1 to discuss.

Hua: Currently there is no HARQ ACK for HS-DPCCH, so is the proposal to introduce one?

Eri: Again this is to be discussed in RAN1.

Hua: Do Ericsson think there will be an issue with UE returning to best cell immediately.

Eri: If it is configured for Event 1d, then it will report the best cell. We want to avoid return to best cell for offloaded UE.

Hua: NW can avoid ping pong by configuration of the event triggers.

Eri: Yes this can be done, but it has to consider that the difference between the original best cell and the target cell for offload to ensure that we do not force UE to stay longer than needed i.e. that UE should be able to return but not too early.

Hua: Is the time discussed the legacy Time to Trigger?

Eri: No, it is just a timer that could be configured, UE would stay offloaded for at least this period.

=>
Noted.

R2-151512
Discussion on offloading enhancements for UMTS NAICS
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

=>
Withdrawn

QC: We feel we should let RAN1 progress more before we make any decisions in RAN2.

Hua: We agree with QC.

Eri: We share same view.
11.5
WI: Multiflow Enhancements for UTRA

(HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started March 15, target:Sep. 15 , WID: RP-150288)

Time budget: 0.5 TU
R2-151386
Work plan for Multiflow 3F-4C configuration
Nokia Networks
Disc

=>
The work plan is agreeable

=>
Noted 

R2-151388
General considerations on the Multiflow 3F-4C configuration and specification impact analysis
Nokia Networks
Disc

-
Ericsson wonders how the multicarrier and multiflow capabilities are related.  Nokia Networks indicates that in legacy multiflow we did not link the CA and multiflow capabilities.  We only linked the buffer size capabilities.  Qualcomm indicates that we introduced on dependency – the UE needs to support DC if it supports multiflow.  

=>
Noted

R2-151131
Consideration of introducing the new multiflow scenario 3F-4C
Ericsson
Disc

-
Nokia Net is supportive of scenario C and D but thought that it is already implicitly supported in Rel-11, but only for two frequencies.   

=>
Noted

Discussion on R2-151388, R2-151131
Scenarios 

-
Huawei indicates that there were some concerns raised in RAN1 for the Scenario A and B.  Nokia Net thinks that RAN1 has already made the assumption that Scenario A and B are going to be supported. 

-
Qualcomm thinks that Scenario C and D should be FFS so we can further discuss.  Scenario A and B should be considered as a baseline.  Huawei would also like to take some time to analyse C and D.  Ericsson thinks that C and D may cause some implications later on when considering activation/deactivation of carriers.  

-
Ericsson wonders if Scenario B is as important as A.  Nokia Net thinks that we should support it similar to Rel-11 discussions.  

Configuration options 

-
Nokia Net thinks that dual band 3F-4C should be supported.   

-
Qualcomm thinks that the dual band frequency combination can be discussed in stage 3.  

-
Chair wonders if MIMO is per carrier or per cell in Rel-11 multiflow.  Nokia Net confirms that the MIMO can be configured per serving HS-DSCH cell.  

Max MAC-ehs reordering PDUs

-
Nokia Net thinks that given that we have three carriers in one Node B now, we should check whether the same number applies or not.  Nokia Net thinks that maybe we need to check specifically for 3F and MIMO.  

-

	Agreements

· We will support Scenario A (3 serving cells and 1 assisting cell) and Scenario B (1 serving cell and 3 assisting cells).  

· 3F-4C configuration is applicable for intra-Node B and inter-Node B.

· Dual band 3F-4C will be supported.   As a working assumption, the two possible combinations can be allowed, (e.g. (1 primary frequency in Band A, 2 secondary frequencies in Band B) and (a primary and secondary frequencies in Band A, 1 secondary frequency in Band B)  

· The following Rel-11 agreements are still applicable for the new Rel-13 3F-4C configuration
· No mobility enhancements are needed. The Rel 13 “Multiflow Enhancements” mobility will be based on the legacy mechanisms
· Secondary Multiflow cells can be activated/deactivated by means of the HS-SCCH orders

· DTX/DRX status is common for all the cells, where DTX/DRX can be further activated /deactivated by means of orders in the intra-Node B case

· HS-SCCH-less operation is limited only to the serving HS-DSCH cell;

· Combination of 4X4 MIMO and 3F-4C will not be allowed

· Both single- and dual-stream MIMO is supported with Multiflow and can be configured on a per-HS-DSCH cell

· UL MIMO and UL CLTD is supported with Multiflow with existing restrictions (e.g. only on the serving cell frequency)

· DC-HSUPA is supported

· The number of reordering SDUs in one TTI belong to not more than two priority queues per MAC-ehs.   FFS where the maximum number of reordering PDUs per TTI needs to be increased for 3F and MIMO operation.  


R2-151726
LS on RAN2 multiflow 3F-4C agreements 
Nokia Networks
LSout


to: RAN1, RAN3, RAN4 from: RAN2
Rel-13
HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core
=>
The LS is agreed in R2-151736
CRs:
Not treated
R2-151391
Introduction of the Multiflow 3F-4C configuration
Nokia Networks
CR
25.308


B

REL-13
HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core

R2-151392
Introduction of the Multiflow 3F-4C configuration
Nokia Networks
CR
25.331


B

REL-13
HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core

R2-151393
Introduction of the Multiflow 3F-4C configuration
Nokia Networks
CR
25.302


B

REL-13
HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core

12
Outgoing LSs and email discussions from UTRA session

12.1
Agreed outgoing LSs from UTRA session
R2-151735
Reply LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX
RAN2
LS out 




to: SA2 from: RAN2
REL-13
FS_UTRA_SDATA
R2-151733
LS on Text Proposal for TR 25.705
Ericsson
LSout




draft reply LS to RAN1 for TPs in 25.705
REL-13
FS_UTRA_SDATA
R2-151734
LS on RAN2 EVS over UTRAN recommendations
RAN2
LSout




to: SA4 cc: CT4  from: RAN2
REL-13
EVSoCS_UTRAN-Core
R2-151736
LS on RAN2 multiflow 3F-4C agreements 
RAN2
LSout




to: RAN1, RAN3, RAN4 from: RAN2
Rel-13
HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core

12.2
Email discussions from UTRA
· [UMTS/ DL enhancements] Running TP 

-
Capture agreements from RAN2#89bis meeting and some analysis on the solutions discussed.  The baseline version will be R2-151728, TR v.1.1.0  (which includes the agreed RAN1 TP, R2-151247, and the agreed TP from the email discussion from RAN2#89, R2-151246).

-
Deadline: May 8th, 2015
13
Comebacks

This agenda item will be used during the meeting. No documents are supposed to be submitted by delegates.

13.1
LTE breakout session
13.1.1
Report from the User Plane session

R2-151700
Report from the LTE User Plane session

=> agreed
Comebacks - Rel-12

ProSe
R2-151701
SL-SCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode
Panasonic
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-151702
Sidelink BSR
CATT, Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

-
Ericsson understands that the behaviour for legacy in the same scenario is that the BSR is sent. Ericsson wonders why we should differ here. Secondly, the text appears to be normative but is stated in a note. Ericsson suggests discussing this further. CATT thinks that this is the outcome of the UP session. Ericsson does not see a need to rush this given it is a bis meeting. VC thinks that it has been discussed extensively and should in principle agree it now. Ericsson acknowledges this but thinks that we did not discuss why there is a difference compared to legacy and why it is in a note. Intel agrees that this was discussed a lot and Intel thinks that the normative text can actually be interpreted to require this already today. Therefore, the note is only intended to clarify the normative text. Intel would be OK to reword it to clarify this. VC thinks that we can IPA the CR now and clarify it in the next meeting in the next meeting. VC thinks that at least we should agree to the principle that a BSR is not sent in this case. Ericsson agrees to the principle but not to the CR. Huawei also agrees that we discussed it a lot and thinks that companies had different interpretation. Chairman thinks that we should clarify the normative text if possible. 

=>
The UE does not report the SL-BSR, when the MAC entity has no data available for transmission for any of the sidelink logical channels
-
ZTE thinks that there are currently two ways how to interpret the normative text. 

=>
CR is in principle agreed

=>
May consider converting into normative text or to clarify how the note relates/refers to normative text. 
MBMS
R2-151706
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12

=>
CR is in principle agreed
Dual Connectivity Enhancements

=>
Clarify: SFN offset will be discussed after August

Carrier Aggregation enhanements

-
DCM suggests sending an LS to RAN1 capturing the RAN2 agreements related to D-SR in Carrier Aggregation enhancements.
R2-151710
Draft Reply LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA; to RAN1, cc RAN4; Contact: DCM

· =>
The Reply LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA; to RAN1, cc RAN4 is approved in R2-151711
13.1.2
Report from LTE Break-Out session

R2-151722
Report from LTE Break-Out Session (ProSe)

=>
agreed
ProSe 

-
Nokia Networks thinks that the WI objectives intend to ensure coverage extension for UEs out-of-coverage. Now it seems that we focus a lot on relaying for UEs in coverage. QC thinks that for service continuity we need some input from SA2. QC thinks that we also need to discuss further how the UE connects to the relay.

-
VC indicates that we discussed a lot the need for service continuity and how complex we should make it. We hope that SA2 will provide some helpful input to avoid that we waste time in RAN2. 

R2-151720
Draft LS to RAN1/RAN4 on Sidelink measurements for relay selection
LG 
LS out 
to: RAN1 and RAN4  from: RAN2

-
Huawei would prefer to capture the text of the agreements as in the chairman notes with only editorial corrections. 

=>
CB: [LTE/ProSe2] An updated Draft LS to RAN1/RAN4 on Sidelink measurements for relay selection can be provided in R2-151724 (LG)

R2-151724
Draft LS to RAN1/RAN4 on Sidelink measurements for relay selection
LG 
LS out 
to: RAN1 and RAN4  from: RAN2
=>
Remove the first occurrence of the Action text

· =>
With this change the LS to RAN1/RAN4 on “Sidelink measurements for relay selection” is approved in R2-151738
R2-151721
Draft Reply LS on ProSe public safety discovery 
Intel
LS out;
to: SA2  from: RAN2 reply to: R2-150025 (S2-150691)

-
Ericsson thinks that the LS seems to indicate that SA2 can use all the 232 bit. However, RAN2 has not yet agreed whether there is also a need to accommodate for an AS part. If so, less bits would be available to higher layers. The LS should reflect this. QC thinks that 

=>
Change to “restricted to 232 bits (in total for upper layer and potential AS layer information still under consideration in RAN2)”
· =>
With this change the Reply LS on ProSe public safety discovery to SA2 in R2-151723
· [LTE/ProSe] LS to SA2/6 on ProSe priorities (Ericsson) 
- 
Draft an LS with possible questions to SA2/SA6.  
-
Provide a brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how their requirements align to our terminology.  
- 
This exercise can be used to identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session. 
-
Deadline: May 8th, 2015
=>
Intended output: Agreed LS to SA2/SA6
=>
VC and Rapporteur suggest not to start a running stage-2 CR already now. This will be done from the next meeting onwards. 

=>
Ericsson thinks that relay discovery could be another possible aspect to be discussed jointly with SA2. QC thinks that first SA2 and SA6 need to determine what and how much information they intend to send. Therefore, a joint session should not be needed. 
13.2
UMTS breakout session

13.3
Main session

This section contains a temporary list of comebacks (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list).

No table of figures entries found.
13.4
Email Discussions from main session

This section contains a preliminary list of email discussions (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list). A complete list will be provided on the RAN2 email reflector after the meeting. 


[LTE/CA] Capability signalling for contiguous CA (Intel) - Focus on the two solutions discussed so far.  => Intended outcome: Email discussion report and CR to RAN2-90

[LTE/ProSe] Correction on the SL-TF-IndexPair values (R&S) - Discuss the identified error in the value range => Intended outcome: 36.331 CR to RAN2-90

[LTE/LAA] One week: TP for TR (Huawei) - Update TP for TR based on agreements/findings from this meeting - Should also cover text on PCI confusion and impact on Async UL HARQ  => Intended outcome: Agreed TP for TR and LS to RAN1

[LTE/SC-PTM] TR Update (Huawei) - Capture agreements from this meeting in the TR => Intended outcome: Agreed TR v0.2.0

[LTE/SC-PTM] Service Continuity (Huawei) - Discuss service continuity scenarios - If time allows, discuss possible solutions  => Intended outcome: Email discussion report with TP for next meeting

[LTE/MTCe2] One week: Running stage-2 CR (Ericsson) - Capture agreements in running stage-2 CR => Intended outcome: Technically Endorsed Running 36.300 CR

[LTE/MTCe2] Mobility support (MediaTek) - Discuss requirements and possible solutions for handling UE mobility - Focus on IDLE mode mobility (cell selection / reselection).  - Need for intra-frequency, inter-frequency and inter-RAT? => Intended outcome: Email discussion report to RAN2-90

[LTE/MTCe2] SIB Contents (Intel) - Discuss the required IEs and potential changes/simplifications for the Rel-13 SIB. - Use e.g. the Excel table in R2-151106 as starting point - Prioritize discussion of SIB1 and SIB2 and SIB14 => Intended output: Email discussion summary to RAN2-90

[LTE/MDT] One week - Skelton TR (CMCC) => Intended output: Agreed skeleton TR v0.1.0 in R2-151779

[LTE/ProSe] LS to SA2/6 on ProSe priorities (Ericsson)  -  Draft an LS with possible questions to SA2/SA6.   - Provide a brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how their requirements align to our terminology.   -  This exercise can be used to identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session.  - Deadline: May 8th, 2015 => Intended output: Agreed LS to SA2/SA6
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Outgoing LS from LTE and Joint

Draft LSs should be submitted to their corresponding agenda item if there is one. If there is no appropriate agenda item, draft LSs may be submitted to this agenda item. 

Draft outgoing LSs (not related to any Agenda Item above)
GROUPE (Rel-13)

R2-151683
Draft reply LS to SA2 on MBMS for Message delivery to Group of devices
LG Electronics Inc.
LSout
draft reply LS to S2-150421 = R2-151020
REL-13
GROUPE
-
Intel thinks that RAN1 is still discussing the impact and support of low complexity UEs on MBMS. Intel also thinks that for Cat. 0 UEs it is up to UE implementation. MediaTek that for those UEs maybe even SC-PTM could be used. Maybe we should just indicate that we don’t know yet for Low Complexity Rel-13 UEs. Ericsson thinks that SA2 is already aware of the possible impact of Low Complexity. QC agrees with Ericsson that SA2 knows all those aspects and we don’t need to send these replies. 

=>
Since RAN1 is still discussing Rel-13 Low Complexity L1 design, it is premature to reply on this from RAN2. 

-
Intel also thinks we should say something about the UMTS situations. Ericsson thinks that we don’t need to discuss about deployments. 

=>
No need to inform SA2 about possible (lack) of deployments of UMTS MBMS.

=>
RAN2 will not reply. 

Approved LSs

This section contains a list of approved outgoing LSs (press F9 to update while the cursor is inside the list).


=> The Reply LS to R2-150695 on PLMN reselection for ProSe to CT1 is approved in R2-151784

=> The Reply LS on HARQ retransmission for LAA to RAN1 is approved in R2-151718

=> With this change the LS on paging for MTC to RAN1, RAN3, SA2, and CT1 is approved in R2-151786

=> With these changes the “LS on a new measurement quantity for Multicarrier Load Distribution” to RAN4, CC RAN1; is approved in R2-151785

=> The Reply LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA; to RAN1, cc RAN4 is approved in R2-151711

=> With this change the LS to RAN1/RAN4 on “Sidelink measurements for relay selection” is approved in R2-151738

=> With this change the Reply LS on ProSe public safety discovery to SA2 in R2-151723
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Any other business

Future meeting dates

Click here for the overview of all RAN2 and RAN meeting dates.
	MEETING
	DATES
	LOCATION
	HOST
	CO-LOCATION

	RAN2 #90
	25 May – 29 May 2015
	Fukuoka, Japan
	JF3
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5, SA2

	RAN #68
	15 June – 18 June 2015 **
	Malmö, Sweden
	EF3
	

	RAN2 #91
	24 Aug. – 28 Aug. 2015
	Beijing, China
	Huawei
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #69
	14 Sep. – 17 Sep. 2015 **
	tbc, USA
	NAF3 (tbc)
	

	RAN2 #91bis
	5 Oct. – 9 Oct. 2015
	Malmö, Sweden
	EF3
	RAN2 only

	RAN2 #92
	16 Nov. – 20 Nov. 2015
	tbd, USA
	
	RAN 1/2/3/4/5

	RAN #70
	7 Dec. – 10 Dec. 2015 **
	Sitges, Spain
	EF3
	


EF3:

European Friends of 3GPP
NAF3:

North American Friends of 3GPP
JF3:

Japanese Friends of 3GPP
For plans for email discussions after RAN2 #89bis see Annex F.
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Closing of the meeting
The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG2 meeting #89bis. He thanked the European Friends of 3GPP (EF3) for hosting this meeting.

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Henning Wiemann (Ericsson) closed the meeting on Friday February 24.04.2015 at about 16:20.

Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 meeting #89bis is will be attached to this report.

Total number of participants: 174 (registered before the meeting: 192)
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 meeting #89bis is attached to this report.

Total number of Tdocs:
761 of which 11 Tdocs are not available, i.e. 750 Tdocs are available.
Annex C:
Incoming liaison statements for TSG RAN WG2 #89bis
	RAN2 Tdoc
	title
(original Tdoc; contact)
	source
	original Tdoc
	status
	final LS answer
	additional comments

	R2-151004
	LS on Update on the liaison to 3GPP on Cooperation for Energy Efficiency Measurements (EE(15) 000003r1; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	ETSI TC EE
	EE(15) 000003r1
	noted
	
	

	R2-151005
	Reply LS to S2-150421 = R2-151020 on MBMS for Message delivery to Group of devices (GP-150313; contact: Qualcomm)
	GRAN
	GP-150313
	noted
	
	

	R2-151006
	LS to RAN2 on RAN1 input to Downlink Enhancements for UMTS (R1-150730; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-150730
	noted
	
	

	R2-151007
	LS on measurement performance for MTC (R1- 150919; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1-150919
	noted
	
	

	R2-151008
	LS on PRACH coverage enhancement (R1-150920; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-150920
	noted
	
	 

	R2-151009
	Reply LS to S2-150697 = R2-150026 on Paging for MTC (R1- 150924; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	R1- 150924
	noted
	
	

	R2-151010
	LS on LTE Rel-12 UE feature list about RAN1 responsible features (R1-150947; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN1
	R1-150947
	noted
	
	

	R2-151011
	Response LS to S2-150691 = R2-150025 on public safety discovery (R1-150948; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN1
	R1-150948
	noted
	
	

	R2-151012
	Response LS to S2-150698 = R2-150027 on Paging Optimization (R3-150461; contact: Alcatel-Lucent)
	RAN3
	R3-150461
	noted
	
	

	R2-151013
	Reply LS to R2-144668 on allowing PMCH without sessions (R3-150468; contact: Qualcomm)
	RAN3
	R3-150468
	noted
	
	

	R2-151014
	Response LS to R2-144678 on DL fallback modes (R4-151043; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN4
	R4-151043
	noted
	
	 

	R2-151015
	LS on LTE Rel-12 UE feature list about RAN4 responsible features (R4-151044; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN4
	R4-151044
	noted
	
	 

	R2-151016
	Reply LS to R2-145394 on new RSRQ definition (R4-151103; contact: Huawei)
	RAN4
	R4-151103
	noted
	
	

	R2-151017
	LS on impact of optional preconfigured parameters for D2D out of Network coverage mode (R4-151170; contact: Sprint)
	RAN4
	R4-151170
	noted
	
	

	R2-151018
	LS on Consequence of RAN WI prioritisation for UPCON work in SA2 (RP-15; contact: NEC)
	RAN
	RP-150514
	noted
	
	

	R2-151019
	LS on D2D off network operations (RP-150516; contact: Sprint)
	RAN
	RP-150516
	noted
	
	 

	R2-151020
	LS on MBMS for Message delivery to Group of devices (S2-150421; contact: LGE)
	SA2
	S2-150421
	noted
	
	 

	R2-151021
	LS on network feature support for ProSe Discovery (C1-151597; contact: Huawei)
	CT1
	C1-151597
	noted
	
	

	R2-151022
	Reply LS to R2-150695 on PLMN reselection for ProSe (C1-151606; contact: LGE)
	CT1
	C1-151606
	noted
	R2-151784
	

	R2-151023
	Reply LS to R2-150696 on ProSe direct discovery announcements (C1-151654; contact: LGE)
	CT1
	C1-151654
	noted
	
	

	R2-151024
	Reply LS to R2-150709 on SC-PTM transmission feedback (S2-151102; contact: Huawei)
	SA2
	S2-151102
	noted
	
	

	R2-151025
	Reply LS to C1-150879 on addition of proximity services group identifier (S2-151326; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA2
	S2-151326
	noted
	R2-151723
	

	R2-151026
	Response to Reply LS on paging for MTC (S2-151383; contact: Vodafone)
	SA2
	S2-151383
	noted
	R2-151786
	

	R2-151027
	LS on proposed method of restricting access to IOPS cells (S2-151423; contact: General Dynamics UK Ltd)
	SA2
	S2-151423
	noted
	
	

	R2-151028
	LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX (S2-151430; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA2
	S2-151430
	noted
	R2-151735
	

	R2-151029
	Reply LS to C1-150887 = R2-150032 on ACDC requirements (S1-151622; contact: LGE)
	SA1
	S1-151622
	noted
	
	

	R2-151030
	Reply LS to R2-150707 on HARQ retransmission for LAA (R1-152181; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-152181
	noted
	R2-151718
	

	R2-151031
	LS on clarification on CQI reporting in DC (R1-152204; contact: Samsung)
	RAN1
	R1-152204
	noted
	
	

	R2-151032
	Reply LS to R2-150690 on the absence of supportedMIMO-CapabilityDL-r10 and supportedMIMO-CapabilityUL-r10 (R1-152219; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-152219
	noted
	
	

	R2-151033
	LS on new UE categories in Rel-12 (R1-152220; contact: Huawei)
	RAN1
	R1-152220
	noted
	
	

	R2-151034
	LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA (R1-152316; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN1
	R1-152316
	noted
	R2-151711
	


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: 31 LSs received for RAN2 #89bis (1 on UTRA, 24 on LTE, 6 on joint aspects): all of them were treated.
· 0 resubmissions from RAN2 #89
· All 31 incoming LSs were noted, 0 LSs were not treated and will be resubmitted to RAN2 #90.
· 6 of the 31 incoming LSs were received during the RAN2 #89bis meeting:

· R2-151034 = R1-152316
· R2-151030 = R1-152181
· R2-150025 = S2-150691

· R2-151028 = S2-151430

· R2-151022 = C1-151606

· R2-150026 = R1-145454
· For 0 incoming LS an LS answer was postponed.
Annex D:
Outgoing liaison statements of TSG RAN WG2 #89bis
Only final outgoing LSs are listed here.

	final LS Tdoc
	title
	to
	cc
	contact
	reply to
	release
	WI
	comments

	R2-151711
	Reply LS on RAN1 agreements on PUCCH on SCell for CA (to: RAN1; cc: RAN4; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN1
	RAN4
	NTT DOCOMO
	R1-152316 = R2-151034
	REL-13
	LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core
	

	R2-151718
	Reply LS to RAN1 on HARQ retransmission for LAA (to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	R1-152181 = R2-151030
	REL-13
	FS_LTE_LAA
	

	R2-151723
	Reply LS on public safety discovery (to: SA2; cc: RAN1, SA3, RAN; contact: Intel)
	SA2
	RAN1, SA3
	Intel
	S2-150691 = R2-150025
	REL-13
	eProSe-Ext
	

	R2-151733
	LS on Text Proposal for TR 25.705 (to: RAN1; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1
	-
	Ericsson
	
	REL-13
	FS_UTRA_SDATA
	RAN2 agreed TP, R2-151134 attached

	R2-151734
	LS on RAN2 EVS over UTRAN recommendations (to: SA4; cc: CT4; contact: Qualcomm)
	SA4
	CT4
	Qualcomm
	 
	REL-13
	EVSoCS_UTRAN-Core
	

	R2-151735
	Reply LS on RAN assumptions from SA2 for FS_eDRX (to: SA2; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2
	-
	Ericsson
	S2-151430 = R2-151028
	REL-13
	FS_UTRA_SDATA
	

	R2-151736
	LS on RAN2 multiflow 3F-4C agreements (to: RAN1, RAN3, RAN4; cc: -; contact: Nokia Networks)
	RAN1, RAN3, RAN4
	-
	Nokia Netoworks
	 
	Rel-13
	HSDPA_MFTX_enh-Core
	

	R2-151738
	LS on Sidelink measurements for relay UE selection (to: RAN1, RAN4; cc:-; contact: LGE)
	RAN1, RAN4
	-
	LGE
	 
	REL-13
	LTE_eD2D_Prox-Core
	

	R2-151784
	Reply LS on PLMN reselection for ProSe (to: CT1; cc: SA2; contact: LGE)
	CT1
	SA2
	LGE
	C1-151606 = R2-151022
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	

	R2-151785
	LS on a new measurement quantity for Multicarrier Load Distribution (to: RAN4; cc: RAN1; contact: NTT DOCOMO)
	RAN4
	RAN1
	NTT DOCOMO
	 
	REL-13
	LTE_MC_load-Core
	

	R2-151786
	Reply LS on paging for MTC (to: RAN1, RAN3, SA2; cc: CT1; contact: Ericsson)
	RAN1, RAN3
	SA2
	Ericsson
	R1-145454 = R2-150026
	REL-13
	LTE_MTCe2_L1-Core
	

	R2-151789
	LS on ProSe Priorities (to: SA2, SA6; cc: SA1, RAN1; contact: Ericsson)
	SA2, SA6
	SA1
	Ericsson
	
	REL-13
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	


Summary:

In total 12 outgoing LSs of RAN2 #89bis:
4 on UTRA, 8 on LTE/E-UTRA and 0 on joint aspects.
Annex E:
List of in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #89bis
In total 44 in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #89bis (including 0 which are implicitly in principle agreed, marked in yellow, since their cat.F CRs were in principle agreed) will be resubmitted to RAN2 #90 (incl. cat.A: 3 CRs for UTRA 25.xxx specs, 41 CRs for LTE 36.xxx specs, 0 CRs for joint 37.xxx specs).
The following table includes already Tdoc and CR numbers allocated for RAN2 #90 for all in principle agreed CRs of RAN2 #89bis:

	RAN2 #89bis Tdoc
	Title
	Source
	Spec
	CR #
	rev
	cat
	Release
	SI/WI
	RAN2 #90 Tdoc

	R2-151226
	Correction field description of networkControlledSyncTx
	CATT
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	 
	REL-12
	R2-152031

	R2-151267
	Clarification on SCG reconfiguration
	HTC
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152032

	R2-151294
	Correction for aperiodic CSI trigger
	Huawei, HiSilicon,CATT
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_TDD_eIMTA-Core
	R2-152033

	R2-151308
	COUNT derivation in ProSe
	LG Electronics Inc., Qualcomm
	36.323
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152034

	R2-151491
	Correction to SCG and split bearer configuration
	Ericsson
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC
	R2-152035

	R2-151544
	Dual Connectivity L2 buffer size for category combinations with UL64QAM
	Huawei, HiSilicon, Ericsson
	36.306
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152036

	R2-151688
	Correction on handling of wlan-OffloadConfigDedicated upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
	HTC
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	UTRA_LTE_WLAN_interw-Core
	R2-152037

	R2-151689
	Reconfiguration of RLC and SPS
	HTC
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152038

	R2-151693
	Corrections on MIMO capabilities
	Ericsson, Samsung
	36.306
	 
	 
	F
	REL-10
	LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	R2-152039

	R2-151694
	Corrections on MIMO capabilities
	Ericsson, Samsung
	36.306
	 
	 
	A
	REL-11
	LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	R2-152040

	R2-151695
	Corrections on MIMO capabilities
	Ericsson, Samsung
	36.306
	 
	 
	A
	REL-12
	LTE_eDL_MIMO-Core, LTE_UL_MIMO-Core
	R2-152041

	R2-151696
	Mandatory present of supportedMIMO-CapabilityDL-r10
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_CA-Core, TEI12
	R2-152042

	R2-151698
	CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-10
	LTE-L23, TEI10
	R2-152043

	R2-151699
	CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	 
	 
	A
	REL-11
	LTE-L23, TEI10
	R2-152044

	R2-151755
	CR on Aperiodic CSI Reporting for 1.4MHz cell
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	 
	 
	A
	REL-12
	LTE-L23, TEI10 
	R2-152045

	R2-151701
	SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode
	Panasonic
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152046

	R2-151702
	Correction to the Sidelink BSR
	CATT, Fujitsu
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152047

	R2-151703
	Minor corrections for ProSe
	Ericsson, AsusTek
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152048

	R2-151704
	Miscellaneous corrections for DC
	HTC
	36.323
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152049

	R2-151705
	Clarification on deactivation operation
	ASUSTeK
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152050

	R2-151706
	Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE-L23, TEI12
	R2-152051

	R2-151707
	Corrections on 36.321 for ProSe
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	36.321
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152052

	R2-151716
	Clarifications on use of preconfigComm for direct communication
	ZTE, Nokia Networks, Interdigital
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152053

	R2-151717
	Resource pool for out of coverage UE
	Nokia Networks, ZTE
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152054

	R2-151725
	Cleanup corrections to TS 25.304
	Huawei (Rapporteur)
	25.304
	 
	 
	D
	REL-12
	TEI12
	R2-152055

	R2-151729
	Correction to usage of Signalling radio bearer RB4 to transmit UE INFORMATION RESPONSE message (Alternative 1)
	Intel Corporation
	25.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	MDT_UMTSLTE-Core, ANR_UTRAN-Core, eMDT_UMTSLTE-Core, TEI12
	R2-152043

	R2-151737
	Clarification for common E-DCH resource release during CELL FACH to CELL FACH transition
	Nokia Networks
	25.319
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	RANimp-UplinkEnhState, TEI12
	R2-152044

	R2-151756
	Dual Connectivity Corrections
	Nokia Networks, Ericsson, Intel, ITRI, ZTE 
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152045

	R2-151759
	Corrections on Stage-2 descriptions for ProSe
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152059

	R2-151760
	Need for SIB18 in a cell on non-Public Safety ProSe Carrier
	Nokia Networks
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152060

	R2-151761
	Introduction of ProSe
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.302
	 
	 
	B
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152061

	R2-151764
	Miscellaneous corrections (a.o. Sidelink)
	Samsung
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core, LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core, LC_MTC_LTE-Core, TEI12
	R2-152062

	R2-151765
	Correction on limited service state conditions
	ZTE
	36.304
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152063

	R2-151766
	Correction on limited service state conditions
	ZTE
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152064

	R2-151768
	Conditions for establishing RRC Connection for sidelink transmission
	Nokia Networks
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152066

	R2-151769
	Correction on field description on SL-TF-ResourceConfig
	LG Electronics Inc.
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
	R2-152067

	R2-151770
	Addition of DC Operation Overview
	Nokia Networks
	36.300
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152068

	R2-151771
	Clarification on PDCP reconfiguration
	HTC
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152069

	R2-151772
	Correction to SCG change
	ASUSTeK
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152070

	R2-151773
	Minor corrections for PSCell configuration in DC
	Ericsson
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152071

	R2-151774
	CR on ROHC for split bearer
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
	R2-152059

	R2-151775
	Clarification on FDD/TDD differentiation of FGIs/capabilities in TDD-FDD CA
	Samsung, NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	LTE_CA_TDD_FDD-Core
	R2-152072

	R2-151776
	Clarification to the setting of RSRQ on all symbols
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	25.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	TEI12
	R2-152073

	R2-151783
	Clarification on extended RSRQ range support
	Nokia Networks
	36.331
	 
	 
	F
	REL-12
	TEI12
	R2-152074


Annex F:
RAN WG2 meeting #89bis 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.

Email discussions with finalisation by Thu 30.04.2015 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 31.04.2015 9am CEST:

[89bis#00][LTE/LAA] TP for TR on LAA (Huawei)

-
Update TP for TR based on agreements/findings from this meeting

-
Should also include endorsed TPs on PCI confusion and impact of Async UL HARQ 

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TP for TR and LS to RAN1

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Hao Bi (Huawei) on 27.04.2015.






TP for TR 36.889 v0.1.0 was agreed in R2-151740 and LS to RAN1 was agreed  



in R2-151741 on 05.05.2015.

[89bis#01][LTE/SC-PTM] TR on Single Cell PTM (Huawei)

-
Capture agreements from this meeting in the TR

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR v0.2.0

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by David Lecompte (Huawei) on 28.04.2015.






TR 36.890 v0.1.1 for SC-PTM was agree in R2-151787 and TR 36.890 v0.2.0 



was agreed in R2-151788 on 05.05.2015.

[89bis#02][LTE/MTCe2] Running stage-2 CR on MTCe2 (Ericsson)

-
Capture agreements in running stage-2 CR

=>
Intended outcome: Technically Endorsed Running 36.300 CR

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Emre Yevuz (Ericsson) on 29.04.2015.






Running 36.300 CR was technically endorsed in R2-151742 on 01.05.2015.

[89bis#03][LTE/MDT] Skelton TR for MDT Enhancements (CMCC)

=>
Intended output: Agreed skeleton TR v0.1.0 in R2-151779
conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Hu Nan (CMCC) on 29.04.2015.






Skeleton TR 36.880 v0.1.0 for feMDT was agreed in R2-151779 on 02.05.2015.

Email discussions with finalisation by Thu 07.05.2015 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 08.05.2015 9am CEST:

[89bis#10][LTE/ProSe] LS to SA2/6 on ProSe priorities (Ericsson) 

-
Draft LS with possible questions to SA2/SA6.  

-
Provide a brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how their requirements align to our terminology.  

-
This exercise can be used to identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session (if any). 

=>
Intended output: Agreed LS to SA2/SA6

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by MAts Folke (Ericsson) on 29.04.2015.






LS to SA2/SA6 was agreed in R2-151789 on 08.05.2015.

[89bis#11][UMTS/ DL enhancements] Running TP (Huawei)

-
Capture agreements from RAN2#89bis meeting and some analysis on the solutions discussed.  The baseline version will be R2-151728, TR v.1.1.0 (which includes the agreed RAN1 TP, R2-151247, and the agreed TP from the email discussion from RAN2#89, R2-151246).

=>
Intended outcome: Agreed TR v1.2.0

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Jun Chen (Huawei) on 30.04.2015.






Email discussion results are provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152282 and 






R2-152283.
Email discussions with finalisation by Thu 14.05.2015 midnight Pacific time, i.e. Fri 15.05.15 9am CEST:
[89bis#20][LTE/CA] Capability signalling for contiguous CA (Intel)

-
Focus on the two solutions discussed so far. 

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report and CR to RAN2-90

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Youn Hyoung Heo (Intel) on 06.05.2015.






Email discussion result is provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152255.

[89bis#21][LTE/ProSe] Correction of the SL-TF-IndexPair values (R&S)

-
Discuss the identified error in the value range

=>
Intended outcome: 36.331 CR to RAN2-90

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Juergen E. Schlienz (Rohde & Schwarz 




GmbH) on 28.04.2015.






Email discussion results are provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152395, R2-152406 



and R2-152407.

[89bis#22][LTE/SC-PTM] Service Continuity for SC-PTM (Huawei)

-
Discuss service continuity scenarios

-
If time allows, discuss possible solutions 

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report with TP to RAN2-90

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Jeff Gao (Huawei) on 05.05.2015.






Email discussion results are provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152460 and 






R2-152463.

[89bis#23][LTE/MTCe2] Mobility support (MediaTek)

-
Discuss requirements and possible solutions for handling UE mobility

-
Focus on IDLE mode mobility (cell selection / reselection).

-
Need for intra-frequency, inter-frequency and inter-RAT?

=>
Intended outcome: Email discussion report to RAN2-90

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Johan Johansson (Media Tek) on 






07.05.2015.






Email discussion result is provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152773.

[89bis#24][LTE/MTCe2] SIB Contents (Intel)

-
Discuss the required IEs and potential changes/simplifications for the Rel-13 SIB.

-
Use e.g. the Excel table in R2-151106 as starting point

-
Prioritize discussion of SIB1, SIB2 and SIB14

=>
Intended output: Email discussion summary to RAN2-90

conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Marta M Tarradell (Intel) on 30.04.2015.






Email discussion result is provided to RAN2 #90 in R2-152161.

Annex G:
LTE Breakout (UP) session
On Monday and on Tursday of RAN2 #89bis, in parallel to the main LTE session, an LTE User Plane session was held in room Roma (-1 Floor) chaired by RAN2 vice-chairman SeungJune Yi (LG) addressing:
On Monday:

6.1.2


LTE: Rel-12 and earlier releases: User Plane
6.2.1.2

LTE: Rel-12: WI: Dual Connectivity for LTE (SCE): User Plane
6.2.3.2

LTE: Rel-12: WI: LTE Device to Device Proximity Services - Radio Aspects: User Plane
6.2.9.2

LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs: UP
On Tursday:

7.2.2.2

LTE: Rel-13: WI: CA enhancements: UP aspects

7.9



LTE: Rel-13: WI: Dual Connectivity Enhancements
The corresponding report of this session R2-151700 was presented and agreed on Fri in the joint session and the contents is provided in this Annex G for convenience reasons.
6
LTE: Rel-12 and earlier releases

6.1.2
User Plane

The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.

No contributions received

6.2
LTE: Rel-12

6.2.1
WI: Dual Connectivity for LTE (SCE)

(LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core, leading WG: RAN2, REL-12, started: Dec.13, closed: Dec.14, WID: RP-141797)

TR of corresponding SI: 36.842
6.2.1.2
Dual Connectivity – User Plane

Documents in this agenda item might be treated in the UP session. 

PDCP
R2-151244
Miscellaneous corrections for DC
HTC
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
-
LG think ul-DataSplitDRB-ViaSCG is BOOLEAN, so it should be set to TRUE. HTC think there is no FALSE value. Samsung wants to go for LG’s change.
=>
Change as “ul-DataSplitDRB-ViaSCG is set to TRUE”.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle with above change in R2-151704 (HTC).
R2-151312
UL data path for split bearer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
=>
The CR is merged into R2-151704.
R2-151316
Data available for transmission in split bearer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core

-
Samsung, Panasonic think the original text is more comprehensive. LG think the current spec is not clear when the PDCP indicates the data available for transmission to the MAC. HTC support the change.
=>
The CR is not agreed.
MAC
R2-151256
Clarifications on dual connectivity
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC

Note: "-Core" in WI code and Tdoc number should be added in the CR coversheet
Msg3
-
Ericsson think UE CR ID is a specific name that included in MAC CE. 
=>
No change
belonging to the MAC entity
-
Ericsson think the text in introduction section already covers this.
=>
No change
SpCell interruption
-
Ericsson think RAN4 uses “PCell interruption”.
=>
No change
DC PHR at SCG-RLF
-
Samsung clarified that when SCG-RLF occurs, the UE releases SCG, so the UE cannot use DC PHR. Chairman think that when the UE is configured with DC, the UE shall use DC PHR. Huawei, QC think there is no autonomous SCG release at SCG-RLF. 
=>
No change
=>
The CR is not agreed.
R2-151374
Clarification on deactivation operation
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
-
Intel think “SCG change” is used for many purposes, and using “SCG change” may not be correct. AsusTek clarified that SCells are deactivated at all kind of SCG change. ALU point out that the SCells in MCG are not impacted by the SCG change. AsusTek is ok to make it clear that “SCG SCells” are deactivated at SCG change. ALU think some of “SCG change” does not deactivate SCG SCells. LG think SCG change always involve MAC reset, so the SCells are deactivated by the MAC reset. AsusTek agree with LG, but handover case is already specified. Samsung think MAC reset does not deactivate SCells. AsusTek think in RRC there is a text to say that the UE shall deactivate the SCells.
-
ZTE wants to remove “after a handover”. MediaTek think original text covers “SCG change” case.
=>
Agree to add “The configured SCG SCells are initially deactivated after a SCG change.”.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle with the above change in R2-151705 (AsusTek).
Withdrawn
R2-151146
Correction to reordering timer
HTC
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
6.2.3
WI: LTE Device to Device Proximity Services - Radio Aspects

(LTE_D2D_Prox-Core, leading WG: RAN1, REL-12, started: Mar.14, closed: Mar.15, WID: RP-142043)

RAN1 TR 36.843 on D2D

6.2.3.2
User Plane

Documents in this agenda item will be treated in the UP session. 
PDCP
R2-151308
COUNT derivation in ProSe
LG Electronics Inc., Qualcomm
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
The CR is agreed in principle.
SL grant
R2-151594
Correction on sidelink grant determination for ProSe
InterDigital Communications
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
1st change
-
Panasonic agree with the intention, but have alternative wording. QC, LG, Ericsson prefer the wording from Panasonic. Ericsson want to have e-mail discussion for the text.
=>
Go for Panasonic CR.
2nd change
-
Huawei support. LG, Ericsson think it was discussed at the last meeting and decided not to change.
=>
Leave it as it is.
=>
The CR is not agreed.
R2-151158
SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode
Panasonic
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
[CBF] Discuss offline for the text, and provide update in R2-151701 (Panasonic).
R2-151159
SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode
Panasonic
Disc
=>
The document is not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-151594.
SL BSR
R2-151463
Discussion on Sidelink BSR
CATT, Fujitsu
Disc
-
LG think if there is no data SL BSR will be cancelled. ITL, AsusTek, Huawei think periodic SL BSR is not cancelled. Panasonic think if there is no data the UE does not report any BSR. ITL think if periodic timer expires after the SC period, the SL BSR is triggered. AsusTek think if there is no data the SL BSR is reported without any BS field. LG think after the SC period, the valid SL grant is zero, and it can accommodate all SL data available for transmission which is zero. CATT think for periodic BSR, the eNB expects the UE’s report for buffer status, so the UE should send BSR. Huawei think when periodic timer expires, it is better not to send SL BSR to avoid waste of radio resource. AsusTek think periodic BSR does not trigger SR. Panasonic think the text “report Sidelink BSR containing buffer status for all ProSe Destinations having data available for transmission;” means the UE does not report BSR. Ericsson wants to make it similar to legacy behavior, i.e. to send empty SL BSR. Panasonic think there is no legacy behavior, because legacy BSR has fixed size. QC think “trigger and cancel” is fine, and propose to leave it as it is.
Periodic timer expires and no SL data:
-
Option1: do not send empty SL BSR
-
Option2: send SL BSR with only subheader
-
Chairman think we can leave it up to UE implementation which option the UE should take. Panasonic think Option2 is not allowed. 
=>
Do not send empty SL BSR (only subheader without any payload) if there is no SL data.
-
CATT, ITL, Fujitsu think we should specify something in the MAC spec to avoid triggering empty SL BSR. LG, AsusTek think according to the current spec the empty SL BSR is triggered and cancelled, and no need to specify. 
-
Ericsson think NOTE is not sufficient, and want to have a normative text. LG want to clarify the cancellation condition. 
=>
Add a NOTE to say that “if there is no SL data the UE does not send SL BSR.”

=>
[CBF] The CR is provided in R2-151702 (CATT).
R2-151465
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 1)
CATT, Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

R2-151468
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 2)
CATT, Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-151365
Corrections on unexpected Sidelink BSR transmission
ITL Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
All CRs are not agreed.
MAC corrections
R2-151054
Mismatch between RRC and MAC on using exceptional resource pool
Huawei, Hisilicon
Disc
-
LG, Intel, Ericsson think the “else” clause applies to the UE is in mode 1 exceptional case and in mode 2, so we don’t need any change. Huawei think “if the MAC entity is configured to receive a sidelink grant” applies to both mode 1 with scheduled grant and mode 1 with exceptional case. Huawei think the UE should monitor PDCCH in mode 1 with exceptional case. 
=>
No support.
R2-151359
Discussion on SL-SCH reception
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
-
Ericsson wonder whether it is a big problem, because the IP layer will anyway identify based on the IP address. Panasonic think there is no problem at all because the UE will check all 24 bits. QC, Intel, Panasonic has sympathy for the proposal.
-
Chairman think there is a problem, but RAN2 already agreed to have 16 bits in MAC header while aware of this problem.
-
ZTE think if MAC check full 24 bits, then there is an interaction between PHY and MAC. Huawei think check of destination ID in SCI is specified in MAC, so there is no linkage.
=>
Noted.
R2-151055
Corrections on 36.321 for ProSe
Huawei, Hisilicon
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
The first change is not needed.
=>
Agree to have clarification “which the 8 LSB are equal to the Group Destination ID in the corresponding SCI”.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle with above change in R2-151707 (Huawei).
R2-151497
Minor corrections for ProSe
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
Revised in R2-151687
R2-151687
Minor corrections for ProSe
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
=>
The CR includes the changes in R2-151363.
=>
The CR is agreed in principle with above change in R2-151703 (Ericsson, AsusTek).
R2-151363
Miscellaneous corrections on ProSe
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

HARQ information
-
LG wants to add “only” at the end of the last sentence. Intel wants to add “-SCH” after “SL”.
=>
Change the last sentence as “HARQ information for SL-SCH and SL-DCH transmissions consists of TB size only”.
UL HARQ buffer
-
Ericsson think TAT is not associated with SL HARQ buffer. Panasonic think saying “UL HARQ buffer” is more confusing.
=>
Do not add “UL”.
Reserved value on SL-SCH
=>
Agree to discard the MAC PDU.
Regular and Periodic Sidelink BSR
-
LG, Ericsson think all the legacy calculation is performed after LCP.
=>
No change.
=>
Agreed parts are merged into R2-151703 (Ericsson, AsusTek).
Withdrawn:

R2-151394
Discussion on Sidelink BSR
CATT
Disc

R2-151397
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 1)
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core

R2-151399
Correction to the Sidelink BSR (option 2)
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
6.2.9
LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs

6.2.9.2
LTE Other Closed Rel-12 WIs – UP
The documents in this AI will be treated in the UP session.

Reserved values on MCH
Minimum change
R2-151361
Clarification on reception of reserved values on MCH
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12
-
Huawei is not clear on “corresponding part” if reserved value is in MSI MAC CE. AsusTek think if reserved value is in LCID field, the corresponding parts is Stop MTCH, and if reserved value is in Stop MTCH, the corresponding parts is LCID. Huawei think still corresponding part is not clear, and want to make it clear. 
-
Ericsson, QC think the problem is only on Rel-12 Extended MSI MAC CE, and want to focus only on Extended MSI MAC CE. NokiaN don’t want to clarify only on Rel-12 UE. 
=>
The CR is not agreed.
Reserved value on MCH
-
Option1. Focus only on Rel-12 PMCH
-
Option2. General correction on Rel-12 on reserved value on MCH
-
Samsung think at the last meeting, we agreed to make general correction. Ericsson think we also agreed not to impact legacy UEs. QC wonders how the Option2 help the network. QC think from network point of view Option1 is correct. Ericsson think from UE point of view both Option1 and Option2 are correct. 
-
QC suggest to add a NOTE for legacy UE that the UE behavior is undefined when a reserved value is received. 
-
Huawei doesn’t want to have two different behaviors for Rel-12 UE. 
=>
Rel-12 UE has a single behavior for handling reserved value received on MCH.
=>
The UE shall ignore only the field containing reserved value and the corresponding parts not the entire MAC PDU or MAC CE.
Link to pmch-InfoListExt

R2-151545
UE behaviour receiving reserved values in MAC PDU on MCH
Ericsson
=>
The document is not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-151361.
R2-151549
Correction on handling of reserved values in MAC PDU on MCH
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12
=>
The CR is not agreed.
R2-151614
Handling of MAC reserved values on MCH
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
GCSE_LTE-MBMS_CM-Core
[moved from 6.2.7 to 6.2.9.2]
-
Samsung want to know the motivation of handling reserved values on S field. QC clarified that the motivation is to use reserved values for future use. Samsung, ALU think that it is already possible. Chairman think the last sentence on S field is contradicting. ALU think the solution can be discussed in future release.
=>
The CR is not agreed.
Unknown value
R2-151341
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
Proposal2 unknown value
-
Huawei think all LCID is transferred via MCCH, and the UE knows all the LCIDs.
=>
No need to apply for unknown values.
R2-151343
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12
-
Huawei, QC, AsusTek support to split the handling of reserved value in subheader and MAC CE.
=>
Agree to have separate bullets for reserved value in subheader and in MAC CE.
=>
Remove “or unknown”.
=>
Update the cover sheet to remove “unknown value”, and add impact analysis for legacy UEs.
=>
Improve the wording of the second bullet.
=>
[CBF] The update of the CR is provided in R2-151706 (LG).
Invalid value
R2-151352
Discussion on the reserved or invalid value of MBMS MAC
CATT
Disc
=>
No need to apply for invalid values.
R2-151353
Discussion on the reserved or invalid value of MBMS MAC
CATT
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
TEI12
=>
The CR is not agreed.
MAC RAR
R2-151250
Handlng of MAC PDU containing reserved values
Samsung
Disc
=>
revised in R2-151670
R2-151670
Handlng of MAC PDU containing reserved values
Samsung
Disc
-
QC think the change is not backward compatible. 
=>
No change is needed.
R2-151251
Correction on handlng of MAC PDU containing reserved values
Samsung
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12

=>
The CR is not agreed.
Others
R2-151255
SR prohibit timer and VoLTE support
Samsung
Disc

=>
revised in R2-151672
R2-151672
SR prohibit timer and VoLTE support
Samsung
Disc

-
AsusTek, NTT DCM have different assumptions on the length of prohibit timer.
=>
Noted.
7
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7.2
WI: CA enhancements

(LTE_CA_enh_b5C-Core, leading WG: RAN1, started: Dec. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150277)

Time budget: 1 TU (+ 1TU for stage-3 UP aspects)
7.2.3
UP aspects

Stage-3 UP aspects

Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session

TAT expiry for PUCCH SCell
What the UE shall do for SCells in the PUCCH group but in the different TAGs if TAT of PUCCH SCell expires?
- Option1. not impacted
- Option2. expire TAT of the sTAG to which the SCell belongs
- Option3. deactivate the SCell
R2-151314
TA and PUCCH group relationship for multiple PUCCHs
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
Proposal 1
-
ZTE wants to PUCCH SCell for the timing reference for the SCells in the same TAG. Ericsson think it is beneficial, but don’t want to mandate. 
Proposal 2
- 
Chairman think RAN1 already decided this. Ericsson, Nokia clarified that the RAN1 LS only talks about the pathloss reference for the PUCCH SCell. Thus, RAN2 should discuss pathloss reference for the other SCells.
Proposal 4 (in the text)
-
ALU wonders why only the CQI resources for SCells shall be released. ALU, LG, Panasonic think whole PUCCH resource should be released when PTAT expires. Samsung, Huawei think the SRS/PUCCH resource for the PUCCH group shall be released. Ericsson think the SRS/PUCCH resource for the sTAG shall be released. Ericsson think releasing SRS/PUCCH resource for the PUCCH group is mixing up the TAT and PUCCH group concepts. Nokia think SRS is linked to TAG but the PUCCH is linked to PUCCH group. 
Proposal 5
-
Samsung think it is not aligned with legacy behavior, i.e. flush HARQ buffer and notify RRC to release SRS. MediaTek think uplink should be stopped by e.g. deactivation or flush HARQ buffer. NEC think the UE shall consider TAT of other SCells expire, which is simpler from UE point of view. Huawei think if we expire TAT of other SCells, there is an issue in PTAG. NEC want to expire TAT for SCells in STAG not in PTAG. Ericsson, Huawei think it will trigger RA on multiple SCells, so we should avoid. Samsung wonders why the network let the TAT expires for the PUCCH SCell. Samsung, NEC think the TAT expires for the PUCCH SCell is rare case. Nokia think it is not a rare case. Samsung think the network should ensure the TAT of PUCCH SCell should be running if TAT of other SCell is running. Huawei think the network may intentionally let the TAT expires, so it may not be a rare case. Samsung point out that when PTAT expires, the UE expires all other TATs. Huawei does not want to expire PTAT when the TAT of PUCCH SCell expires. There is difference from legacy PTAT. ALU think deactivating SCells when sTAT of PUCCH SCell expires is more aligned with previous agreement. ZTE think deactivating SCells has little benefit. DCM think expiring other sTAT would cause multiple RAs. Huawei, Panasonic think TAT expiry and deactivation are independent.
	Agreements

1: For SCell in pTAG, its timing reference shall be PCell. 
1a: For SCell in an sTAG, its timing reference can be any activated SCell in the sTAG.
2: For SCell (configured with PUCCH or not) in pTAG, its pathloss reference can be configured to be PCell or SIB-2 linked SCell. 
2a: For SCell in an sTAG, its pathloss reference shall be the SIB-2 linked SCell.
3: When the TAT associated with pTAG is not running, the TAT associated with all sTAGs shall be considered as expired.
4: When the TAT of sTAG including PUCCH SCell expires, the MAC indicates to RRC to release PUCCH resource for the PUCCH group.
5: When the TAT associated with sTAG including PUCCH SCell is not running, the uplink transmission (PUSCH) for SCells in the secondary PUCCH group not belonging to the sTAG including the PUCCH SCell is not impacted. The TAT expiry of sTAG including PUCCH SCell does not trigger TAT expiry of other TAGs to which other SCells in the same PUCCH group belong. 
6: When the TAT associated with sTAG not including PUCCH SCell is not running, stops the uplink transmission for the SCell in the sTAG and does not impact other TAGs.



R2-151418
TAT expiry at sTAG of PUCCH SCell
NEC
Disc

[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151649
PUCCH Group and TAT expiry
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-151471
Consideration of TAG and PUCCH group
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc

[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151458
How to deal with TAT expiry
Fujitsu
Disc
R2-151092
Additional scenario for PUCCH Grouping
ZTE
Disc
[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-151314.
SR
SR configuration options
- Option1. on both PCell and PUCCH SCell
- Option2. on either PCell or PUCCH SCell
- Option3. on only PCell
R2-151211
SR on SCell
Nokia Networks
Disc
Proposal 2
-
Chairman wonders how to handle SR when there is only SR on PUCCH SCell and the PUCCH SCell is deactivated. Nokia, CATT think even in Rel-8 the SR is optional, so there should be no problem. 
Proposal 3
-
Ericsson want to start with SR on PUCCH SCell first. Huawei think how to realize one SR procedure should be left for further discussion. Nokia explain their intention that it just follows legacy procedure. 
Proposal 4
-
LG wonders if there are two SRs available, why the UE shall trigger RA in case of SR failure on one of them. Huawei want to have more time to check. Nokia think it can be assumed as baseline.
Proposal 5
-
ZTE think there may be problem in PHY. Panasonic, Nokia is not sure about the PHY problem. 
R2-151430
SR on PUCCH Scell
NEC
Disc
=>
Noted
R2-151324
Leftover issues for PUCCH on SCell
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
=>
Noted
Discussion
-
LG supports to have SR only on PCell. LG think SR issue is not the scope of this WI. Ericsson think SR is also in the scope, and having SR on PUCCH SCell is beneficial. MediaTek, CATT, HTC supports SR on PUCCH SCell. ZTE think for scenario 4, it would be better to send SR to SCell. Huawei think even in this case configuring SR on PCell is enough. Samsung think SR on PUCCH SCell is beneficial in terms of latency, but also concerns on the complexity. Ericsson think complexity is not that big. Ericsson think another benefit is increasing detection probability in the eNB. DCM think if we have only on SR transmission, there is not much complexity. Huawei, LG think the main benefit of SR on PUCCH SCell is latency reduction, but it is not the scope of this WI. Nokia think SR is within the scope. Intel, Huawei want to see the complexity of supporting SR on PUCCH SCell. Ericsson wonders why the complexity analysis is needed only for SR.
	Agreements

1: As a working assumption, SR on SCell with PUCCH is supported.
2: Whether to configure D-SR only on PCell, only on the SCell with PUCCH, or on both PCell and the SCell with PUCCH is up to eNB implementation.
3: Have only one SR procedure regardless of whether D-SR is configured on multiple cells, i.e. one SR_COUNTER which is increased when D-SR is sent on either PCell or SCell and one sr-ProhibitTimer. 



R2-151287
SR support on PUCCH on SCell
Sharp
Disc
R2-151342
D-SR on PUCCH SCell
CATT
Disc
R2-151469
SR transmissions on SCell PUCCH
Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell, Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
R2-151488
SR on PUCCH SCell
Ericsson
Disc
[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151304
Discussion on SR on PUCCH SCell
ITRI
Disc
[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151637
SR support for CA enhancements
Samsung
Disc
[moved from 7.2.2 to 7.2.3]
R2-151495
PUCCH SCell management; HTC; Disc; 
[moved from 7.2.1 to 7.2.3]
=>
All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-151211.
MAC CE format for more than 5 CCs
R2-151622
New format for PHR MAC CE format
Samsung
Disc
R2-151378
MAC impacts from CA enhancements for more than 5 CCs
Nokia Networks
Disc
R2-151650
PHR format for eCA
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-151506
MAC CE impact due to CA enhancements
Ericsson
Disc
R2-151620
New format for Activation/Deactivation MAC Control Element
Samsung
Disc
=>
All documents are postponed to the next meeting.
7.9
WI: Dual Connectivity Enhancements

(LTE_dualC_enh-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Mar. 15, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150490)

Time budget: 0 TU in main room (+1 TU in stage-3 UP session)
Documents submitted to this AI will be treated in the UP session
PDCP Data reporting
PDCP data amount less than a threshold
- If the PDCP data amount is less than a threshold, is it reported to only one eNB?
BSR and transmission linkage for PDCP data
- No linkage: PDCP data can be transmitted to any of the eNBs (even if BSR is not reported)
- Fixed linkage: PDCP data is transmitted only to the eNB to which BSR is reported
BSR options for PDCP data amount larger than a threshold
- Double reporting
- Single reporting
- Ratio based reporting
- Overflow split reporting
R2-151127
Overall U-plane aspects of UL bearer split
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc
-
DCM think that most companies want to go for Double reporting + threshold.
Proposal1
-
ZTE think in separate bucket, the PBR of lower priority cannot be guaranteed. Ericsson think minimum is guaranteed, but the problem is the logical channel gets too much grant. Nokia think the problem has been existed even from Rel-8. Samsung think we have discussed a lot in Rel-12, and there is no issue in Rel-13. 
Proposal5
-
LG think the number of PDCP buffer depends on the BSR mechanism. Ericsson think if we go for ratio based BSR, separate PDCP buffer is beneficial. Nokia think having one PDCP buffer is highly efficient. 
Proposal6
-
Nokia wants to go for double BSR + threshold. Samsung, Ericsson think from UE point of view BSR + threshold is most simple. Huawei, LG think double BSR + threshold cannot avoid double allocation of UL grant. Ericsson think based on the threshold information, the eNB can know whether the UE reports the BSR to both eNBs or only this eNB. Nokia think double allocation only occurs at the end of data transmission, which should not be an issue. Huawei wonders how the network differentiates between MCG and split bearers. Nokia think it can be differentiated by LCG. 
-
LG has another alternative to report to only one eNB. DCM think with single reporting there is a scheduling delay. LG think double reporting always require network coordination, but the single reporting require network coordination only when data is overflowed in one eNB. Ericsson think the network coordination is dynamic in single reporting, but rather static in double reporting. MediaTek think single reporting saves only one BSR compared to double reporting. LG think single reporting is accurate than double reporting. QC think double reporting ensures higher throughput. 
-
DCM think from the network point of view, there is no difference double reporting and ratio reporting because both requires network coordination.
-
LG wonders whether PDCP data triggers BSR to both MAC entities if the amount of data is less than a threshold. Samsung, Nokia think BSR is triggered in only the configured MAC entity. Panasonic think if the amount of data is less than a threshold, the behavior is same as Rel-12, i.e. report BSR to one MAC entity. 
-
ALU think the threshold should be configured per LCG not per radio bearer. Nokia think if the threshold is used in PDCP, it is per radio bearer. 
-
Nokia think the threshold only restricts the trigger of BSR, and does not restrict transmission of the PDCP data. 
-
Huawei wonders how separate bucket is applied to double reporting. There may be issue in PBR. Nokia, MediaTek think BSR and LCP are totally different. 
-
CATT wonders how the network coordination is achieved. Ericsson think there should be no new signaling is needed between eNBs. DCM think the coordination can be discussed in RAN3.
=>
For a split bearer, go for double reporting + threshold
=>
If the PDCP data amount is above threshold, both MAC entities triggers BSRs.
=>
If the PDCP data amount is less than threshold, only one MAC entity triggers BSR.
	Agreements

1: Separate buckets shall be used for UL split bearers. It is up to network configuration to ensure that RLC status reports do not get stuck in UL.
3: The Rel-12 SR triggering mechanism is sufficient to handle the arrival of PDCP PDUs for UL bearer split.
4: No additional power control scheme is required for UL bearer split.



R2-151180
User Plane Enhancement for Uplink Bearer Split
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
R2-151318
Support for UL Bearer Split
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
R2-151322
Support for UL Bearer Split in PDCP
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


B

REL-13
LTE_dualC_enh-Core

R2-151327
Support for UL Bearer Split in RRC
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


B

REL-13
LTE_dualC_enh-Core
R2-151434
Uplink bearer split for Dual Connectivity
Ericsson
Disc
R2-151061
UP Impacts of Uplink Bearer Split
Nokia Networks
Disc
R2-151320
BSR for Uplink Split Bearer
ITRI
Disc
R2-151346
Discussion on BSR of UL bearer split
CATT, CATR
Disc
R2-151543
UL DRB Split in DC
CMCC
Disc
R2-151367
Scheduling problem with UL split bearer
MediaTek Inc.
Disc
R2-151099
Discussion on the LCP issues in uplink bear split
ZTE
Disc
R2-151062
Signalling of Ratios for BSR Reporting
Nokia Networks
Disc
R2-151539
User plane aspects to support uplink split bearer
Kyocera
Disc
=>
All documents are not treated as already covered by discussion in R2-151127.
PDCP Discard
R2-151063
Discussion on PDCP SDUs with zero length
Nokia Networks
Disc
-
LG think at the last meeting, companies think the DL gap can be handled by the implementation. Nokia think there is no discard function specified in DL. Ericsson think if the SN is not allocated before, there should be no SN gap, thus want to mandate that SN is not associated until it is really transmitted. Nokia think allocating SN early is beneficial. Ericsson think discard timer is much longer than the time needed for SN association and ciphering. Samsung don’t want to mandate UE behavior.
-
QC wonders whether this problem is specific to split bearer. Nokia confirms that the problem is specific to split bearer due to PDCP reordering in network side. QC think the problem occurs only when the reordering timer is shorter than discard timer. Thus, the problem can be avoided by setting longer discard timer value than reordering timer. Samsung think the discard timer and reordering timer run sequentially, so the problem cannot be avoided even if we set longer discard timer value. 
-
Huawei think the split bearer is not used for delay stringent traffic.
=>
Discuss for the next meeting.
R2-151329
PDCP SDU discard in split bearers
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.323


F

REL-13
LTE_dualC_enh-Core
-
Samsung wonders whether the proposed NOTE mandates the UE behavior. Nokia has a similar concern. Ericsson, Huawei is fine with the NOTE. Huawei wants to remove second sentence. Nokia, LG think if we remove second sentence, there is no point in the NOTE. LG would prefer second sentence. Samsung think even this NOTE says up to UE implementation, it may impact UE implementation. Thus, Samsung want to check their implementation and come back again next meeting.
=>
Discuss for the next meeting.
SFN offset
R2-151348
Discussion on UE reporting of the SFN and subframe offset
CATT
Disc
R2-151448
Discussion on SFN and subframe offset signalling
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
=>
The issue should be discussed after October meeting by e-mail.
Summary of the UP ad hoc meeting
Agreed in principle CRs
R2-151308
COUNT derivation in ProSe
LG Electronics Inc., Qualcomm
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-151703
Minor corrections for ProSe
Ericsson
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-151704
Miscellaneous corrections for DC
HTC
CR
36.323


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
R2-151705
Clarification on deactivation operation
ASUSTeK
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
R2-151707
Corrections on 36.321 for ProSe
Huawei, Hisilicon
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
Agreed outgoing LS
None
Comeback on Friday
R2-151701
SL-DCH transmission for autonomous resource allocation mode
Panasonic
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-151702
Sidelink BSR
CATT, Fujitsu
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE_D2D_Prox-Core
R2-151706
Handling of erroneous PDU on MCH
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.321


F

REL-12
LTE-L23, TEI12
E-mail discussion for the next meeting
None
Comeback at the next meeting
None
Agreements on Rel-13 items
CA enhancements
1: For SCell in pTAG, its timing reference shall be PCell. 

1a: For SCell in an sTAG, its timing reference can be any activated SCell in the sTAG.

2: For SCell (configured with PUCCH or not) in pTAG, its pathloss reference can be configured to be PCell or SIB-2 linked SCell. 

2a: For SCell in an sTAG, its pathloss reference shall be the SIB-2 linked SCell.

3: When the TAT associated with pTAG is not running, the TAT associated with all sTAGs shall be considered as expired.

4: When the TAT of sTAG including PUCCH SCell expires, the MAC indicates to RRC to release PUCCH resource for the PUCCH group.

5: When the TAT associated with sTAG including PUCCH SCell is not running, the uplink transmission (PUSCH) for SCells in the secondary PUCCH group not belonging to the sTAG including the PUCCH SCell is not impacted. The TAT expiry of sTAG including PUCCH SCell does not trigger TAT expiry of other TAGs to which other SCells in the same PUCCH group belong. 

6: When the TAT associated with sTAG not including PUCCH SCell is not running, stops the uplink transmission for the SCell in the sTAG and does not impact other TAGs.

1: As a working assumption, SR on SCell with PUCCH is supported.
2: Whether to configure D-SR only on PCell, only on the SCell with PUCCH, or on both PCell and the SCell with PUCCH is up to eNB implementation.
3: Have only one SR procedure regardless of whether D-SR is configured on multiple cells, i.e. one SR_COUNTER which is increased when D-SR is sent on either PCell or SCell and one sr-ProhibitTimer. 
DC enhancements
=>
For a split bearer, go for double reporting + threshold

=>
If the PDCP data amount is above threshold, both MAC entities triggers BSRs.

=>
If the PDCP data amount is less than threshold, only one MAC entity triggers BSR.

1: Separate buckets shall be used for UL split bearers. It is up to network configuration to ensure that RLC status reports do not get stuck in UL.

3: The Rel-12 SR triggering mechanism is sufficient to handle the arrival of PDCP PDUs for UL bearer split.

4: No additional power control scheme is required for UL bearer split.

Annex H:
LTE Breakout (ProSe) session
On Wed of RAN2 #89bis, in parallel to the main LTE session, an LTE ProSe session was held in room Roma (-1 Floor) chaired by RAN2 vice-chairman Diana (Interdigital) addressing:
On Wedsday:

7.5



LTE: Rel-13: WI: ProSe enhancements
The corresponding report of this session R2-151722 was presented and agreed on Fri in the joint session and the contents is provided in this Annex H for convenience reasons.
7.5
WI: ProSe enhancements

(LTE_eD2D_Prox-Core, leading WG: RAN2, started: Dec. 14, target: Dec. 15, WID: RP-150441)

Time budget: 4 TU

7.5.1
General

Mostly for incoming LSs

R2-151556
Work plan for enhanced D2D for Proximity Services
Qualcomm
Disc

-
LG wonders how the SA6 requirements on MCPTT and group priority are related and how RAN2 will progress.  Qualcomm indicates that when we started discussions in Rel-12 the priority was not linked to MCPTT but today they may be and we have to wait for some SA6 progress.  

-
Nokia Net thinks that the service continuity aspects is to be studied if needed.  Qualcomm thinks that the general assumption should be that the interruption should be minimized.  

-
Coolpad wonders where the ProSe multicarrier discovery is listed.  Chair thinks this is part of bullet number 4.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if the relay is used for communication.  Qualcomm thinks that relay is used for communication but discovery is required for relay discovery.  

-
Interdigital wonders how much inputs we need from SA2 to progress on service continuity.  Qualcomm thinks that we need some inputs to understand what level of service continuity they are supporting and from RAN2 point of view we need to discuss what we can do to minimize the interruption and we can progress the work in parallel. 

-
ALU wonders if we need input from SA2 to move forward on the priority aspects.  Qualcomm thinks we may need more input from SA6.

=>
Noted 

R2-151686
Way forward on Rel-13 LTE D2D proximity services
TTA, Humax, KT Corporation, LG Electronics, LG Uplus, Samsung, SK Telecom
Disc

Late

-
Huawei thinks this is more related to RAN1. Qualcomm thinks that we should note this. 

-
Qualcomm thinks that this is what we are already doing but we should not capture the physical layer aspects here in RAN2.   

-
Ericsson supports the intention but it is premature to make this as a formal agreement.

-
Samsung is happy to hear that companies share this understanding

-
Nokia Net wonders if the sourcing companies are happy with scope or is there an intention to adjust the scope.  Samsung doesn’t thinks there is an intention to change the scope.  

=>
Noted 

7.5.2
UE-to-Network Relays

Is a UE served by a relay still known by the CN and or the eNB? If so, why? …

Scenarios and architecture

R2-151111
Considerations on UE-to-NW relay for ProSe
Intel Corporation
Disc
-
Huawei wonders if the observation 1 means that the UE to relay connection has be connection oriented and there has to be radio link failure monitoring etc.   Intel clarifies that the connection is at the application layer.  At the radio level RAN2 still needs to discuss whether there is any need to have radio level connection.  Huawei thinks that SA2 did not use this term.  

-
Vodafone thinks that any service differentiation discussion should be done at the SA2 level.  Intel agrees that we should have clear requirements in terms of what we need for priority.  Nokia Net wonders if we need to discuss service prioritization independently of the group priorities.   Intel thinks that even for that topic we need to consider more than just group priorities, and differentiate between services as well.  In this paper the intention was to highlight that we may need to support video and voice and potentially differentiate. 

-
Vodafone wonders why we have concluded that the remote UEs do not need to be authorized by the network.  Intel thinks that authorization is done in advance by the ProSe function and the discussion deals with whether the eNB needs to authorize the remote UE as well.  From a higher layer point of view the authorization will still be there.  ZTE agrees with Intel and there should be some authorization in the network side without involving the UE.  Ericsson thinks that the authorization depends on the relay solution and would like to have some form of eNB authorization.  LG thinks that authorization issue is our of our expertize, but think that the eNB doesn’t have to store remote UE context.   Huawei has a similar view to Ericsson and thinks that the UE has to be authorized by the network.  

-
InterDigital wonders if in addition to the number of remote UEs connected to the relays the eNB also needs to have some knowledge on the services requested by the UE. Intel thinks that this may require some further thinking. 

-
Huawei wonders if for proposal 1 we would have some form of mapping between priority of the Uu and PC5.  Intel thinks that maybe we would have to have some form of mapping.  
=>
Noted 

R2-151169
Considerations on the UE-to-Network Relays
ZTE
Disc
-
LG thinks that the connection between UE and relay should be done at higher layers and wonders if there is any benefits of doing it at the AS layer.  ZTE thinks that we have to discuss it and depends on the solution.  

=>
Noted 

R2-151147
Overview of ProSe UE to Network Relay & Service Continuity
Ericsson
Disc
-
Sony wonders if in the selection processes we are also referring to reselection.  Ericsson thinks it applies to both but there may be some difference

-
Sony would have a preference that it would preferable to have a single solution for relay selection rather than two different ones for in-coverage and out-coverage.  Ericsson thinks that this is similar to cell selection/reselection and handover.  In one case the UE does it and in the other case the eNB decides.  Sony wonders if there will be a need to have some information on the relay connection.  Ericsson thinks that the relay UE can send some broadcast information on its connection. 

-
ZTE wonders what we mean by in-coverage relay selection. Ericsson thinks that in coverage the preferred outcome is to be connected to the eNB but in case of losing connection the UE can initiate the relay selection for service continuity purposes.  

-
LG wonders how the Proposal 5 impacts the proposal from the Korean companies (R2-151686.  Ericsson thinks that according to the analysis reusing the existing channels may not be optimal and would like to discuss this.  

-
LG wonders if for Proposal 4, do we need to perform new measurement procedures or is this something that the UE can already do.  Ericsson indicates that a paper in RAN1 has been submitted to introduce a procedure for the UE to measure sidelink channel quality. 

-
Qualcomm wonders if Ericsson still wants to use/re-use the existing discovery physical channel and just change the higher layers.  Ericsson thinks that we can may be re-use the discovery channel but would like to introduce the layer 2 protocol to the messages.   Huawei wonders if the purpose of this channel to have a non-transparent transport channel and if we can use it for other purposes.  Ericsson thinks that these messages can be used for different purposes but we have to think about it.  

-
Huawei supports the spirit of this paper and thinks that service continuity should drive the design. 

-
LG thinks that since this is the first time to introduce relays we should focus on the essential functionalities and introduce enhancements later on.  Also we should wait for SA2/6.  Ericsson thinks that we have some time pressure and can’t wait for the final requirements.  Intel thinks that according to SA2 IP address preservation is not needed so in RAN2 we should focus on minimizing interruption.  ZTE agrees that we should not take a decision here and the idea behind not having IP preservation was to minimize impact to the network nodes.  We should try to discuss whether we need eNB awareness.  Even if we have IP preservation the eNB doesn’t need to be aware of the remote UE.  

-
Nokia Net doesn’t think that the service continuity should be driving the design, the main purpose of relays is to provide coverage extension and then address service continuity.

-
Samsung doesn’t think that there is a need for a new transport channel as SA2 has defined a container to carry the messages.  Ericsson thinks that this is needed for AS messages.  

-
InterDigital wonders if for service continuity we also need to consider moving within one eNB and one PLMN.  Ericsson thinks for inter-eNB would be similar to a handover, but for inter-PLMN this may be more complicated. 

-
Qualcomm thinks that we should first determine the scenarios and then determine what needs to be done in RAN.  

=>
Noted

R2-151487
Service continuity with the UE-to-network relay
General Dynamics UK Ltd
Disc
-
Sony wonders if the conditions/thresholds to become a relay is intended to apply only to idle mode UEs.  GD thinks that it should be applicable to idle and connected.  

-
InterDigital wonders if we can use the existing Rel-12 rules or measurement.  GD thinks that the majority of what is needed can be reused from Rel-12 mechanism.  

-
LG wonders if the relay service would be provided by a relay UE in connected mode.  GD thinks that the assumption is that the relay UE is in connected mode. 

-
Huawei wonders if the UE would be reporting speed to the relay UE or eNB.  GD thinks that it would be up to the UE to determine the speed and make a decision whether to become a relay or not.  

-
Huawei wonders if a handover is really needed or is it just a reselection.  GD clarifies that it was just an observation.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that the relay UE can be in idle while announcing but move to connected if there is a connection to a remote UE.  

-
Ericsson is concerned that some power inefficiencies may occur if the relay UE has to monitor for sidelink signals to determine if there are remote UEs.  GD thinks that we should take power into considerations.  Sony doesn’t think that there is a problem as monitoring doesn’t consume as much power as transmitting.  

-
Nokia Net wonders how much of the MCPTT requirements is actually available.  GD indicates that SA6 is still working on the requirements.  

-
Ericsson indicates that there is an SA2 high level requirement that we should base the design.  Qualcomm thinks that we should try to move in parallel and minimize interruptions.  

-
LG thinks that we should wait for SA6, we can consider minimizing interruption but we need to discuss how much we should optimize.  Interdigital thinks that one option is to keep SA6 involved.

-
Samsung wonders if there is anything that breaks if we don’t have network control when the UE moves out of coverage or can it be solved by a UE based mechanism.  Qualcomm thinks that in Rel-12 we had the exception pool considerations to try to avoid the interruptions and we should try to aim at similar thinks in Rel-13.  

-
Huawei thinks that the relay requirements and MCPTT requirements should not be related.  Qualcomm thinks that we don’t need to wait for MCPTT, for relays it should be SA1, SA2 and RAN2.  

=>
Noted
R2-151321
Scenarios for UE-to-Network Relay
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
=>
Not treated
R2-151510
Network coverage using L3-based UE-to-Network Relays
Qualcomm
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders what the Relay selection policy is. Qualcomm thinks this is provided by higher layers.  Samsung wonders why is the eNB forwarding this policy in the SIB if the higher layers have been provided by the ProSe function, but think that the selection policy can be dynamic.  Qualcomm thinks that this policies will be transparent to the AS.  Intel thinks that some example would be useful to have. 

=>
Noted
R2-151720
LS to RAN1/RAN4 on Sidelink measurements for relay selection
LG 
LS out 




to: RAN1 and RAN4  from: RAN2
=> [CB] – comeback Friday
Discussions on R2-151111, R2-151169, R2-151147, R2-151487, and R2-151510
Scenarios to discuss

1. Remote UE is out of coverage 

2. Remote UE is in coverage (soon to be remote UEs)

-
Nokia Networks wonders why we are considering a remote UE being in coverage.  LG thinks that the primary scenario should be out-of-coverage and if we have time we can do in-coverage.  Coolpad shares LG view.  Qualcomm thinks that similar to Rel-12 we should support this.  Vodafone also supports both scenarios to cover the case where you start the communication in coverage and you move into a tunnel.  

-
Samsung wonders what we mean by a remote UE in coverage.  Chair thinks that it is a UE connected to a relay.

-
ZTE thinks that we should discuss whether there is a need to exchange information between the eNB.

-
TIM thinks it is a premature to assume that we have a dual connection.      

-
Kyocera wonders if this remote UE can also serve as a relay UE.  

-
Ericsson thinks that both scenarios need to be covered.  Intel thinks that scenario 2 should be supported but the understanding is that it is a transient scenario.  Panasonic agrees with Intel that we should have a transient phase and have some rules when the UE can connect to a relay while still in coverage.  

-
ZTE would like to ensure that agreeing to scenario 2 doesn’t mean we need IP preservation.  

-
ALU thinks that we should first discuss requirements.  

-
InterDigital thinks that the goal is to try to support make before break.  ZTE thinks that make before break is a good way forward.  

-
Nokia Net thinks that as a first priority we should focus on the first scenario and the target of work item to enhance the coverage.  LG shares Nokia Net view. 

-
Huawei thinks that moving from relay to relay is unlikely scenario.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if SA2 has assumed that we will have in-coverage relay connection.  

-
CATT wonders if relay UE to relay UE is excluded or if it is still under discussion.  

Scenarios for service continuity 

1. Remote UE is in-coverage with the network and moves out-of-coverage 

2. Remote UE is out-of-coverage and moves into coverage

3. Relay to relay re-selection? 

Service continuity requirements

-
Minimization of service interruption and make before break concept.
Relay initiation - under network control or network configured rules 

-
ZTE thinks that we should also agree that it is one hop

-
ALU wants to know what control of the eNB means. Ericsson thinks that eNB should be able to tell the UE start being a relay or to stop being a relay.   ALU is not sure whether the eNB needs to be involved in the relay control.  GD thinks that there should be rules for the UE to know whether to act a relay or not.  Sony thinks that somehow the eNB needs to be involved.  The eNB needs to know at least to provide resources for discovery or for communication.   Qualcomm thinks that eNB should be in control, similar to Rel-12 D2D synch source UEs.  

-
ZTE thinks that the network has to authorize the relay UEs.  Intel thinks that it is already clear from SA2 that the network authorizes the relay.  

-
LG wonders if the network control is per UE per cell and the eNB should be aware which UE is acting as a relay.  

-
InterDigital also thinks that the eNB should be in control even for the purposes of resource management.  

-
Qualcomm indicates that for sync ref we have both of the controls and we should keep both options open.  ZTE and TIM thinks we should keep it FFS as this is quite different from Rel-12.  

Relay Discovery and Selection 

-Are there any radio related parameters required for the relay selection process and what is eNB involvement? who is in charge of access control.  

Remote UE is out-of-coverage 

-
Sony thinks that radio level quality measurements are necessary both between the remote UE and relay UE and the relay UE and the eNB.  The relay UE is the best node to do both.  

-
LG thinks that the eNB already controls relay UE and has already considered the link quality between the relay UE and the eNB so the relay UE doesn’t need to send this information to the remote UE.  Qualcomm thinks that in case the UE becomes a relay based on broadcasted information the eNB doesn’t know.  Additionally, if more than two relays are detected it would be more optimal to pick the relay with the best quality.   

-
LG thinks that the remote UE should measure signals from the relay UE. 

-
Huawei thinks some assessment of the quality needs to be done, and whether we need to send the measurements depends on who is doing the selection.  

-
InterDigital thinks that measurement on both links are necessary.  

-
Ericsson thinks that some form of measurements are necessary.  ZTE agrees.

-
ZTE wonders if the relay UE has to be in connected mode.  Can the remote UE select a relay UE that the UE is idle.  Ericsson would have a preference for the relay to be in connected even for discovery phase.   Nokia Net wonders if there is any issue with supporting relay in idle mode.  

-
Sony wonders why the relay UE has to send the discovery signal.  It would be more beneficial for the remote UE to send discovery message.  Ericsson thinks that we needs to consider the synchronization aspects and the relay UE may have to continuously monitor for remote UE. 

-
Intel thinks that both quality are involved in the decision.  

-
ZTE thinks that the final relay decision should be at the remote UE.  Panasonic and Qualcomm agrees.   Sony is wondering why this is beneficial.  Qualcomm indicates that in legacy the UE takes the measurements and takes the decision.  Sony thinks that this may increase complexity.  Qualcomm thinks that similar to the sync ref modelling the relay UE can transmit the synchronization message and discovery message.   

-
Sequans wonders what is the motivation to compare the Uu radio link qualities of relays since they will be in cell-edge.  Qualcomm thinks that the UE can take the opportunity to connect to the best relay.  

-
Ericsson wonders if we should send an LS1 to RAN1.  Sony thinks that we have the S-RSRP measurements and we can re-used.  Ericsson thinks that we can keep it open and ask RAN1 if it is possible and we can even mention S-RSRP.  LG thinks that we should send an LS to RAN4 as well.   Qualcomm indicates that we know that S-RSRP won’t work as two UEs can have same DSS and are not distinguishable.  

-
ZTE thinks that we can discuss and agree whether we need either or the models.  

-
Huawei would like companies to provide more details to how relays work.  

-
Sony wonders what happens in the reselection case.   Intel thinks that we can use the PC5 radio link quality to perform a reselection.  Sony thinks that relay reselection is a likely use case we should consider as both relay UE and remote UE are mobile.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if there is a case where the remote UE selects a relay UE that stops being a relay.  

-
Ericsson thinks that the eNB should be involved in the final relay selection.  ZTE thinks that the UE selects internally the best relay and initiates the request to the relay.   

-
Samsung thinks that introducing the Uu quality we are potentially introducing additional complexity and then start considering adding additional information.   

UE discovering relay in-coverage

Does the UE perform the PC5 link quality measurements?

What does the UE do with those measurements (report them to the eNB)?

-
Ericsson, Qualcomm and Huawei think that the UE should take PC5 measurements and report those measurements to the eNB.  This would allow a similar modelling to handover.  

-
Sony, LG, and Samsung thinks that using the same procedures for both in-coverage and out-of-coverage.  Ericsson wonders what happens if the UE just disappears.  Sony doesn’t think the UE disappears as it will connect to the relay.  Ericsson thinks it is important that it is under network control.  Qualcomm agrees.   ZTE thinks that we are going towards the direction for service continuity.  We should have this discussion regardless of handover, whether the UE notifies the eNB or provides measurements.  

After relay selection is the eNB made aware of the remote UE or just a request to the relay is sufficient
-
Qualcomm thinks that the first step is to contact the relay via L3 message and nothing additional needs to be done from the RAN2 point of view.   Samsung, Intel, agrees with Qualcomm.  

-
ZTE thinks that in the case the relay is in idle mode, the relay UE has to initiate a connection to the network.  But there is no need to provide additional information to the eNB about the remote UE, it should be transparent to the eNB.   

-
Huawei is not sure about the eNB involvement but the network needs to somehow be made aware.   The network may need to be involved in the reselection process to avoid the potential sequential requests.  Qualcomm thinks that we need to divide into scenarios, in coverage and out of coverage.  Then for each scenario discuss what needs to be send over PC5 and over Uu.   
What to send over PC5 and setup of the communication link 

Remote UE sends a request to the relay UE (which transport channel is used is FSS)

-
ZTE think that this message will be send over the communication protocol.  Then we need to discuss whether this is an AS signalling or higher layer signalling.   InterDigital wonders how the resources for PC5 will be allocated if the eNB doesn’t have knowledge of this UE.  LG thinks that it should be higher layer as AS signalling would be too complicated.   Huawei thinks that the establishment of the link should be an AS.  LG thinks that we can rely on upper layer signalling.   Qualcomm thinks that the part of setting up the communication link is already been doing by SA2 so we don’t need to redo.  InterDigital agrees with Qualcomm.  

-
Sequans thinks that the AS can get involved to accept the connection.  

-
Intel thinks we should minimize the RRC impacts and functionality on the PC5 interface.  

-
Nokia Net thinks we should strive to use the same principle as Rel-12, a connection-less communication from the AS point of view.  

What is sent over Uu (what the relay sends to the eNB to setup the connection)

	Agreements

· For the relay discovery and relay selection both in-coverage and out-of-coverage scenarios for remote UEs can be addressed.   

· We will discuss the potential minimization of service interruption for the cases where the UE is moving from in-coverage to out-of-coverage and from out-of-coverage to in-coverage.  

· Relay UE will always be in-coverage.  The eNB at the radio level can control whether the UE can act as a relay.   FFS whether the network control is per relay UE, per cell (broadcast configuration), or both.  

Relay selection 

· The remote UE can take radio level measurements of the PC5 radio link quality.  
· For out-of-coverage, the radio level measurements can be used by the remote UE together other higher layer criteria to perform relay selection.   
· For in-coverage, it is FFS how these measurements are used (e.g. the measurements can be used by the UE to perform selection similar to out-of-coverage case, or they can be reported to the eNB).    
· FFS how reselection is handled and who performs reselection decision.  FFS if Uu link quality is required for selection/reselection purposes.
· We will send an LS to RAN1/4 to notify them of RAN2 agreement that remote UE can take radio level measurements of the PC5 radio link quality and how these measurements will be used.  RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to assess the feasibility of performing these measurements.  



Not treated

R2-151230
Analysis on the Knowledge of Remote UE by CN/eNB
CATT
Disc

R2-151233
UE to Network Relay Link Handling during Remote UE's Mobility
CATT
Disc

R2-151290
Issues to support UE2NW relay UE in D2D communication
Samsung
Disc

R2-151234
Discovery Procedure of UE to Network Relay
CATT
Disc
R2-151307
Discussion on the remote UEâ€™s presence to eNB
ITRI
Disc

R2-151426
Possible scenarios on UE-to-NW Relay
NEC
Disc

R2-151451
Involvement of the eNB/MME in UE-to-Network Relays
Interdigital Communications
Disc

R2-151457
eNB awareness of Remote UEs
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc

R2-151530
Consideration of ProSe UE-to-Network Relays
Kyocera
Disc

R2-151593
Service continuity via UE-to-Network Relays
BlackBerry UK Limited
Disc

R2-151629
Scenarios for UE-to-Network relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-151631
Protocol layer impact for UE-to-Network relay
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

Relay selection 
Not treated
R2-151080
UE-to-Network Relay Measurements and Selection/Reselection
Sony
Disc

R2-151462
Relay Selection for UE-to-Network Relays
Interdigital Communication
Disc

R2-151627
Selection of RN by remote UE
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

One to one communication 
Not treated

R2-151328
Addressing for ProSe one-to-one communication
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

moved from 7.5.6 to 7.5.2

R2-151112
Support of one-to-one communication
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-151206
MAC PDU Addressing for Communication with UE-to-Network Relay
Samsung
Disc

R2-151235
Considerations on One-to-One Direct Communication
CATT
Disc

R2-151485
Addressing for one-to-one communication
General Dynamics UK Ltd
Disc

moved from 7.5.6 to 7.5.2
Protocol stack
Not treated
R2-151231
Analysis on Introduction of PC5 Signalling Protocol and Protocol Stacks for UE-to-Network Relay
CATT
Disc

R2-151326
Protocol Stack for UE-to-Network Relay
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
Resource allocation 

Not treated

R2-151081
Resource Allocation for out-of-coverage UE Served by Relay
Sony
Disc

R2-151236
Issue of Missing Packet due to Half-duplex in PC5
CATT
Disc

R2-151598
Discussion on Architecture and Resource Allocation for ProSe UE-to-Network Relay
Coolpad
Disc

Latency requirement

Not treated

R2-151279
Public safety perspectives on GCSE_LTE latency requirements for evaluating UE-Network Relay solutions
U.S. Department of Commerce (U.S. DOC)
Disc
=> revised in R2-151762
R2-151762
Public safety perspectives on GCSE_LTE latency requirements for evaluating UE-Network Relay solutions
U.S. Department of Commerce (U.S. DOC), Institute for Information Industry (III)
Disc
R2-151232
Latency analysis for UE-to-Network Relay scenarios of GCSE_LTE
III
Disc

Withdrawn:

R2-151118
Discussion on architecture and resource allocation for ProSe UE-to-NW relay
Coolpad
Disc

7.5.3
ProSe discovery in partial- and outside network coverage

Target public safety use case

Extend the Rel-12 discovery framework? Or realize as discovery through communication? 

Incoming LS:

R2-151011
Response LS to S2-150691 = R2-150025 on public safety discovery (R1-150948; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1
LSin
cc: RAN2
REL-13
eProSe-Ext-SA2
=>
Noted
R2-151113
PC5 Signaling Protocol for discovery
Intel Corporation
Disc
-
Huawei wonders if the TMGI announcements and CELL ID are actually after discovery.  Intel indicates that the TMGI announcements are used for MBMS service announcements.  Huawei wonders if these messages have any RAN2 impacts.  Intel thinks that they are addressing what trasport channel and protocol to use for these messages.  

=>
Noted

R2-151461
Considerations on ProSe public safety discovery
Fujitsu
Disc
-
Intel thinks that for observation 6, if the UE is using mode 1 then the eNB knows the TB size.  

-
Ericsson wonders if the intention of the proposal is to extend or to use the existing discovery and fix the size.  Futjistu would like to avoid modifying the existing specification. 

-
Huawei wonders what we mean by performance of discovery being degraded.  Huawei thinks that it doesn’t matter whether we use discovery or communication, but if we increase the message size then there may be some impact on coverage range.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that we should anyways try to minimize the size of the message.  

-
Qualcomm agrees that we should use discovery.  

-
Panasonic thinks that another inefficiency is that within one SA period you can only transmit to one UE and use only on TB.  

-
LG thinks that we can use the existing discovery protocol but the message size may be an issue.  We need some inputs on how much information needs to be provided over the discovery messages.  

=>
Noted

Discussion on supporting public safety use cases over communication or discovery physical channels.   

-
Intel thinks that in the response to SA2 we should also provide our input from a RAN2 perspective and that we don’t see complexity with supporting discovery over the communication channel.  

-
Qualcomm prefers to recommend the use of discovery and ask SA2 to restrict the size.  Qualcomm thinks that from a resource efficiency discovery is much more efficient than communication.  LG agrees.  LG thinks that communication protocol has some complexity.  

-
TIM thinks that in principle it is good to reuse what we have but we should take into account that Rel-12 was designed for a different use case.  The Rel-13 use cases are all related to communications at the end.  TIM doesn’t understand why the communication channel is not as efficient.  We should clarify that this use case is not just for discovery but also for relay.  Qualcomm thinks that there are other use cases such as group member discovery.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that in communication you can only discover up to 16 UE and using discovery we can discover up to 50 UEs. 

-
Intel thinks that communication may provide some filtering possibilities from the L2 addresses in the MAC.  

-
Intel thinks that PC5-U will be introduced for one-to-one relay communication.  

-
Ericsson thinks that 232 bits may not be very large.  Ericsson also thinks that the transmission of discovery message is not very frequent and thinks that we should consider latency requirements.  Ericsson also understands that adding anything new may introduce complexity.  

-
InterDigital doesn’t think that using more resources to do communication is a problem.  Additoinally, if we wants to send measurements as discussed for the relay case the 232 bits may not be sufficient.  

-
CATT we also need to consider the out-of-coverage scenario and from a specification point of view it would be much simpler to use communication for out-of-coverage. 

-
Huawei doesn’t think that SA2 should decide.  

-
Ericsson wonders if the common understanding that if the size is greater than 232 bits then we design something based on communication otherwise we use the discovery.  

-
InterDigital wonders how we will handle measurement transmission – are we assuming that they will also fit within 232 bits.  Qualcomm thinks that those can fit.  

-
Intel thinks that we should recommend to SA2 to reduce the message size and decide what is essential information.  

-
Huawei thinks that if the size is larger we can have a different approach.  

-
Samsung wonders what we are adding on top of what RAN1 indicated.  Intel thinks that we are telling SA2 that from a protocol persepective using communication is simpler.  Qualcomm thinks that we can recommend to limit the size to 232.   ZTE doesn’t feel ready to conclude that for the PC5 protocol it is best to do it over communication as we haven’t discussed the details enough.  

-
TIM also thinks that we need to take into account that we may have to use two different approaches.  

-
Huawei thinks that we should be clear that 232 bits is an approximate value and we can afford to may increase it by a few more bits.  

-
Ericsson wonders if we should allow both options or we should have some dynamic switching.  Ericsson thinks that we should use either one or the other and not allow both.  Huawei thinks that we should allow the use of both.  LG also thinks that we should decide only one option.   

-
InterDigital also thinks that we should indicate to SA2 that communication is already designed for out of coverage.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that out-of-coverage discovery will still be designed as per the WID.  InterDigital thinks that if SA2 concludes that the size is larger than 232 is there really a need to design out-of-coverage discovery.  Qualcomm thinks that this is for other use cases as well.  TIM thinks that this part of the WID was put but there was not clear justification for that and we shouldn’t have multiple solutions for the same use cases.  RAN2 should ask SA2 why we are extending discovery to out of coverage and whether it is in support of D2D communication.   Qualcomm thinks that there are cases where only discovery is needed for out of coverage.  InterDigital wonders where the are cases are being discussed.  Intel indicates that for public safety discovery the TR clearly lists the three use cases for public safety.  Qualcomm indicates that there are the open discovery use cases that need to be covered.  

-
Ericsson doesn’t think that there is much complexity to allow discovery for out of coverage.  

=>
If the size of a discovery message will be 232bits or less then discovery can be used.  If the size of a message is larger than 232 then communication may be used.    

=>
For the discovery procedures , RAN2 has a preference to only specify one mechanism.

Response to SA2

-
In addition to the RAN1 inputs, from RAN2 will provide a response with guidelines below. 

	Guidelines for the LS

From RAN2 point of view, if the size of a discovery message (step 1) can be restricted to 232bits or less then discovery can be used.  If the size of a message is larger than 232 range then RAN1/2 needs to discuss whether to extend discovery or communication or RAN1’s recommendation should be taken into account.  

For all the other steps RAN2 is still evaluating.  

From RAN2 point of view it would be desirable to limit the size of the messages as much as possible.  




R2-151721
Draft Reply LS on ProSe public safety discovery 
Intel
LS out 




to: SA2  from: RAN2 reply to: R2-150025 (S2-150691)
=> [CB] – comeback Friday

Not treated

R2-151238
Discussion on ProSe Discovery in Partial and Outside Network Coverage
CATT
Disc

R2-151148
Signalling to support UE-NW relay and Service continuity
Ericsson
Disc
R2-151557
Out-of-Coverage discovery for Public Safety
Qualcomm
Disc

R2-151460
[DRAFT] Reply LS on public safety discovery
Ericsson
LSout
draft reply LS to R2-150025
REL-13
LTE_eD2D_Prox-Core

R2-151114
Draft reply LS on public safety discovery
Intel Corporation
LSout

R2-151170
On ProSe discovery in partial and outside network coverage
ZTE
Disc

R2-151285
Transport option for public safety discovery
Samsung
Disc

R2-151331
Transport of public safety direct discovery
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-151454
Discussion on D2D Transport Mechanisms for Public Safety Discovery
Interdigital Communications
Disc

R2-151531
Consideration of ProSe discovery in partial and outside network coverage
Kyocera
Disc

R2-151624
Enhancement for discovery out of coverage
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

7.5.4
ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN

ProSe discovery transmissions in a non-serving carrier and/or secondary cell belonging to the same and possibly different PLMN as the serving cell.

R2-151149
Direct Discovery transmission on non-serving carriers
Ericsson
Disc
=>
Noted

R2-151082
D2D discovery in the presence of multiple carriers and PLMNs
Sony
Disc
=>
Not treated
R2-151511
Inter-Frequency and PLMN Discovery
Qualcomm
Disc
=>
Not treated
Discussions on R2-151149, R2-151082, R2-151511
Intra-PLMN discovery 


Extend existing RRC signalling to allow configuration of transmission carrier for Direct Discovery

-
Samsung wonders if this is a mandatory configuration.  If the configuration is not there can the UE still go and read SIB 19.  Ericsson explains that the current RRC configuration doesn’t include the frequency in which transmission can take place as the assumption is that the UE can only transmit on the serving carrier.  

-
Samsung wonders what happens if the serving cell doesn’t have this configuration, can the UE still go on the other frequency and read SIB19.  Ericsson thinks that this is an open issue.  Qualcomm thinks that this is Rel-12 behaviour for reception purposes and we shouldn’t rule it out.  LG thinks that as long as the Uu operation is not affected by discovery announcement then we can support this.  Nokia Net thinks that for communication we allowed the UE to read the SIB for tx/rx and we should also maybe allow for that.  

-
ZTE wonders if we allow autonomous operation or do we allow cross carrier scheduling.   InterDigital thinks that it would be autonomous operation, mode 2, and there may be a need to request to the network to perform communication in the other carrier.  Qualcomm wonders if we allow autonomous scheduling are we also going to allow some gaps.   

-
Huawei thinks that the RRC signalling can be both dedicated and/or broadcast.  

-
LG wonders if we also want to provide the resource pool for other frequencies.  Ericsson thinks that together with the resource pool we need to include the carrier frequency.  

-
If the UE can read the SIB19 itself then is it an option thing or the network has to send it.  Qualcomm thinks that network behaviour is not mandatory, so we need to discuss if this is not present.  

-
LG wonders if we will allow autonomous transmissions without network control.  InterDigital doesn’t think that the network needs to be in control.  LG thinks that we can support autonomous transmissions.  Huawei thinks that some companies have expressed some concerns with the UE reading the SIB19 as the resource pool may change and the UE doesn’t monitor the system information change.  LG thinks that we allow this in Rel-12.  Huawei clarifies that for reception the change of resource pool is not a big issue, but for transmission purposes this may be an issue.  Qualcomm thinks that we should distinguish between connected mode and idle mode. 

-
ZTE wonders if there is synchronization between carriers, we will also need to have some timing information.  Ericsson thinks that the timing can also be acquired from the PSS/SSS. Qualcomm thinks that the offset with respect to the serving cell can also be provided.  ZTE thinks that we should have the flexibility to extend the Type 2 scheduling mechanisms to inter-carrier.  

-
Kyocera wonders if the serving cell can configure tx transmission for a ProSe carrier.  Ericsson thinks that the serving cell can’t configure the pools for a carrier in another PLMN as we can’t assume inter-PLMN coordination.  Ericsson thinks for the case without network infrastructure we can use the pre-configuration parameters.  

-
Huawei wonders if this is for commercial use case.  Ericsson thinks that in infrastructure mode this is for commercial case.  

Inter-PLMN discovery 

For inter-PLMN direct discovery transmission it is assumed that the UE is authorized to make these transmissions and that this authorization does not introduce changes to RAN functionality.

-
Samsung thinks that in Rel-12 the UE is only authorized to perform discovery in the serving PLMN.  Is SA2 discussing this and is it possible to authorize the inter-PLMN discovery transmission.  Ericsson thinks that this is a use case in the WID and is not sure whether SA2 is discussing this. 

-
Huawei thinks that in Rel-12 the eNB authorizes the UE so we should follow the same design. 

-
LG thinks that in REl-12 inter-PLMN authorization is supported.  

With network infrastructure

Inter-PLMN coordination – 

-
LG thinks that if the network has information on the other PLMN carrier the eNB can provide the information.  But if it doesn’t there is nothing we can do and the UE can read SIB19. Qualcomm agrees with LG, if you have the information the network can be allowed to configure the UE with the resources.  Ericsson agrees but we shouldn’t assume that we have it.  If we don’t have it then we should fall back to the Rel-12 design and use the same behaviour for transmission and reception.  InterDigital thinks that if we don’t have network coordination we need to allow UE autonomous operation.  

-
TIM wants to ensure that the UE will follow the network configuration if it has been provided to it.  

-
Deutche Telecom thinks that the most common case is the un-coordinated case.  

-
Nokia Net wonders if we can align the intra-PLMN and inter-PLMN behaviour for the case where the network doesn’t provide the configuration to the UE.  

-
Panasonic thinks that in the case that the UE is using the SIB19 of the other carrier then we have to mandate the UE to acquire the most recent information when it transmits. The problem is the same for both intra-PLMN and inter-PLMN.  

-
InterDigital wonders if there is any new issues when compared to Rel-12 communication with respect to timing.  


For inter-PLMN scenarios with network infrastructure, the UE is configured with the carrier frequency by the ProSe Function, or the carrier frequency is preconfigured.

-
Samsung wonders why the ProSe function needs to configure the information.  Panasonic wonders what happens if SIB19 has a list of PLMNs and the UE is only authorized for a subset of them.  InterDigital that the authorization has to come from the ProSe function.  When the UE is in connected mode the eNB can retrieve the authorization from the ProSe function.    InterDigital thinks that the UE cannot initiate a transmission unless it is authorized by higher layers and the eNB can validate.  

-
LG indicates that the pre-configuration is used for out-of-coverage case and for in-coverage we can get the frequency from higher layers.  Ericsson though this could be used for simplicity reasons.   TIM thinks that for the case where the serving network supports ProSe then the network can provide this information.  We do not need to preconfigure.  

-
In Rel-12 the UE is provided with the authorization and the UE can read SIB 19 and see if for the authorized carrier and PLMN discovery is offered and use that information.  

Without network infrastructure
-
Huawei is concerned that the Rel-12 UE will not be able to discovery the Rel-13 UEs.  Ericsson thinks that the first question is whether we want to support this option or not.   Qualcomm thinks that this is a natural scenario to support similar to Rel-12 communications and it is normal that the Rel-12 UE cannot receive Rel-13 discovery messages.  

-
Panasonic wonders what without infrastructure means.  Ericsson explains that in this case in the ProSe carrier there is no eNB (i.e. no MIB,no SIB).  Panasonic wonders if the intention is to do something similar to Rel-12 and pre-configure the information.  Interdigital thinks that it should be supported as it is also one of the PS requirements.  

-
Qualcomm wonders if we can provide the information on SIB similar to infrastructure.  

For inter-PLMN scenarios without network infrastructure, the UE is configured with the carrier frequency by the ProSe Function, or the carrier frequency is preconfigured.

For inter-PLMN scenarios without network infrastructure, the UE is configured with the resource pool configuration by the ProSe Function, or the resource pool configuration is preconfigured.

-
Huawei thinks when the UE is coverage it doesn’t need to use pre-configured resources, it can get the information from the ProSe functions. 

-
Qualcomm thinks in Rel-12 we have two options, pre-configured or provided by the ProSe function.  

-
TIM thinks as a first step we should wait to understand how the out-of-coverage discovery will work for intra-frequency.  

UE capabilities 

-
Qualcomm is supportive of multiple chains but we can’t mandate this support. InterDigital agrees with Qualcomm as there were concerns raised in Rel-12 for discovery in terms of complexity in the UE and RAN4 impacts. LG thinks that this is complicated issue and may require some further discussion, but is supportive of multiple chains.  Intel thinks that it is important that the UE should be not mandated to have additional chains just for discovery purposes.   ZTE supports this view.  


A UE can only be configured with at most one carrier onto which the UE may transmit Direct Discovery.

-
ZTE thinks that we should consider the restriction to only transmit in only one carrier.  

	Agreements

Intra-PLMN scenario 

·   The option to configure a UE via RRC signalling to transmit discovery in another carrier can be allowed.  The RRC signalling can be used to configure either Type 1 or Type 2 discovery configuration for non-primary carrier. 

Inter-PLMN scenario 

·  SA2 guidance may be required on whether inter-PLMN authorization for discovery transmission can be handled by higher layer

With network infrastructure

· If the network has inter-PLMN information then the network should have the option to configure the UE similar to the intra-PLMN case

· We cannot assume that inter-PLMN coordination is always possible.  The baseline scenario to consider is uncoordinated inter-PLMN.  

· For uncoordinated inter-PLMN scenarios with network infrastructure, the UE reads SIB19 of the concerned carrier frequency to learn the tx/rx resource pool to use.  FFS how the carrier frequency is configured in the UE.  

      Without network infrastructure 

· The inter-PLMN scenario without network infrastructure (e.g. no eNB in the ProSe carrier) will be supported, assuming that out-of-coverage discovery is supported.  



Not treated

R2-151069
Discussion on the scenarios for D2D ProSe discovery
ITRI
Disc

R2-151115
ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-151153
Discussion on ProSe discovery support in multiple-carrier scenario
Coolpad
Disc

R2-151171
On Prose Discovery for inter-freqency and inter-PLMN
ZTE
Disc

R2-151198
Discovery Transmission in Non Serving Carrier and Scell
Samsung
Disc

R2-151200
Handling Concurrent TX in Serving Carrier & Sidelink Direct Discovery TX in Non Serving Carrier for UE with Single TX chain
Samsung
Disc

R2-151202
Handling Power Limitation during Concurrent TX in Serving Carrier & Sidelink Direct Discovery TX in Non Serving Carrier
Samsung
Disc

R2-151203
Resource Allocation for Discovery Transmission in Non Serving Carrier and Scell
Samsung
Disc

R2-151239
Enhancement on Discovery in Inter-frequency/ Inter-PLMN Scenario
CATT
Disc

R2-151335
Enhancement of transmission of D2D discovery messages
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc

R2-151423
Enhancement for inter-carrier D2D discovery
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Disc

R2-151532
Enhanced ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN
Kyocera
Disc

R2-151621
Scope of enhancements for non-PCell discovery (in-coverage)
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-151623
RAN2 impact for discovery on non-Pcell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

=> revised in R2-151678
R2-151678
RAN2 impact for discovery on non-Pcell
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc
revision of R2-151623
R2-151625
Measurements for non-PCell discovery announcement
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

7.5.5
Group priorities for ProSe communication

R2-151340
Group priority for ProSe communication
Huawei, HiSilicon
Disc
-
CATT wonders how the logical channel priorities are configured and provided in the eNB.  Huawei thinks that the eNB can provide the priorities and how the eNB gets them can be for further study. 

-
Panasonic thinks that we cannot just take the LCP procedure and apply to ProSe as in ProSe it is not the eNB that configures the logical channels.  If we just use logical channel prioritization then we have some restrictions as we can’t multiplex multiple groups in one transmission. 

-
Ericsson thinks that it is not clear how the logical channels and groups are mapped.  Ericsson wonders what is Huawei’s view on this.  Huawei thinks that maybe there is no such a thing as group priority.  Qualcomm thinks that the group priority is in the SA2 requirements.  Huawei thinks that when MCPTT configures the priority it will take all this into account and configure the UE, so at the end the UE is just configured with a priority for that call.  Intel agrees with Huawei thinks that we won’t have visibility whether this is a call but we can be told the priority associated with the traffic at a given time.  The UE can even have two different traffic flows and the lower layers would see two flows with different priority. InterDigital thinks at the access stratum we call it logical channel.  

-
 Panasonic thinks that we should first have a group priority and then a logical channel priority.  Qualcomm also thinks that we should have group priority.  

-
ALU supports Intel and Huawei’s view and having it per traffic will simplify many aspects.  

-
Panasonic thinks that group priority is important as a voice call should not be equally prioritized between the police and traffic ticket users.  Intel agrees that that the priorities between such users should be equal but the application can ensure that the call priority is set differently between the different users.  

-
Intel thinks that in Rel-13 we should think more carefully.   Nokia Net thinks that in Rel-13 we have a specific requirement about group priorities.  

-
Huawei thinks that even in Rel-12 this was not tied to a group.  

-
Panasonic thinks that we have to select a group and how that group is selected can either be based on the priority of the group or based on the logical channel priority.  

-
Qualcomm indicates that in Rel-12 we have group index.  Now we have to discuss how to extend this and the only question to answer is how the eNB gets the priority of the group.  Huawei thinks that we have to define how to select the group, based on logical channel priority or group priority.  

-
Qualcomm thinks that we have to tag the resource pool with a priority.  

-
ALU wonders if SA2 is discussing this and whether we need to LS with them.  Intel thinks that we need to have guidance from SA2 without having a full understanding.    Intel thinks that we may have additional complexity if we have two groups with different traffic with different priorities in each group.  If you had a single global priority it would be simple.  

-
Nokia Net wonders where the traffic priority is coming from as it is not in the WID.  

-
LG thinks that SA2 didn’t progress waiting for RAN2 to progress.  

-
Ericsson thinks that whatever we did in Rel-12 was a hack to try to address SA2 requirement and thinks that we should not follow the same approach, but rather understand MCPTT requirements and develop the best solution.  

-
ZTE agrees that the best way to progress is to understand requirements and send an LS to SA2.  Ericsson doesn’t know what we can ask.  Intel thinks that it is unfortunate that we have to wait an extra meeting.  Huawei proposes to try to send an LS to SA2 early on during the week.  

-
Chair thinks that there is a misalignment with the terminology used between SA and RAN.  An explanation on how QoS (priority) works today in the network can be useful and we can ask SA how it fits within RAN terminology.  ZTE likes the proposal and thinks we should have an email discussion to agree to a possible LS.  Huawei thinks that the concept of group priority was not explicitly discussed in SA2.  Ericsson thinks that it would help for RAN2 if SA2 and SA6 translate their requirements to our terminology.  

=>
There is a need to have a better understanding of requirements before proceeding with a solution

-
Chair (Ericsson) indicates that there has been some discussions on having a joint session with SA2/6 and to have this session it would be a requirement to have a set of questions defined in advance.  

=>
Noted

Email discussion 

· [LTE/ProSe] LS to SA2/6 on ProSe priorities (Ericsson) 

- 
Draft an LS with possible questions to SA2/SA6.  

-
Provide a brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how their requirements align to our terminology.  

- 
This exercise can be used to identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session. 

-
Deadline: May 8th, 2015 
Email discussion exercise to draft additional questions for SA2/6

=>
Offline discussion on the need to have such an email discussion (Qualcomm)
[CB] – comeback Friday
Not treated

R2-151563
ProSe Group Priority
Qualcomm
Disc
R2-151459
Priority Handling for ProSE Communication
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel-Lucent Shanghai Bell
Disc
R2-151207
Group Priority Handling
Samsung
Disc

R2-151617
Support for MCPTT priority requirements for Rel-13 ProSe
InterDigital Communications
Disc
R2-151150
Floor control and pre-emption for ProSe
Ericsson
Disc

R2-151116
Priority handling for ProSe communication
Intel Corporation
Disc

R2-151117
Support of group priority in Rel-13
ETRI
Disc

R2-151152
ProSe user and group priority
Ericsson
Disc

R2-151160
Logical channel prioritization procedure for ProSe communication
Panasonic
Disc

R2-151172
Discussion on the Group Priority issue
ZTE
Disc

R2-151228
Discussion on group priorities for ProSe communication
ASUSTeK
Disc

R2-151240
Discussion on Group Priority
CATT
Disc

R2-151467
Priority Support for Rel-13 ProSe
Interdigital Communications
Disc

R2-151489
Group priority handling for ProSe Communication
General Dynamics UK Ltd
Disc

R2-151628
Support of group priorities
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

R2-151634
Potential impact on protocol layer for MCPTT
LG Electronics Inc.
Disc

7.5.6
Other

E.g. related to MCPTT requirements identified through SA1 work and embraced by SA2 and SA6 ProSe work

Not treated
R2-151151
MCPTT Requirements and their Impact on ProSe
Ericsson
Disc

Service continuity

Not treated

R2-151173
Service continuity for ProSe Direct Communication
ZTE
Disc

R2-151068
Discussion on D2D communications handover for service continuity
ITRI
Disc

Withdrawn:

R2-151616
Support for MCPTT priority requirements for Rel-13 ProSe
InterDigital Communications
Disc

Summary of the break-out session (ProSe) meeting
Agreed in principle CRs
None
Agreed outgoing LS
None
Comeback on Friday
R2-151720
LS to RAN1/RAN4 on Sidelink measurements for relay selection
LG 
LS out 




to: RAN1 and RAN4  from: RAN2
R2-151721
Draft Reply LS on ProSe public safety discovery 
Intel
LS out 




to: SA2  from: RAN2 reply to: R2-150025 (S2-150691)
Email discussion exercise to draft additional questions for SA2/6

=>
Offline discussion on the need to have such an email discussion (Qualcomm)
E-mail discussion for the next meeting
Email discussion exercise to draft additional questions for SA2/6

=>
Offline discussion on the need to have such an email discussion (Qualcomm)
Email discussion

· [LTE/ProSe] LS to SA2/6 on ProSe priorities (Ericsson) 

- 
Draft an LS with possible questions to SA2/SA6.  

-
Provide a brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how their requirements align to our terminology.  

- 
This exercise can be used to identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session. 

-
Deadline: May 8th, 2015 

Comeback at the next meeting
None
Summary of Agreements on Rel-13 ProSe

Agreements on relay enhancements 
· For the relay discovery and relay selection both in-coverage and out-of-coverage scenarios for remote UEs can be addressed.   

· We will discuss the potential minimization of service interruption for the cases where the UE is moving from in-coverage to out-of-coverage and from out-of-coverage to in-coverage.  

· Relay UE will always be in-coverage.  The eNB at the radio level can control whether the UE can act as a relay.   FFS whether the network control is per relay UE, per cell (broadcast configuration), or both.  

Relay selection 

· The remote UE can take radio level measurements of the PC5 radio link quality.  
· For out-of-coverage, the radio level measurements can be used by the remote UE together other higher layer criteria to perform relay selection.   
· For in-coverage, it is FFS how these measurements are used (e.g. the measurements can be used by the UE to perform selection similar to out-of-coverage case, or they can be reported to the eNB).    
· FFS how reselection is handled and who performs reselection decision.  FFS if Uu link quality is required for selection/reselection purposes.
· We will send an LS to RAN1/4 to notify them of RAN2 agreement that remote UE can take radio level measurements of the PC5 radio link quality and how these measurements will be used.  RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 to assess the feasibility of performing these measurements.  
Agreements on ProSe public safety discovery  

· If the size of a discovery message will be 232bits or less then discovery can be used.  If the size of a message is larger than 232 then communication may be used.    

· For the discovery procedures , RAN2 has a preference to only specify one mechanism.

· RAN2 will send an reply LS to SA2 with the following information:  

· From RAN2 point of view, if the size of a discovery message (step 1) can be restricted to 232bits or less then discovery can be used.  If the size of a message is larger than 232 range then RAN1/2 needs to discuss whether to extend discovery or communication or RAN1’s recommendation should be taken into account.  

· For all the other steps RAN2 is still evaluating.  

· From RAN2 point of view it would be desirable to limit the size of the messages as much as possible.  

Agreements ProSe discovery for inter-carrier and inter-PLMN
Intra-PLMN scenario 

·   The option to configure a UE via RRC signalling to transmit discovery in another carrier can be allowed.  The RRC signalling can be used to configure either Type 1 or Type 2 discovery configuration for non-primary carrier. 

Inter-PLMN scenario 

·  SA2 guidance may be required on whether inter-PLMN authorization for discovery transmission can be handled by higher layer

With network infrastructure

· If the network has inter-PLMN information then the network should have the option to configure the UE similar to the intra-PLMN case

· We cannot assume that inter-PLMN coordination is always possible.  The baseline scenario to consider is uncoordinated inter-PLMN.  

· For uncoordinated inter-PLMN scenarios with network infrastructure, the UE reads SIB19 of the concerned carrier frequency to learn the tx/rx resource pool to use.  FFS how the carrier frequency is configured in the UE.  

      Without network infrastructure 

· The inter-PLMN scenario without network infrastructure (e.g. no eNB in the ProSe carrier) will be supported, assuming that out-of-coverage discovery is supported.  
Agreements on ProSe priority 

· Email discussion to draft a possible LS with questions to SA2/SA6 on ProSe priorities 

· Provide brief explanation of RAN2 terminology and see how SA2/SA6 requirement align to RAN2 terminology

· Exercise can be used to identify identify a set of clear questions to ask SA2/6 either in the LS or directly in a joint session.
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