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Introduction
This document provides the list of issues resulting from the ASN.1 review at RAN2 ad-hoc meeting (January 2016, Espoo, Finland) for LTE-WLAN Aggregation.
For some of these issues, the solutions have been introduced in [1] and their status are shown as “Closed” while the remaining issues are classified as “Open”. The CR in [1] will be the baseline CR for further discussion on the “Open” issues. 
For some of the “Open” issues which are not related to the incomplete tasks on the WI Exception Sheet, suggested solutions are provided in the “Details” column. A CR based on these suggested solutions is provided in [2].
2		Conclusion & recommendation
This paper includes an overview of list of issues resulting from the review of the 36.331 specification for LTE-WLAN Aggregation. 
Proposal: RAN2 is requested to endorse:
· status of the issues listed above,
· CR2007 [1] as a baseline CR for the resolution of the issues with the status “Closed“
· [bookmark: _GoBack]CR2008 [2] to resolve some of the “Open“ issues based on the suggested solutions

The remaining issues (29 total) should be discussed during the online session.
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ASN1 Issue List for LWA
Classification: 1: straigthforward clarification/ correction that can be included in next rapporteurs update, 2: small issue i.e. solution expected to be concluded easily e.g. by e-mail, 3: more significant issue i.e. requiring further discussion/ contributions. Abbreviations used: TBD (to be done), TBC (to be confirmed/ concluded)
	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	General

	4.4 Functions

	E.004
	4.4
	Description that RRC contains LWA handling
	2
	Do the following addition:
-In case of DC, cell management including e.g. change of PSCell, addition/ modification/ release of SCG cell(s) and addition/modification/release of SCG TAG(s).
-  In case of LWA, WLAN mobility set management including e.g. addition/ modification/ release of WLAN(s) from the WLAN mobility set.
Intel: Seems OK
Qualcomm: Agree; this should be added
Coordinator: Should be added in the LWA CR.
Editor (QC): Added to the CR2007
	Closed  (LWA CR)

	5.3	 Connection control

	S.019
	5.3.10.3X (LWA)
	The procedure is incorrect (e.g. first case concerns establishment of split DRB) and incomplete (i.e. LWA DRB establishment, there are many more DRB type change cases)
	3
	Requires further discussion/ proposals during R2#93 (e.g. which DRB type changes need to be supported, assumed to be out of scope of this review)
Huawei:  RAN2 already agreed
IntelagreedIntel: Agree that no differencethis should be discussed in RAN2#93
Ericsson: there is only LWA bearer from RRC signalling for p.o.v. so no split bearer. However, there is no agreement so far whether LWA bearer may be directly established or first LTE bearer is established and switched bearer. So why do we needthen reconfigured to indicate the DRB type?LWA. Needs discussion in RAN2#93.
Nokia Networks: Agree with others – this needs further discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: There is only one new bearer type (LWA) and changes between LWA and LTE-only are reflected in the CR. The only question could be whether direct LWA bearer establishment should not be allowed. Since DC does allow this for the split bearer, same was adopted here for LWA. If companies do not agree with this (i.e. a bearer should be configured on LTE first and then reconfigured in the second step to LWA), they can bring contributions to RAN2#93 to discuss further.

Suggested Solution (QC): No change as there is only one type of DRB change
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.032
	5.3.5.3
	The procedure in 5.3.10.3X starts with "For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated" but this procedure is invoked in 5.3.5.3 without saying for which drb-Identity values it is invoked.
This cannot be all the drb-Identity of the current UE configuration because according  to 5.3.5.3, when LWA configuration is received, the procedure in 5.3.10.3X is invoked by  5.6.X.2 which adds the new LWA DRBs (drb-Identity not part of current UE configuration), then when the execution is finished, the next bullet in 5.3.5.3 will be true for the LWA which were just added and 5.3.10.3X will be executed again, so if the procedure is executed for all the drb-Identity of current UE configuration the new bearers will be handled as "LTE only to LWA".
	3
	Samsung: See our remark to E.032 (i.e. we plan to bring paper to R2#93)
Ericsson: Agree, current spec does not work. RAN2 should discuss how to make the logic work.
Nokia Networks: Agree with others – this needs further discussion in RAN2#93

Qualcomm: The issue is valid but there is a very easy fix; merge two 1> and put “or” between and refer to 5.6.X.2 only as follows (this is similar to DC way in the same section):
1> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration; or
1>	if the current UE configuration includes one or more lwa DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
Suggested Solution (QC): The CR2007 provides a solution.
	Open (LWA CR)

	S.017
	5.3.10.3
	Negation in combination with or is ambigous
	2
	Change to (twice):
2>	if neither drb-ToAddModListSCG nor drb-ToAddModListLWA is received or neither of the fields includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add MCG DRB):
Intel: Addresses same issue as E.031. Slightly prefer this change.
Nokia Networks: We also prefer this change.
Qualcomm: Same issue as E.031. This solution is acceptable (simpler than E.031). We can also remove “of the fields” here.

Editor (QC): Adopted the proposed change in CR2007
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.035
	5.3.10.3X
	Clarify what the highlighted actually means:
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value, while for this entry drb-TypeChangeLWA is included and set to lwaToLTE (i.e. LWA to LTE only):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN;
	2
	Clarify.
Samsung: We think that some further discussion is required (i.e. during RAN2#93) meeting on the UP actions required for the different DRB (re-)configurations, as was done for DC
Intel: We tend to think that the highlighted text is not needed at all as it does not seem to say much.
Nokia Networks: This needs further discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: This was intended for the LWA adaptation layer which did not have an official name at the time. As there is a new TS per the last RAN decision, our suggestion is to change the wording to be consistent with the running CR for that TS as follows:
>	disable the LWA Adaptation sub-layer to handle reception of data from WLAN;
Note that there are three instances of this in this section and one in 5.6.X.6

Suggested Solution (QC): The CR2007 uses LWAAP
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.038
	5.3.12
	1>	release the LWA configuration, if configured, as described in Section 5.6.X.6;
Radio resources have been released, how can the UE to perform “disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN;”?
	2
	The order shall be changed
Intel: Suggest removing the text altogether, it does not seem to mean much
Ericsson: Agree, also it is not clear that "disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN " means. This should be calrified and unitifed between PDCP and RRC.
Nokia Networks: The intent of this was to ensure UE doesn’t continue utilizing the LWA configuration, which may override some WLAN prioritization. Hence, it should be ensured UE communicates release of the WLAN configuration (i.e. the mobility set) to the WLAN modem as well. The following could also work:
1>	indicate the release of the LWA configuration, if configured, to upper layers;
Qualcomm:  This is not an unnecessary statement. For example, T351 may not have stopped before going to IDLE. There is also no other place to disable LWA adaptation layer when going to IDLE.

Suggested Solution (QC): Adopted Nokia proposal in CR2007
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.038
	5.3.12
	Unnecessary statement which can be removed:


1>	release the LWA configuration, if configured, as described in Section 5.6.X.6;
	2
	This statement should be removed as everything is already handled by other statements: PDCP entities are released, timer T351 is stopped, RRC parameters are released.
Intel: We think that the current text is ok.
Nokia Networks: Same as H.038 – see above.
Qualcomm: Same as H.038
Suggested Solution (QC): Same as H.038
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.030
	5.3.5.3
	In the fourth line in the following the UE triggers LWA specific reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3X, however 5.3.10.3X must be triggered for a bearer. So this does not work.
1> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration:
2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
1>	if the current UE configuration includes one or more lwa DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
		2>	perform LWA specific 				reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3X;
	2
	This should be corrected. I don’t think we need to call different proceedures, instead we could have something like: 
1> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration, or;
1>	if the current UE configuration includes one or more lwa DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
		2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;

But I don’t see the point of the second if-statement. Why is it needed? Note that in 5.6.X.2 the section 5.3.10.3X is called.
Samsung: See our remark to E.032 (i.e. we plan to bring paper to R2#93)
Qualcomm: The first one is initial configuration; the second one is for modificiation. Same structure is used in DC.
Nokia: To be included in LWA CR and removed from general CR. Also, since Samsung is proposing to bring a paper on this, probably this should be class 4?

Suggested Solution (QC): The CR2007 corrects this.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.014
	5.3.5.4
	Conditions for handling of new LWA configuration should be added, e.g. in case the reconfiguration message contains LWA configuration in intra-eNB handovers, where the WT does not change.
	2
	I propose we add those 2 lines to the end of the procedure:
1>	release the LWA configuration, if configured, as described in Section 5.6.X.6;
1> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration:
1> perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
1>	if the current UE configuration includes one or more LWA DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
1> perform the LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3X;
Samsung: Procedural details probably require further discussion, but first signalling details need to be concluded. See our remark to E.032 (i.e. we plan to bring paper to R2#93)
Ericsson: Not clear what Intel wants to do but LWA is released and added at HO. Do they want to change this agreement?
Nokia Networks: This needs further discussion – we didn’t yet agree whether LWA can be added during HO or not.
Qualcomm: Here, based on RAN2#92 agreement, LWA is released and added during any HO. We agree that intra-eNB HO can be allowed and this can be discussed in RAN2#93.

Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current structure of release and add for any type of HO.
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.037
	5.3.5.4
	1>	release the LWA configuration, if configured, as described in Section 5.6.X.6;
As we agreed in RAN2#92, =>	For Rel-13 LTE handover (all cases) requires release/add of LWA.
Do we want the LWA to be realeased by the UE autonomously? Or by target eNB? Which is also related to whether LWA related configuration should be contained in inter node message.
	2
	Samsung: Some further discussion seems required i.e. more class 3 type. Also relates to DRB type switching i.e. which normally is not done autonomously by UEEricsson: Needs discussion in RAN2.
Nokia Networks: Agree this needs further discussion.
Qualcomm: Not sure what it means to release by the target eNB. Here the UE releases LWA when it receives the RRC Reconfiguration from the target eNB. What is the alternative? Note that the target eNB has no idea whether the UE has LWA configured or not (except for intra-eNB case). Also see I.014
Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current text; no change; UE releases LWA configuration upon HO.
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.031
	5.3.10.3
	Unclear what the following means (xor?):

2>	if drb-ToAddModListSCG or drb-ToAddModListLWA is not received or does not include the drb-Identity value (i.e. add MCG DRB):
	1
	Change to:
2>	if drb-ToAddModListSCG is not received or does not include the drb-Identity value, and;
		2>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is not received or 				does not include the drb-Identity value (i.e. add 			MCG DRB):
Note that there are two occurrences of this.
Huawei: Agree.¨
Intel: Addresses same issue as S.017. Slightly prefer S.017.
Qualcomm: See S.017
Coordinator: Same as S.017.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.035
	5.3.10.3X
	2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add lwa DRB):
“lwa” should be “LWA”. “lwa” is used many times in spec.
	1
	HuaweiIntel: Agree
Ericsson: Agree, it should be unified over the RRC spec.
Qualcomm: The reasoning of using small letters was to distinguish from the capital one (abbreviation) which was used for the feature itself. But changing “lwa” to “LWA” is acceptable.
Qualcomm: The reasoning of using small letters was to distinguish from the capital one (abbreviation) which was used for the feature itself. But changing “lwa” to “LWA” is acceptable.

Editor (QC): Will change “lwa” to “LWA”
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.036
	5.3.10.3X
	2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value, while for this entry drb-TypeChangeLWA is included and set to lwaToLTE (i.e. LWA to LTE only):
The only value for  “drb-TypeChangeLWA” is lwaToLTE
	1
	2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value, while for this entry drb-TypeChangeLWA is included (i.e. LWA to LTE only):
HuaweiIntel: Agree.
Ericsson: OK, but is this the only DRB type change which should be supported?
Nokia Networks: The current wording is more aligned with DC, also there we have just one value but RRC says “set to toMCG”. In our understanding this flag is there to change LWA bearer back to LTE (MCG) bearer.
Qualcomm:  DC has the same wording where he only DRB change is “toMCG” but this is explicitly mentioned. It seems better to keep the structure similar to DC (and also more DRB type changes can be introduced in the future; e.g. simultaneous DC and LWA).

Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current text; no change
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.032
	5.3.10.3X
	
The first and the second if-statement below can be merged for readability (it is currently confusing to split this and first calling it "LWA specific DRB establishment"  and then calling it "add lwa DRB".

5.3.10.3X	LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated, the UE shall:
1>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and the drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration (i.e. LWA specific DRB establishment):
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add lwa DRB):
3>	establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current security configuration and in accordance with the pdcp-Config included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	establish an RLC entity and an DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config, logicalChannelIdentity and logicalChannelConfig included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	indicate the establishment of the DRB(s) and the eps-BearerIdentity of the established DRB(s) to upper layers;
	1
	Change to:

5.3.10.3X	LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated, the UE shall:
1>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and the drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration and drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add lwa DRB):
2>	establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current security configuration and in accordance with the pdcp-Config included in drb-ToAddModList;
2>	establish an RLC entity and an DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config, logicalChannelIdentity and logicalChannelConfig included in drb-ToAddModList;
2>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	indicate the establishment of the DRB(s) and the eps-BearerIdentity of the established DRB(s) to upper layers;
Huawei: in 5.3.10.3a1	 for LTE DC , same way is used. Why not use the same way as DC?Samsung: We think that some further discussion is required (i.e. during RAN2#93) meeting on how to do the signalling for the different DRB (re-)configurations, as was done for DC
Intel: Agree

Nokia Networks: We agree with Huawei that this is the same way as in DC. We think the proposal, while it does minimize the amount of text, makes the procedural text more complicated. Probably best to discuss this during RAN2#93 more.
Qualcomm: This would not work as it changes the meaning of the “else” corresponding to the “if” in 1>. Note that DC has the same structure.

Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current text; no change
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.033
	5.3.10.3X
	Inconsistent notation of lwa DRBs in the following:
1>	else (i.e. LWA specific DRB modification):
	1
	Change to:
1>	else (i.e. lwa DRB modification):
Huawei: if the proposed changes in E.032 is not agreed, then we do not need this changes. 
Samsung: Prefer to align with style used in DC i.e. use LWA DRB (as for SCG DRB)
Intel: Agree, but lwa should be set in capital letters.
Nokia Networks: No need to do this change – aggre with Huawei/Samsung we should use LWA DRB instead of lwa DRB. 
Qualcomm: Here LWA refers to the feature (consistent with DC wording of the similar procedure). That is why “lwa” was chosen as the name of the DRB type. But we can change it to “LWA DRB modification” assuming we adopt changing “lwa” to “LWA” (see H.035).

Editor (QC): Keep the same text as “lwa” will be changed to “LWA”.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.034
	5.3.10.3X
	Wrong styles are used in the following (e.g. B4 instead of B3 and B3 instead of B2):

5.3.10.3X	LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated, the UE shall:
1>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and the drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration (i.e. LWA specific DRB establishment):
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add lwa DRB):
3>	establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current security configuration and in accordance with the pdcp-Config included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	establish an RLC entity and an DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config, logicalChannelIdentity and logicalChannelConfig included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	indicate the establishment of the DRB(s) and the eps-BearerIdentity of the established DRB(s) to upper layers;
1>	else (i.e. LWA specific DRB modification):
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value, while for this entry drb-TypeChangeLWA is included and set to lwaToLTE (i.e. LWA to LTE only):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN;
2>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. LTE only to LWA):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	else (i.e. reconfigure the bearer):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;


	1
	Fix the style.
Qualcomm: Looks fine on our PC but we should of course correct if it is the wrong style.

Editor (QC): Will fix the style
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.036
	5.3.10.3X
	Make naming consistent for the bearer types in the following:

5.3.10.3X	LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
For the drb-Identity value for which this procedure is initiated, the UE shall:
1>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value; and the drb-Identity value is not part of the current UE configuration (i.e. LWA specific DRB establishment):
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. add lwa DRB):
3>	establish a PDCP entity and configure it with the current security configuration and in accordance with the pdcp-Config included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	establish an RLC entity and an DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config, logicalChannelIdentity and logicalChannelConfig included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	indicate the establishment of the DRB(s) and the eps-BearerIdentity of the established DRB(s) to upper layers;
1>	else (i.e. LWA specific DRB modification):
2>	if drb-ToAddModList is received and includes the drb-Identity value, while for this entry drb-TypeChangeLWA is included and set to lwaToLTE (i.e. LWA to LTE only):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN;
2>	if drb-ToAddModListLWA is received and includes the drb-Identity value (i.e. LTE only to LWA):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	enable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN in addition to RLC entity;
2>	else (i.e. reconfigure the bearer):
3>	reconfigure the PDCP entity in accordance with the pdcp-Config, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
3>	reconfigure the RLC entity and/ or the DTCH logical channel in accordance with the rlc-Config and logicalChannelConfig, if included in drb-ToAddModList;
	1
	Change from " LWA to LTE only " to "lwa bearer to LTE-only bearer".
Change from " LTE only to LWA " to "LTE-only bearer to lwa bearer".
Samsung: We need to conclude the terms used for the different DRB types. However, there is no need for ‘only’ in DRB types i.e. when configured with LWA we can have LTE, LWA and split DRBs (would be nice if we can have a term for the regular type of DRB that applies across REL-8, DC and LWA (rather than calling it MCG or LTE, depending on scenario
Intel: Agree, but lwa should be set in capital letters.
Nokia Networks: We agree with Samsung we should be careful with terminology. So far LWA has only been discussed with MCG bearers, and DC support was deprioritized very early on. We could opt to use “MCG bearer” for any bearer only mapped to PCell cell group (including case where no SCG has been configured).
Qualcomm: This is acceptable. If we change “lwa” to “LWA”, it should be reflected here as well. For the “LTE only” bearer, using MCG would also be problem since the definition in 36.300 refers to DC. One option is to extend the definition of MCG to LWA.

Suggested Solution (QC): Extend the definition of MCG to include “LTE only” in LWA or keep “LTE only”
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.222
	5.3.10.3X LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration
	Is lwa DRB defined  somewhere?
	1
	Add the definition in the running CR
Intel: Agree
Qualcomm:  “LWA Bearer” is defined in 36.300 CR. For DC, split DRB is also not defined in 331 but only in 300. Same method was used here. But the definition in 300 can be copied to 331 if desired but it doesn’t seem necessary if we change “lwa” to “LWA”.

Editor (QC): Will use “LWA bearer” and refer to the stage-2 definition

	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.031
	5.3.5.3
	This subclause says "perform LWA specific reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3X" but in 5.3.10.3X the preocedure has a different name
	1
	Change name according to real procedure name
Ericsson: Agree

Editor (QC): Will change to “perform LWA specific DRB addition or reconfiguration…”

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.029
	5.3.5.3
	Space instead of tab in the following:
1><here> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration:
2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
	1
	Change from  space to indentation in the following
1><here> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration:
2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will replace space with tab.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	D.006
	5.3.5.3 Reception of an RRCConnectionReconfiguration not including the mobilityControlInfo by the UE
	Style font, B1, B2 is not used in some procedure text for LWA.
	1
	Should be corrected as follows.
1> if the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message includes lwa-Configuration:
2>	perform LWA configuration procedure as specified in 5.6.X.2;
1>	if the current UE configuration includes one or more lwa DRBs and the received RRCConnectionReconfiguration includes radioResourceConfigDedicated including drb-ToAddModList:
2>	perform LWA specific reconfiguration as specified in 5.3.10.3X;
Ericsson. Agree.

Editor (QC): Will correct the style

	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.087
	5.3.5.3, 5.3.10.3X, 5.6.X.6 and RadioResourceConfigDedicated in 6.3.2
	"lwa DRB" or "lwa bearer" should be "LWA DRB" and there should be a definition.
	1
	Ericsson: Agree, the names are not aligned as it is now.
Qualcomm: We can use “LWA bearer” everywhere but note that both “split bearer” and “split DRB” are used interchangeably and same was adopted here. 

Editor (QC): Will use “LWA bearer” in all of the specifcation
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.033
	5.3.5.4, 5.3.7.2 and 5.3.12
	Remove "Section" in "release the LWA configuration, if configured, as described in Section 5.6.X.6"
	1
	Ericsson: OK.

Editor (QC): Wil remove “section”
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.039
	5.3.10.3X
	When switching a bearer from LWA to LTE only, PDCP data recovery should be performed similar to as done in DC for split to MCG switching.
	2
	Editor (QC): Added 3>	perform PDCP recovery for the bearer in the appropriate step.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	5.5	 Measurements

	E.040
	5.5.1
	Unclear what "serving cells" are in terms of WLAN measurements.
	3
	Should discuss and agree what "serving cells" are in terms of WLAN measurements. Are they all WLANs in the mobility set? Are they all detectable WLANs in the mobility set? Are they only the WLAN which the UE is connected to? What happens if there is no mobility set?
There has been RAN2 papers on this issue but this has not been discussed.
Samsung: More discussion seems needed (and RAN2#93 seems appropriate for that)
Intel: Where are “serving cells” for WLAN mentioned in the CR!? The CR does contain a definition of “listed cells” for WLAN, which is a bit strange for WLAN. One possible solution might be to define “listed WLANs” in addition to “serving cells”, “listed cells” and “detected cells”.
Nokia Networks: Currently only “listed cells” applies for LWA, as indicated in the change to that bullet. Whether we need to name the APs in WLAN mobility set is best discussed in RAN2#93.

Qualcomm: This was discussed several times in previous meetings and it was decided not to introduce serving cells in the running CR (Ericsson was part of this discussion and proposed the same thing at the time). It can be further discussed if necessary in RAN2#93 and in fact this was put as one of the open issues Exception Sheet as approved at RAN. There is no point discussing open (and contentious) issues in the ASN.1 review.

Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.050
	5.5.5
	It is not clear which WLANs are included in the measurement report. It should be serving WLANs and neighbor WLANs.
No official agreement has been made that serving WLANs should be included, however QC promised to add this during the online discussion.
	3
	It must be clarified which WLANs are included in the report.

Intel: It would be different for different events, wouldn’t it? Shouldn’t this be discussed in the main session, rather than the ASN.1 ad-hoc?
Nokia Networks: Agree this should be discussed in February.
Qualcomm::This doesn’t seem to be necessary. There is already text “set the measResult to include the quantities within the quantityConfig” and the only quantity in the quantityConfig is RSSI. 
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	S.027
	5.5.5 (LWA)
	Clarify what identity the UE shall report
	3
	We assume E-UTRAN should configure which identity the UE shall report

Intel: Should probably be discussed in the main session, same comment as for E.050.
Ericsson: Agree. This needs RAN2 discussion. 
Nokia Networks: Agree this should be discussed in February.
Qualcomm: This can be added to the procedural text in RAN2#93 without any impact on ASN.1. Note that the wlan-identifiers have all optional IEs and current text implies that this is left to UE implementation.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	S.021
	5.5.1, LWA object
	It seems most consistent to model WLAN identifiers alike whitelisted cells i.e. not really the object
	2
	Change to indicate that the object concerns one or more operating classes (possibly all?), with for each either all or one or more channels

Intel: Disagree. 802.11 operating class is meaningless in this context.
Ericsson: Would be possible, but needs RAN2 discussions.
Nokia Networks: Having OP-class specific measurement objects was not discussed. Needs further discussion in February whether any change is needed.
Qualcomm: Multiple operating classes in the measurement object as well as other formulations were suggested by different companies but was not adopted here due to opposing views. Companies can bring contributions to RAN2#93 if they want to change the current structure.
Suggested Solution (QC): Multiple operating class will be introduced in the measurment object by making it a list.

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.044
	5.5.4.1
	WLANs should match a set of identifiers for it to be applicable but the following does not capture this:

3>	else if the corresponding measObject concerns WLAN:
4>	consider a WLAN on the associated set of frequencies to be applicable when the WLAN matches a WLAN identifier within wlan-Id-List for this measId;
	2
	Change to:

3>	else if the corresponding measObject concerns WLAN:
4>	consider a WLAN on the associated set of frequencies to be applicable when the WLAN matches all WLAN identifiers for at least one entry in wlan-Id-List for this measId;

Intel: Strongly disagree. Why ALL!?
Nokia Networks: The intention seems to cater for the case when e.g. HESSID and SSID are provided to identify a WLAN AP. Hence, AP with only matching SSID but not HESSID shouldn’t trigger the report. We agree this doesn’t seem to be well-captured so far, and the proposed text could be discussed further.
Qualcomm: Agree with the correction
Editor (QC): Accepted the proposed change


	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.024
	5.5.4.1, applicable cells LWA
	Clarify which frequencies apply in case no operating class or channels are specified
	2
	Change to indicate that all operating classes/ channels supported by the UE are applicable

Ericsson: Agree.
Nokia Networks: Agree, this seems sensible.
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will add that all operating classes/ channels supported by the UE are applicable when no operating class or channels are specified


	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.025
	5.5.4.X, Event W1
	No need for UE to check that WLAN mobility set is not configured
	2
	Remove (same applies for W2, W3)

Intel: Strongly disagree. Triggering the W1 event for all WLANs, including these in the mobility set, is against RAN2 agreements.
Nokia Networks: This needs more detailed discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: W1 is used for LWA activation and it is only applicable when there is no Mobility Set. This is a well-established agreement

Suggested Solution (QC): No change to keep the purpose of W1 for activation
	Open (LWA CR)

	S.026
	5.5.4.X, Event W1
	No need to refer to WLAN identities in measObject i.e. already covered by 5.5.4.1 (event is triggered only for  applicable cells)
	2
	Remove (same applies for W2, W3)

Intel: Disagree.
Nokia Networks: This needs more detailed discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: It is good to keep this for clarity. In W2, we also need to distinguish between inside and outside Mobility Set.

Editor (QC): Accepted the change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.003
	5.5.4.Y
	The condition “W2-2 is fulfilled for any WLAN which does not match the WLAN” may be interpreted to apply to WLAN other than configured for measurements. Beneficial to clarify that it still needs to match the identifiers in the measurement object. Same problem for W2-4.
	2
	Add the following text after “W2-2 is fulfilled for any WLAN and “W2-4 is fulfilled for all WLAN”
“ configured in the measurement object”
Samsung: See I.016
Intel: Agree
Ericsson: Isnt it clear from the following?

3>	else if the corresponding measObject concerns WLAN:
4>consider a WLAN on the associated set of frequencies to be applicable when the WLAN matches a WLAN identifier within wlan-Id-List for this measId;

Nokia Networks: We have agreed that UE shall only trigger reports for WLAN IDs listed in the measObject. In the procedural text it is clear which WLANs can match, but given that we explicitly list which IDs belong to mobility set and which do not, some clarification also here might be in order.

Editor (QC): Keep the current format

	Closed (LWA CR)

	C.011
	5.5.4.Y
	Description does not match event definition
	2
	consider the entering condition for this event to be satisfied when wlan-MobilitySet  within VarWLAN-MobilityConfig  exists and condition W2-1 is fulfilled for all WLAN which matches the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet and condition W2-2 is fulfilled for any a WLAN which does not match the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet as specified below;
Huawei: “any” is ok

Intel: Disagree, the original text is clearer.
Ericsson: Is there any behavioural difference? If so what is the difference?
Nokia Networks: We are also wondering if there is any difference between “a” and “any”.
Qualcomm: If the concern is that the UE can mix the measurement outcome of multiple APs during TTT (which is of course not the desired outcome), then this change is fine.

Editor (QC): No change; there doesn’t seem to be a practical benefit for the change.
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.114
	5.5.4.Y
	Clarify if a match requires all identities of an entry in wlan-MobilitySet to be the same. In particular for the case of ‘not included’, does this apply as soon as one identity does not match
	2
	Clarify that a WLAN is part of the mobilitySet only when all identities of an entry match, while a WLAN is not part of mobilitySet’ if for none of the entries there is such ‘full match’

Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.028
	5.5.5 (LWA)
	Clarify what channel related information the UE shall report
	2
	State that UE shall always report the operating class, country and channel (regardless of whether some can be inferred from measObject)

Intel: Strongly disagree. operating class and country are meaningless in this context.
Ericsson: Shouldn’t this be configurable? Needs RAN2 discussion.
Nokia Networks: Needs discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: This can either be left to UE implementation (implied by the current text) or should be configurable by the eNB. This can be discussed in RAN2#93.

Suggested Solution (QC): All these IEs are currently optional. It will be added to the procedural text that the UE reports them if available.

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.039
	5.5.1
	Incomplete statement that UE also measures serving WLANs:
For inter-RAT WLAN, the UE measures and reports on listed cells.
	1
	Update as follows:
For inter-RAT WLAN, the UE measures and reports on serving and listed cells.
Samsung: Isn’t this related to E.040? Moreover, are there cases the serving is not listed?
Intel: Disagree. This suggested modification introduces a problem they suggest to discuss in E.040! This is also definatelty not category 1.
Nokia Networks: We think the proposed modification is not correct. So far we haven’t had a notion of “serving WLAN cell”, and we are explicitly listing all WLAN identifiers to be measured by UE. That’s why they are only considered as “listed cells”. Whether we can use the term “cell” for WLAN can be discussed RAN2#93. 
Qualcomm: See E.040; this is not a class 1 issue. It was done this way very intentionally considering the controversy and compromise. 

Coordinator: Not class 1. Same E.040. 
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.046
	5.5.4.X
	The 's' in 'Ms' comes from "serving" however here it is not applicable to serving and should be 'n' as it is pertaining to "neighbor" WLANs.

Inequality W1-1 (Entering condition)





Inequality W1-2 (Leaving condition)







	1
	Change 's' to 'n' in the following:
Inequality W1-1 (Entering condition)





Inequality W1-2 (Leaving condition)




Intel: Agree
Qualcomm: Even though the cells here are not neighbor either (this measurement is initial activation so there is no neighbor yet), it is okay to change “s” to “n”

Editor (QC): Will change “s” to “n”
	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.016
	5.5.4.X, 5.5.4.Y, 5.5.4.Z
	For the events W1, W2, W3: a condition saying that the concerned event is only triggered for listed WLANs shoud be added.
	1
	Add a condition saying that the concerned event is only triggered for listed WLANs (similar to B1/B2 for UTRA and CDMA2000) as shown below:
The UE shall:
1>	for WLAN, only trigger the event for WLAN identifiers included in the corresponding measurement object;
1> …
Samsung: Already covered by applicable cell definition
Ericsson: Isnt this clear from the following?

3>	else if the corresponding measObject concerns WLAN:
	4>	consider a WLAN on the associated set of frequencies to be 	applicable when the WLAN matches a WLAN identifier within wlan-	Id-List for this measId;
Nokia Networks: We have agreed that UE shall only trigger reports for WLAN IDs listed in the measObject. In the procedural text it is clear which WLANs can match, but given that we explicitly list which IDs belong to mobility set and which do not, some clarification also here might be in order.
Qualcomm: This is already covered in the following: 

3>	else if the corresponding measObject concerns WLAN:
	4>	consider a WLAN on the associated set of frequencies to be 	applicable when the WLAN matches a WLAN identifier within wlan-	Id-List for this measId;

Editor (QC): The current text already covers this; no change

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.049
	5.5.4.X-5.5.4.Z
	"WLAN" is used also for plural in these sections (example below). 
	1
	Change from "WLAN" to "WLAN(s)" where appropriate to indicate that more than one WLAN is addressed.
Intel: Sounds OK, but should be considered on case by case basis, not automatically applicable to all references to WLAN.

Qualcomm: This is acceptable

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed change

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.047
	5.5.4.Y
	Unnecessary wording. The yellow highlighted wording can be removed for simplicity since it is implicitly already covered by the green highlighted wording.:

The UE shall:
1>	consider the entering condition for this event to be satisfied when wlan-MobilitySet  within VarWLAN-MobilityConfig  exists and condition W2-1 is fulfilled for all WLAN which matches the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet and condition W2-2 is fulfilled for any WLAN which does not match the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet as specified below;
1>	consider the leaving condition for this event to be satisfied when wlan-MobilitySet within VarWLAN-MobilityConfig  exists and condition W2-3 is fulfilled for any WLAN which matches the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet or condition W2-4 is fulfilled for all WLAN which does not match the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet as specified below;

	1
	Intel: The yellow highlighted text is a useful clarification, we prefer to keep it.
Nokia Networks: No strong opinion but there seems to be no functional difference between having the text highlighted in yellow and not having it. If the mobility set doesn’t exist, no identifier can match it.
Qualcomm: Agree with the correction

Editor (QC): No change to the text

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.048
	5.5.4.Y
	It should be clarified which parameter contains the WLAN identifiers in the following:

Ms is the measurement result of WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers within WLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account any offsets.
Mn is the measurement result of WLAN which does not match WLAN identifiers within WLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account any offsets.
	1
	Change as follows:

Ms is the measurement result of WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers within wlan-MobilitySet, not taking into account any offsets.
Mn is the measurement result of WLAN which does not match WLAN identifiers within wlan-MobilitySet, not taking into account any offsets.

Intel: >Agree, same comment as I.017. Additionally, Mn definition might be improved to say that it is not just ANY WLAN, but any neighbour WLAN in the measurement configuration.
Qualcomm: For further clarification, it is better to have “...within wlan-MobilitySet in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account…”. Note that the correction for Ms part also applies to W3 in 5.5.4.Z.

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed changes.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.017
	5.5.4.Y, 5.5.4.Z
	For the events W2, W3: the description of Ms can be further improved by adding “in wlan-MobilitySet”.
Ms is the measurement result of WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers within WLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account any offsets.
	1
	Update the description of Ms by adding “in wlan-MobilitySet” as shown below:
Ms is the measurement result of WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet within WLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account any offsets.
Ericsson: Agree
Nokia Networks: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree, please see E.048

Editor (QC): Covered by E.048 change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Z.013
	5.5.4.Z
	In section “5.5.4.Z”, for statement “consider the entering condition for this event to be satisfied when condition W3-1 is fulfilled for all WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet within WLAN-MobilityConfig, as specified below” 

It should  be “VarWLAN-MobilityConfig” instead of “WLAN-MobilityConfig”
	1
	The UE shall:
1>	consider the entering condition for this event to be satisfied when condition W3-1 is fulfilled for all WLAN which matches WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet within VarWLAN-MobilityConfig, as specified below;
1>	consider the leaving condition for this event to be satisfied when condition W3-2 is fulfilled for any WLAN which matches the WLAN identifiers in wlan-MobilitySet within VarWLAN-MobilityConfig , as specified below;
Intel: The proposal is OK.
Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree, please see I.017 and E.048

Editor (QC): Covered by E.048 change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.052
	5.5.5
	It is missing that WLAN RSSI should be included in the WLAN measurement report
	1
	Add a statement that WLAN RSSI is included in the report.
Intel: Agree.
Qualcomm: This doesn’t seem to be necessary. There is already text “set the measResult to include the quantities within the quantityConfig” and the only quantity in the quantityConfig is RSSI. 
Suggested Solution (QC): The current text covers this; no change

	Open (LWA CR)

	Q.037
	5.5.4.Y, 5.5.4.Z
	In the current text, the measurement of WLAN inside mobility set requires matching only the WLAN identifiers and but not the frequency component from the measurement object. This should be corrected by making the Ms (inside mobility set) definition similar to Mn (outside mobility set) one.
	2
	Change “Ms” definition as “Ms is the measurement result of WLAN(s) configured in the measurement object which which matches WLAN identifiers within WLAN-MobilityConfig, not taking into account any offsets”

Suggested Solution (QC): Add the proposed text
	Open (LWA CR)

	5.6	 Other

	N.202
	5.6.X
	Why is the section put as sub-section of Rel-12 WLAN inteworking? LWA works quite differently and having it as a sub-case of Rel-12 method seems odd. We would propose to have the section as 5.6.14 instead of 5.6.X.
	2
	Rename section 5.6.X as 5.6.14 as align the references accordingly.

Qualcomm: We agree. The CR did use separate sections; it will make the specification confusing to have Rel-12 and Rel-13 LWA in the same section. It would be better if this could be corrected during the ASN.1 review.
Suggested Solution (QC): Use a separate section as proposed

	Open (LWA CR) Tdoc Nokia RAN2#93

	S.033
	5.6.X
	Timer monitoring, failure monitoring and WLAN status reporting are unclear e.g. not clear when UE starts/ stops monitorings,
	3
	Needs to be discussed during RAN2#92
Note that clearer seperation of triggering, monitoring and reporting (setting contents) should be adopted, alike used in other cases

Intel: We think that the agreements are clear, there is no controversy here, so no reason not to fix this as part of ASN.1 review.
Ericsson: Right, it can be made clearer.
Qualcomm: It is not clear what is not clear. Better to discuss specific proposals in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)
TDoc Sam

	C.018
	5.6.X.2
	eNB based WLAN authentication not agreed yet. 
	3
	Remove all related parts
2>	if the received lwa-ConfigPart includes lwa-WT-Counter:
3>	determine the S-KWT key based on the KeNB key and using the received lwa-WT-Counter value, as specified in TS 33.401 [32];
3>	forward the S-KWT to upper layers to be used as a Pairwise Master Key (PMK) for WLAN authentication;
Samsung: We have same understanding i.e. that it is not yet agreed to introduce eNB-based WLAN authentication
Intel: Strongly disagree. ASN.1 review should not challenge previous agreements, and the running CR was agreed. As result, category should be changed to 4.Ericsson: Pending SA3 input.
Nokia Networks: We need to see the SA3 input in February meeting. Since LWA is only a running CR, we should only evaluate this based on technical merits. Currently the intention is still to have the eNB-based authentication unless SA3 tells us otherwise. Therefore, we prefer to discuss this in RAN2#93 rather than here. 
Qualcomm: This was already discussed several times and the LWA CR was endorsed with the agreement to take the current SA3 running CR as a baseline. If SA3 changes the procedure, this can be revisited in RAN#93 (SA3 meeting is two weeks before RAN2). There is no point in bringing already discussed topics to the ASN.1 review.
Suggested Solution (QC): This is based on the SA3 endorsed CR; keep the current text
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.019
	5.6.X.2
	Text unclear. There is no new or old Mobility Set concept or agreements.
	3
	Remove all related parts:
3>	use the wlan-MobilitySet as the new WLAN Mobility Set; 
Huawei: We need a statement to instruct upper layers to maintain a WLAN connection to the updated WLAN mobility set.Samsung: Seems fine, and only class 2
Intel: The wording should be improved, but the text should not be removed – it’s needed.Ericsson: It would be OK to remove this if it is clear from some other text that the UE applies the (now updated) mobility set. But maybe this is clear from " When the UE receives a new or updated Mobility Set, it initiates connection to a WLAN whose identifiers match the ones in wlan-MobilitySet, if not already connected to such a WLAN."?
Nokia Networks: Seems like a wording issue only: What is needed is the UE actions when mobility set is updated, and those should be already there. Seems like this could be even removed. This seems to need more discussion in RAN2#93. 
Qualcomm: It is fine to remove this step as it is clear from other parts how the UE uses the Mobility Set.
Editor (QC): Accepted the change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.203
	5.6.X.3
	This section seems not to be a sub-section of LWA but an independent one. We could move it to its own section like we did for SCG failure reporting. 
	3
	Move 5.6.X.3 to new section 5.6.15 (see also N.202) to clarify it is a separate procedure triggered by other sections. The wording could then be improved as well.
Qualcomm: We think it is better to keep the current structure. Some parts of the WLAN status only applies to LWA (success event). The other solutions which are not covered in this CR (RCLWI and possibly LWIP) will use some parts of the WLAN mobility and measurement for LWA and it is easier to add the additional elements for those to the LWA sections as it will not be easy to find the common and delta parts in separate sections.
Suggested Solution (QC): Move to a separate section as proposed
	Open (LWA CR)
Tdoc Nokia RAN2#93

	E.059
	5.6.X.3
	(At least) the connection failure reporting should be applicable for LWI also and this whole section needs updating once LWI is added.
	3
	Stage 2 discussion should be finalized and then this section should be corrected.
Samsung: LWI
Intel: RCLWI is notNOT part of the endorsed CR, we think it is out of scope ofASN.1 review, no need to change anything at this reviewstage.
Nokia Networks: Agree we need updates due to (at least) RCLWI to this section, but that is not the topic of this discussion.
Qualcomm: Both measurement and mobility sections will be updated in RAN2#93 to include LWI (no ASN.1 impact for these parts). Per RAN2#92 agreement which should be well known by all, this CR was only intended to cover LWA.
Suggested Solution (QC): Update this section to include RCLWI (see CR2009)
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.020
	5.6.X.3.2
	Success report is only triggered based on eNB configuration. Text not inlined with WF at RAN2#92
	3
	The UE in RRC_CONNECTED configured for LTE-WLAN Aggregation initiates the WLAN status reporting procedure when it connects successfully to a WLAN based on eNB configuration, or its connection to the WLAN fails.
Huawei: Agree that the sentence is incorrect but the proposed text is unclear.Samsung: See our remark to H.041 (i.e. we think further discussion is required and plan a contribution to RAN2#93 (we assume failure reporting is always performed when configured with LWA while success reporting is performed when timer is configured)
Intel: correction not needed, use Q.006 that fixes the same problem instead.Ericsson: Agree to intention. Not sure if the wording is clear though. Mayve we should say that the UE connects to a WLAN matching a WLAN identifier in the mobility set?
Nokia Networks: The wording “eNB configuration is very ambiguous” – do we really need to state all the consequent details in the introductory sentence? See also Q.006.
Qualcomm: This change is fine but please note that the configuration is via setting the AssociationTimer and not a separate flag by the eNB (this was the compromise agreement during the email discussion). We can also add “within the Mobility Set” after “to a WLAN” for more clarification.
Suggested Solution (QC): eNB configuration is clear from the procedures; solution to Q.006 also addresses this issue
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.062
	5.6.X.3.2
	According to current spec the UE sends the WLAN connection status report regardless of whether the eNB has configred the UE to do so. But this is not according to the usual way we do things and the UE should only send the report if configured to do so.
	3
	Discuss and change to the following:

5.6.X.3.2 Initiation
The UE in RRC_CONNECTED configured to provide WLAN connection status reports initiates the procedure when it connects successfully to a WLAN or its connection to the WLAN fails.
Huawei: This is still incorrect (the UE does not always report successful connection to any WLAN or does not report failure to connect to a WLAN), only successful connection to a WLAN in the WLAN mobility set and failure to connect to any WLAN in the WLAN mobility set..
Intel: Agreeable, see also Q.006
Qualcomm: Same as C.020. Please note that the actual procedural text mandates that the successful report is sent only when configured by the eNB via AssociationTimer (T351) as follows

5.6.X.5	 WLAN Status Monitoring
The UE shall:
1> if WLAN connection is successful:
2>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to successfulAssociation;
2>	set the wlan-IdentifiersAssociated in VarWLAN-Status to the one belonging to the successfully connected WLAN; 
2>	if timer T351 is running:
3>	stop timer T351;
3> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3; 

Suggested Solution (QC):Similar to C.020; using the association timer upon mobility set update triggers signaling for success
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.063
	5.6.X.3.2
	It is not clear what the UE does when the UE "initiates" the WLAN Connection Status reporting proceedure. E.g. the UE never sends the indication when it initiates the proceedure?
	3
	Some text similar to the one for the IDC-indication can be considered.
Huawei: We need clear modelling of interactions with upper layers.
Intel: Agree, this should be defined.
Nokia Networks: See N.203 for a related proposal.
Qualcomm: Agree that a text similar to IDC would be appropriate.
Suggested Solution (QC):See the text provided in the CR2008
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.021
	5.6.X.3.3
	Report WLAN ID on failure case not agreed.
	3
	Remove all related parts:
1>	if wlan-status is different than successfulAssociation: 
2>	set wlan-Identifiers to wlan-IdentifiersAssociated in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig if exists; 
Samsung: See resonse to H.042
Intel: See H.042. Thechnically this was not agreed, but we think having WLAN identifiers are useful for failure indication.Ericsson: This needs more discussion.
Qualcomm: Same as H.042; there was more support for adding the identifiers for the failure case but this can be finalized in RAN2#93
Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current text
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.060
	5.6.X.3.3
	It has not been agreed yet how many WLANs should be included in the failure message. The current CR suggests that there is only one. This is against many companies proposals
	3
	Stage 2 discussions should be finalized and then this section should be adjusted accordingly.
Samsung: See resonse to H.042
Intel: Reporting a number of APs to which UE failed to associate is also fine with me.
Qualcomm: The failure only concerns the connection to the current serving AP. But if the intent here is for connection attempts to multiple APs, then this is fine.
Suggested Solution (QC):Since the failure report comes with a cause value, it is difficult to report multiple WLANs. However, it makes sense to report at least the last one which failed. The proposal is to include to keep a wlan-IdentifiersLast in VarWLAN-Status. See CR2008.
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.089
	5.6.X.5
	Success report is only triggered based on eNB configuration. Text not inlined with WF at RAN2#92
	3
	2>  if timer T351 is running:
3>  stop timer T351;
3> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3; 
2>  if wlanStatusReportRequired is included
3> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3; 
Huawei: We could couple this with the association timer.
Intel: AgreeEricsson: Yes the WLAN status report should only be sent when eNB configured the UE to do so.
Qualcomm: The setting of the timer by the eNB serves as the configuration to report success in the current CR and a separate flag is not needed.
Suggested Solution (QC):No change; the timer itself is used as the configuration
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.022
	5.6.X.5
	Update needed based on updated cause values. Need diffrentiation between authentication and association failure.
	3
	Update based on cause value updates needed.
Samsung: We are not aware of agreements related to this, requires further discussion
Intel: Comment not clear
Ericsson: We dont see a need to differentiate "authentication" and "association". Anyway we can discuss in Malta.
Qualcomm: The cause values added here were based on the minimum agreement by companies. Further cause values is an open issue on the Exception Sheet.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.023
	5.6.X.5
	Based on WF at RAN2#92, successful status report should only be triggered one-time only. Such details are not captured.
	3
	Insert the related procedure texts for one-time only report.

Intel: AgreeEricsson: Yes.
Nokia Networks: Agree many of the details for the status report seem not yet to be captured – needs more discussion in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: This is already covered. The UE stops the timer T351 and initiates the Status Reporting and thus will never send it if the timer does not start again with a new Mobility Set.
Suggested Solution (QC):The current text already covers this; there is no multiple reporting
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.041
	5.6.12
	5.6.12
The UE in RRC_CONNECTED configured for LTE-WLAN Aggregation initiates the WLAN status reporting procedure when it connects successfully to a WLAN or its connection to the WLAN fails.

Agreements were:
· The UE shall report a “success” indication in the WLAN Status Reporting message to confirm its successful connection with WLAN and readiness for LWA in the eNB configured Mobility Set.
· This indication is triggered only once upon UE receiving a new Mobility Set. The UE shall send the indication only if the eNB sets this flag in the RRC message containing the new Mobility Set.
Two things are missing:
1 WLAN should be one of mobility set;
2 Only upon receving a new mobility set;
Seem detailed comments:
	2
	Samsung: We agree that the first agreement is missing. We assumed failures are always reported when configured with LWA while success is reported only when the timer is configured i.e. no separate configuration/ flag. Some more discussion seems desirable (at RAN2#93 i.e. actually we have planned a contribution covering this)Intel: Generally seems agreeable, but the detailed comments are missing.Ericsson: This need to be polished.
Nokia Networks: See also N.203 – this needs more discussion during RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: The “missing” parts are covered by other procedural text. This section is the high level description.
Suggested Solution (QC):This is covered by the solution to Q.006
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.201
	5.6.X
	3>	forward the S-KWT to upper layers to be used as a Pairwise Master Key (PMK) for WLAN authentication;

	2
	what are these upper layers?

Intel: This would be the WLAN connection manager in some cases, or just WLAN driver in some other cases. At any rate these are outside of 3GPP scope, so generic “upper layers” is OK.
Nokia Networks: For WLAN interworking we extensively used “upper layers”,so that’s where this approach is coming from. No strong opinion if something else is needed. 
Qualcomm: This implies LTE upper layers. It is better to use “WLAN upper layers” which is consistent with the text for CDMA and this was the original text in the CR. However, Ericsson didn’t want this and suggested to remove “WLAN”. We are fine to either use “WLAN upper layers” or just “upper layers”.
Suggested Solution (QC):The UE needs to forward PMK to “WLAN”. Ericsson is against using either WLAN or upper layers as the recepient but we need to have something. No change unless there is a proposal from Ericsson.

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.202
	5.6.X
	2>	if the received lwa-ConfigPart includes lwa-MobilityPart:

	2
	What are these “–part” endings?
Samsung: In DC there were 2 configuration parts i.e. one part generated by MeNB and one part by SeNB. So far we have no WLAN configuration that is signalled via LTE so use of word ‘Part’ indeed seems confusing
Nokia Networks: We agree the “Part” could be removed from the names.
Qualcomm: The “-part” ending can be removed (it was used in earlier CRs when other “parts” were used).

Editor (QC): Will remove “-part” endings.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.005
	5.6.X.2
	In the procedure below, the timer T351 should not start if WLAN connection is not available such as due to user preferences:
3>	if the received lwa-MobilityPart includes lwa-AssociationTimer: 
4>	start timer T351 with the timer value set according to the value of lwa-AssociationTimer; 
	2
	Add a condition that Status Reporting is initiated if connection is not available (change “if” to “else if” and add new steps 3 and 4 before) and timer starts otherwise as follows:

3> if WLAN connection is not available:
4> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3;

3>	else if the received lwa-MobilityPart includes lwa-AssociationTimer: 
4>	start timer T351 with the timer value set according to the value of lwa-AssociationTimer; 
Huawei: Agree.Samsung: This may require some further discussion (i.e. at RAN2#93)
Intel: OK
Ericsson: Yes, these details has not been looked at much. Should be polished such that it all fits together.
Suggested Solution (QC): Add “connection attempt” to 5.6.X.5 so that the failure due to unavailabe WLAN is included.
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.016
	5.6.X.1
	Mobility Set definition should match Stage-2 CR
	2
	The UE stores the current WLAN Mobility Set, which is a set of one or more WLAN Access Points (APs) identified by one or moreWLAN identifiers, in wlan-MobilitySet in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig
Huawei: Can't a WLAN AP have several SSIDs, i.e. different WLANs? In that case, the statement from stage 2 is incorrect.
Intel: Disagree. We use the term “WLAN” everywhere in 36.331, if we change it here, we will have to do so everywhere in the document.  Ericsson: Sure.
Qualcomm: The additional text is fine.
Suggested Solution (QC): Keep the current text

	Open (LWA CR)

	C.017
	5.6.X.1
	Not clear text. Which purpose? 
	2
	The UE can perform WLAN mobility within the Mobility Set (connect to another WLAN whose identifiers match the ones in wlan-MobilitySet) without any signalling to E-UTRAN for this purpose.
Huawei: Can remove but was clear.
Intel: Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: The intention here was to emphasize that no additional signaling is needed for the WLAN mobility purpose. But it is fine to delete the text as this can considered to be obvious Another option is to add “WLAN mobility specific” before “signaling to E-UTRAN”.

Editor (QC): Will remove the text “for this purpose”.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.055
	5.6.X.1
	Confusing/incorrect statement about several mobility sets:
The mobility between Mobility Sets is triggered by WLAN measurement events described in Section 5.5.4.
	2
	The UE has at most one mobility set so mobility between "Mobility Sets" (plural) is not applicable. 
Also it is not correct to say that the WLAN measurement events trigger mobility between mobility sets. It is the eNB's responsibility to update a UE's mobility set and this can be based on eNB's internal decisions (which may be based on WLAN measurement reports received from the UE). What the sentence is trying to say is that the eNB can update the mobility set based on WLAN measurement . This sentence should be corrected as follows (note that since it is still FFS whether periodic reporting is supported we should not have the current restriction saying that only the WLAN measurement event triggers can be used, i.e. the reference to 5.5.4 should instead be to 5.5): 
Addition/removal/modification of a Mobility Set for a UE is managed by E-UTRAN (and may be based on e.g. WLAN measurement reports described in Section 5.5).
The yellow highlighed above can be removed. No strong view from me.
Huawei: It is not clear what is "addition" or "removal" of a Mobility Set. Also, the text should only refer to "the WLAN mobility set" (i.e. "WLAN" must be there and "a" should not be used). Possible wording: E-UTRAN indicates the WLAN IDs to be included (added/removed) in the WLAN mobility set (possibly based on WLAN measurement reports described in section 5.5).Samsung: Not sure what the proposal is precisely, but word addition suggests UE may be configured with multiple mobility sets. Better use configure.
Intel: Seems OK.
Qualcomm: Agree that “between Mobility Sets” can be confusing. The proposed sentence is already covered in the paragraph and the preceding sentence is about mobility within the Mobility Set so it is more consistent to modify this sentence as follows:
“The mobility from a Mobility Set is triggered is by WLAN measurement events described in Section 5.5.4”

Editor (QC): Will paraphrase as “The mobility from a Mobility Set may be triggered by WLAN measurement reports described in Section 5.5.4”. Note that the update of Mobility Set is already covered in the previous sentences. 

	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.006
	5.6.X.3.2
	The current text says “…initiates the WLAN status reporting procedure when it connects successfully to a WLAN…”. However, The WLAN status reporting for successful connection should only be initiated after a Mobility Set update. 
	2
	Modify the sentence as “…initiates the WLAN status reporting procedure when it connects successfully to a WLAN after a Mobility Set change”
Huawei: Agree.Samsung: Assumption is to clarify success reporting is done once after mobility set (re-)configuration
Intel: Agree.Ericsson: I dont think it is clear how it works. If the UE gets kicked out from the WLAN after having been connected for a long time, then the UE should of course also indicate the failure. This should be clear from the spec. I don’t know exactly if QC's comment addresses this.
Nokia Networks: Not so clear what “connects successfully” or “after mobility set change” mean – we haven’t defined those as concepts at RRC level. To us the current level of detail seems sufficient, this is only introductory sentence and the details are given in the procedural text.
Suggested Solution (QC):Add “after mobility set update”. Note that “successful completion” is already in the text
	Open (LWA CR)

	I.018
	5.6.X.3.3
	In the current conditions the failure case due to RRC connection reject is missing. In this case wlan-IdentifiersAssociated will be empty, but it is mandatory to include WLAN indentifier in failures. 
	2
	Discuss how to handle the failure case due to RRC connection reject. We either need to fill here the WLANs the UE tried and failed to associate to or not fill it at all.
Samsung: We do not really understand the scenario
Ericsson: This needs more discussion.
Qualcomm: If the UE rejects the RRC connection, it does not even initiate LWA configuration and hence no WLAN reporting; so there is no issue.
Suggested Solution (QC):No change; there is no WLAN status reporting when RRC connection fails since LWA is not configured.
	Open (LWA CR)

	Q.007
	5.6.X.5
	Current text says “if WLAN connection fails”. It is good to clarify that this applies to both existing connection and connectivity attempt due to unavailability of WLAN radio.
	2
	Change “1>	if WLAN connection fails:” to
1>	if WLAN connection fails or is not available :
Huawei: we need clear modelling of interactions with upper layers.
Intel: AgreeEricsson: I assumed a non available connection is a failed connection, anyway we can clarify this somehow.
Suggested Solution (QC):Add “connection attempt” which should also cover unavailability.
	Open (LWA CR)

	Q.008
	5.6.X.5
	When WLAN connection (or attempt) fails, timer T351 should be stoppped. 
	2
	Add the following step above “2>	perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3;”

2>stop timer T351, if running:

Intel: AgreeEricsson: I don’t agree, If the UE fails to connect to a WLAN A in the mobility set but also has a WLAN B in the mobility set then the UE shall not send the report before it has tried to connect to WLAN B.
Nokia Networks: The status reporting procedure should be similar to DC, and anyway it is up to UE to declare when the WLAN failure occurs. But once the indication is sent, it should be clear that the connection has failed. Therefore, the T351 could be stopped as UE should also stop attempting to connect to the WLAN. We should continue the discussion on this in RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: This is when the connection failed after UE exhausted all options (connection attempts to other APs in the Mobility Set) and will be sending a failure report and thus it is an obvious correction.

Editor (QC): Added the proposed step

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.057
	5.6.X.6
	Not clear what "disable the functionality at the PDCP entity…" means.
There is an extra dot in the following

1> for each lwa bearer that is part of the current UE configuration:
2>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN;<extra dot here>
	2
	Clarify exactly what this means (which functionality is addressed).
Remove the extra dot.
Samsung: We assume that the UE does not autonomously reconfigure DRB type upon LWA release. We think that user plane action upon DRB type change requires some further discussion during RAN2#93 (plan to have contribution, see comment to E.035)
Intel: We think that the text “disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN” should be removed altogether (here and elsewhere), it does not mean much.
Qualcomm: Please see E.035; same solution applies.
Suggested Solution (QC):Covered by the solution to E.035
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.026
	5.6.X.6, Release of LWA configuraiton
	PDCP data recovery is not started after LWA release.
	2
	Like with DC, PDCP data recovery should be triggered after LWA release, i.e.
5.6.X.6	Release of LWA Configuration
The UE shall:
2> for each lwa bearer that is part of the current UE configuration:
2>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN; 
2> perform PDCP data recovery for the bearer; 
1>	delete any existing values in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig and VarWLAN-Status; 
1>	stop timer T351, if running: 

Intel: OKEricsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree with the correction

Editor (QC): Will add the proposed step

	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.043
	5.6.X2
	Missing UE requirement to attempt connection to a WLAN in the list.
	2
	Intel: Agree

Ericsson: Is not the following sufficient? " When the UE receives a new or updated Mobility Set, it initiates connection to a WLAN whose identifiers match the ones in wlan-MobilitySet, if not already connected to such a WLAN."
Nokia Networks: Agree with Ericsson the above could be sufficient.
Qualcomm: There is text which clearly says that the UE will attempt to connect to WLAN in the Mobility Set. Further text can be added here but does not seem necessary.
Suggested Solution (QC):No change as this seems to be clear enough in the current text.
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.044
	5.6.X2.2
	When the received wlanToReleaseList includes wlan-IdentifiersAssociated in VarWLAN-Status, shouldn't T357 be started and the UE be required to establish a WLAN connection to a WLAN included in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig ?
	2
	Samsung: Not sure if we need to specify UE requirements for the release from mobilitySet of the WLAN the UE is currently associated with i.e. unlikely case? Requires further discussionIntel: Agree
Ericsson: Maybe we should discuss this detail in Malta.
Qualcomm: This is already covered. The UE starts the timer T351 whenever the Mobility Set is updated. If it can keep the current connection, it will stop the timer immediately and, if configured by the eNB (via AssociationTimer), it will report success event.
Suggested Solution (QC): No change since this is already covered
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.045
	5.6.X3.2
	The triggers are unclear, contradict with 5.6.X4/5 and with RAN2 agreement that the UE does not report failure if the UE can connect to another WLAN in the mobility set.
	2
	Refer to other subclauses or reword e.g. "The UE initiates the procedure upon successful connection to a WLAN with identities included in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig while T357 is running, upon T37 expiry and, when the UE is configured with at least one LWA DRB, upon failure to connect to a WLAN with identities included in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig after the previous connection to WLAN failed."

Ericsson: Yes all the details are not settled for this it seems.
Qualcomm: The comment is about the Initiation section which gives the high level procedure. The triggers and details are all clear from the subsequent procedural text. Further clarification (repetition) can be added but  does not seem necessary.
Suggested Solution (QC):The changes in CR2008 now have more details which cover this issue.
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.046
	5.6.X3.5
	It is not clear that the "successful establishment" is to a WLAN with identities matching the identities in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig.
	2
	Replace "1> if WLAN connection is successful" with "1> upon successful establishment of a connection to a WLAN with identities included in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig"

Intel: Ericsson: Agree
Qualcomm: Since the UE will only attempt to a WLAN within the Mobility Set (as captured clearly), this is obvious. But it can be added for further repetitive clarification.
Suggested Solution (QC): Change to “if WLAN connection to a WLAN within wlan-MobilitySet in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig is successful”
	Open (LWA CR)

	H.047
	5.6.X3.5
	WLAN connection failure reporting is incorrect because:
- it is not clear that connection failure refers to the UE configured with at last one LWA bearer, currently the procedure could also apply for WLAN connection failure even when LWA is not used
- the procedure does not correctly reflect RAN2 agreement that the UE does not report failure if the UE can connection to another WLAN in the mobility set.
	2
	Replace "1> if WLAN connection fails" with "
1> upon failure of the WLAN connection when at least a LWA DRB is configured:
2> if the UE cannot to establish the WLAN connection to another WLAN with identities included in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig "
and then increase indentation level of the text following this in 5.6.X3.5
Samsung: Requires more discussion. We wonder if UE can actually be configured with LWA but without bearer mapped to WLAN resources and/ or with empty mobility set (in DC UE always has SCG cell and DRB using SeNB resources)
Intel: Agree
Ericsson: Huawei wants that it is applicable also when no LWA DRB is configured, but the above seems to only be applicable when LWA DRBs are configured.
Qualcomm: Since the UE can move within the Mobility Set without informing the eNB (captured in the CR), it is again obvious that it will send the failure only when it can’t find another WLAN within the Mobility Set so proposed 2> is redundant but can be added as yet another repetivie clarification. 1> is not a good idea as it takes away the eNB flexibility to separate WLAN mobility and DRB configuration and instead of linking the behavior at the UE side for mobility and DRB configuration, it is better to use the explicit eNB configuration for each (in addition, when LWI is added, we want to keep the same text so WLAN mobility should be separate from LWA DRB configuration).
Suggested Solution (QC):Adopt the change in 2> but reporting only when configured with DRB requires online discussion.
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.339
	5.6.X
	It is not described what UE should do when mobility set is empty (current conditions never remove the set)

	2
	Better to have EUTRAN never configure empty set and to remove set/release LWA if mobility set is emptied. 
Other option: add condition to 5.6.X that UE should discard the mobility set and stop LWA in case LWA is configured if mobility set is empty.

C.016 proposes another solution where mobility set is never empty. 
Qualcomm: Empty set should be considered as a misconfiguration by E-UTRAN so better to follow C.016 suggestion for it not to happen.

Editor (QC): Will adopt the C.016 solution
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.004
	5.6.X.1
	In “The UE can report the WLAN connection status…”, “can” should be replaced by “shall”
	1
	Replace “can” by “shall”
Samsung: This is assumed to be descriptive section i.e. requirements specified elsewhere. Seems best not to use may/ should/ shall but e.g. reports.
Intel: OK, but the text should be “if configured by the eNB”, i.e. not always.
Ericsson: Yes.

Editor (QC): Change “can report” to “reports”.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.054
	5.6.X.1
	It is not clear what "lwa DRB" is, even though it is referred to in the RRC spec.
	1
	Add the following to clarify what "lwa DRB" is as follows:
5.6.X.1	Introduction 
E-UTRAN can configure the UE to connect to a WLAN and configure bearers for LWA (referred to as lwa DRBs).
Huawei: Need a better definition.
Intel: Agree to have LWA DRB definition, but the wording can be further improved.
Qualcomm: Either refer to the definition of “LWA bearer” in 36.300 or copy this definition to 36.331:
LWA bearer: in LTE-WLAN Aggregation, a bearer whose radio protocols are located in both the eNB and the WLAN to use both eNB and WLAN resources.
It seems better just to refer to 36.300 instead of duplication.

Editor (QC): Will use “LWA bearer” and refer to the stage-2 definition

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.056
	5.6.X.1
	Inprecise formulation about the WLAN connection status as it says that the UE "can" send a report in the following:
The UE can report the WLAN connection status information to E-UTRAN as described in Section 5.6.X.3.
	1
	Change as follows:
If configured, the UE reports successful or failed WLAN connection to E-UTRAN as described in Section 5.6.X.3.
Huawei: This statement is anyway incorrect.
Intel: Agree. Related to Q.004.
Qualcomm: Same as Q.004. “can” should be replaced by “shall”.

Editor (QC): Covered by Q.004 solution.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.058
	5.6.X.2
	Extra space in the following
4>	for each wlan-ID included in wlanToAddList: 
5>	add wlan- <here>ID to the current wlan-MobilitySet in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig; 
	1
	Remove the space
Huawei: Agree

Editor (QC): Will remove the extra space
	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.020
	5.6.X.5
	The field associated in the UE variable VarWLAN-MobilityConfig includes the information whether the UE is connected/not connected to a WLAN configured for LWA. 
The value FALSE is set upon T351 expiry as specified in 5.6.X.4. However, the case where the value TRUE is set is missing.
The UE shall:
1>	if T351 expires:
2>	set the field associated in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig to false; set the field status in VarWLAN-Status to failureTimeout;
2> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3; 
	1
	Add condition in 5.6.X.5 with which the field associated in the UE variable VarWLAN-MobilityConfig is set to TRUE:
The UE shall:
1> if WLAN connection is successful:
2>	set the associated in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig to true;
2>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to successfulAssociation;
2>	set the wlan-IdentifiersAssociated in VarWLAN-Status to the one belonging to the successfully connected WLAN; 
2>	if timer T351 is running:
3>	stop timer T351;
3> perform WLAN Connection Status Reporting procedure in Section 5.6.X.3; 
Huawei: We should clarifiy whether the UE runs into this procedure every time the UE changes WLAN within the WLAN mobility set or only when the UE first connects to a WLAN in the WLAN mobility set. This requires clear modelling of interactions with upper layers (i.e. what exactly are the indications from upper layers).
Ericsson: Would not the presence of "wlan-IdentifiersAssociated " implicitly be saying "true"? It needs more discussion on how everything fits together.
Qualcomm: Agree with the correction.
Editor (QC): “associated” has been removed in the updated CR so this issues is not valid anymore.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.061
	5.6.X.5
	It is not clear which exact moment the UE sends the WLAN connection status message:
The UE shall:
2> if WLAN connection is successful:
	1
	Clarify as follows:

The UE shall:
1> if the UE successfully establishes a connection to WLAN:
Huawei: This is not anymore clear. See comment in I.020.
Intel: Don’t see any difference between the old and the new text.
Qualcomm: The change is fine.
Suggested Solution (QC):Adopt the proposed change along with H.047
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.064
	5.6.X.5
	It should be "else if" in some places in the following:

2>	if the failure is due to WLAN radio link issues:
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureRadioLink;
2>	if the failure is due to internal UE problems related to WLAN (e.g. connection to another WLAN based on user preferences or user turning off WLAN connection):
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureInternal;
2>	if the failure is due to connection rejection from WLAN:
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureConnReject;
2>	else:
	1
	Update as follows:

2>	if the failure is due to WLAN radio link issues:
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureRadioLink;
2>	else if the failure is due to internal UE problems related to WLAN (e.g. connection to another WLAN based on user preferences or user turning off WLAN connection):
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureInternal;
2>	else if the failure is due to connection rejection from WLAN:
3>	set the status in VarWLAN-Status to failureConnReject;
2>	else:
Huawei
Intel: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree with the correction.

Editor (QC): will update as proposed
	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.019
	5.6.X.6
	A condition to inform upper layers of the release of LWA configuration should be added.
	1
	Add condition to inform upper layers of the release of LWA configuration.
Huawei: Agree.
Ericsson: what are these upper layers and why this is needed?
Qualcomm: I assume the intent here is for the UE to disassociate from WLAN for LWA. Then this is acceptable. As discussed in E.201, a better term is “WLAN upper layers” as this is the target of the information but not NAS.

Editor (QC):Added the proposed text
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.065
	5.6.X.6
	"lwa bearer" is not defined.
It is not clear when this procedure should be initiated:
The UE shall:
1> for each lwa bearer that is part of the current UE configuration:
2>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN; 
1>	delete any existing values in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig and VarWLAN-Status; 
1>	stop timer T351, if running: 
	1
	Change to use "lwa DRB" instead (and make it not italic), clarify that the UE shall do this when releasing the LWA configuration:
The UE shall when releasing the LWA configuration:
1> for each lwa DRB that is part of the current UE configuration:
2>	disable the functionality at the PDCP entity to handle reception of data from WLAN; 
1>	delete any existing values in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig and VarWLAN-Status; 
1>	stop timer T351, if running: 
Intel: OK

Qualcomm: Changing italic is fine as well as changing “lwa” to “LWA”. The name of the procedure is “Release of LWA Configuration” and called upon to release LWA configuration; the benefit of putting the same thing again in the text underneath is unclear.
Editor (QC): “LWA bearer” is used throughout now
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.009
	6.3.5
	In WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13, “countryCode-r13” reflect the current WLAN specifications. However, for future extensibility, it is better to use extensions.
	1
	Add ellipsis as follows:
countryCode-r13			ENUMERATED {unitedStates, europe, japan, global, …}	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
Ericsson: OK.

Editor (QC): Will add ellipsis
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.034
	5.6.X.3.3
	Procedure text suggests wlan-Identifiers are signalled only in unsuccesful case
	2/ 3
	Cover both cases (best to combine with restructuring, see previous)
Intel: RAN2 have never agreed to send the identifiers in the success case
Ericsson: Is it reallyt needed to have it for both cases? failure enough

Qualcomm: The initial CR had the identifiers for both success and failures; however it was commented by several companies that this was not needed for success. We are fine to change to both or keep the current format.

Suggested Solution (QC):Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)
TDoc Sam


	S.035
	5.6.X.3.3, wlan-Identifiers
	It is not entirely clear which identifiers of an AP the UE reports
	2/ 3
	Intel: See comments to E.060, C.021 and H.042
Ericsson: This needs more discussion.

Qualcomm: Similar to S.027. The current text leaves this to UE implementation. eNB configuration can be considered in RAN2#93 based on contributions.
Suggested Solution (QC):Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR) TDoc Sam


	H.042
	5.6.X.3.3
	5.6.X.3.3
The UE shall set the contents of the WLANConnectionStatusReport message as follows:
1>	set wlan-status to status in VarWLAN-Status;
1>	if wlan-status is different than successfulAssociation: 
2>	set wlan-Identifiers to wlan-IdentifiersAssociated in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig if exists; 
1>	submit the WLANConnectionStatusReport message to lower layers for transmission, upon which the procedure ends;
Do we really agree to include WLAN IDs?
	
	5.6.X.3.3
The UE shall set the contents of the WLANConnectionStatusReport message as follows:
1>	set wlan-status to status in VarWLAN-Status;
1>	if wlan-status is different than successfulAssociation: 
Samsung: Some further discussion seems desirable regarding the WLAN identities to report in the different cases
Intel: No, we did not. However, there was a general understanding that at least for failure case these are useful. 
Ericsson: This needs more discussion.
Qualcomm: During the email discussion, some companies wanted identifiers for both success and failure, some for failure only, and some for none. Including for failure only was a compromise. This can of course be discussed further in RAN2#93 if needed.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	6.2.1 Message definitions

	C.039
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
	For message description, Failure case reporting is also needed for RCLWI.
	3
	The WLANConnectionStatusReport message is used to inform the successful connection to WLAN for LWA or failure of the WLAN connection for LWA or RCLIW.
Samsung: Endorsed CR only concerned LWA. We think that adding (some) LWI elements is out of scope of this review
Ericsson: Agree, we need to discuss further in RAN2 though.
Qualcomm The current CR was only for LWA (per RAN2#92 agreement). The addition of LWI may happen in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC):See CR2009
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.040
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
	Madatory reporting of WLAN ID under failure case does not have any stage-2 agreements
	3
	Remove  “-- Cond Fail” for wlan-Identifiers-13 IE
Samsung: Agree to remove, but only because conditions are not used in uplink (see S.052)
Ericsson: This has not been discussed. We should discuss it in RAN2 first. 
Qualcomm: This can be discussed in RAN2#93
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	I.028
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
	In the explanation of the condition Fail the otherwise handling is missing.
	1
	Update the explanation of the condition Fail as follows:

The field is mandatory present if the status is set to failureRadioLink or failureInternal or failureConnReject or failureOther. Otherwise the field is not present.

Ericsson: First we should agree on which cause values there should be though.
Qualcomm: The addition is fine.

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed change for correctness of the description; the discussion on cause values will happen separately in RAN2#93 and covered by many other issues reported here.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	Z.047
	6.2.2
	In the definition of new RRC message “WLANConnectionStatusReport-r13”, the message naming inconsistency occurs.
	2
	-- ASN1START

WLANConnectionStatusReport-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	rrc-TransactionIdentifier			RRC-TransactionIdentifier,
	criticalExtensions					CHOICE {
		c1									CHOICE {
			,
wlanConnectionStatusReport-r13 	WLANConnectionStatusReport-r13-IEs,		
spare7 NULL,
			spare6 NULL, spare5 NULL, spare4 NULL,
			spare3 NULL, spare2 NULL, spare1 NULL
		},
		criticalExtensionsFuture			SEQUENCE {}
	},
	...
}

 WLANConnectionStatusReport-r13-IEs ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Status-r13					WLAN-Status-r13,
	wlan-Identifiers-r13				WLAN-Identifiers-r12			OPTIONAL	,	-- Cond Fail
	...
}

-- ASN1STOP
Huawei:
Ericsson:  Agree with this change.
Qualcomm:  Don’t agree that this change is needed. There doesn’t seem to be any inconsistency here; it is just a choice of naming.
Editor (QC): Adopted the proposed change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.065
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
	WLAN-Status-IEs
6.2.2
WLAN-Status-IEs ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Status-r13					WLAN-Status-r13,
	wlan-Identifiers-13				WLAN-Identifiers-r12			OPTIONAL	,	-- Cond Fail
	...
}
Do we really agreed to add WLAN ids?
	2
	6.2.2
WLAN-Status-IEs ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Status-r13			WLAN-Status-r13,
	...
}
	WLANConnectionStatusReport field descriptions

	wlan-Status
Indicates the connection status to WLAN and the cause of failures.

	



Samsung: Some more discussion seems desirable on when to include certain WLAN identifiersIntel: Technically, we did not. But we think reporting WLAN identifiers in failure case is useful.Ericsson comment: I find no agreement on this either. This needs to be discussed online.
Qualcomm: Don’t agree with the proposal. See S.034; this solution was a compromise between having identifiers in every case vs none but it can be further discussed in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.203
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
				wlan-Status-r13			WLAN-Status-IEs,
			spare7 NULL,
			spare6 NULL, spare5 NULL, spare4 NULL,
			spare3 NULL, spare2 NULL, spare1 NULL
	2
	why there is so many values?
Samsung: 3 spares seem sufficient
Intel: It is very likely that status report will be extended in the future
Qualcomm: Can be reduced to 3 spare values.

Editor (QC): Will reduce to 3 spare values.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.204
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport
	The conditional presence filed is ambiguous.
“The field is mandatory present if the status is set to failureRadioLink or failureInternal or failureConnReject or failureOther.”
	2
	not clear what do these mean, these have not been agreed
Intel: We think it is useful to have WLAN identifiers in failure case.
Qualcomm: These have been agreed during the email discussion.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	S.052
	6.2.2 WLANConnectionStatusReport, wlan-Identifiers
	Conditional presence it not applicable in uplink
	2
	Remove (field is also indicated in case of succesful association). Procedural specification (should) when to include
Ericsson comment: Same as issue H.065. I find no agreement on including WLAN identifiers.
Qualcomm: Same comment as S.034 and H.065
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	6.3.2 Radio resource control information elements

	C.065
	6.3.2 lwa-AssociationTimer
	lwa-AssociationTimer is value highly dependant on mobility Set configuration (AP numbers) and WLAN association time out value varries a lot, How these values are deciced? No reasonable analysis is provided! LS to IEEE is abosolutely needed for proper value.
	3
	Remove detailed values.
Send LS to IEEE for recommendation on detailed time out value.
Huawei: RAN2 agreed to have this timer so values should be proposed. The range allows to largely adapt to different conditions.
Intel: The numbers are reasonable. We don’t need a precise estimation of how long WLAN Association will take (which nobody can estimate anyway), we only need a reasonable upper bound, which is what we have here.Ericsson: We don’t think we need to sent an LS to decide these values. If the eNB chooses a value which is too short that means that LWA will not be initiated and the eNB should then choose a higher value next time. We believe RAN2 is competent enough to chose a suitable value range.
Qualcomm: Strongly disagree with this comment. RAN2 does not need any input from IEEE on this. The range of values were chosen wide enough to allow eNB decision flexibility. These values were also put as an open issue to be finalized in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC): This is per RAN2 meeting agreement; keep the current text; the values are pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.066
	6.3.2 lwa-AssociationTimer
	Based on WF at RAN2#92, lwa-AssociationTimer value should be specified but not configured, thus we should remove this IE totally.
WF at RAN2#92:
The value for the timer expiration will be specified (not configured) and shall be large enough (e.g. in minutes) to allow the UE to complete successful connection with WLAN.
	3
	Remove the IE lwa-AssociationTimer and all its related contents!
Huawei: The agreement is that the timer is configurable (see chairman minutes).
Intel: Without the timer, failure indication is meaningless. Ericsson: We believe RAN2 discussed whether this should be confurable or not and then decided to go for a configurable value. The motivation for having it configurable was to align with the DC-case. 
Qualcomm: Not true; the agreement in RAN2#93 was to have a configurable value. The quoted WF was modified during the online session and captured in Chair minutes and CATT participated in that discussion.

Editor (QC): The Chair minutes clearly captures the agreement which is in contradiction with the comment here. No change to the text.
	Closed (LWA CR)

	C.064
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration
	lwa-WT-Counter does not have any stage-2 related agreements
	3
	Remove all “lwa-WT-Counter” related contents
Huawei: We should update this based on SA3 input.
Intel: Strognly disagree!
Ericsson comment: Agree.
Qualcomm: This is taken from the current running SA3 CR. It will be changed if SA3 changes their CR. See also E.205.
Suggested Solution (QC): No change as this has been agreed in SA3
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.067
	6.3.2 LWA-MobilityPart-r13
	eNB configuration for UE status report needs to be defined based on WF at RAN2#92
	3
	Insert a new IE:
wlanStatusReportRequired-r13				BOOLEAN

wlanStatusReportRequired:
True value indicates connection status report from UE is reqired.
Huawei: No strong preference, presence of the timer could be sufficient.

Intel: Agree
Ericsson: Agree, whether the UE sends the WLAN failure report or not should be configurable.
Qualcomm: It is configured by the presence of AssociationTimer and therefore a new flag is not needed. Please refer to the procedural text how AssociationTimer is used for this purpose.
Suggested Solution (QC): No change since the association timer is the flag.
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.106
	6.3.2 PDCPConfig
::statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic, 
::statusPDU-TypeForPolling
	In the field description, the “legacy PDCP Control PDU” is ill-defined since there are 2 legacy PDCP Control PDUs: PDCP Status report, and Interspresed Rohc feedback. This option should be referred to as (the legacy) PDCP Status report.
	3
	Discuss how to improve the wording. This may best be discussed in contribution to February meeting.
Nokia Networks: We will provide a Tdoc to February meeting.

Qualcomm: Ok, this can be fixed in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC): Adopt the proposed change
	Open (LWA CR) Tdoc Nokia RAN2#93

	C.068
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	UE and PDCP based SR have not been fully agreed at stage 2 yet. 
	3
	Remove all UE and PDCP based SR contents and related IEs:
statusFeedbackRequired-r13		
statusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13		
statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13	
statusPDU-Periodicity-r13

Ericsson: These details are to be confirmed in RAN2.
Qualcomm: These did have been agreed; they are in the Chair minutes.
Suggested Solution (QC): No change unless the working assumption is reversed in RAN2#93.

	Open (LWA CR)

	C.068
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	UE and PDCP based SR have not been fully agreed at stage 2 yet. 
	3
	Remove all UE and PDCP based SR contents and related IEs:
statusFeedbackRequired-r13		
statusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13		
statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13	
statusPDU-Periodicity-r13
Ericsson: This is a duplicate.
Coordinate: Closed because duplicated
	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.105
	6.3.2 PDCPConfig, LWA status report
	PDCP Status Report is the name of the legacy-format Control PDU. But in addition we define a new LWA-specific format. We should clarify the text according to how these are captured in PDCP
	3
	Discuss together with PDCP CRs how to capture the field description correctly.
Ericsson: Agree, RAN2 needs to align the a PDCP CR.
Qualcomm: Yes, this needs to be revised after PDCP CR is finalized.
	Open (LWA CR)

	S.059
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config, statusFeedbackRequired (LWA)
	Better change to choice setup/ release, with polling type and periodicity in setup branch.
Further structure depends on whether periodic and polling may be configured simultaneously (or there is a choice)
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93
Ericsson comment: Agree. These details should be discussed.
Qualcomm See E.256; better discuss at RAN2#93

Editor (QC): Will change to release/setup construct.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.108
	6.3.2 PDCPConfig:: statusPDU-Periodicity
	Example values given in field description that are not allowed by value range (which starts from ms50):
Value in milliseconds. Value ms20 means 20 ms, ms40 means 40 ms and so on.
	3
	Discuss what the value range should be, and modify the field description accordingly.
Ericsson: Agree, the value range may also be updated after further discussion at RAN2#93.
Qualcomm: Agree, that is why we suggested to have it as an open issue for RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC):Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.102
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config:: statusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13, :: statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13, :: statusPDU-Periodicity-r13
	These fields can never be released once configured
	3
	Discuss how to implement the release. One alternative:
LWAFeedback-r13 :: = CHOICE {
		release		NULL,
		setup 		SEQUENCE {
			statusFeedbackRequired-r13		BOOLEAN,
			statusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13	ENUMERATED {type1, type2}	OPTIONAL,	-- Cond Lwa-Stat
			statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13	ENUMERATED {type1, type2}	OPTIONAL,	-- Cond Lwa-Stat
			statusPDU-Periodicity-r13		ENUMERATED {ms50, ms100, ms150, ms200, ms300, 
								ms500, ms1000, ms2000, ms5000, ms10000, ms20000, ms50000,
								spare4, spare3, spare2, spare1}		OPTIONAL	-- Cond Lwa-Stat2
		}
}
See also N.104.
Ericsson: In this alternative, if "setup" is configured then" statusFeedbackRequired" is unnecessary. Aside from this we would be fine with a setup-release type of configuration.
Nokia Networks: Agree with Ericsson that with setup/release the flag doesn’t seem necessary. See N.104.

Qualcomm: If we go with the release/setup, then the statusFeedbackRequired-r13 is not needed since that was intended for the release indication.

Editor (QC): Will use the release/setup without the statusFeedbackRequired-r13

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.104
	6.3.2 PDCPConfig::statusFeedbackRequired
	The IE name and the field description seem in conflict. The description seems to assume that it is required and that this IE only determines the trigger.
	3
	It is not clear if this is even needed – See also N.102. If that structure is adopted, this field might not be needed at all.
Ericsson: Agree that this is not needed.
Qualcomm: The purpose for this IE was to use it as a release/setup flag similar to the RLC AM signaling. If release/setup is adopted, this is not needed.
Editor (QC):The structure was changed to setup/release and hence this issue is not valid anymore

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.205
	6.3.2 LWA-configuration
	lwa-WT-Counter
Counter used to derive the authentication key with WLAN.
	2
	We have not yet got these parameters from SA3, should that be indicated somehow?
Huawei: Can put an editor's note in
Intel: This is part of the running CR? we did receive from SA3.
Qualcomm: Same as C.064.

Suggested Solution (QC): SA3 agreed to the parameter; no change is needed
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.206
	6.3.2 LWA-configuration
	LWA-ConfigPart-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	radioResourceConfigDedicatedLWA-r13		RadioResourceConfigDedicatedLWA-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	lwa-MobilityPart-r13				LWA-MobilityPart-r13		OPTIONAL,		-- Need ON
	lwa-WT-Counter-r13				INTEGER (0..65535)			OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

	2
	what is wlan mobility part? it looks like mobility set
Huawei: This should be common for LWA and RCLWI, so not include "LWA" in the name. Also, the name "part" is a bit strange.
Intel: Agree, is  not clear indeed.
Qualcomm: “Part” can be removed

Editor (QC): Will remove “Part” ending
	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.096
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration-r13
	Do we need extendibility for the main part, or only for the LWA-ConfigPart-r13
	2
	Discuss whether the upper level field needs to be extendable

Ericsson comment: Currently there are extensions on both parts. Would that be a problem? 
Nokia Networks: the question is whether we need extendibility for both parts: the parent-field at least has tpo be extendible, but do we need the child-field to be?
Qualcomm: Having both, as is now, is better for full flexibility of future extensions.
Suggested Solution (QC):Keep both extensions

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.196
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	statusFeedbackRequired is unnecessary
	2
	This IE can be removed as statusPDU-TypeForPolling and statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic fills its purpose. Also this parameter is not used anywhere except in a condition for setting statusPDU-TypeForPolling/ statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic, but this conditions can be removed it seems.

Qualcomm: This flag was intended to release the status PDU reporting; needs to be added to the PDCP CR.

Editor (QC): Will change to release/setup construct.without this flag

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.255
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	Lwa-Stat condition specifies when the field is optionally present but does not define any Need code. 
	2
	Add the missing Need code. The Need code needs to be discussed.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.256
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	How are the fields statusFeedbackRequired-r13, tusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13, statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13 and statusPDU-Periodicity-r13 released?
	2
	Add a release/setup construct to fields statusFeedbackRequired-r13, tusPDU-TypeForPolling-r13, statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic-r13 and statusPDU-Periodicity-r13

Qualcomm: By setting the statusFeedbackRequired to false, they can be released. Release/Setup is also possible but note that either Periodic or Polling or both can be set up (per RAN2 agreement).

Editor (QC): Will change to release/setup construct.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.103
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config:: Cond Lwa-Stat, Cond Lwa-Stat2
	No otherwise condition indicated, and any field with Lwa-Stat can never be released.
	2
	Discuss how to ensure fields can be released.

Ericsson comment: Agree, but it would be better to handle this at RAN2#93. It seems to be no need for statusFeedbackRequired-r13 and instead the other parameters (statusPDU-TypeForPolling / statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic) are sufficient.

Editor (QC): Will change to release/setup construct.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.020
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration
	In field description for wlan-ToReleaseList, there is an unnecessary “the” before the “Mobility Set”
	1
	Remove “the”.
Huawei
Ericsson comment: Agree.

Editor (QC): Will remove “the”.
	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.097
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration::lwa-ConfigPart-r13
	Carriage return missing after field type so ellipsis remains in the same line as the field
	1
	Add CR so ellipsis is in the next line
Ericsson comment: Agree.

Editor (QC): Will add Carriage Return

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.098
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration-r13:: LWA-MobilityPart-r13::lwa-AssociationTimer-r13
	Field is Need OP but no semantics for missing field are provided
	1
	Add semantics of what UE does if the field is not provided
Huawei: Field could be OR.
Ericsson comment: Agree. I don’t know if there is any agreement for this though. I think some discussion is needed in RAN2 for this.
Qualcomm: The UE starts the timer only if T351 is present. Given that the UE does not need to perform anything if absent, the NEED can be removed.  
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.099
	6.3.2 LWA-Configuration-r13:: WLAN-Id-List-r13
	This could be moved under a named type field since it’s used in many places
	1
	Create a named type entry for WLAN-Id-List-r13 and refer to it throughout the specifications.
Huawei;
Ericsson comment: Agree.
Qualcomm-LWA: This is acceptable

Editor (QC): Will adopt the proposal

	Closed (LWA CR)

	I.029
	6.3.2 PDCP-Config
	In the explanation of the conditions Lwa-Stat & Lwa-Stat2 the otherwise handling is missing.
	1
	Update the explanation of the conditions Lwa-Stat and Lwa-Stat2 as follows:
Lwa-Stat
The field is optionally present present if statusFeedbackRequired is true. Otherwise the field is not present.
Lwa-Stat2
The field is mandatory present if statusFeedbackRequired is true and statusPDU-TypeForPeriodic exists. Otherwise the field is not present.
Ericsson: We think statusFeedbackRequired is not needed hence these conditions should be changed.

Editor (QC): Will change to release/setup construct and add the proposed text in the explanation

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.107
	6.3.2 PDCPConfig::Cond SetupS
	The condition needs to be updated to ensure reordering timer is also used whenever LWA bearer is reconfigured.
	1
	Modify condition description:
The field is mandatory present in case of setup of or reconfiguration to a split DRB or LWA DRB. The field is optionally present upon reconfiguration of a or LWA/split DRB  or upon DRB type change from LWA/split to MCG DRB, need ON. Otherwise the field is not present.
Intel: 
Ericsson: Agree.

Qualcomm: Will modify as proposed; this was an oversight in the original CR.

Editor (QC): will make the proposed change.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	6.3.5 Measurement information elements

	S.079
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN
	The object should specified by WLAN numerology only i.e not also by ARFCN
	3
	May require furthet discussion at RAN2#92

Ericsson: I didn’t see ARFCN here but it should not be used. What Samsung proposes is in-line with RAN2 agreements.
Qualcomm: The current CR is according to the earlier RAN2 agreements; It seems that Samsung wants to submit a Tdoc challenging this.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR) TDoc Sam


	S.080
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN
	The object should be able to cover multiple operating classes
	3
	May require furthet discussion at RAN2#92

Ericsson: To be discussed in RAN2.
Qualcomm: Same comment as S.079
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR) TDoc Sam


	S.081
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN, WLAN-CarrierInfo
	Is does not seem clear what the UE shall assume if the field is absent . Also, can country really be absent when providing an operating class?
	3
	May require furthet discussion at RAN2#92

Intel: Operating class and country as measurement configuration is simply meaningless! We should indeed discuss this in the main RAN2 session. If this information is missing, the UE simply scan all the channels (which is does anyway in many cases).Ericsson: More discussion needed in RAN2 it seems.
Qualcomm: Agree that “country code” should be conditional on “operating class” and this can be corrected here. If carrierInfo is absent, the UE makes measurements based on the WLAN-Identifiers (similar to Rel-12); but this part can be further discussed in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR) TDoc Sam


	C.082
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	For MeasResultListWLAN-r13 IE, maxCellReport is set to 8 in LTE, but that is not suitable for WLAN, WLAN should be bigger. 
	3
	Use separate IE maxWLAN-CellReport-r13 for LWA

Intel: Agree but we have not discussed which number to use. 8 seems as good as any other options.
Ericsson: Fine, but we should discuss this in RAN2.
Qualcomm: This was not adopted since it requires changes at a few places and the benefit is not clear (does eNB really need to know more than eight best APs?). It can be further discussed in RAN2#93.
Suggested Solution (QC):It is not clear why reporting more than 8 APs has any benefit so keep the current text
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.082
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	For MeasResultListWLAN-r13 IE, maxCellReport is set to 8 in LTE, but that is not suitable for WLAN, WLAN should be bigger. 
	3
	Use separate IE maxWLAN-CellReport-r13 for LWA
Qualcomm: Dupicate entry

Editor (QC): Same as the entry one above

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.266
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	MeasResultWLAN-r13 IE is defined to be extensible with an ordinary nonCritialExtension i.e. an optional empty sequence. Only messages can be extended in this manner where the extension is placed in the end of the message. The extensiblity of Information elements cannot be based on nonCriticalExtensions because they are in the middle of the message and therefore they should be extensible with extension markers instead.
	3
	Replace the nonCriticalExtension with an extension marker.
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will Replace the nonCriticalExtension with an extension marker.



	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.084
	6.3.5 MeasResultWLAN
	Field stationsCount should be optional (only included if requested by EUTRAN)
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93
Intel: see I.031
Ericsson: This I think is clearly a typo, it should for sure be OPTIONAL. We don’t need to discuss it more and I think with current agreement "OPTIONAL" should be added.
Qualcomm: Agree, this was a typo/oversight since it should be as all other WLAN additional measurements. Since this is a trivial correction, it can be done without waiting for discussion in RAN2#93.

Editor (QC): Will add OPTIONAL (this was a typo)

	TDoc Sam
Closed (LWA CR)

	S.086
	6.3.5 MeasResultWLAN, carrierInfo
	It is unclear when the UE includes carrierInfo, and if so which subfields it includes. Note that no specification means the UE is not allowed to include any optional fields
	3
	May need to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93
Intel: Agree to discuss
Ericsson: This needs discussion in RAN2 main session.
Qualcomm: Can be clarified in RAN2#93. It was assumed that no specification meant this was up to UE choice so it was not added.
Suggested Solution (QC):Pending online discussion
	TDoc Sam
Open (LWA CR)

	S.085
	6.3.5 MeasResultWLAN, wlan-Identifiers
	It is unclear which WLAN identifiers the UE shall include e.g. all?
	3
	Probably needs to be discussed/ confirmed during R2#93

Ericsson: This needs discussion in RAN2.
Qualcomm: Similar comment to S.086
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	TDoc Sam
Open (LWA CR)

	H.080
	6.3.6 UE-EUTRA-Capability
	[bookmark: _Toc430281978]–	UE-EUTRA-Capability

WLAN-LWA-Parameters-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-LWA-r13							ENUMERATED {supported}	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-LWA-SplitBearerSupport-r13		ENUMERATED {supported}		OPTIONAL,
	wlan-MAC-Address-r13					OCTET STRING (SIZE (6))	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-SupportedBands-r13				SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13)) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13 OPTIONAL
}

In RAN2#92 meeting, it is agreed that, Indicate an LWA bearer but no need differentiate between split LWA bearer and Switched LWA bearer to be included in the RRC configuration to the UE. So why UE needs to indicate the splitbearer capability? Is there any capability difference between split bearer and switched bearer? If so, ue category should be extened to support both. Otherwise, I don’t think the capability indication for split bearer is necessary. 
	3
	–	UE-EUTRA-Capability

WLAN-LWA-Parameters-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-LWA-r13							ENUMERATED {supported}	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-MAC-Address-r13					OCTET STRING (SIZE (6))	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-SupportedBands-r13				SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13)) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13 OPTIONAL
}

Ericsson: Some companies thought that the difference between supporting split vs. supporting only switched is that larger L2-buffers are needed to support split. This should however be discussed in RAN2.

Suggested Solution (QC): Add in the field description that this support means having the larger L2 buffer size
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.172
	6.3.5 UE-EUTRA-Capability::wlan-LWA-SplitBearerSupport
	It’s not quite clear yet what it means that UE supports split bearer for LWA – needs further discussion
	3
	Discuss in February meeting to see what is the difference between switched and split bearers in UE capabilities.

Intel: Not sure what the problem is.Ericsson: Yes, the capability discussion should be settled first.
Qualcomm: We can clarify, if needed, that the support is for the larger L2 buffer sizes which are TBD for the split bearer. Also see H.080
Suggested Solution (QC): Same as H.080; this is defined in stage-2
	Open (LWA CR)

	N.169
	6.3.5 WLAN-Status
	The status report codes have not been discussed much in RAN2, these are just placeholders.
Also, we may not need ellipsis as extension but could rather define spares
	3
	These need further discussion in February meeting. 

Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Finalizing the cause values is an open issue captured in the Exception sheet and it will be discussed in RAN2#93

Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	C.086
	6.3.5 WLAN-Status
	Status code detailes not discussed. Values are not accruate and complete. Separate reasoncode for authentication and association failure needed.
	3
	WLAN-Status-r13 ::=		ENUMERATED {successfulConnectionAssociation, failureRadioLink,	failureInternal, failureOther, failureTimeout, failureConnAssociationReject,failureAuthenticationReject...}

Ericsson: All these cause caodes need further discussion in RAN2. They have not been agreed. We can remove them all.
Qualcomm: Changing “Association” to “Connection” is fine. There was no agreement on adding AuthenticationReject but this can be discussed in RAN2#93
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.195
	6.3.5 WLAN-Status
	It has not been agreed that these reason codes should be introduced.
Also it seems not appropriate to place this IE in this section/subclause.
	3
	Wait for stage-2 discussions to settle this.
Place the IE in section 6.2.2
Qualcomm: There is no stage-2 discussion; stage-2 CR has been approved. The need for cause value was agreed and the only remaining issue is finalizing the list of these cause values. 
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	I.030
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN
	wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 should be included in ReportConfigInterRAT and not in MeasObjectWLAN-r13.
	2
	Remove wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 from 
MeasObjectWLAN-r13 and add it ReportConfigInterRAT.

Ericsson: Agree, quantity config is a more suitable place.
Qualcomm: Even though the reported elements are quantities, the only real quantity (used for trigger and measurement) is RSSI. That is why only RSSI was used in ReportConfig. But moving this IE to ReportConfig would be acceptable as well.

Editor (QC): Will remove wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 from 
MeasObjectWLAN-r13 and add it ReportConfigInterRAT
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.078
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN
	–	MeasObjectWLAN
-- ASN1START

MeasObjectWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	carrierFreq-r13					CHOICE {
		bandIndicatorList-r13			SEQUENCE ( SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13) ) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13,
		carrierInfo-r13					WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13	
	}		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-Id-List-r13						WLAN-Id-List-r13,
	wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-AvailableAdmissionCapacity-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthDL-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthUL-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-ChannelUtilization-r13			BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-StationCount-r13				BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}



there’s only one carrierInfo-r13. A list of carrierInfo-r13 should be supported.  
	2
	–	MeasObjectWLAN
-- ASN1START

MeasObjectWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	carrierFreq-r13					CHOICE {
		bandIndicatorList-r13			SEQUENCE ( SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13) ) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13,
		carrierInfoList-r13				SEQUENCE ( SIZE (1..maxWLAN-CarrierInfo-r13) ) OF WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13	
	}		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-Id-List-r13						WLAN-Id-List-r13,
	wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-AvailableAdmissionCapacity-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthDL-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthUL-r13		BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-ChannelUtilization-r13			BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-StationCount-r13				BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

6.4
maxWLAN-Bands-r13			INTEGER ::= 8	-- Maximum number of WLAN bands
maxWLAN-CarrierInfo-r13		INTEGER ::= 8	-- Maximum number of WLAN carrier info
maxWLAN-Id-r13				INTEGER ::= 32	-- Maximum number of WLAN identifiers
maxWLAN-Channels-r13		INTEGER ::= 16	-- maximum number of WLAN channels used in
											-- WLAN-CarrierInfo

Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: CarrierInfo already allows signaling multiple channels. Is it really necessary to have multiple operating classes and country codes in the same object?
Suggested Solution (QC): Change to a list of carrierInfo as proposed

	Open (LWA CR)

	E.265
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN
	A general description of the IE is missing
	2
	A description needs to be added, e.g.
The IE MeasObjectWLAN specifies information applicable for WLAN mobility.
Huawei: Agree.
Ericsson: Maybe " The IE MeasObjectWLAN specifies information applicable for inter-RAT WLAN frequencies."
Qualcomm: Agree. Better to change “mobility” to “measurement”.

Editor (QC): Will add “" The IE MeasObjectWLAN specifies information applicable for inter-RAT WLAN measurements."”
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.083
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN, WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested
	This concerns a list of measurement quantities the UE should report, which is normally specified as part of the reporting configuration
	2
	Move to reportConfigWLAN

Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Same as I.030; see comment there.

Editor (QC): The solution for I.030 covers this
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.082
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN, wlan-Id-List
	Shouldn’t delta signalling be supported i.e. add and release of individual entries
	2
	Introduce, as for cell lists

Ericsson: Yes, it would be good to be able to remove-/add-lists.
Qualcomm: The delta signaling is already allowed by the explicit add and release lists here.
Editor (QC): Added delta signaling to CR2007
	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.075
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	–	MeasResults

MeasResultWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Identifiers-r13					WLAN-Identifiers-r12,
	carrierInfo-r13						WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13			OPTIONAL,
	rssiWLAN-r13							WLAN-RSSI-Range-r13			OPTIONAL,
	avaiableAdmissionCapacity-r13		INTEGER (0..31250)	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulDL-Bandwidth-r13				WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulUL-Bandwidth-r13				WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	channelUtilization-r13				INTEGER (0..255)			OPTIONAL,
	stationCount-r13						INTEGER (0..65535),
	nonCriticalExtension					SEQUENCE {}				OPTIONAL
}

1 why rssiWLAN-r13 in MeasResultsWLAN-r13 is optional? 
2 there’s no carrierInfo-r13 IE in WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13, how could carrierInfo-r13 be included in MeasResultWLAN-r13? Besides, there’s no agreement to report carrierInfo of WLAN.
	2
	–	MeasResults


MeasResultWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Identifiers-r13	WLAN-Identifiers-r12,
	
	rssiWLAN-r13	WLAN-RSSI-Range-r13,	
	avaiableAdmissionCapacity-r13	INTEGER (0..31250)	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulDL-Bandwidth-r13	WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulUL-Bandwidth-r13	WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	channelUtilization-r13		INTEGER (0..255) OPTIONAL,
	stationCount-r13			INTEGER (0..65535),
	nonCriticalExtension		SEQUENCE {}	OPTIONAL
}

Intel: Agree thatEricsson: We think RSSI cannotshould always be optional, see also I.031. We can removeincluded. Regarding the carrierInfo for now, there is no agreement on this and should be discussed in RAN2 first.
Qualcomm: Agree with making RSSI mandatory. CarrierInfo can be discussed further in RAN2#93. Note that the UE will determine the CarrierInfo during measurement so the question is whether this information is completely useless for the eNB to know.
Suggested Solution (QC): RSSI has been made mandatory in CR2007. CarrierInfo is pending online discussion.
	Open (LWA CR)

	I.031
	6.3.5 MeasResultWLAN-r13
	Presence of rssiWLAN-r13 is set to optional. However, we don’t think that a UE can report a measurement report without RSSI. Therefore, the presence of rssiWLAN-r13 should be mandatory.
Furthermore, presence of stationCount-r13 is set to mandatory. However, stationCount-r13 belongs to the requested measurements as part of WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13. Therefore, presence of stationCount-r13 should be optional.

MeasResultWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Identifiers-r13	WLAN-Identifiers-r12,
	carrierInfo-r13			WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13			OPTIONAL,
	rssiWLAN-r13			WLAN-RSSI-Range-r13			OPTIONAL,
	avaiableAdmissionCapacity-r13	INTEGER (0..31250)	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulDL-Bandwidth-r13		WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	backhaulUL-Bandwidth-r13			WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	channelUtilization-r13	INTEGER (0..255)			OPTIONAL,
	stationCount-r13		INTEGER (0..65535),
	nonCriticalExtension	SEQUENCE {}
				OPTIONAL
}
	2
	Change presence of rssiWLAN-r13 to mandatory and stationCount-r13 to optional.

Intel: see S.084Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree; also see H.075 for the same issue

Editor (QC): Will change presence of rssiWLAN-r13 to mandatory and stationCount-r13 to optional

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.167
	6.3.5 ReportConfigInterRAT:: ThresholdWLAN-r13
	Same value range is used for WLAN Threshold and WLAN RSSI Range in measurement results – should we harmonize those?
	2
	Discuss if we create a named type for WLAN RSSI use, and if so, use it in both places.

Ericsson: Would be fine to do as Nokia suggests.
Qualcomm: It would be fine to use WLAN-RSSI-Range field for WLAN Threshold and remove this one. The only reason this was not done here was not to use a reference to a local variable.

Editor (QC): Will create a named type for WLAN RSSI use and use it in both places.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.168
	6.3.5 WLAN-CarrierInfo:: countryCode-r13
	Doesn't’ this have to be present always if OP class is there, too? Or shall it be assumed that is is “global” in case in case the field is not present?
	2
	Discuss if clarification is needed, or create e.g. “Cond OPClass” that is used to ensure the country code is always there with OP class. 
Intel: We think that operating class should be removed altogether, suggest discussing this in RAN2#93.
Ericsson: Need further discussion in RAN2.
Qualcomm: Agree that it should be conditional. See S.081 for the same issue.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	Z.076
	6.3.5
	In the definiton for IE “MeasObjectWLAN-r13”, some sub-fields had better be pre-fixed with wlan-.

Furthermore, inside  IE “WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13”, there are few sub-fields defined as “BOOLEAN	OPTIONAL”, wouldn’t it save bits to define as “ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL, ”
	1
	-- ASN1START

MeasObjectWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	carrierFreq-r13					CHOICE {
		wlan-bandIndicatorList-r13			SEQUENCE ( SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13) ) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13,
		wlan-carrierInfo-r13					WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13	
	}		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-Id-List-r13						WLAN-Id-List-r13,
	wlan-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-AvailableAdmissionCapacity-r13		ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthDL-r13		ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-BackhaulBandwidthUL-r13		ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-ChannelUtilization-r13			ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	wlan-StationCount-r13				ENUMERATED {true} OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

-- ASN1STOP

Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: This is acceptable

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed changes
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Z.077
	6.3.5
	In the definiton for IE “MeasResultWLAN-r13”, some sub-fields had better be pre-fixed with wlan-.
	1
	MeasResultWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	wlan-Identifiers-r13					WLAN-Identifiers-r12,
	wlan-CarrierInfo-r13						WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13			OPTIONAL,
	wlan-RSSI-r13							WLAN-RSSI-Range-r13			OPTIONAL,
	wlan-avaiableAdmissionCapacity-r13		INTEGER (0..31250)	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-backhaulDL-Bandwidth-r13				WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-backhaulUL-Bandwidth-r13				WLAN-backhaulRate-r12	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-channelUtilization-r13				INTEGER (0..255)			OPTIONAL,
	wlan-stationCount-r13						INTEGER (0..65535),
	nonCriticalExtension					SEQUENCE {}				OPTIONAL
}
Ericsson: OK.
Qualcomm: This is acceptable

Editor (QC): Will add the “wlan-“ prefix
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Z.078
	6.3.5
	In the definiton for IE “WLAN-ChannelInfo-r13”, since it is a list, so had better be renamed as “WLAN-ChannelList-r13”
	1
	-- ASN1START

WLAN-CarrierInfo-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	operatingClass-r13		INTEGER (0..255)			OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	countryCode-r13			ENUMERATED {unitedStates, europe, japan, global}	OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	channelNumbers-r13		WLAN-ChannelList-r13		OPTIONAL,	-- Need ON
	...
}

WLAN-ChannelList-r13 ::= SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Channels-r13)) OF WLAN-Channel-r13

WLAN-Channel-r13 ::= INTEGER(0..255)

-- ASN1STOP
Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm This is acceptable

Editor (QC): Will change “Info” to “List”
	Closed (LWA CR)

	Z.079
	6.3.5
	In the definiton for IE “WLAN-Status-r13”, 2 spare values are missing
	1
	-- ASN1START

WLAN-Status-r13 ::=		ENUMERATED {successfulAssociation, failureRadioLink,	failureInternal,
							 failureOther, failureTimeout, failureConnReject, spare2, spare1,...}

-- ASN1STOP
Ericsson: We think RAN2 should decide which cause-values should be included first. We have not discussed this yet. 
Coordinator: The extension marker requires also one code point and therefore it is not possible to add more than one spare value (if the encoding should not take more than 3 bits).
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will add the spare values for correctness of the running CR; the finalization of cause values will happen in RAN2#93 when this may have to be updated.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.159
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN:: WLAN-AdditionalMeasRequested-r13
	The existing field descriptions could be improved to indicate where UE includes the quantity
	1
	Proposed template for the fields based on WLAN available admission capacity (i.e. the first field):
“Indicates whether the UE should attempt to include, if available,  the WLAN Available Admission Capacity in measurement reports.”
The rest should be modified accordingly.
Intel: Agree.
Ericsson: If it is available the UE should not only "attempt to include" but it shall include them, so it should be " Indicates whether the UE shall include, if available,  the WLAN Available Admission Capacity in measurement reports."
Nokia Networks: Agree that if it’s available, it shall be included. Ericsson proposal looks good.
Qualcomm: Not clear why this is an improvement over the current text “The value true indicates that the UE should report WLAN Available Admission Capacity if it can be acquired.” but it is  fine to improve the wording if there is any confusion

Editor (QC): Will change according to Ericsson suggestion
	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.157
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN:: WLAN-BandIndicator-r13
	The IE is currently defined under UE capabilities, could be easier to have it defined under the WLAN measurement object since that’s the first place it’s used (in the order of RRC)
	1
	Move definition of WLAN-BandIndicator-r13 under MeasObjectWLAN
Qualcomm-LWA: Agree

Editor (QC): Will move the IE as proposed

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.158
	6.3.5 MeasObjectWLAN:: wlan-Id-List-r13
	The field description is missing
	1
	Add field description, proposal: 
“wlan-Id-List-r13
List of WLAN ”
Ericsson: Maybe even better: "wlan-Id-List
List of WLANs which the UE shall measure and include in the measurement report."
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will add the description “List of WLAN”

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.267
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	For WLAN, measResult field description reads as “Measured results of a WLAN”. It seems that a word ismissing after WLAN (because the article does not make sense). 
	1
	Add themissing word, e.g.
Measured result of a WLAN AP.
Qualcomm: The word “AP” was not used in stage-3 as a general rule so as not to define the relationship between AP and WLAN identifiers. For this specific case, it can be acceptable. 

Editor (QC): Will add “AP”.

	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.197
	6.3.5 MeasResults
	" avaiableAdmissionCapacity " is misspelled
	
	Correct spelling
Editor (QC): Corrected the spelling

	Closed (LWA CR)

	H.079
	6.3.5 QuantityConfig
	[bookmark: _Toc430281949]–	QuantityConfig

QuantityConfigGERAN ::=				SEQUENCE {
	measQuantityGERAN					ENUMERATED {rssi},
	filterCoefficient					FilterCoefficient					DEFAULT fc2
}

QuantityConfigCDMA2000 ::=			SEQUENCE {
	measQuantityCDMA2000				ENUMERATED {pilotStrength, pilotPnPhaseAndPilotStrength}
}

[bookmark: _Hlt223432902]QuantityConfigWLAN-r13 ::=			SEQUENCE {
	measQuantityWLAN-r13					ENUMERATED {rssi},
	filterCoefficient-r13				FilterCoefficient					DEFAULT fc4
}

the enumberated value of measQuantityWLAN-r13 is rssi, which is the same as that of measQuantityGERAN. Wlan, We prefer the new name as rssiWLAN;
 
	1
	QuantityConfigWLAN-r13 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	measQuantityWLAN-r13		ENUMERATED {rssiWLAN},
	filterCoefficient-r13		FilterCoefficien	DEFAULT fc4
}
Ericsson: Maybe "wlan-RSSI" is better?
Qualcomm: Agree
Editor (QC): Will change to “rssiWLAN” (this name is already used in the MeasResultsWLAN)
	Closed (LWA CR)

	E.264
	6.3.5 WLAN Status
	WLAN-Status-r13 IE has one unused code point because it is defined as an extensible enumerated type with 6 code points, i.e. 3 bits can define 8 bit combinations where extension marker consumes one combination.
	1
	Add one spare value to WLAN-Status-r13 IE
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will add one spare value
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.102
	6.3.5 WLAN-CarrierInfo, channeINumbers
	Simplify text
	1
	Change to Indicates the WLAN channels as defined in IEEE 802.11-2012 [67].
Ericsson: Fine.
Qualcomm: The proposal seems to be to remove “channel number” from the text. This is acceptable.

Editor (QC): Will make the proposed change
	Closed (LWA CR)

	S.101
	6.3.5 WLAN-CarrierInfo, WLAN-ChanneInfo
	Change name to reflect it concerns a list
	1
	Change to WLAN-ChannelList
Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will change to WLAN-ChannelList

	Closed (LWA CR)

	6.3.6 Other information elements

	E.199
	6.3.6 UE-EUTRA-Capability
	Not possible for any UE to support WLAN measurement reporting even if this has been supported by several companies. 
	3
	Need to have a proper discussion w.r.t. whether any UE (even not capable of LWA/LWI) should be allowed to support WLAN measurement reporting.
If agreed then it is not suitable to have an IE named " wlan-LWA-Parameters " since support of WLAN measurements does not imply support of LWA.
Capabilities for LWI should also be discssed.

Qualcomm: This is a major decision and not suitable for ASN.1 review. It was already proposed by Ericsson in RAN2#92 and was not accepted.

Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion
	Open (LWA CR)

	E.200
	6.3.6 UE-EUTRA-Capability
	wlan-SupportedBands as per current definition applies only for LWA but it should also be applicable to e.g. where the UE supports doing measurements, perform LWI, etc. etc.
	3
	Capabilities for the WLAN features needs to be discussed further. I.e. what does it mean to "support 2.4 GHz"?
This needs to be discussed online in RAN2.
Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	Z.086
	6.3.6
	Not sure why  “wlan-MAC-Address-r13” is OPTIONAL,?
If not present, how LWA can work?

Furthermore, “wlan-SupportedBands” had better be renamed as “wlan-SupportedBandsList”

	2
	WLAN-LWA-Parameters-r13 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	wlan-LWA-r13							ENUMERATED {supported}	OPTIONAL,
	wlan-LWA-SplitBearerSupport-r13		ENUMERATED {supported}		OPTIONAL,
	wlan-MAC-Address-r13					OCTET STRING (SIZE (6)),
	wlan-SupportedBandsList-r13				SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxWLAN-Bands-r13)) OF WLAN-BandIndicator-r13 OPTIONAL
}

WLAN-BandIndicator-r13 ::=	ENUMERATED {band2dot4, band5,...}

Intel: Ericsson: Agree.
Qualcomm: Agree

Editor (QC): Will remove “OPTIONAL”
	Closed (LWA CR)


Sections not part of the review (for information)

	No
	Clause(s)
	Description
	Class
	Details (proposed solution/ discussion)
	Status/ ref

	7.1	UE variables

	Z.104
	7.1
	There are two UE variables defined for LWA, namely: 
VarWLAN-MobilityConfig and VarWLAN-Status,
The field associated-r13in VarWLAN-MobilityConfig seems redundant, since the field statusin VarWLAN-Status can already reflect the WLAN connection status?  It is suggested to remove associated-r13.
	1
	-- ASN1START

VarWLAN-MobilityConfig ::=					SEQUENCE {
	
	wlan-IdentifiersAssociated-r13			WLAN-Identifiers-r12		OPTIONAL	,
	wlan-MobilitySet-r13					WLAN-Id-List-r13			OPTIONAL
}

-- ASN1STOP


-- ASN1START

VarWLAN-Status-r13 ::=				SEQUENCE {
	status-r13			WLAN-Status-r13,
...
}

-- ASN1STOP


Ericsson: Relates to N.182, it is not clear what the difference is. Should be discussed in RAN2.

Qualcomm: Agree that “status” can reflect the connection status so fine to remove “assoicated”.

Editor (QC):Removed “associated”

	Closed (LWA CR)

	N.182
	7.1 VarWLAN-MobilityConfig:: wlan-IdentifiersAssociated-r13
	Why are these neededm and for what? There is the mobility set, but where is this list of identifiers signalled to the UE?
	2
	Clarify why these are needed in RRC
Samsung: Agree that there seems no real need for these UE variables, nor for VarWLAN-Status. Would however be good to extend VarMeasReportList for WLAN
Ericsson: Not clear to us either.

Qualcomm: This is needed if the UE has to report the Identifiers in the Status Report. These are not signaled to the UE from the eNB; the UE gets them from WLAN measurements.

Suggested Solution (QC): Pending online discussion

	Open (LWA CR)

	N.183
	7.1 VarWLAN-Status
	Ellipsis is not needed, these are UE internal variables and we can always extend them
	1
	Remove the ellipsis

Qualcomm: OK

Editor (QC): Will remove the ellipsis

	Closed (LWA CR)

	Q.038
	7.1 VarMeasReportList
	In CellsTriggeredList, an entry for WLAN is missing
	2
	Add WLAN as follows:
CellsTriggeredList ::=				SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxCellMeas)) OF CHOICE {
	physCellIdEUTRA							PhysCellId,
	physCellIdUTRA							CHOICE {
		fdd										PhysCellIdUTRA-FDD,
		tdd										PhysCellIdUTRA-TDD
	},
	physCellIdGERAN							SEQUENCE {
		carrierFreq								CarrierFreqGERAN,
		physCellId								PhysCellIdGERAN
	},
	physCellIdCDMA2000					PhysCellIdCDMA2000,
wlan-Identifiers-r13					WLAN-Identifiers-r12
}
Suggested Solution (QC): Add wlan-Identifiers
	Open (LWA CR)
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