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Executive summary/statistics
The TSG RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc was held in the week after TSG RAN #40 and concentrated just on Radio Resource Control (RRC) aspects for the REL-8 work item Long Term Evolution (LTE) of UMTS, i.e. on the technical specification TS 36.331.
· 48 participants

· 120 Tdocs allocated (R2-082920 - R2-083039) with 112 available contributions.
· Topics considered in the ad hoc: e.g.

· Basic connection/Radio Bearer establishment
· Selected topics as CS fallback, prerformance requirements, ASN.1 methodology, intra-LTE mobility, measurements
· Since it was an ad hoc no incoming LSs were considered.
3 outgoing LSs were prepared by the ad hoc (R2-083034 on value ranges for parameters in RAN2 specifications, R2-083035 on CS fallback and R2-083036 on Tracking Area Update in RRC Connected) and agreed by email via the RAN2 reflector after the ad hoc.
· 11 + 9 (agreed with modification) + 3 (partly agreed) text proposals (TP) were agreed to TS 36.331 and CR R2-083010 was then revised byt the rapporteur so that all agreements of the ad hoc (including the TPs and other decisions) were covered in CR R2-083033.
R2-083033 was agreed via RAN2 email reflector and will be the base for the rapporteur's CR at RAN2 #62bis.
Note:
The sequence in which the different topics appear in this report is related to the agenda of the meeting. However, the Tdocs do not necessarily appear in the sequence as they were treated in the meeting.

1
Opening of the meeting

TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout (Samsung) opened the RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc on Thursday morning 05.06.2008 at 09:00 o'clock.

On behalf of the host (ETSI) Joern Krause welcomed the delegates to Sophia Antipolis and explained organisational issues.
Meeting room: Amphi Iris (max. 70 people): Thu & Fri
1.1
Call for IPR

Gert-Jan van Lieshout (TSG RAN WG2 chairman) made the following call for IPRs and reminded the delegates of their obligations with respect to IPRs:
	The attention of the delegates of this Working Group is drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of. 

The delegates were asked to take note that they were hereby invited:

· to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of the work of 3GPP.

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


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


chairmen.
2
Approval of the agenda

This meeting will only handle RRC related proposals. Primary focus will be on basic connection/RB establishment (section 3). If time remains (probable), other topics will be discussed.

R2-082920:
Proposed agenda for RAN2 LTE RRC adhoc, 5-6 June 2008 in Sophia Antipolis
RAN2 chairman
=> Agreed.
Not treated agenda items (AI):

For agenda items "4.5 Measurements" and "5 Other" only very few Tdocs could be treated due to a lack of time.
3
Basic connection/RB establishment
3.1
System information

Any topic remaining w.r.t. system information contents/acquisition which is required to be addressed in order to handle a basic connection/RB establishment.
R2-082954:
Actions upon reception of SIBs
Samsung

· Ericsson thinks it is not that clear for ACTIVE whether the UE should act on it or not. So we should think about  this a bit more.

· Can do some offline work.  General principle is that we do not specify the actions on IE’s in the system information section, only the handling of broadcast information. 

· Motorola wonders why we need to say anything about storing ?  Samsung indicates this is included in UMTS. Infineon thinks that as long as there is no storing in variables, we probably should not mention it.

· Infineon thinks the blacklist handling does not need to be indicated (sufficient in 304).  Samsung indicated currently 304 does not include blacklist.

=>  Will see update based on offline activity to come to a first text filling of these sections in R2-083018

R2-083018:
Actions upon reception of SIBs
Samsung
TP
36.331
· Ericsson thinks that for SIB1, new bullets 2> and 3> can be combined in one line

· Nokia wonders if we really need this blacklist text since we already have text in the ASN1 section ? In general Nokia thinks none of the added text is really needed.

· Samsung thinks we should not have “procedural like text” in the ASN.1. So e.g. forwarding to upper layers should not be in the PDU section. Infineon thinks it might be easier not to mention it here; could add confusion about when we inform NAS.

· Nokia thinks if we add things to procedural text, we should remove the corresponding part from the ASN1.

=>
Will only make the change to the SIB1 section (forwarding) and remove the concerning part from the ASN.1 (rapporteur)
R2-082997:
Miscellaneous Corrections on System Information and Others in 36.331
LG Electronics Inc.

Proposal 1

=> Agreed

Proposal 2

=> Agreed

Proposal 3

-
No Note

Proposal 4

=> Refer to section 5.2.2.3 to indicate what the UE should receive, and 5.2.3 on “how” (2 references have to be replaced)

Proposal 5

=> Agreed

Proposal 6

- 
Ericsson wonders if this is not clear from ASN.1 ?

=>  No need

Proposal 7, 8, 9,10,11

=> All agreed

=> Rapporteur will take changes into account.

R2-082994:
Detection Criterion on Critical System Information Missing
LG Electronics Inc.

· QC agrees that this is a kind of expected behaviour, but thinks it does not need to be specified. Also the UE could make other decisions (e.g. SIB2 missing from scheduling information). Panasonic, Huawei agrees.

· Panasonic also wonders if 5.2.2.5 is only for IDLE mode UE.

=>  No real need to specified this.
R2-082974:
The criteria for system information acquisition
LG Electronics Inc.

=> Not treated
3.2
Connection management: Resource configuration
Radio Resource Configuration structure (e.g. outcome of email discussion [Samsung]): how should the lower layer configuration information be structured in a logical way also facilitating low signalling overhead at connection establishment and handover ?

R2-082952:
Report of e-mail discussion on resource configuration
Samsung
report of email discussion 62_LTE_B01
· NSN wonders if there is really no UE dedicated parameter with a default value that should come from broadcast. Maybe such a parameter might be added in the future ? Samsung thinks that at least so far there is no such parameter. Defaults are so far fixed in the standard. NSN has no problems with this but it would mean that the fault values need to be clearly indicated in the spec (e.g. if IE is missing, ….).

· Motorola thinks signalling optimisations are important to consider. Huawei agrees with this: signalling optimisations will need to be taken into from the beginning.

=>  Take architecture as a starting point, but be open for functional groupings if this improves signalling overhead.

-
Ericsson wonders about the transport channel structure ? Ericsson assumes again we take the architecture as a starting point, but then can take out certain parameters if needed. Ericsson thinks hat e.g. DRX configuration & TAT should probably not be under a transport channel, but under a separate group.

=>  Can come back on L2 configuration in next meeting.
R2-082949:
Further discussion on Physical layer parameters structure and configuration
Ericsson
Proposal 1
=> Agreed

PUSCH

· Ericsson explained that for this case, the current proposal is not to split in common/dedicated yet. They realise it might mean problems for future extensions.

· NSN thinks the PUSCH configuration is only needed at handover, so should end up in the MobilityControlInfo ? Samsung agrees: parameters that are common and cell specific are handled in MobilityControlInfo, and parameters that are dedicated are signalled in PhysConf. Samsung assumes that also the UE behaviour related to these 2 parts of information is quite different: when in the target cell, system information update is taken into account for info in MobilityContolnfo, but not for configuration information in PhysConf. 

· Ericsson wonders what happens if it is the same in the neighbouring cell ? Samsung understood that 8 of these bits would typically be different. Ericsson is for the moment ok, but indicates that we would waste 5 bits.

Proposal 2:
=> Agreed
Proposal 3:
=> Include “M” in MobilityControlInfo
Proposal 4:
=> Agreed
Proposal 5:
=> Not agreed
Proposal 6:
=> Agreed
Proposal 7:
=> Agreed
Proposal 8:
=> Agreed
Proposal 9:
=> Not agreed

UL Power Control
· The power control information relates to 3 “channels”: PUSCH, PUCCH and SRS. 

· Ericsson thinks most of the information will not change at handover.

· Samsung thinks for signalling optimisations, it would be good to have big groupings, and then later maybe split them between typically changing/non changing. 

· Samsung understands that now there are some parameters common for both PUCCH and PUSCH (TPC step size), so maybe the grouping is the best way to go then.

· NSN prefers the first approach. But common information should go in MobilityControlInfo(same discussion as for PUSCH) and optional since often not changing.

· Question is why we include something in MobilityControlInfo ? Samsung thinks all common information should be in the MobilityControlInfo. Still there might be thinks optional if they typically not change. NSN also sees no reason to only have “M” parameters in the MobilityControlInfo.

· Ercisson wonders why it is so important to link the common information from SIB2 to the handover ? Samsung thinks that if we provide these parameters only at handover, why not link the two ? While in a cell, cChanges in system information parameters the UE would need to obtain from BCCH, whereas the physical configuration would be updated with dedicated signalling. NSN agrees with this.

=>
Have functional grouping, and separate between SIBstuff (M in SIB2, and OC in MobCrtlInfo) and dedicated information (O in PhysConf)


CQI reporting 

Proposal 12:
=> Agreed
PUCCH configuration
=> 
Will again have the same split between common and dedicated: IE’s are in one of the two groups (no duplication)

PDSCH configuration
-
Samsung wonders where the one IE would be included ? NSN thinks it should be split according to the principle.

=> 
Will again have the same split between common and dedicated: IE’s are in one of the two groups (no duplication)

Other

-
Samsung would prefer to talk about “common” rather than “SIB”. 

=>  Agreed to change to “common”

-
In general Ericssoon thinks future extensions is important. So this is something to carefully consider in next meetings.

=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-083019
R2-082950:
Physical layer information, additional IE’s and parameters
Ericsson
CQI changes
=>   Agreed
PUCCH changes
=>   Parameters can be added, with no duplication
Scheduling request 
-
Currently unclear if this is MAC or L1. Currently this IE will not be referenced. Ericsson thinks it would be good to take a decision whether it is L1 or MAC ? Nokia thinks it should be L1. Ericsson/Mot think it is MAC.

=>
Will be considered a MAC parameter (for now included as “loose hanging”)

SoundingRS
-
Huawei thinks that if you could the number of bits, we should maybe split the dedicated part of the configuration into 2 optional parts (one changing, one not changing). Can leave this for next meeting.
=>  Also here have the split between common and dedicated
PowerControl
-
Samsung is wondering why the RNTI/Index information is not included ? Ericsson indicates to them it is not yet clear whether this is MAC or L1. Ericsson would anyway prefer to have a separate IE for this. These 4 parameters still need to be addressed in the future.
=> Changes are agreed
High level structure  (agreements in red)
	
	SIB2
	PhysConf
	Mobility

ControlInfo
	Comment

	PUSCH Conf
	M
	
	M
	Basic + RS

	ULPwrCtrlCommon
	M
	
	OC
	Functional grouping

	ULPwrCtrlDed
	
	OC
	
	Functional grouping

	CQI reporting
	
	OC
	
	Functional grouping

	PUCCHConfCommon
	M
	
	OC
	

	PUCCHConfDed
	
	OC
	
	

	PDCCHConfCommon
	M
	
	OC
	

	PDCCHConfDed
	
	OC
	
	

	SRSConfCommon
	M
	
	OC
	

	SRSConfDed
	
	OC
	
	


=> 
Basic principle is that common information (also on BCCH) is part of MobCtrlInfo, dedicated information PhysConf.

=> Will see updated text proposal in R2-083019
R2-083019:
TP capturing agreements on Physical layer parameters structure, configuration and new IE’s
· CATT thinks tdd-Configuration should be moved to ResConfCommon (from dedicated)

· Uplink power control: first sequence is not needed.

· Some parameter name errors.

· Need should be aligned to our agreements unless there is strong reason not to do so.

=>  Comments can be given offline. Will see update at end of meeting in R2-083032
R2-083032:
TP capturing agreements on Physical layer parameters structure, configuration and new IE’s
· CATT indicates that the tdd-configuration should not be in phyConfComSIB, but in PhyConfCommon.

· We should use the name resourceConfigXXX) when an IE includes more than physical layerinformation (i.e. not “PhysicalConfigCommonSIB”)

· Samsung notes that some needs in PhysicalConfigCommon are different from what we agreed before (“OC”). Ericsson thinks that e.g. SRS configuration should be handled the same as PUSCH.

=> Agreed with these 2 changes.
3.3
Connection management: PDU contents

E.g. value ranges of SIB’s / connection management IE’s for basic connection/RB establishment.

R2-082921:
Value ranges for information elements in system information
Ericsson

Proposal 1:

· Motorola wonders why 110 is not supported by RAN4 ? 

· Motorola wonders why we need spares since this is Rel-8 ? Tmob thinks for sure we have extensions and it would be nice not to have to use an extension mechanism. Motorola thinks that even 10 spares might not be sufficient for all future. So would we introduce a “MIBbis” ?

· It is true that we should carefully consider extensions.

=>   Will have a 4 bit value with 10 spares. Can consider further whether a 5 bit field would be needed.

Proposal 2:

· Motorola thinks it is clear that this has to be in the handover signalling. The RAN1 LS is a bit confusing in this respect.

=>  Agreed (but will be in handover command)

Proposal 3:

-
Nokia would prefer to have a sequence of SIBs. 

-
Samsung thinks that by using “CONTAINING” we can still have a reference to the structure even in case of an OCTET STRING.

=>  sib-Info will be an OCTET STRING containing the SIB (CHOICE based on the SIBType before, and different CONTANING for each SIBType). Can then remove the editors note on the extension.

Proposal 6:

-
Nokia thinks 40 or 80 are really big. Maybe it is better to leave as spare values. 

=>  Add the 40ms, and have 1 spare

Proposal 6bis: have 0..7 for the value tag

-
NTT DCM would like to have 5 bits. Ericsson thought that ACB was the most changing IE with 1 hour or less. NTT DCM thinks that the value range should cover the worst scenario, like once every 10min.

-
Ericsson thinks we should stil assume the once per hour unless we get other indications. Samsung agrees. Tmob assume ACB is only changes 1 once per week. NTT DCM agrees that on average the changes would not be that frequent, but we have to consider the worst case where we consider all parameters that can change. NTT DCM thinks 3 bits is definitely not enough. NTT DCM had a lot of problem with the 3 bits in UMTS.

-
It was commented that if we have very frequent changes for some information, we could use an expiry timer.

=>
Will have 4 bits (NTT DCM can come back if there is good proof)

Proposal 8

-
Samsung is unclear about the s-IntraSearch value range set by RAN4; Samsung thinks higher values should be possible. Ericsson thinks we could highlight this to RAN4.

=>  Will use the RAN4 values, but indicate the concern in the LS.

Proposal 11

- 
Tmob thinks we should also make it clear what is the higher priority value. Currently we have the opposite as in UMTS. So “0” should preferably be the lowest priority.

=>
Range is agreed, and “0” should be the lowest piority.

=>  Other agreed proposals: 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12

=> 
Will see updated text proposal in R2-083020
Summary
-
Nokia thinks it would be good to indicate that the “high quality criteria” is also still not addressed.

=>  Ericsson will make liaison, and will go for short email approval: (provide on Monday, 2 days for comments and final approval); including question agreed on proposal 8) and high quality criteria. Draft version of LS can be in R2-083021 on Monday
R2-083020:
Value ranges for information elements in system information
Ericsson

· For the semanics of utra-CellReselectionPriority, the rapporteur can remove the sentence with the “FFS”.

· Same explanation should be given for the UL BW in SIB2 as for the DL BW in MIB

=>  Agreed with these two changes
R2-083021
Draft response LS to R4-081188 (=R2-082833) on value ranges (to: RAN4; cc: GERAN; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2
LSout
Directly provided after the ad hoc on 6.6.2008. See further in Annex C (final LS in R2-083034).
R2-082955:
Value range for some IEs in SIBs
Samsung

· Only 2.3. is remaining (1..4 for modPerCoef). Samsung thinks it could also be a power of 2.

· NTT DCM would like to keep the value 1

· Ericsson thinks also SFN wrap-around could be an alternative, maybe even the only alternative ? Tmob thinks it would be good to only have the SFN-wrap around. NTT DCM thinks this is to infrequent: in case of congestion it should be possible to take immediate action. Tmob thinks 10s is fine.

· Samsung thinks there is a clear agreement that the modification period is a number of times the UE specific paging cycle. QC agrees with this and thinks there should be some configuration flexibility. E.g. if the DRX cycle is 5s, 10s might not be long enough.

· ZTE thinks we should stick to the agreement we have on multiple of paging cycles.

· Panasonic thinks we already agreed that having fixed value is not sufficient (Panasonic proposed fixed value before). QC thinks we might have a fixed value for “n” as long as it is still a multiple of the paging cycle. Panasonic proposed fixed value for “n” before.

· Two options:


1) n times paging cycle with n e.g. 1,2,4,8


2) only at SFN wrap around

=> 
Noted

R2-082927:
Introduction of the syntax for some IEs
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

Proposal 1:

· Infineon thinks that on USIM it is already BCD for MCC and MNC. So why not the same on broadcast ?

· Huawei wonders if there is also no “FFF” values in this ? Infineon thinks there is no problem to go to binary.

· Tmob thinks that the gain is especially relevant for the shared network case, where the MCC might also need to be provided per operator. 

=>  So have binary 10 bits, with range 0..999 for MCC and MNC.

Proposal 2:

=>  Agreed

Proposal first 3 (IMSI):

=> Agreed

Proposal second 3 (C-RNTI as bitstring):

=> Agreed 

Proposal 4:

=> Agreed

Proposal third 3 (S-TMSI structure):

=> Agreed

General:

- 
Samsung thinks some of the IE’s are also used in other places. E.g. the MMEcode.

=>
Will see updated text proposal R2-083022
R2-083022:
Introduction of the syntax for some IEs
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Based on offline discussion, the MNC/MCC was felt still best kept as BCD.

=> Agreed
R2-082951:
Contents of SIB type 3 & 4
Samsung

· Tmob thought SIB3 was something describing the serving cell, and 4/5/.. were describing neighbour cells. Tmob thinks this is quite a nice split.

· Samsung thinks we can focus on the proposed parameter moves.  Samsung thinks there is no so much information specifically related to serving cell in SIB3. 

· Ericsson has the same understanding as Tmob. Also SIB3 parameters are mandatory to send. SIB4 is not.

· Nokia thinks it might indeed be so that in some scenarios SIB4 is not needed, if you don’t need any neighbouring cell specific offsets.

=>  Principle will be that SIB3 should be sufficient for intra-freq measurements if you don’t have any cell specific handling (i.e. no SIB4).

Cellreselectionpriority:
=>  Where should it go ? Should we in SIB3.

s-Intrasearch:
· s-Intrasearch: Tmob thinks it should be in SIB3. Nokia agrees, since it would be applicable even if you don’t have SIB4.

· Samsung thinks that e.g. also for inter-freq, we have cel specific and frequency specific information, but still the frequency specific information is in SIB5, not in SIB3.

· Tmob thinks we can motivate a different handling for intra-freq and other measurements. Intra-freq will always be applicable.

=> Stay in SIB3

Measurement BW:
=> Stays in SIB3

S-nonIntrasearch:
=> Should go to SIB3

ThresholdServingLow

=> Should go to SIB3

Cell reselectionPriority

=> Should go to SIB3

=> Will see update in R2-083023

R2-083023:
Contents of SIB type 3 & 4
Samsung

=> Agreed
R2-082930:
RRC Timers
Ericsson

· ALU wonders if it is really needed to send all connected mode timers also in dedicated signalling ? ALU wonders whether only having them in SIB2 is no sufficient ? Ericsson thinks that e.g. T304 should be included in handover command. 

· Panosonic agrees with T304, but maybe that is sufficient for dedicated signalling. Nokia has the same opinion. 

· Ericsson wonders how it works with T310/311 if we don’t signal in the handover command. Panasonic assumes that until the UE has read the SIB2 in the target cell, it applies the value from the source cell. Principle should still be that in case of handover failure, the UE uses the values from the source cell.

· Ericsson wonders if the parameter settings would not depend on the service charateristics ?

· QC thinks that for T304 we already agreed a different value could be needed for blind handover or not. Do we really need it for the others ?

· At re-establishment, it seems clear that all the cells should keep the prepared context with the duration of the source cell T311.

· Ericsson wonders if you would like to set T311 different e.g. on edge cells, e.g. also depending on where the UE’s are in the cell.

· ALU thinks we can think further about T310, 311 and T312 really need to be signalled with dedicated signalling.

Broadcast proposals

-
Nokia wonders what is the reason to split Idle and Connected mode timers ?

-
Samsung wonders why we would need to send T304 in broadcast ?  Nokia agrees. Panasonic thinks it is simpler to only have 1 handling.

-
Eriscson wonders what timer values the UE is using before acquiring SIB2 in the target ? Nokia proposes to continue with the old values.

=>  Can agree to 1 IE in SIB2 which contains the 4 suggested timers (not T304)

=>
UE will acquire the connected mode timer values in SIB2 in new cell and apply them. Until the UE has acquired these values, it will continue to use the old values when it starts the timer.

Dedicated signalling 

-
Panasonic thinks that based on earlier agreed principles, this IE should be in MobControlInfo. However this is not coming from SIB2. Samsung thinks that this is the same as the dedicated preamble, so should be placed in the MobControlInfo

=>
Can agree that T304 is signalled as part of dedicated signalling in MobContrInfo

Proposal 4:

-
Tmob wonders if we need all these high values above 1s. Maybe it would be enough to have only 8 values in total. NTT DCM agrees. NTT DCM thinks we should also consider the NAS timer values.

-
Infineon wonders if we cannot really limit the range much more ? Tmob uses 1600ms in UMTS so a default of 1s should be ok.

-
Ericsson points out that we don’t have repetition now on RRC level, so T300 is including the MAC repetitions. So Ericsson thinks we do need values higher than 1s up to probably the NAS timer.

-
NTT DCM thinks that if you have a quite long timer, MAC would repeat all the time on that cell ?  

-
Samsung wonders if we have 3 bits, is it really relevant to have 1 bit for the default ?

-
TI thinks we should consider the channel coherence time to determine how long it is usefull to try on one cell.

=>
Should have further analysis on how many and what values we need. Can consider how long it is usefull to try on one cell. 

=>
Same is applicable for T310 and T312

Proposal 7

-
NTT DCM would prefer not to have the small values, but have values of 12s and 24s. Nokia thinks that these long values make no sense because anyway the discard timer would have discarded the packets already. NTT DCM thinks we have to consider the tunnel scenario, and staying in ACTIVE will avoid CN signalling. 

-
Ericsson remarks we also should consider this searching on LTE / inter-RAT aspect.

=>
Email up to the next meeting on the timer values [Ericsson]

=>  Will see updated text proposal with agreements in R2-083024

R2-083024:
RRC Timers
Ericsson

=> Agreed
Late/Not available
R2-082958:
RRC and PDCP specification alignment for ROHC
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Not treated

R2-083012:
Random Access Parameters in HO command
LG Electronics Inc.
Not available and therefore withdrawn.
3.4
Connection management: Other
Other aspects related to basic connection/RB establishment ? E.g. access control for registration/MO traffic (email [NTT DCM]). Other corrections,….

Access control for MO signalling

R2-082959:
Email discussion summary on Access control of signalling traffic
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur)
report of email discussion 62_LTE_B03
· Ericsson thinks it is still sufficient to have only 1 bit in the broadcast indicating whether the originating signalling traffic is also barred or not. NSN also thinks the 1 bit indication is enough. Tmob would at least like to see the 1 bit indication.

· NTT DCM wonders how a 1 bit solution can handle the Fig2 cases ?

· NTT DCM thinks the broadcast cost of a 1 bit solution is the same as a 10bit solution, because typically it is turned off.

· Vdf would be happy with a 1 bit solution only but does not want to block a decision introducing the full mechanism.

· Orange thinks it would be good to have the flexibility. NEC also sees the benefit. QC also sees the benefit. Panasonic also support this.

· Nokia wonders if this could be a UE capability.

=>  Agree to have the AccessBarringForSignalling as an optional access barring mechanism.

R2-082960:
Text proposal for access class barring
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur)

· Infineon asks whether the special classes would really be handled differently for originating calls and signalling ?

· Vdf would prefer to have some additional optionality . Will introduce 3 optionality bits: at accessBarringInformation level (already there), and accessBarringForSignalling and accessBarringForOriginatingCalls.

· Samsung would prefer not to refer to NAS procedures but to establishment causes.

=>   Will see update with only limited changes in R2-083025
R2-083025:
Text proposal for access class barring
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur)

· The new changes to the semantics table below SIB2 ASN.1 should not have been made

=> 
Agreed with change
Connection Release timer

R2-082968:
Timer value for RRC connection release
Alcatel-Lucent
· For TDD, the RTT is 10-12ms. If we have 5 HARQ retransmissions, we would need a little but bigger time. So CATT thinks there could be a motivation to have different times for FDD and TDD.

· ALU thinks UL bundling is the worst case with 16ms RTT.

· Ericsson thinks the 50ms should work in 99% of the cases, and in the other cases the network could poll the UE. Ericsson assumes that the value would not be much higher even for TDD.

· Motorola thinks we could wait for the delivery of the RLC STATUS report to the network. Infineon thinks the current modelling limits the inter-layer interaction. If this is the only case where we need this interaction, it is better not to have it. Ericsson agrees that the beauty of the current solution is that it is all in one layer.

· ALU wonders if we should allow a smart UE implementation that takes the RLC STATUS report into account.

=> 
Should allow a UE implementation that releases on the HARQ confirmation of the delivery of the RLC status report.

=>
60ms for the value

-
Ericsson wonders what happens if RLF occurs during the time the release times is running ? We might need to clean this up in the future.

=>  Will see text update in R2-083026
R2-083026:
Timer value for RRC connection release
Alcatel-Lucent
· This text seems to mandate the UE to take the lower layer into account. Can remove the “whichever is earlier”. ALU wonders if this has the risk that the UE would hang on longer than 60ms.

· Motorola thinks the note can be removed

· Change to “from the moment the RRCConnectionRelease message is received”

=>
Remove “whichever is earlier” and replace with something like “but no later than”

=>
Remove the note below the change paragraph

=>
Change to “from the moment the RRCConnectionRelease message is received”

=> 
See updated proposal in R2-083031
R2-083031:
Timer value for RRC connection release
Alcatel-Lucent
=> Agreed
R2-082922:
Fixed delay value for RRC connection release
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
=>
Not treated (covered in previous discussions)
Connection Reject

R2-082923:
RRC connection reject
Ericsson
R2-082983:
RRC connection establishment supervision
Qualcomm Europe
· NTT DCM wonders what happens after cell reselection (after AS indicated wait time to NAS) ; should also in that case NAS be informed ? NTT DCM thinks that we could consider to give the indication to NAS, but we could keep the timer in NAS. This way we align to the access class barring case. Nokia thinks that NAS would then retry during the timer and AS would indicate failure. So NAS should periodically retry. Nokia thinks this is a quite nice model.
· Huawei asks what NAS would do with the timer ? NAS could retry only after the timer. Ericsson thinks NAS already has timers.

· NTT DCM thinks that if we keep the timer at AS, NAS could always try asap when it gets the failure indication.  NTT DCM thinks this could be UE implementation.

· Infineon thinks there is a difference between ACB and this case, because at ACB there is not a single transmission to the network.

· Infineon thinks that by moving everything to NAS, we are mixing short term re-attempts and long term re-attempts.

· Samsung clarified that for ACB we decided to leave this AS-NAS interaction to UE implementation (e.g. whether AS provides an indication to NAS after ACB barring is resolved). Infineon clarified that ACB is a separate case for NAS and the NAS timers are not started yet. So this is anyway a separate case. In this case, the NAS timers have been started since the NAS delivered the NAS message to lower layers.

· So QC wonders whether in the current model it is possible for AS to get a retransmission while the wait timer is running. Probably this is correct (if the AS timer is longer than the NAS retransmission timer).

· Infineon thinks it is probably easier to keep the current model.

· NTT DCM thinks that one motivation for moving retransmissions to NAS is that we don’t have a counter mechanism currently if we repeatly get rejections. Infineon thinks it would just move the counter to NAS.

· NSN thinks that the wait timer in UMTS was service specific. What is the situation in LTE ? When an emergency call is started when the wait timer is running ?  This will need further study. Seems logical to abort the wait timer then.

· Infineon thinks that “wait timer” and cell reselection are AS issues. 

· QC thinks the main question is how we are going to limit the endless rejection case. Do we want NAS to abort the AS procedure ?

· Majority seems to favour a solution where retransmissions are still kept in AS.

· Nokia would like to understand what is meant by “upper layer releases the procedure” ? Does CT1 specify this case ? Samsung thinks we could say “upper layers abort the RRC connection establishment procedure”.

· Samsung thinks the reference to 5.3.11. are not completely correct.  Also some action of 5.3.6. should probably be preferred.

· QC wonders about the values for the wait time ? Will the values be limited so that there are no NAS retransmissions in the same time ? Due to the case of multiple rejections, we can never ensure that there would not be a retransmission while the AS timer is running.

· Infineon thinks that NAS timers do not abort the AS procedure, but perform retransmissions.  Ericsson thinks that 24.301 indicates that when the NAS timer expires, the previous procedure is aborted.

=>  In principle agree on solution in R2-082923 (i.e. R2-082983 not agreed), but needs some updates. Will see text update in R2-083027

R2-083027:
RRC connection reject
Ericsson
· Last bullet “1>” in 5.3.3.8 is not needed since upper layers abort.

· Fist bullet “1>” in 5.3.3.8 is not needed (not triggering any AS action)

· NTT DCM wonders whether T320 should not continue running ? Change to “stop all timers except T320 if running”

=>
Proposal is agreed with these 3 changes
Connection Re-establishment
R2-082965:
Re-introduction of T301 for RRC re-establishment procedure
NTT DOCOMO

· TI wonders whether T301 is smaller than T311. NTT DCM replies yes.

· Nokia thinks this is needed.

· Ericsson thinks that if the UE finds a suitable cell at the end of T311, and it continue trying during T301, the UE could attempt even after the network has already deleted the context. NTT DCM thinks a network can easily handle this by keeping the context a little bit longer. Panasonic agrees with this.

· Tmob wonders whether we cannot re-use T300 ? Panasonic thinks T300 can be re-used. Maybe we could signal one value but still it is applicable to 2 timers, because the actions on expiry are quite different. Infineon thinks the actions on expiry are identical. 

· Huawei supports this proposal.

=>  Agree on the text proposal. How to inform the UE about T301 is still FFS (e.g. use same value as T300 or have separate signalled timer value).
R2-082993:
RACH behaviour for RRC connection re-establishment
Panasonic
=>  Not treated (covered in other discussions)
Other

R2-082942:
RRC connection establishment procedure details
Panasonic
Proposal 1
· Motorola wonders why this is needed ? Panasonic thinks this would be good to limit UE complexity. Motorola wonders what the implications would be from a system perspective (we would not test whether the UE does not receive the system information). Motorola thiks there is sufficient possibility for the UE to monitor system information change.

· TI thinks it should be quite a rare case that T300 is running and SI is changing. Motorola does not really agree to this if we have a 1 hour change, this is not that infrequent.

· Samsung clarified that there is already a note that the UE does not need to keep aware of accurate system information which is only related to IDLE.

· Infineon wonders whether there is any mandatory information in BCCH which is necessary for completing the connection establishment. E.g. the RACH configuration could change. Samsung thinks that in case of contention failure, the connection establishment could take quite long. Panasonic thinks that when we have to consider RACH configuration change, the UE behaviour becomes very complex.

· NSN thinks this is already the current situation since the UE is not monitoring paging during T300.

· Panasonic notes that even if the UE receives the paging indication SI-change, the UE does not know yet which system information changes, so would have to stop using the RACH at the modification period.

· Also depends on what T300 values we are talking about.

· Ericsson thinks the UE could always do the monitoring, also during T300. Maybe more important question is what the UE would do when the change is indicated.

=>   No conclusion. Will come back at next meeting.
Proposal 2 (Dedicated paging)
-
Ericsson thinks it is clear the UE is in IDLE, so is monitoring paging.

=>  Can come back based on text proposal
Proposal 3
· Already captured
Proposal 4
· Tmob asks whether this exclude the behaviuour of handover to an eNB which does not support the current algorithms. This should not be impacted.

=>  Can take ofline whether some text needs to be updated to clarify this.
R2-082984:
L2 reset /re-establishment at RLF detection
Qualcomm Europe
=>  Text proposal is agreed
R2-082998:
Miscellaneous Corrections on Connection Control in 36.331
LG Electronics Inc.
Proposal 1

· Tmobile wonders whether we should really correct this introductionary text, or just remove it ? Infineon agrees. Relevant parts should be in procedure text, or move to stage-2 or deleted. 

· ALU is a bit hesitant about removing this text since currently we do not capture erroneous network behaviour. ALU thinks this is an important guidance to network implementers. QC thinks this text is also beneficial for UE implementation.

=>  Not agreed

Proposal 7

· QC thinks this is needed to stop the RACH procedure

=>  Not agreed

Propsal 9:

=> Title should be changed RRCConnectionReestablishmentreject.

=> Other agreed proposals: 2,3,4,5,6, 8,9,10
R2-083003:
RRC Connection Reconfiguration failure handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Infineon wonders what “unsuccesfull” means or a reconfiguration procedure ? Samsung agrees some further discussion can take place, but so far we have no partial failure.

· Nokia assumes that the desired behaviour is that the UE checks the whole configuration and if something is wrong, the UE rejects the message. However now in the spec, the UE executes the changes one by one and has to revert them when one of them fails.

· Motorola thinks the UE does not do any static checking: the UE should not check the network behaviour. This should be something the UE cannot do.

· It seems that if we have a well behaving network and the network takes the UE capabilities into account, this type of error cases should never happen.

· Huawei thinks if we would support UE capability change in the future, there could be message crossings.

· Ericsson thought it is clear we have all or nothing, so this proposal is not needed.

· Samsung reminds us that we have before agreed we would only specify realistic error cases, that the network cannot avoid. E.g. handover failure, integrity check failure on security activation.

· Nokia would like to allow the UE not to be able to complete revert. This because it is anyway a case that should not really happen. So the UE will try to revert but if it cannot deliver the the failure message, it goes to idle.

· Nokia agrees that handover failure and reconfiguration failure are a bit different. Nokia explains that in the handover failure case, the UE does not need to continue the physical configuration. However in the reconfiguration failure case this would be required so it is an additional burden for the UE.

· Infineon thinks one solution would be to explicitly list the cases in which the UE should send a failure message, and the UE behaviour for all other cases is not described. Motorola thinks when we list cases, then it is the same as telling the network not to do this. Infineon thinks that if there are no such cases, maybe we should remove the failure reporting.

· Ericsson would prefer the UE reverts. 

· Samsung clarifies that currently we only have 2 failure messages. For the reconfiguration we in principle only have it for the handover failure. If we don’t use it now for the handover and do not identify any other case, maybe it could indeed be removed. Ericsson would be very reluctant to remove the failure message.

· Maybe a compromise could be to handle it with a re-establishment.

=>   Further offline discussion invited. Can revisit in coming meetings to see if we can simplify something.

4
Selected topics

This section list topics not treated during RAN2#bis or issues identified during RAN2#62bis.

4.1
CS fallback

Not treated during RAN2#62, so contributions can be discussed during this adhoc.

R2-082961:
Email discussion summary on CS fallback (prior to RAN2 #62)
NTT DOCOMO (email rapporteur)
report of email discussion 61b_LTE_B09
· Section 2 is not fully up to date with the latest SA2 discussions.

· Motorola wonders whether 1xRTT is also covered by SA2. Seems so.

· Samsungs understanding is that in the latest SA2 decisions, option 3 is not listed. Motorola thinks option 3 is purely RAN. Tmob agrees that SA2 might not know about this procedure.

· Ericsson clarifies that 23.272 does not discuss error cases yet. Some solutions might have more complex error cases than others.

=>  Noted
R2-082978:
Performance of CS fallback Huawei
· Huawei clarifies that the measurement performance is not fixed in RAN4 yet. So the figure depend on this RAN4 performance.

· W.r.t. section 2.4: NSN assumes that in the current SA2 solution, the UE can already beforehand that it does not want to receive CS paging. Huawei indicates the paper has not been updated to the latest SA2 discussions.

=>  Noted
R2-082962:
CS fallback procedure NTT DOCOMO
Proposal 1:
· NSN thinks we should check whether the NAS paging message already includes this e.g. based on the inclusion of the TMSI, so then no special cause value would be needed. ALU wonders whether we would have a bit indicating S-TMSI or TMSI ? NSN does not know the details. NTT DCM thinks the paging message is an AS message.

=>  Should ask in an LS what kind of solution is intended.

Proposal 3:

- 
Samsung wonders why we need this indicator ? From the CS paging message, the UE would know something special is going on. So is there still a need to indicate this explicitly in the HO/CCO ? NTT DCM thinks the UE behaviour is much simpler if the network indicates it in the CCO/HO.

-
So question is if the UE knows whether he has to send the CM service request already by the CS paging message, or needs a separate trigger in the HO/CCO. Note that the handover is made by the target system

-
Ericsson thinks that if we allow other inter-RAT handovers before doing the “CSFB handover”, then we would need to have this indicator. Do we really need this possibility ? Or can NAS take care of this.

-
Infineon asks what the UE is supposed to do with the indicator ?  Is it clear that there is any special UE action after the CSFB CCO/HO ?

=>
Should also ask this in the LS (no explicit statement in 23.272 yet)

Proposal 2:

- 
NSN prefers to use the RRC Connection release. NSN agrees it is a matter of taste. It seems that we will anyway support all cases in the spec. 

=> 
So restricting is mainly related to testing and specification of error cases !!

	
	GERAN
	UTRAN

	1. PS handover
	
	

	2a. MOBILTY FROM E-UTRAN 

CCO with NACC (specific cell and SI provided)
	Ericsson (small) preference

NTT DCM would like to have this case. NSN supports
	Tmob assumes not needed

NTT DCM would like to have this case

	2b. MOBILTY FROM E-UTRAN 

CCO without NACC (specific cell but no SI)  [don’t have this yet]
	Ericsson (small) preference

Tmob thinks does not make sense.

Samsung would to have this

Vdf thinks not needed

NSN supports.
	NTT DCM sees no need for this.

Samsung would to have this

Vdf thinks not needed

	3. CONN REL: 
Re-direction (RAT or frequency)
	Tmob assumes not needed. TI thinks not needed.

Vdf thinks not needed
	Tmob assumes not needed. TI also thinks not needed.

Vdf thinks not needed


-
Ericsson thinks it might be usefull to have NACC as an optional part of CCO.

-
Ericsson does not see a big difference between 2 and 3. 

-
TI wonders if RAN4 would have to specify performance requirements if we go for option 3 ?

-
TI wonders what CCO without NACC is ? 

-
NSN wonders whether really an E-UTRAN cell will have the System Information for all cells ? Tmob assumes that E-UTRAN would know the SIBs of the underlying GERAN cells.

-
Samsung thinks at least we should not double possibilities.

-
Tmob thinks we should focus on the main cases; CS fallback is only an intermediate procedure.

-
Nortel would like to limit to cases 1 and 2a(GERAN).

-
IDT would like to have 3. Tmob thinks this is not supported yet for CS fallback so there would be additional test cases.

-
Tmob really does not understand the NACC without CCO: it will take at least 2s in addition. Tmob thinks we should really focus on the ones providing minimal delay.

-
NTT DCM wonders what happens if 2a fails ? Will the UE revert to E-UTRAN ? Maybe it would be better to have option 3 so that UE would continue to attempt in the target RAT (better error handling). Tmob thinks anyway the calling party will already hang up in these error cases.

-
Nortel would prefer not to support 2b and 3. Huawei has the same opinion.

-
NACC wants to have to UTRAN.

=>
Will at least support the 3 cases in green, maybe more.

=>
Should in addition ask:


1) Is CS fallback a mandatory feature for a UE support voice ? Could also ask if this is a RAN or CN capability ?


2) Will there be performance requirements ? Seems more a CN issue ? 

=>
Will see a draft LS in R2-083029

Section 5:

Need for SMC before CCO ?

-
NTT DCM would be to not mandate SCM before CCO. Anyway there would be authentication in the target RAT. We did send an LS to SA3 about this, but only asked about redirection and handover. In both cases SA3 did not seem to worried, but in RAN2 we kept the restriction for handover.

-
NSN indicates that currently we need to establish SRB2 first as well. We also have a clear decision about inter-RAT handover (only after handover, aligned to intra-LTE case). So do we want special handling for the CCO ?

-
Huawei thinks we should focus on simplicity (no special procedures).

=>
Not so much support to do something special for the CCO.

R2-083029:
Draft LS to SA2, CT1, RAN4 on CS fallback
NSN
· ALU think it might be better to clarify what our current error handling is so that these groups now. E.g. a reference could be included.

· RAN4 can be kept in copy, don’t have to ask question yet.

· Infineon wonders if we are correctly talking about “CM SERVICE REQ” ?

· Some reformulation of question 2 will be needed (respond with RR Paging response).

=> 
Can see update on reflector on Monday (see annex C for further handling of the LSout, final LS was in R2-083035)
R2-082928:
RAN2 functionality for CS fallback
Ericsson
Proposal 6:
· ALU assumes it is quite ok. However what does “ignore” mean ? E.g. which layer “ignores” ? Ericsson assumes the NAS layers would forget.

=>  Should also bring up the issue of error handling in the LS, and indicate RAN2 would prefer to limit as much as possible special error handling.
R2-082940:
CS Fallback options
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
=> Not treated
R2-083007:
Fast CS service redirection for LTE
NEC
=> Noted for now (might not have option 3)
R2-082979:
Latency reductions for CS fallback
Huawei
· Discusses potential optimisations by e.g. limiting number of cells and triggering interRAT measurements early.

· Tmob sees some benefit for omitting the inter-RAT measurements (e.g. “blind NACC”).

=>  Should first understand basic mechanism before discussing further optimisations.
Tdoc is noted.
R2-082937:
About RRC connection release message reception
 NXP Semiconductors, Philips
· Tmob wonders why we would disable reselection to E-UTRAN ? NXP would like to ensure that the UE is able to establish the call and they think about 10s.

· Ericsson thinks so far we have not agreed on mechanism 3. In addition, if we indicate a limited set of freq/RAT’s in the release, the UE would try these cells for some time. Ericsson remarks we have 10s in 25.331. Ericsson agrees this issue should be addressed, but not specific for CSFB. There is a Huawei generic paper on this.

· Nokia thinks that with the priority mechanism, we should have sufficient possibilities to keep the UE in specific layers. No additional tools are needed.

=> TP is not agreed
R2-083005:
Considerations on CS fallback
LG Electronics Inc.
=> Not treated
R2-083013:
Inter-RAT Measurement Reporting for CS Fallback
 LG Electronics Inc.

· Huawei wonders about the impact on the battery life ?  LG assumes that in many cases the UE will anyway have Inter-RAT measurements related to cell reselection. Not if the serving frequency is ok.

· Ericsson wonders if the intention is to make a “last moment snapshop” based on a single measurement ? 

· Tmob is also concerned about the battery performance, and anyway this is quite a small optimisation (65ms according to the Huawei paper).

=>  Noted
4.2
Performance requirements
Text proposal for performance requirements (outcome of email [Tmob]).

R2-082933:
Report of email discussion on 'RRC Performance requirements'
T-Mobile

report of email discussion 62_LTE_B04
=>  
Noted
R2-082934:
Text proposal on 'RRC Performance requirements'
T-Mobile

· Editors note should talk about “N” rather than “N2”.

· Vdf wonders why we still list the system information blocks in the table if we don’t have N1 ? Tmob agrees that if there is no testeable requirement, these entries could be removed. However Tmob thinks there could still be some benefits to specify some performance requirements here. Nortel also sees some benefits in defining the values.

· If there are parameters that need to be used by the UE from BCCH, then this could potentially be testeable. QC thinks maybe we specify one requirement for BCCH reception in general.  However the UE could always fake he did not receive any SIB.

· Ericsson agrees it is not trivial to test SIB reception, but it should be possible to test that the UE does not continuously fake. It could e.g. be tested with ETWS (display reponse time ().

· Nokia thinks no UE will deliberately delay the SI. If we define requirements for normal messages, anyway the BCCH processing should be quite quick.

· Tmob sees a benefit to specify an upper bound.

=> 
Change “(e.g. excluding delays caused by RACH procedure).”To (e.g. excluding delays caused by scheduling or RACH procedure).”

=>
Text proposal is agreed with removing the entries for system information, changing N2 to N in the editors note, and adding an editors note that whether we specify performance requirements for system information reception is FFS, and with the above change on scheduling delays.
R2-082944:
Definition of RRC procedure delay
Panasonic

Proposal1:
· QC wonders if there is any problem if we would not specify this ? ALU thinks that since this is the typical establishment case, it would be good to specify. 

-
Could add an editors note that “note that due to in sequence processing of RRC procedures, the processing of one procedure may only start when the processing of previous procedures has been finished”

-
Ericsson/Motorola think it would be more logical to only specify this specific case of connection establishment. Ericsson would like to see a tighter requirement for the multiplexed case in this case.

-
So could have one row with SMC + reconfiguration in the table.

-
Infineon would prefer the general statement or at least a statement for the reconfiguration only (in case of initial setup).

=>
Add row with “SMC + Reconfiguration at connection establishment”

Proposal 2/3:

-
Is our processing time really part of the interruption time, since data exchange could still be ongoing ? Panasonic thinks that at least during blind handover there are things the UE has to do which it cannot perform in parallel to data reception.

-
Tmob thinks that maybe RAN5 should start this.

-
At handover we have:


1) Msg reception


2) Processing time


3) Some actions especially in blind handover (e.g. cell search/sync)


4) Access RACH in target

-
Samsung thinks in the editors note above the able we could include that we exclude cell search and synchronisation times.

-
Nokia thinks the situation is already clear. QC also thinks it is clear.

=>  No action.

General:

- 
Tmob asks whether the N values we specify should always be met or only in no-load conditions. Tmob thinks the N values should always be met and still be tight requirements.
4.3
ASN.1 methodology

R2-082953:
Review of protocol extension proposals
Samsung

· Ericsson thinks it should be possible to add messages for BCCH and PCCH in the future. Samsung thought Ericsson proposed critical extensions. Can be discussed offline.

· How to continue on the extension marker ? An email discussion might be usefull.
=>  In general the proposals look reasonable. Should see text proposal in a next meeting to see detailed consequences on the spec.

=>
Will have an email discussion on “ASN1 extension mechanisms in E-UTRAN” [Ericsson]. Input from other companies is largely appreciated
R2-082926:
Proposed update of 36.331, Annex A: Guidelines on use of ASN.1
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Motorola wonders why Annex A is “informative”. There is also many “shalls” in the text.
=> 
Text proposal is agreed.
R2-082929:
General aspects on the RRC message transfer syntax
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

· Samsung wonders what the situation is for BCCH ? Is it also always a multiple of 8 bits ?  Nokia thinks this might need to be carefully checked. 

· Samsung thinks that if it is always a multiple of 8, we don’t have to talk about “basic production” since the ASN1 compiler for UNALIGNED PER will always produce a multiple of 8 bits already.

· QC thinks BCCH padding is anyway network implementation so we don’t have to care that much.

=> 
Should check whether really introduction of “basic production” is needed. Therefore TP is postponed.
R2-082970:
Use of transaction identifier
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell

· Text proposal applies rules 1 to 4.

Rule 4

· Huawei wonders if this will not restrict us in the future ? ALU has no strong opinion, but thinks including it in every UL msg is too much overhead. ALU thinks that if we make a “Class2” procedure into a Class1” we could just use a new message in the UL.

· Nokia supports the proposal

· Could consider to add the rules in the spec so that we don’t forget.

=> 
Text proposal is agreed
R2-083009:
ASN Changes
Samsung

=> Replaced by R2-083015

R2-083015:
SIB changes: “Sequence of Sequence”

=> Agreed
4.4
Intra-LTE mobility

Anything left e.g. on handover ?

TAU in connected mode

R2-082967:
TAU in connected mode
Alcatel-Lucent
· Infineon thinks that the 3rd bullet from SA2 (as quoted in section 2.1) is not really clear. The eNB will not be aware of the multi-TA list. So it has to be a UE decision.

· NSN wonders based on what logic the eNB would decide to ask this “IDLE mode behaviour”  or not ? ALU assumes that this could be up to operator configuration. NSN thinks it is unclear how much flexibility we really need, e.g. do we need the extra bit really?
TP is not agreed
R2-082939:
TAU in Connected mode
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Discussion
· NSN is thinks there is the gain of not adding the 1 bit, but also that the UE behaves exactly as in IDLE.

· Samsung wonders whether this means there is a NAS message in the handover ? NSN agrees that if this is an intra-eNB handover, we should probably ask if this is really necessary.

· Ericsson thinks SA2 has agreed to have load balancing based on an S1 handover. Then after the handover, the UE should perform a TAU. Ericsson assumes that the source eNB would tell the target eNB that he should trigger a TAU.

· NSN would like to ask SA2 whether this is really needed. 

· Infineon thinks that the target MME could trigger a TAU.

· Samsung wonders whether even in the load balancing case, the TAU would not be changed. Ericsson explains that in the load balancing case there is even no change of cell.

· RAN3 has already sent an LS to SA2.

· Ericsson wonders when the NAS could trigger the TAU ? NSN assumes the new MME could send some NAS msg.

· Options:


1) We could have 2 bits on AS (1 force trigger for load balancing / 1 behave as IDLE)


2) Always behave as in IDLE and NAS trigger for TAU at load balacing


Two issues:

a) is it acceptable that the UE always behaves as in IDLE, or should this be indicated by RAN at handover ?

b) Should AS or NAS trigger the TAU related to load balancing.

-
Samsung wonders if we really need to support this load balancing in ACTIVE. Chairman proposes to list the issue we found but leave the challenging to SA2.

=>
Will see draft outgoing LS in R2-083030 , copy CT1, RAN3 => Will go for email.

R2-083030
[Draft] LS on Tracking Area Update in RRC Connected (to: SA2, CT1; c: SA3)
Ericsson
Provided on Mon 9.6.08 after the ad hoc. See further in Annex C (final LS in R2-083036).
C-RNTI collision at handover

R2-082963:
A solution to resolve potential PCI confusion at handover
NTT DOCOMO
· Proposes solution is to include some bits of the GCI in the handover command.

· NTT DCM thinks maybe the QC solution might be easier.

· Nokia wonders how often the problem will really occur ? Nokia assume the frequency is extremely low. NTT DCM agrees it is rather rare, but thinks e.g. in central Tokia with Tokio bay (cells on the other side of the bay using the same L1-Id), this might happen.

· Ericsson wonders if there is 2 strong cells with the L1-Id, can the UE even synchronise ? Given the other conditions (e.g. used C-RNTI). Motorola thinks the UE is already synchronised to a cell when he sends the measurement report (at least he thinks so). 

=>  Noted (Need first to show more clearly that RNTI collision is really a problem).
R2-082985:
Connection release in case of C-RNTI collision
Qualcomm Europe
· QC proposes that whenever the UE receives a message with IP-failure (apart from the initial SMC), the UE goes to IDLE.

· NSN wonders if anybody else than NTT/QC are convinced that there is a problem ?  ZTE thinks that e.g. if we reserve cells for CSG this probability might increase. 

· QC thinks that anyway we might have to address the IP failure case, since we only have a DCCH release.

· NTT DCM thinks here we talk about PCI confusion in the network, not at the UE. Ericsson thinks the problem is the same.

=>
Can be considered as a future solution if we are convinced there is problem to solve. However currenly there is very little support for considering this a problem.
Other

R2-082988:
Handling of undelivered NAS message at mobility
Qualcomm Europe
Proposal 3

· It was questioned whether this should really be indicated in the spec, could this not be an implementation issue ?

· Nokia thinks this is all UE implementation. Also it is not clear in this proposal what SI information the UE should acquire.

· TI supports the proposal.

· For the case of cell reselection, Ericsson thinks the part we care about (TA) should always already be checked because also the ACB info is in the same SIB1. Nokia indicates that cell reselection takes place before cell suitability check.

=>
Considered an internal UE implementation issue.

-
QC would still like to clarify that the AS gives the indication to NAS when “successful delivery is not confirmed by lower layers”. So QC would like to agree on the changes made to the first bullet “1>” in 5.6.2.4. 

=>
Agree to the changes to the first bullet “1>” in 5.2.6.4

R2-082980:
Clarification on RRC connection reconfiguration failure procedure
Huawei
=> Agreed

R2-082924:
Error handling in RRC connection reconfiguration
Ericsson, Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens
Same TP as in R2-082980 therefore not treated.
R2-082957:
Miscellaneous Corrections to Mobility Procedure
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· On the first point, Samsung assumes the submission is done after 5.3.6.1. If we remove it here, do we loose the “at what point in time” the complete message should be sent ?

· ZTE wonders about the change of the optionality for the dedicatedRandomAccessParams to OD. This means Option Discontnue: so the UE will not continue to use the dedicated preamble.

=>  Agreed
R2-083004:
RRC Mobility related clarifications
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
Proposal 1:

-
So RB release signalling should be used.

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung indicates we don’t have this type of restriction in UMTS. Nokia thinks this guarantees best UE behaviour.

Proposal 3: (maxCellReport to 8)

-
First proposal is to have a maxCellReport limit of “8” for all measurements types.

-
Samsung indicates that in UMTS we allow up to 12.

=>
Agree to have a maxCellReport of “8” for all measurement types (rapporteur should capture this)

Proposal 7

- 
Samsung indicates that currently we have already procedure text in 5.5.3.1 which is not specific for intra-freq.

=>
Keep the current behaviour. Description in ASN1 needs to be updated (Rapporteur!) in alignment with the procedure text.

Proposal 8

-
LG wonders if it is really covered: what is covered is the event trigger periodical, not the real periodical.

-
NTT DCM thinks that have 3 reporting types (event, event periodical, periodical), and in the RAN5 list the periodical is priority “medium”. Nokia wonders about the need of the periodical ?

-
Maybe we should restructure a bit in “even”, “periodic” and “one-shot” for both reportConfigEUTRA and reportConfigInterRAT. 

=>
Can think about restructuring for the future.

=>  Other agreed proposals: 1,2,5,6,9
R2-082976:
Two Issues related to Handover Command
CATT
Proposal 1:
· Samsung thinks this should be included in the PDU specification, not in the procedure text. In general conditions for DL messages are network restrictions and not related to UE behaviour directly.

· Panasonic wonders if handover and bearer establishment can happen in one message ?  ALU thinks that network procedures would not support this.

=>  Agreed but should be captured with conditions in the PDU section with an optional choice between the two IE’s (rapporteur!).

Proposal 2:

-
NSN thinks that since we have removed the sending from the complete message from 5.3.5.3, also problem b) is removed (have to take the measurement configuration into account first).

-
In the current model, the sending of the response message will only trigger the RA procedure. So the RA procedure itself cannot be considered part of the reconfiguration procedure. However the situation is maybe not that clear.

=>
Can think if some further clarification is needed.

R2-083002:
HO failure handling
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
· Nokia would like to discuss how much details should be specified.

· Huawei thinks solution 1 should be ok (it is only modelling). Nokia would be fine with that but assumes there would be some delay beween handover success and really using the new configuration. Or it would only be modelling ?

· QC thinks that e.g. the re-establishment of lower layers has to take place before the handover success.

· Some textual changes will be needed (some of the copying is performed to late).

· Samsung wonders what is really the benefit of this addition ?  Is it not more or less the entire configuration. If there is some parts we store and some parts we do not store, then we might need a variable but not if we store basically everything ?

· So maybe it is enough to say “revert to configuration of the source cell apart from the physical layer configuration”. However it should also be clear that lower reset does not need to be undone.

· Samsung thinks we have delta signalling for all parts apart from physical layer configuration in the re-establishment, so it should also be already a bit clear from that.

=>  Noted; can come back in next meetig, i.e. TP is postponed.
R2-082938:
Text proposal for the AS container
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia corporation Networks
=> Updated in R2-083028
R2-083028:
Text proposal for the AS container
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia corporation Networks
· QC wonders how we handle T304 ? Can think about this for the future.

· CATT wonders where the old C-RNTI is included ? The UE-ReleatedInformation is only temporary information. So it would be better to include it in the Reestablishment info ? Samsung thinks for AS configuration we should use the normal IE’s that are used to configure the UE, so also for the UE-RelatedInformation.

· NTT DCM would prefer not to change the naming of the parameters compared to the type. So use “sourcexxx” with xxx the same as the Type.

=> 
Agreed with the above indicated naming change for the parameters.

R2-082969:
Handling of DL NAS messages during Re-establishment
Alcatel-Lucent, Alcatel Shanghai Bell
· It was questioned what goes wrong if the source cell delays the indication of delivery failure to the MME until after the UE context is requested to be released in the eNB. ALU thinks then the NAS timers might already have expired. Anyway it will introduce a delay for the NAS message since the retransmission is delayed.

· NTT DCM wonders if the eNB can really determine expiry of T310 ? NTT DCM assumes the eNB is not aware ? ALU agrees the eNB is not detail aware but should take a local decision based on UL quality or other aspects.

· So eNB can either take an “aggressive indication” of failure when it estimates T310 expires in the UE (but then the eNB has to probably keep a local copy of the NAS msg), or the eNB can take a less aggrieve indication and e.g. only indicate it when the UE context is released.

=> 
Noted (implementation issue with some options).
R2-082987:
Handover to 20msec RACH cell
Qualcomm Europe
· Panasonic indicates that RAN1 indicates the different is less then 153600 Ts. So can the UE not just compare the source and target cell radio frame timing ?  QC thinks it is not easy to compare this timing at radio frame boundary.

· Current assumption is that the UE can determine the “closed radio frame start”, and that one will have the same SFN

=> 
TP is not agreed
R2-082948:
SIB reading after handover
Panasonic

Proposal 1

· Ericsson thinks the fact that we require the UE to have up to date information in a cell should be sufficient. Ericsson assumes that in general the UE should not perform procedure it cannot do if it misses certain information.

· Question is whether it is always obvious what information is needed for doing what procedures ? E.g. requiring the SFN for measurement gap start seems relatively obvious.

· Panasonic thinks we already indicated that connected mode timers can be used from the source until you receive them in the target.

· Samsung asks how we handle SFN dependant resources ? Are they given in handover command and temporarily not used, or only given in the target cell ? Ericsson assumes that there are no restrictions on when to configure functionality, but it just means that the UE will not really “activate” the functionality until it has acquired information.

=> 
Principle is sensible, but we should check in more detail if there is specific functionality that should be clarified when the UE will really use it. 

Proposal 2:

-
Should not have been resolved with the split in dedicated and common information.
=>  TP is not agreed
R2-082943:
Remaining issues on Handover procedure
Panasonic
· Only 2.3. remaining

· Nokia agrees with the proposal. All dedicated resources should only be used after successful completion of the RA procedure.

· Samsung thinks that currently we apply the entire configuration before the successful completion of the RA procedure. So this would need to be clarified in 36.331.

· NTT DCM wonders whether the general requirement we have on “being in UL sync” before dedicated PUCCH resources can be used does not handle this ? Panasonic thinks that in case of contention preamble, after Msg2 the UE considers itself time synchronised.

=> 
Noted: Invite contributions for next meeting to capture this.
R2-082981:
Text proposal for mobility state detection criteria
Huawei
· Tmob thinks the changes should only be reflected in 36.331 and not impact in 36.304. Nokia agrees. (e.g. count cell change instead of cell reselections like in 304).

· So question is whether we want to use SIB2 or SIB3+dedicated  or UE reads SIB3 in connected ?

· Nokia assumes there are different parameters for IDLE and CONNECTED mode ? E.g. some network might only use IDLE mode scaling ?

· Tmob assumes this are optional parameters (not all cells in a PLMN have to use them). However they are cell specific, so all UE’s would use them.

· ALU thinks we could ask the UE to obtain SIB3. 

· Huawei thinks there is the alternative to go for a network based solution (network decides on the UE speed status). IDT thinks this was already excluded. Tmob agrees.

· NTT DCM thinks probably SIB3+dedicated would probably the best way to go. 

· For IDLE we scale Treselection, and for CONNECTED we scale Time To Trigger. So we should not necessarily align the parameters.

· Ericsson wonders the dedicated signalling would go ? Probably physical channel reconfiguration.

· Motorola assumes it is not urgent enough to require to be put in the handover.

=>  Go for a solution based on SIB3 (common parameters for IDLE) and measurement configuration (dedicated parameter for connected). Contributions for next meeting are invited to capture this. Therefore TP as such is postponed.
Not available/Late/Withdrawn

R2-082992:
Dedicated RACH Resource for handover
Huawei

Tdoc is not available and therefore withdrawn

R2-083006:
TAU in Connected Mode
NEC
=> Withdrawn
4.5
Measurements

E.g. Combined measurement reporting, reporting of detected UTRAN cells, SON-ANR (outcome of email discussion [Nokia]),...

SON-ANR

R2-083000:
ANR email discussion
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
report of email discussion 62_LTE_B02
-
Samsung thinks the reporting configuration might need some further considerations.

-
Also e.g. the GCI could be considered a measurement result.

=> 
Agree that the ANR/SON measurements should be attempted to be integrated into the existing measurement modelling.

=> Text proposal is updated in R2-083016

R2-083016:
ANR email discussion
Rapporteur (Nokia Corporation)
· For the GERAN object, the BSIC is still missing as optional parameter

=>  Can continue email discussion on this, i.e. TP is postponed
R2-082932:
CGI measurement during DRX
Ericsson

· Motorola thinks maybe the paper focuses to much on obtaining the GCI. Motorola thinks the initial intention was to have this “best effort”.

· Ericsson thinks that this could improve the PCI collision problem. 

· Maybe something more loose should be specified ?

· Ericsson would like to see that the network can somehow rely on this. Currently the UE would have to delete all radio bearers. Ericsson would like to prioritise GCI over UL data.

=>  Noted
All other Tdocs of this agenda item were not treated due to a lack of time.

Other

R2-082931:
Alignment of periods for gap pattern, DRX, sys info and paging for a UE in connected mode Ericsson

R2-082999:
Removal of unnecessary measurement events
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

R2-082925:
Reporting of detected cells for UTRA
Ericsson

R2-082973:
Combined Measurement Reporting
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-082986:
Measurement Reporting Content
Huawei

R2-082946:
Gap Activation by Handover Command
Panasonic

R2-082982:
Measurement related actions during handover
Huawei

R2-082972:
Measurement Introduction
LG Electronics Inc.

R2-082945:
Measurement validity and DRX dependant measurement criteria
Panasonic

R2-082964:
Handling of multiple triggered measurement reporting events
NTT DOCOMO

R2-082977:
Some issues on Measurement
CATT

5
Other

Anything else related to RRC: e.g. detailed PDU contents for any other messages, Re-establishment, Inter-RAT, ….

Rapporteur

R2-083008:
E-UTRA RRC main issues
Samsung


=> Noted

R2-083010:
Miscelaneous clarifications/ corrections
Rapporteur (Samsung)
=>  Agreed as basis for further work.
All other Tdocs of this agenda item were not treated due to a lack of time.

SI scheduling

R2-082941:
System information scheduling
ZTE

R2-083001:
System Information Offsetting
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

SI change

R2-082947:
Connected mode UE monitoring paging for system information
Panasonic

Other

R2-082966:
Miscellaneous corrections on Security
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-082971:
Reporting Serving Cell id to higher layers
Alcatel-Lucent

R2-082989:
Counter Check
Huawei

R2-082990:
Some clarifications 36.331
Huawei

R2-082935:
Introduction of Home Basestation Identifier on BCCH
T-Mobile

R2-082956:
RRC multiplicity and type constraints values
Samsung

R2-082975:
Interaction between Redirection and UE default and specific priorities
Huawei

R2-083014:
Failure handling of mobility from E-UTRA
LG Electronics Inc 

R2-083011:
Procedural specification of inter-RAT mobility
Samsung

R2-082991:
System Information for ETWS message
Huawei
revised in R2-083017

R2-083017
System Information for ETWS message
Huawei
Disc

6
Any other business

Nothing to report.
Please refer to Annex C for RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc post processing.

7
Closing of the meeting
The TSG RAN WG2 chairman Gert-Jan van Lieshout thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to this RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc. He thanked ETSI for hosting this meeting and closed the meeting on Friday June  6th, 2008 at about 17:00 o'clock.
Annex A:
List of participants

The list of participants of this RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc is attached to this report.

Total number of participants: 48
Annex B:
List of Tdocs
The list of Tdocs of this RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc is attached to this report.

Total number of Tdocs:
120 (R2-082920 - R2-083039) of which 8 Tdocs are not available.
Annex C:
RAN WG2 LTE RRC ad hoc post processing

Email discussions/approvals
At the LTE RRC ad hoc 5.-6.6.2008 in Sophia Antipolis, the following email discussions were decided (the identifier [...] is used at the beginning of the subject field of emails to be send over the RAN2 reflector (for easier identification of the topic)):

Outgoing LSs: 
(Since an ad hoc itself cannot send out LSs, potential LSs have to be agreed by email. For the same reason the outgoing LSs will be mentioned in the list of outgoing LSs of RAN2 #62bis.)

LTE RRC ad hoc considered 3 LSs which will be handled as follows:

· Draft LSs (start version) will be provided at latest on Monday 09.06.2008.
· Comments are possible until Thursday 12.06.2008 midnight Pacific time.
· Updates and final draft LS will be provided without Tdoc number before Fri 13.6.2008 10:00 CEST.
· MCC will prepare final LSs and distribute them.
[LTE_RRC_LS01]

topic:



Value ranges for information elements in system information: e.g.












- question on higher value for S_intrasearch












- “high quality criteria” is also still not addressed by RAN4







to:




RAN4







cc:




- (finally also GERAN)







rapporteur:

Ericsson







related Tdoc:
R2-082921







draft LS:


in R2-083021 (start version)








final LS:


in R2-083034







conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Janne Peisa (Ericsson) directly 












after the ad hoc on 06.06.2008 and LS R2-083034 was agreed 













without additional comments and sent out by MCC on 13.06.2008.
R2-083034
Response LS to R4-081188 (=R2-082833) on value ranges (to: RAN4; cc: -; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2
Agreed (by email)
[LTE_RRC_LS02]

topic:



CS fallback: e.g. 












- Bit indicating S-TMSI or TMSI?












- What is the UE supposed to do with the indicator?












  Is it clear that there is any special UE action after the CSFB












  CCO/HO? (no explicit statement in 23.272 yet)












- supported cases from RAN2












- Is CS fallback a mandatory feature for a UE support voice?












  Could also ask if this is a RAN or CN capability ?












- Will there be performance requirements ? Seems more a CN issue?







to:




SA2, CT1







cc:




RAN4 (finally RAN3 instead of RAN4)







rapporteur:

NSN







related Tdoc:
R2-082962







draft LS:


in: R2-083029 (start version)







final LS:


in R2-083035







conclusion:

R2-083029 was already provided on Friday of the ad hoc and shortly 











discussed. Woonhee Hwang (NSN) kicked off email discussion on 












Mon 09.06.2008 providing an update. It was decided to not address 











RAN4 but to copy RAN3 and after comments from Ericsson and NTT 











the final LS R2-083035 was sent out by MCC on 13.06.2008.
R2-083035
LS on CS Fallback (to: SA2, CT1; cc: RAN3; contact:NSN)
RAN2

Agreed (by email)
[LTE_RRC_LS03]

topic:



Load balancing/TAU in connected mode: e.g.












- open issues of load balancing in ACTIVE as considered by SA2












- Is it acceptable that the UE always behaves as in IDLE, or should 












  this be indicated by RAN at handover?












- Should AS or NAS trigger the TAU related to load balancing?







to:




SA2







cc:




RAN3, CT1







rapporteur:

Ericsson







related Tdoc:
R2-082939 (note: see also SA2 LS S2-084456 = R2-083088 which 











officially arrives at RAN2 #62bis)







draft LS:


in R2-083030 (start version)







final LS:


in R2-083036







conclusion:

R2-083030 was sent out by Vera Vukajlovic on 09.06.2008 to kick off 











the email discussion. Comments were provided by Alcatel-Lucent, 












NSN, Samsung/chairman and NEC before a final version was made 











available on 16.06.2008 and MCC sent out R2-083036 on 17.06.2008.
R2-083036
LS on Tracking Area Update in RRC Connected (to: SA2; cc: RAN3, CT1; contact: Ericsson)
RAN2
Agreed (by email)

Other email discussions:
[LTE_RRC_36.331]

topic:



Rapporteur's CR to 36.331 covering agreements of this ad hoc








rapporteur:

Samsung








related Tdoc:
R2-083010








final output:

R2-083033













Note: First version should be sent out by Tuesday 10.06.2008














without Tdoc number. Final version should be agreed by Friday













13.06.2008.








conclusion:

Himke van der Velde (Samsung) kicked off the email discussion on 












10.06.2008 and provided the final version R2-083033 on 















13.06.2008.
R2-083033
Rapporteur's CR to 36.331 update covering agreements of LTE RRC ad hoc: "Miscellaneous corrections and clarifications"
Samsung
CR
36.331
Agreed (by email)

[LTE_RRC_Timer]

topic:



RRC timer values








rapporteur:

Ericsson








related Tdoc:
R2-082930








final output:

Please request Tdoc number for email discussion summary for 













RAN2 #62bis













(deadline for email discussion: RAN2 #62bis submission deadline).








conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Tao Cui (Ericsson) on 














11.06.2008 and a report is provided to RAN2 #62bis in R2-083164.
[LTE_RRC_ASN1ext]
topic:



ASN.1 extension mechanisms in 36.331








rapporteur:

Ericsson








related Tdoc:
R2-082953








final output:

Please request Tdoc number for email discussion summary for













RAN2 #62bis













(deadline for email discussion: RAN2 #62bis submission deadline).








conclusion:

Email discussion was kicked off by Sven Ekemark (Ericsson) on 












10.06.2008 and a report is provided to RAN2 #62bis in R2-083323.
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