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0
Introduction
The report provides the outcome of offline discussion related to proposals presented at the online session at RAN3#79 meeting. A document containing the proposed updates to the TR is submitted in R3-130332.
1
TR update proposals
Proposal 1.1:

Update the TR title to “Study on LTE-HRPD Inter RAT SON use cases and solutions”

Discussion outcome: 

OK
Proposal 1.2:

In the text of the TR, replace “HRPD” by “eHRPD”.
Discussion outcome: 

For the study and the work, we refer to HRPD. For the network entity, we refer to eHRPD.
Proposal 1.3:

Rule out the transfer mechanism of a new direct interface 
Discussion outcome: 

No need to remove section 5.3. The conclusion is to go for Sxxx interface.
Proposal 1.4:

Create a new interface Sxxx between MME and eHRPD for non-UE dedicated procedures.

Discussion outcome: 

All companies in RAN3 seem to agree, so should be OK to be captured in the TR.

Restructure the conclusion, making better separation between documentation options and interface options.
Proposal 1.5:

Remove FFS on load definition to be used between LTE and eHRPD following the reply LS from 3GPP2.

Discussion outcome: 

OK
Proposal 1.6:

Add solution description for unnecessary handover from LTE to eHRPD.
Discussion outcome: 

Validity of the unnecessaryhandover scenario needs to be confirmed for typical deployments of eHRPD.
Proposal 1.7:

Update "drawback" statement in TR 37.813 sub-section 5.1.
Discussion outcome: 

See below.
Proposal 1.8:

Provide clarifications and remove contradictions in TR 37.813 sub-section 5.2.
Discussion outcome: 

1.7 and 1.8: Need further study at next meeting. Also more detailed contributions linked to specification impacts of both options are expected to next meeting.
Questions to be answered for both options:

- in which specifications is the option documented

- how is the option documented

- can the existing signalling in 36.413 Annex B be transported on “option 5.2”
- message size constraint?

- expected lead-time in standardisation WGs (RAN + SA + CT + GERAN). Which groups are affected and how difficult will it be for them to update their specifications.
Proposal 1.9:

Provide the picture illustrating the architecture of LTE-eHRPD iRAT SON in TR 37.813 sub-section 5.5.
Discussion outcome: 

It is assumed that the location of the RIM entity on 3GPP2 side would not have any impact on 3GPP specifications. If impacts are foreseen, an LS to 3GPP2 may be needed.
2
LS proposals

Proposal 2.1:

Send LS to 3GPP2 informing about outcome of RAN3#79 discussions.
Discussion outcome: 

No LS at this meeting.
Proposal 2.2:

Send LS to RAN2 on reporting of eHRPD cell id for LTE-eHRPD MRO. (“on the feasibility to extend the RLF Report with the identity of the eHRPD cell where the UE established connection after the failure”)
Discussion outcome: 

OK to send the LS, needs rewording to underline that just feasibility is needed.
Proposal 2.3:

Send LS to 3GPP2 on UE requirements for detection of unnecessary handover from LTE to eHRPD.
Discussion outcome: 

No LS at this meeting.
3
Other proposals

Proposal 3.1:

Use existing TAI and ECGI for the routing address from CDMA2000 to MME/EUTRAN. The new impact on the EUTRAN will be to include the ECGI in relevant message from MME to eNB in S1AP.

Discussion outcome: 

Many companies believe this is a work item phase decision. 
Proposal 3.2:

Downselection between option 5.1 (extension of current RIM specification) and 5.2 (new specification).
Discussion outcome: 

Currently no consensus. Depends on the answers of questions in 1.7 / 1.8. 
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