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Information
1
Discussion 
1. IDLE state mobility requirements (20 min) 
· TPs (Nokia 772, Ericsson 621)

i. DRX cycle dependent cell identification and measurement rates 

ii. Measurements of GSM cells

iii. Evaluation of cell re-selection criteria
iv. Maximum interruption in paging reception
· Periodicity of searching higher priority layers (Docomo 655 Vodafone 774, Nokia 772 )

Points made during the discussion:

Cell search times:

Nokia: our proposed numbers were more generic, Ericsson’s perhaps for more specific cases.
Ericsson: if we follow the Nokia approach we should also specify the levels, e.g. geometry -6 dB, do we expect similar levels as in connected state?
Nokia: haven’t yet looked yet in detail, mainly AWGN case so far

Motorola: for AWGN type of requirements we could look at connected mode. However, for fading case, is the plan then to study RSRP accuracy further? There is 2 ways, either fix numbers and then define the times or other way around.
Nokia: power consumption is most critical here, not necessarily get exact figures from simulations, proposal would be for companies to check numbers
Vodafone: we need requirements with fading, there were problems with REL99 UEs

Nokia: agree, some filtering requirements need to be added

Ericsson: then some evaluation would be needed; we are fine with fading approach
Vodafone: what does Ncarrier mean ?

Nokia: Kcarrier = Ncarrier-1, to be checked

Motorola: does it include serving carrier?
Nokia: Kcarrier should # of IF carriers which you measure

Merging of the TPs:
Ericsson: there were many areas where they can aligned

Nokia: proposes to provide common TP based on Tdocs 772, 621
Periodicity of searching higher priority layers

Vodafone: it should be clearer what the periodicity number means
Nokia: definition of the cases needs to be agreed, e.g. search time vs # of layers

Motorola: concerned about the frequent searches and resulting battery consumption

Nokia: 15 s is about 10 times DRX cycle, this may already have some impact on battery consumption, therefore 60 s was proposed in last meeting
Docomo: we should define first #of layers to be searched at one time, e.g. 2 layers were proposed, with 1 layer it’s different

Nokia: we could start with 1 layer per timer for analysis

Docomo: OK
Motorola: OK
Vodafone: we proposed 4 layers

Nokia: we could scale the analysis results to cover the other cases

TMO: we should look for more relaxed times to ensure reasonable battery consumption. We should also focus on the use case aspects. There may not be any need for very short timer.
Orange: are we looking at interval of timers (configurable timer) or fixed value for all use cases ? 

Nokia: that is TBD, should be outcome of analysis if there is need for such flexibility

Nokia: do we have a range of timer values ?

Motorola: proposals (60s) were already made, we need to progress and agree value

Nokia: it would be good to have one value for battery consumption reference battery points
Agreed way forward:

· Further evaluation of the cell identification and measurement times assuming fading (emphasizing also issues like UE battery consumption). Ericsson + Nokia to work further on appropriate evaluation assumptions 

· Ericsson + Nokia to provide common TP based on Tdocs 772, 621 with the numbers left TBD
· Further evaluation for higher priority layer search timer should be based on 1 layer against UE battery consumption aspects. Outcome of analysis should also be if there is need for signalling this value. Evaluation for 60s should be provided for comparison purposes and range of 30s – 120s should be considered
2. Mobility state detection (10 min)

· Tdocs (Vodafone 705, Nokia 725)
Points made during the discussion:

Ericsson: We thought of the filtering more as layer 3 parameter and re-use concepts from connected mode like TTT

Nokia: do we evaluate the various schemes ? There shouldn’t be too many options

Vodafone: would like to know if there is something more reliable then counting re-selections like e.g. filtering approaches
Motorola: it’s not clear that using 2 filters is more reliable then counting re-selections
Nokia: what is the metric for such evaluation?

Vodafone: one aspect is how often low speed UEs jump around and how often do high speed UEs loose coverage
Ericsson: call blocking would be ideal metric, but perhaps difficult to do. Simpler perhaps to look at camped cell RS SNR or PL distribution

Nokia: idle mode is considered now.  one metric would be to look at portion of time UE was camped on best cell (minimum PL)

Motorola: also one parameter is false alarm, ie how much UE is not connected to best cell

Orange: evaluation may depend on cell sizes
Agreed way forward:

· Continue evaluating the proposed schemes. Interested parties encouraged to get together and propose suitable metric for further evaluation during this meeting
3. RSRP Measurement Accuracy Requirements (15 min)
· Definition of RSRP, Io, Ior,…  (Ericsson 693, 701, Nokia 726)
· Reporting range, LS to RAN2  (Docomo 654, Ericsson 625)
· TPs Absolute , relative accuracy for intra/inter frequency  (Nokia 726, Ericsson 626)
· Synchronous network RSRP measurement (Motorola 761)

Following Tdocs were presented under this agenda item:  R4-080701, R4-080726 and R4-080761 as they were not yet covered in the RAN4 plenary session prior to the ad hoc.
Points made during the discussion:

RSRP definition:

NSN: RS power and RSRP may need to be clarified in 36.214 as it’s not clear and also impacts eNB RS TX requirements

Ericsson: we should try to clarify during this meeting. Important is to make sure that TX & RX are consistent wrt to CP removal
Nokia: 726 is proposing a way which makes RSRP independent of CP length
RSRP and # of antennas:
Motorola: supports Ericson proposal to bring an LS if Ericsson interpretation of 36.214 was correct.
Nokia: issue of ‘shall vs may’ in terms of using other antenna. Use of other antennas should not mandated by specs
Ericsson: most important is that UE should not use unreliable antennas. The ‘shall vs may’ issue is secondary
Motorola: supports Nokia to say “may use ..” as reliability detection is UE implementation dependent

Setting of conditions of RSRP accuracy:
Motorola: Has issues with test for synchronous vs. asynchronous case, see Tdoc761. Need time to check the side conditions of Io limits in 726.
Ericsson: need to check definition of Io. Numbers for relative accuracy OK, but all other cases need to be checked

Nokia: we should focus on the definitions of the parameters and the conditions to be able to progress numbers of the AWGN accuracy as AWGN is currently defined as condition in the beginning of Section 9.
Ericsson (on Tdoc761): have you also looked at other sequences? 
Motorola: we didn’t take worst case, there could be worst or better cases. Also you see this in fading conditions.
Nokia: maybe we need to study this a bit more and see how large this variance is.

Agreed way forward:

· Ericsson will look at eNB and UE aspects of RS TX power and RSRP and provide further proposals during this meeting 

· Further offline discussion to clarify TS36.214 on the basis that UE must to detect reliability before using other antenna and that UE may use however, that’s not mandated. Ericsson to coordinate.
· Nokia to revise Tdoc 726 regarding definitions of the parameters and conditions with the actual numbers left TBD. Numbers can also be discussed. 
· Continue analysis how to deal with the synchronous case as raised by Tdoc761














































































































































































