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-
Rapporteur would like to have by the end of the meeting an overview of still what to do.
-
It was noted that for some spares on BCCH there is now generic error handling. 

-
Also ASN.1 impacted issues should be noted

=>
Will revisit by Friday, and see update in R2-092586 [CB Frid]
Connection establishment

R2-092112:
CR to 36.331 on absence of S-TMSI in RRCConnectionRequest
Huawei  CR 36.331 F
-
QC thought there was a specific desire to capture this behaviour somewhere. Ericsson thinks we can keep the note. Huawei is concerned about the load balancing case; the UE would be registered but still the upper layers would not provide an S-TMSI. So the note is a bit misleading.

-
TMO thinks it is not an essential change.

-
NSN thinks we loose some information when we would remove the note.

=>
Noted (note still captures typical behaviour)
R2-092031:
UE behaviour in case of IP check failure for SMC
Qualcomm Europe
Disc


Proposal 1:
-
Panasonic clarifies that SMC and reconfiguration can be sent at the same time but in that order

-
Panasonic does not understand the problem: reconfiguration message cannot be deciphered so will not reach the RRC layer

-
Samsung assumes that 5.3.1.1.is clear that UTRAN should release the connection if either SMC or reconfiguration fails.

-
QC wonders if the RRC release message can really be delivered to RRC.

-
Worst case is when NULL ciphering would make the reconfiguration succeed ? RRC would process the reconfiguration message. Would this risk a subsequent release message to not be delivered ?
-
NSN thinks the spec is clear that an RRC release has to be possible.

-
Motorola thinks it is clear that after SMC failure the UE goes to a state without security. Motorola thinks we should not go to IDLE because NAS message could be delivered. ALU thinks this is not really true since 5.3.1.1 indicates the network should release. Motorola points out that NAS messages have separate security. QC thinks this would be a bit strange. ZTE also thinks this would be strange. ZTE supports the directly going to IDLE.

-
QC thought we should not process the reconfiguration message because it is IP protected.

-
Current assumption is that RRC will try to process the message, which due to no deciphering will normally lead to a ASN.1 decoding error ? Panasonic thinks that other implementations are allowed to take the ciphering start failure into account.
=>
Does not seem really anything broken. Can come back if offline results in something
=>
After offline discussion it was concluded that no change is needed. Assumption is that this is  a rare case and anyway it should always be possible to get the connection release delivered.

Proposal 2:

-
Panasonic thinks RRC already specifies that SMC has special handling.

=>
Noted
R2-092032:
Integrity check failure for Security Mode Command
Qualcomm Europe
CR
36.331
F

Other
R2-092172:
Rel-8 Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc




-
NSN wonders if it would not be better to start the emergency call in LTE if the UE is already in connected ?
-
NSN wonders for the IDLE case, what happens after the emergency call ? Will the UE again move to LTE ?
-
Huawei wonders how the UE knows which RAT supports emergency call ? How far should the UE go in finding a RAT that supports an emergency call, e.g. PLMN change ? Probably. So first attempt current PLMN and if not possible, other PLMN’s ?
=>
Will include these 2 questions w.r.t. UE behaviour in IDLE and CONNECTED when CS/PS2 is configured in the outgoing LS in R2-092466

R2-092175:
Octet alignment of VarShortMAC-Input
Alcatel-Lucent
CR
36.331
 F
-
Samsung wonders if there is a backward compatibility issue ? QC explains that the UE has to implement either a or b, so we have to specify for interoperability.
-
ALU wonders if we need impact analysis (what if one node implements it and the other does not).

=>
In principle agreed.
R2-092202:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331

F

=>
Coversheet should be changed (36.300; redundant space in SIB8, ..). Can be indicated offline
=>
Change w.r.t. UL BW should be removed.

=>
Will see update in R2-092651
R2-092651:
Miscellaneous small corrections
Samsung
CR
36.331

F
=>
CR is in principle agreed; later update was considered necessary to include more changes. Can be provided in R2-092672 [CB Frid]
R2-092216:
Security clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F
=>
Huawei suggests to add “succesfull” to the NAS SMC, i.e. successful NAS SMC.

=>
Spell out “HO”

-
ZTE wonders if there it is possible that the key from the previous SMC would not be “fresh” ?

=>
QC would like to change “old keNB” to “current KeNB” in the field description, in alignment with the procedure text.

-
Ericsson wonders if the field description could not be shorter and just a reference to SA3 ? NTT DCM has a similar concern. E.g. we do not have this much detail in the NCC description.
=>
Can try to simplify the field description a bit.

=>
We will see update in R2-092652
R2-092652:
Security clarification
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
CR
36.331
F
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-092372:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc




=> Confirm proposal 1

Proposal 2:

-
Nokia wonders what the text proposal really clarifies/changes ? Panasonic wants to clarify that following delta signalling is based on the default configuration, not the previous dedicated configuration. Nokia thinks this was already the understanding.
-
Samsung thinks it should be clear that we only always have 1 configuration: so when we apply a configuration, that is the only configuration the UE has. Nokia agrees. Ericsson agrees. So the proposal is overspecifying; it would mean we would also have to check all other places to see if we also have to add this release.
=>
Panasonic propose to add a note in the general procedure section. Seems ok.

=>
Will see CR proposal in R2-092653
R2-092653:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc




=>
Sentence seems to say it only applies if the configuration includes a default configuration. Maybe we should have an e.g. for the default configuration.
=>
Maybe we should more focus on that the UE has only one configuration. Any newly applied configuration replaces and previously applied configuration
=>
Can think about some rewording in R2-092671
R2-092671:
Implicit reconfiguration and delta signalling
Panasonic
Disc

-
Nokia indicates that in some cases we have 2 different IE’s (e.g. in common and dedicated configuration), which change the same IE in the configuration.
=>
Intention is agreed; wording can be discussed offline up to the next meeting
R2-092094:
Clarification on RLC entities in DRB setup, reconfiguration and release
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks
CR
36.331


F
=>
Proposal will be included in R2-092651
R2-092240:
DLInformationTransfer on SRB2
Motorola
CR
36.331


F

-
Huawei assumes the MME would not sent another NAS message inbetween the RRC reconfiguration and the reconfiguration complete. It has already the INITIAL CONTEXT message outstanding. Motorola thinks anyway AS needs to be robust.
-
There should be no problem if the E-UTRAN waits for the complete message ?

-
Samsung thinks this has an impact on the UE because it has to be able to receive NAS messages on 2 SRB’s.

-
Ericsson thinks the eNB should ensure it knows that the SRB2 is established.

-
ZTE thinks a network could anticipate the reconfiguration to succeed and sent the message before receiving the response.
-
CATT thinks the current specification is correct.

=>
Noted: eNB should wait for the complete message before sending NAS messages on SRB2. This should not create a long delay.
R2-092242:
Clarified the network controlled mobility in RRC_CONNECTED HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F
-
Samsung wonders if 5.3.1.3 is about inter-RAT ? 5.4.1 handles inter-RAT
-
NSN clarified that the CCO is using the same procedure as handover “mobility from E-UTRA”.

-
QC thinks the concerning sentence can be removed.
-
NSN/TMO would prefer not change

=>
Noted (5.4.1 is anyway the general section for inter-RAT mobility).

R2-092440:
Correction to the range of ra-PreambleIndex in the RACH-ConfigDedicated Potevio CR36.331 F

-
QC assumes this is not needed. Ericsson indicates it is a network choice to allocate a “contention preamble” as “dedicated preamble”. 

=>
Noted
R2-092327:
Proposed CR to 36.331 on correction on the optionality of drb-CountInfoList LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331


F
-
Huawei thinks current specification is correct.

-
LG agrees that technically it is equivalent, but having a start from “1” is more logical.

-
QC agrees with Huawei

-
We have frozen ASN.1

=>
Noted

R2-092329:
Correction on Handling of Lower Layer Indication
CATT
CR
36.331
F
-
CATT agrees nothing is broken, but thinks keeping T311 might cause some confusion.
-
QC thinks nothing is broken. It is also quite nice to make it clear that we do not handle these indications if T311 is running.

-
QC wonders if it is really clear we do not have these indications from lower layers when T311 is running (there is no switch on/off) ?

-
Ericsson thinks it is best to leave it as it is.

=>
Noted

R2-092370:
Clarification on RRC connection establishment
ITRI
CR
36.331
F
=> Updated in R2-092579

R2-092579:
Clarification on RRC connection establishment
ITRI
CR
36.331
F
-
Samsung thinks the current spec is clear: we can configure measurements before security. We just do not have connected mode mobility yet.

-
Ericsson thinks the specification is already sufficient clear.
=>
Noted

R2-092374:
Coordination of RRC connection reestablishment with 36.300
ITRI
CR
36.331
F
=>
Withdrawn
5.8.2
Measurements
R2-092115:
Corrections to measurement configuration
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331
F
-
HTC has the same proposal in R2-092267.
=>
Will be included in R2-092651
R2-092267:
Clarified the neighCellConfig in measurement procedure
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F
=>
Noted

R2-092248:
Clarified the measurement actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED
HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F
-
Ericsson assumes that it is impossible to implement this incorrectly; every UE vendor would already have implemented this Ericsson assumes. So there is no need for this correction. Nokia agrees with Ericsson; if we start this way there are probably also other things to release. QC also thinks this is not needed.

=>
Noted
R2-092340:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Addition of omitted stop conditions for T321 in Timer table
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
-
HTC thinks also upon leaving connected mode should be added.
-
CATT thinks in general what detail the table should have. This description is fully redundant with the procedure text. Nokia has a similar concern. The procedure text should take precendence. So maybe not all corner cases would need to be included. QC agrees: the purpose of the table is to indicate the main usage of the timer.

-
LG wonders then what the general rule is on the level of detail that is required ? QC thinks it is difficult to make a general rule. At least the main purpose of the timer should be capture.
-
Samsung thinks maybe a brief description of the timers would have been better.
-
QC would like to keep the table as it is.

=>
Noted (table should only clarify main purpose of timer)

R2-092438:
Clarification to the description of measurement
Potevio
CR
36.331
 F
-
NTT DCM wonders if this is really necessary. Also for inter-Rat frequencies we only want to configure 1 object.

-
This limitation is also applicable to inter-RAT measurements

=>
Noted

R2-092133:
Resolving Discrepancies related to presence of IE’s in ASN.1
NEC
Disc


- 
Samsung thinks this was discussed before and then it was agreed not to make this optional since it is also only a small parameter. It is already clear from the procedure text that there is then no action based on the reportInterval.

-
NEC thinks it would be more clear with explicit ignoring

-
QC thinks it is already clear from the IE description for the ReportInterval

=>
Noted
 
R2-092134:
Correction to Measurement Reporting Configuration
NEC
Disc



=>
Noted
5.8.3
Broadcast

R2-092042:
Width of DL bandwidth field in MIB
Qualcomm Europe
Disc




-
NSN thinks we have discussed spare values in the MIB at length. It is also questionable how urgent the UE needs to know the DL bandwidth in the future.
-
QC thinks the issue is that we would still have many codepoints available for later extensions of the DL BW.

-
NSN thinks if we do not care about the Rel-8 UE, maybe we could have a completely different MIB ?
-
NSN wonders if we will really have this problem ? Is there any new band coming ? QC thinks this can be expected and can be considered a real problem.

-
QC would really prefer companies to discuss this with their delegates in RAN1/4.

=>
Noted; can see in the future how we want to extend. E.g. ASN1 as indicated in the contribution or new MIB if it is a non-Rel-8 band. Offline discussion can ofcourse continue.
R2-092110:
Corrections to acquisition of an SI message
Huawei Technologies
CR
36.331
F
-
Ericsson thought this was clear from ASN.1; first entry in schedulingInfoList corresponds to n==1.
-
Nokia also thinks this is sufficient clear. Should also be clear from the equation having “n-1”.
=>
Noted


R2-092111:
Acquire system information upon RRC connection re-establishment
Huawei Technologie CR
36.331 F
-
Samsung this for the first change, we should say “priority the connection re-establishment”.
-
Nokia assumes only the second change is needed.

-
QC thinks either neither or both changes are needed.

-
NTT DCM thinks the second change is maybe not needed (continue to talk about “procedure” in both cases). First change could be done with “prior”.

-
Ericsson clarifies whole cell selection is included in connection re-establishment procedure.

-
Nokia thinks in principle all this is already clear: cell selection means suitability check and thus reading SIB1.

-
NSN wonders how important this is ? Is there a real risk for misunderstanding ?

=>
Agree that this should be clarified: detailed wording of both changes can be discussed offline. Will see update in R2-092655
R2-092655:
Acquire system information upon RRC connection re-establishment
Huawei Technologie CR
36.331 F
-
Ericsson thinks first change should be “prior to connection re-establishment”. NTT DCM commented offline that “upon” is ok because re-establishment includes cell selection.
=>
First change not needed (already clear from second change)
=>
Second change should be “or RRCConnectRe-establsihment transmission”.

=>
Will include second change in rapporteur CR in update of R2-092651

R2-092269:
Clarified the System information acquisition
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
F
Proposal 1:

-
Samsung wonders if this change is really CDMA specific ?  Nokia agrees this can also be for other RAT’s. Nokia thinks in principle nothing is needed.
-
QC thinks it might be good to have this in general form

-
ALU thought that this list is only indicating AS reasons to read it. Then when NAS requests it, AS can provide it but there is no reason to again acquire it.

-
QC thought that for CDMA, there were cases where CDMA upper layers would request reading of a SIB which was not read so far for AS reasons. E.g. SIB 8 reading for system time. HTC claries that there CR was triggered by the text in 5.2.2.4.

=>
Will included the first change as proposed in this CR (in 5.2.2.2) in the rapporteur CR R2-092651

Proposal 2:

-
Samsung indicates that in general we have agreed not to specify the details of forwarding to upper layers. Nokia agrees this is not needed.
-
LG thinks it is a bit unclear in which case we forward and which case we do not. Nokia thinks this is anyway UE internal implementation.

-
Samsung thinks for the cases of upper layers requesting (e.g. PLMN selection), we do not indicate the forwarding. However in cases where we always forward, we would specify.

-
QC wonders if then CSG identity should not be indicated ? Nokia clarifies that 36.304 indicates AS checks against the allowed CSG list. So we do not need to inform NAS all the time. Vdf thinks we should always forward the CSG identity to make the user aware that he is camping on a CSG cell. QC agrees to this.
-
Nokia would prefer to remove all the forwarding from 5.2.2.7. 

-
TMO thinks we should specify forwarding when there is some action. Display requirements are out of scope for 3GPP. TIM thinks this can also be covered in 3GPP specifications.
=>
Rule is that we describe the forwarding when it happens always and there is some NAS behaviour related to it. CSG identity is only provided when requested by NAS.
-
HTC wonders if the home-eNB name is always forwarded ?

=>
Second proposal is noted. Should not spent to much time on this internal UE modelling.
R2-092351:
Proposed CR to 36.331 On not applying TimeAlignmentTimerCommon upon reception of SIB2 LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F
-
Ericsson wonder about the relevance of the scenario of changing a TAT. Huawei agrees with Ericsson. Idle UE’s will wait until connection establishment, and connected mode UE’s can be reconfigured. Samsung agrees.
-
QC agrees nothing is broken, but still thinks the current behaviour is a bit stange.So could consider for Rel-9.
-
Ericsson thinks it is a corner case and all the means in the network are available. Panasonic thinks that when we introduced the dedicated TAT this setting may be dependant on e.g. moving speed. We should not revert this decision.

=>
Noted (not for rel-8)

5.8.4
Inter-RAT Mobility
HO from E-UTRAN

R2-092097:
Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover
Ericsson CR 36.331
F

-
Ericsson would like to make an update to move the table into the field description.
-
NSN has some editorial corrections

-
Samsung thinks we should clarify that we include a complete message (as we have indicated for other cases).

=>
Will see update in R2-092656
R2-092656:
Sending of GERAN SI/PSI information at Inter-RAT Handover
Ericsson CR 36.331
F
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-092259:
Clarified the failure case of mobility from EUTRAN procedure HTC Corporation CR 36.331 F

-
QC thinks this is more an editorial change, not really a correction.
-
NSN is fine to include it in the rapporteur CR

=>
New figure will be added in the rapporteur CR in R2-092651
HO to E-UTRAN

R2-092206:
Need to reduce size of handover to E-UTRA message
Samsung
Disc
36.331


-
Ericsson clarifies that SRVCC is not planned for the direction to LTE in Rel-8. Ericsson wonders if Samsung implies that this would be supported in Rel-9 ? Samsung clarifies they do not address any specific case, but just the general case (e.g. PS handover).

-
QC thinks we should ask GERAN.
-
NSN assumes that fundamentally GERAN can handle 60 octets due to segmentation, but it will increase the latency.

-
Samsung clarifies that here we cannot benefit from the commonPhysicalInformation being the same as in the previous cell (which we can use in the intra-LTE handover case).

-
Ericsson wonders if delay is really a concern here for an inter-RAT handover ?
=>
Could send a LS to GERAN asking what the delay impact would be if the size is 60 octets. In R2-092657 [CB Frid Samsung]
=>
UMTS case can be discussed internally

R2-092253:
Clarification on the RRCConnectionReconfigurationComplete transmission in HO to E-UTRAN HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
 F

-
Panasonic wonders what new configuration is applied after RACH procedure suceeded ? 

=>
Noted (no support)
CCO from GERAN to EUTRAN
R2-092077:
Clarification on cell change order from GERAN to E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
Disc
-
Huawei assumes 1b is correct. However there is no problem because contention resolution success has a different meaning in GERAN. 

-
TMO wonders if 1b is correct, will the UE return to GERAN and then the whole sequence starts again (i.e. ping-pong) ?

-
Samsung indicates that before we agreed that the target system decides the condition for success, and the source system specifies the action upon failure. However in our current text we don’t really specify when the CCO to E-UTRAN should be considered failed.
=>
We would have to specify the failure condition for E-UTRAN; or maybe we only have to specify the condition for success ?
=>
GERAN should make it clear that the failure condition as specified in E-UTRAN is applicable ?

-
Should check what we specify for UTRAN
=>
Allow some time for offline discussions. Can see CR proposal in R2-092658 [CB Frid], and outgoing LS in R2-092659 [CB HTC Frid]

R2-092171:
Clarification on Access Barring
Samsung
Disc





-
Huawei wonders what the suitability check means ? Huawei assumes it is obvious that the UE to perform a suitability check (as part of cell selection).

=>
Common understanding seems to be that handover and CCO are quite different: for handover the network has to ensure suitability/access is possible in the target cell, so the UE can ignore e.g. access class barring. In CCO, the UE behaves “as if coming from IDLE”, so has to apply system information and e.g. has to obey access class barring restrictions.

-
Samsung wonders if it is clear that upper layers establish the RRC connection and upper layers select a cause value ? Samsung clarifies that in UMTS we had a cause value for CCO.
-
Samsung clarifies that the ACB handling is related to the cause value.

-
QC wonders how important the choice of cause value is ? Reasonable cause values are MOdata or MOsign. Does it matter ? TMO assumes MOsign as higher priority.

-
Other alternative would be to indicate that RRC establishes the connection with cause value “MO sign” ? TMO thinks maybe this is simplest. Nokia thinks maybe typical case is more MOdata ?
-
Ericsson wonders if the UE has to do TA-update ? Bit unclear.
-
CATT thinks we could sent an LS to CT1, to ask them to specify what cause value to use in what case ?

-
QC thinks we could sent an LS to CT1 asking them if it is ok to have NAS initiate the connection, or can AS locally start the connection and just pick a value ?
-
Ericsson thinks the UE is still not completely in IDLE, and NAS normally only triggers RRC connection establishment in IDLE.

=>
Can have some offline discussion, maybe contact CT1 or continue by email discussion on reflector [CB Frid]
R2-092367:
Correction to cell change order to E-UTRAN
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331
F

-
TMO thinks changing a note is not an essential change, although it is correct.
-
Samsung thought the physical cell identity was mandatory. HTC indicates it is optional. Samsung wonders if it is not an error if the cell identity is not provided ? 

=>
Can do some offline checking [CB Frid]
5.8.5 
Inter-eNB signalling
R2-092353:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Some clean-up for inter-node IEs
LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331
F
-
Ericsson thinks this does not solve anything; not really needed.
-
CATT thinks wonders if we can still change this after ASN.1 freeze. QC thinks there is no impact to ASN.1

=>
Noted
 (can live with some duplication)
R2-092348:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clarification on mandatory information in AS-Config
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
Change 1:

-
NSN agrees that for the second change there is some contradiction. But is this the correct way to correct ? How can the receiver make the difference between “not configured” and “configured with default values” ?

-
Samsung assumes that for most cases, the default is “released”. But needs to be checked carefully.

-
Ericsson is fine without this CR. Maybe we can think about a clarification for the next meeting.

=>
Will allow some offline to come with a better wording [CB Frid]
Change 2:

=>
Not needed (no support)
5.8.6
Other
Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
R2-092331:
Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.

-
TMO think it was clear to only delete the priorities only when you really change the PLMN. Nokia has the same understanding. 

-
QC agrees; when NAS selects a PLMN but the same PLMN, there is no change for AS.
=>
Agree on the intention that dedicated priorities are only deleted when PLMN selection results in selecting a different PLMN
R2-092338:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt2 for Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
-
TMO thinks this change request is not needed. It should be sufficient to minute this.

-
QC thinks current text is more clear.

-
CATT wonders if we should also consider the case that NAS requests AS to select a new PLMN, but it is an equivalent PLMN. Do you not clear the equivalent PLMN list when you get a new PLMN ? Nokia 23.122 indicates the ePLMN list is cleared at every RAU/TAU.
-
Nokia thinks the current text is sufficiently clear.
-
LG wonders why not clarifying this case ? TMO sees no need to change this further.

=>
Noted

R2-092334:
Clarification of the Dedicated Priorities
CATT
CR
36.331


F
=>
Noted (already covered)
Other

R2-092039:
Inline enumerated ASN.1 types, reconsidered
Qualcomm Europe
Disc


- 
QC would appreciate feedback in this meeting, and whether there is support to change the handling of ENUM’s. Or is the general feeling that compiler options are sufficient to handle this ?
-
NSN thinks there is no problem. Samsung confirms also that this can be solved in the compiler.

=>
Noted (no other company thinks there is something required to be done)
R2-092263:
Clarification for rrcTransactionIdentifier
Motorola CR
36.331


F
-
QC assumes that this requirement brings no change: already today the handling of the transaction id is only specified if there is a response message. There is no behaviour otherwise.

-
Motorola thinks a UE could use this for duplicate detection. QC thinks a UE that uses the transaction id for duplicate detection is already in violation of the standard.

=>
Confirm that the UE will not use the transaction id for duplicate detection.

=>
Noted

R2-092270:
Generic error handling for unexpected optional field Motorola
CR
36.331
F
=>
Updated in R2-092654

R2-092654:
Generic error handling for unexpected optional field Motorola
CR
36.331
F
-
So now the proposal is to ignore the whole message instead of the IE only.

-
Samsung first thought this would only be UE behaviour for invalid network behaviour. 

-
Motorola is concerned that without this, UE’s will handle this in an adhoc fashion.
-
QC thinks we only need to specify behaviour for error cases that we really expect to happen. So is this handling a real error case or overspecifying ?

-
Samsung thinks this could be considered a network implementation error so there should be no need for this.

-
Samsung clarifies that “Mandatory field missing” is not only addressing an error case, because it could also be caused by using a “spare” which resulted in ignoring the field.

-
QC wonders whether with similar reasoning you could not argue the opposite: i.e. due to a non-interpreted field, the UE incorrectly judges the condition.
-
Nokia wonders if UE and network could have a misunderstanding about the status of the condition.
-
ALU thinks capturing this behaviour might help us for future extensions, but ignore the IE only might be more helpful.
=>
Allow some offline discussion [CB Frid]
R2-092272:
Not comprehended field of variable length
Motorola
CR
36.331


F
-
Motorola is not sure we already have this case in the ASN.1 (the case of the length not known). Motorola is not aware of any specific problem today.
-
Samsung understand there is no known case today, so it is more a remark for standards people than to implementations ? 
-
QC thinks this problem cannot exist: the UE always thinks it knows how long the field is. So it should be an error case that cannot happen.
=>
Noted

R2-092271:
Correct the Timers table in TS 36.331
HTC Corporation CR
36.331 

F
-
ZTE wonders if we go this way, should start and stop conditions also include a reference only.
-
NTT DCM would prefer not to make this change. The table is a kind of informative secrtion.
-
Could add a note below the table “This table only reflects the main behaviour related to the timer handling. More detailed aspects can be found in procedure text” ? NSN thinks this is already clear.

-
IDT thinks the proposed change is not usefull.

=> 
Noted (no action though necessary)

R2-092345:
Handling of timeAlignmentTimer
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
-
Panasonic wonders for inter-RAT handover to E-UTRAN, what TAT value is applied ? Seems indeed unclear if you would use a default MacMain.
-
NSN would prefer to specify a default value (alternative 1). Samsung assumes that we cannot specify a normal default value, because then we would loose the value from SIB2 in connection establishment.
-
Ericsson thinks if we have defaults, they should follow what the UE is broadcasting. So Ericsson thinks the default could be what the network is broadcasting. CATT agrees a special default could be defined. Samsung thinks at handover we do not know the broadcast value yet.
-
NTT DCM wonders if the UE could continue to use the value from the source cell SIB2 ?

After offline discussion:
-
Several companies seem to prefer to only use explicit or absence of macMainConfig in intra-LTE handover. What does this mean for inter-RAT ? Samsung thinks we could mandate the explicit.
-
So one solution direction would be:


* Inter-RAT handover: only explicit signalling of macMainConfig


* Intra-LTE handover: allow explicit configuration of / absence of maxMainConfig

-
Panasonic would be ok with this way forward but wonders if it is really ok for signalling optimisation. But is there no big cost for the inter-RAT case ? Seems only some 5 or 6 bits for optionality

-
Ericsson would like some more time to think about this.

=>
Can see updated CR based on offline discussion in R2-092660
R2-092660:
Proposed CR to 36.331 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F
-
Ericsson is a bit worried about not being able to use default configuration for maxMainConfig in handover to E-UTRA and intra-LTE.
-
We also still need to clarify the case of mac-MainConfig setting to default at non-handover.
-
CATT assumes that for the non-handover case, MAC is not reset and there is no problem.

=>
Allow some more offline, potential new CR can be provided in R2-092673 [CB Frid]
R2-092346:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt1 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F
=> Noted (no longer relevant)
R2-092347:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alt2 for Handling of timeAlignmentTimer LG Electronics Inc. CR 36.331 F
=> Noted (no longer relevant)

R2-092138:
Small correction for CSG list
Huawei
CR
36.331


F
-
TMO proposes to handle this in the rapporteur CR.
=>
Will be handled in rapporteur CR R2-092651
R2-092238:
Clarified the functions of SRBs
HTC Corporation
CR
36.331


F
-
CATT thinks this is usefull
-
QC thinks this could be included in the rapporteur CR

-
Change might not be completely correct (change to SRB1). Ericsson agrees and thinks this change might not be needed.

=>
Noted: if really considered essential, can come back with a correct CR at next meeting.

R2-092273:
Correction for parallel processing on SRB1 and SRB2
Motorola
CR
36.331
F
-
Samsung wonders what this change means for the UE: e.g. can the UE when processing a message received on one SRB, be interrupted for processing another message received on another bearer ? This is not the Motorola intention.
-
QC thinks the spec is wrong, but also the clarification is wrong. We should improve the wording that clarifies this interruption is not intended, but still giving higher priority to SRB1 messages than to SRB2.

-
Nokia thinks processing delay is not really an issue: we only have 2 SRB’s for transport delay cost. The UE processing delay is negligible compared to this. So we could keep the current wording.

-
Panasonic thinks current spec is fine. For UE RRC there is no priority for DL message processing in SRB1 and SRB2.
-
CATT wonders if messages on SRB1 and SRB2 can be received in different order than sent. Yes.
=>
Noted
R2-092303:
CR for clarification on default paging cycle
ASUSTeK
CR
36.331


F
=>
Technically correct but minor clarification, so can be included in rapporteur CR in R2-092651
R2-092333:
Clarification of Half Dulplex in TDD
CATT
CR
36.331


F
-
Ericsson wonders if this is an essential correction, or already obvious ? CATT indicates that currently this is not clear in the spec.
-
CATT clarifies that TDD and FDD bands can be discerned based on band number.

-
QC thinks this is not really needed, since nothing can go wrong; the network can just ignore this setting for TDD bands.
-
Huawei likes the change.
-
QC would like to understand the problem if the UE would set the value e.g. to TRUE ? Nothing seems to break ?
-
Nokia thinks this is not really needed. 

=>
General assumption is that network will ignore any received value for a TDD band

=>
Noted

R2-092342:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Alignment of default values with specified values in ASN.1
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
=>
Noted (no support)
R2-092349:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clean-up on parameters related to persistent scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
Proposal 1
-
QC thinks we need the change from “enable” to “setup”, and “disable” to “release”.  NSN thinks that for the twoIntervalsConfig there is no problem since the condition is already sufficiently clear. QC agrees. QC is mainly thinking about the choice “enable” in the two persistent power parameters because the choice is “setup”
-
CATT thinks for twoInterval, the current specification is ok.
=>
Will change twice the “choice “enabled” “ to “choice “setup” for the 2 persistent power parameters. (in p0-NominalPUSCH-Persistent field description and p0-UE-PUSCH-Persistent field description).

Proposal 4

-
LG wonders about 4th change ? Samsung agrees that this could be removed.
=>
Can agree to remove “” from the field description of p0-NominalPUSCH-Persistent.

Proposal 5:

=>
Agree to change the references

=>
Can see updated CR in R2-092661
R2-092661:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Clean-up on parameters related to persistent scheduling
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331


F
=> 
Change are agreed and will be included in R2-092672
R2-092350:
Proposed CR to 36.331 Correction on the presence property of bucketSizeDuration
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
36.331
 F
-
NSN thinks this was already discussed last meeting based on NSN contribution. Then we agreed no further clarification is needed.
=>
Noted
R2-092373:
Correction on unnecessary SEQUENCE
Panasonic
CR
36.331


F
=>
Noted (already covered by R2-092651)
5.9
Cell selection & re-selection (36.304)
Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
R2-092335:
Proposed CR to 36.304 Alt2 for Dedicated priority handling at PLMN selection
LG Electronics Inc.

=>
Noted (already discussed)

R2-092336:
Clarification of the Dedicated Priorities
CATT

=>
Noted (already discussed)

IFRI

R2-092416:
IFRI and CSG handling - Potential problem
Nokia Corporation, Nokia Siemens Networks

-
Motorola is a bit surprised about this contribution. We did discuss this quite extensively for Rel-8. We agreed that UE’s ignore IFRI on CSG cells, and non-CSG UE’s do not need to receive system information from CSG cells.
-
TMO is concerned that with the proposed behaviour, a UE which meets a non-allowed CSG cell would be cut off from a mixed layer for 300s. So if we go this way, we would have to use another timer value. Nokia agrees the proposed solution is not perfect, but assumed sufficient. Nokia thinks it is better to have this “burden” then the holes created by interference.

-
Nokia agrees that maybe for Rel-8 this is to late. Nokia wonders if we could maybe do it for Rel-9 and allow this behaviour by Rel-8 UE’s. This could be discussed later. First we should establish if people agree there might be a problem.
-
IDT wonder if it is realistic to assume all CSG cells loaded with 50% ? More realistically the cells would probably be loaded much less ?
-
Vdf thinks this will often cause inter-frequency reselections which are not really needed (if the UE camps in a mixed layer).
-
Motorola remarks that the assumption seems to be that the shared carrier is the higher priority. However why have it that way ? It seems more logical to have the macro layer as the highest priority. Nokia remarks that many operators might only have 1 carrier.
-
QC thinks for CSG UE’s, the mixed layer could be the highest priority in order to limit inter-frequency reselection.
-
QC assumes this is something we should take seriously.  QC supports Nokia’s proposal.
-
Chairman remarks that we took our decision based on RAN4 input. Nokia agrees that it is a bit strange that this comes up now. Motorola thinks we did take a conscious decision based on RAN4 input. 
-
NTT DCM shares the Nokia concern initially. However afterwards we did agree to the current behaviour. Still NTT DCM thinks this is something important to look at for Rel-9.

-
IDT thinks current behaviour is preferable.

-
Vdf thinks the most likely deployment scenario is that we have one mixed LTE layer. If the UE leaves that layer, we talk about inter-RAT reselection. Nokia agrees with this, but still it is better to perform this inter-RAT reselection than being out of service.
-
One solution would be that non-allowed CSG cells are barred cells with IFRI set to “not allowed”, and  barr that one cell for 300s. Nokia would be fine with this proposal.
-
QC would prefer to look at the IFRI; even non-CSG UEs would look at the IFRI.

-
Huawei thinks there are other mechanisms to handle this.

-
Nokia would at least like to have this for Rel-9.

-
TMO thinks the 300s is clearly not acceptable. There should be other leaving conditions.
-
Samsung supports looking at the IFRI, but think it is too late for Rel-8.
-
NTT DCM thinks Qqualmin introduction for suitability criteria would help.
=>
Can have an email discussion up to next meeting to see if we can improve this behaviour for Rel-9. Can still then discuss Rel-8 applicability/allowance. [EMAIL DISC Nokia]
R2-092436:
Correction to reselection in case IFRI is not allowed
LG Electronics Inc.

-
Panasonic wonders why we state “may select another cell” ? Does it mean that the UE can stay no the cell ?
-
TMO thinks the last change is ok “and the cells on the same frequency”, rest is not needed. QC also thinks the last change is needed. QC thinks it is not a good idea to mention “serving cell”. Also Ericsson shares the same opinion.
=>
Should see updated CR only including the last change in R2-092662
R2-092662:
Correction to reselection in case IFRI is not allowed
LG Electronics Inc.
=>
CR is in principle agreed
Other
R2-092377:
Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Updated to R2-092464

R2-092464:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

-
Main problem we are discussing is that the current text seems to see you have to select a lower priority cell if there is no cell on the current frequency that meets the criteria. It is true that also equal or higher should be allowed/preferred. Ofcourse also it has to be a suitable cell.

-
Nokia wonders why cell selection was used to describe this behaviour ?  Panasonic thinks that if the best cell is barred and has to barr the frequency, then the UE has to move out of the frequency. So do you stay on the current cell and use those reselection criteria or do you apply cell selection ?

-
Nokia assumes that the first step would be reselection and see if you can go somewhere. However maybe the end result with immediately applying cell selection would be similar.

-
QC now wonders if the original change was needed. 5.2.4.4 already excludes them.
-
QC agrees there is no direct transit between normal cell camping and any cell selection.So first reselection would be applied.

-
NTT DCM wonders if the problem we are discussing is also if there is no sufficient quality cell on the serving frequency ? If so, do you stil want to apply priorities, or do we want to leave that UE implementation. Nokia thinks in a well configured network, the UE would have reselected before. So it is a kind of network error. Nokia agrees this is a similar case anyway.
-
Nokia thinks apply cell reselection might delay the reselection since you have to check the reselection criteria.
-
So it seems we need an escape to normal service as soon as possible.
-
TMO thinks we should apply normal cell reselection first, so current text is ok. Only if that fails, then we should go to the cell selection. Nokia assumes that you will only do a reselection evaluation immediately if you risk to loose coverage based on collected measurements (but not wait for new measurements), and if not possible, initiate cell selection.

-
“Maybe could add a sentence that if there is no reselection candidate available on serving or other frequencies, the UE shall initiate cell selection”. TMO thinks this is not needed because it is sufficiently clear.

=>
Should remove the newly added sentence.

=>
Common understanding seems to be that if serving frequency is barred or you go out of coverage on that frequency, UE should attempt cell reselection, and if not possible perform cell selection.
=>
Can have some offline discussion to see if some small additional clarification is needed. 

=>
Will see an CR to 36.304 in R2-092663
R2-092663:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Wrong spec is indicated in the coversheet; clauses effected are wrong.

=>
Coversheet should be corrected. CR is agreed in R2-092665

R2-092379:
CR for Clarification when no candidate cells on serving frequency
Panasonic

=>
Withdrawn
R2-092033:
Selection of CS supporting RAT in case of emergency call
Qualcomm Europe

-
TMO wonders if also a change of PLMN could be applied ? TMO thinks the UE should first try to find suitable cell in the current PLMN, then acceptable in the current PLMN and then only acceptable of another PLMN.  NTT DCM agrees with this comment. QC thinks this would delay the selection. QC thought it would be better to use stored information and find an acceptable cell asap. Could swap the words suitable and acceptable just to indicate some preference, no strict priority.
-
Nokia wonders if we should not start in the current RAT with the emergency call and let the network handover ?
-
NTT DCM wonders about the case that ATTACH/TAU cannot be performed due to ACB. NTT DCM wonders if there would be any impact on the ACB check for emergency calls ? E.g. do we still have an emergency call attempt when we are in LTE ?

-
ALU wonders if you cannot start a call in LTE and apply CSFB if that is working. ALU thinks SA2 indicates that CSFB can be used for emergency call. NSN agrees with this. Ericsson also confirms this. The UE wil sent an extended service request if it is registered in the PLMN.
-
So the CR we are discussing is ony applicable if CSFB is not working, and CS/PS2 is applicable.

-
NTT DCM thinks reselecting always (even if CSFB is supported), this might be better. Huawei thinks CT1 is clear on CSFB usage for emergency calls.
-
NSN wonders if we have to have a decision now ?
-
Ericsson wonders what the connected mode behaviour is ? Would we do a local release ?
-
For CS/PS1, still unclarity on how to handle ACB ? Should the UE take some action when the emergency call is initiated ? 
On CSFB:

=>  Will sent a response LS to CT1/SA2 asking for questions (Ericsson) R2-092466
=>  Will not sent a response to the ACB questions
(i.e. cancel R2-092467)
=>  Will have email discussion to progress this as much as possible before next meeting EMAIL DISC [Ericsson]
R2-092037:
Handling of failure at inter-RAT redirection
Qualcomm Europe

R2-092149:
CR on Handling of failure at inter-RAT redirection
Qualcom Europe

-
Ericsson thinks there is a timer for this in UTRAN where you stay in the target RAT for some time. QC agrees, but thinks it is rather late to introduce this in Rel-8. In addition, for emergency call redirection you might want a more flexible behaviour.
-
ZTE thinks the UE should after redirection just follow the behaviour specified in that RAT so why do we specify anything in the LTE spec. QC thinks we don’t specify the failure behaviour in the target RAT.

-
TMO thinks this can all be left to UE implementation. You only redirect if there is a high probability that you can find a cell there. So returning is a kind of last resort. TMO assumes a reasonable UE implementation would use stored information.

-
Nokia assumes that we are talking about a quite corner case (redirection to a RAT with not suitable cell). Nokia assumes cell selection based on stored information would be the normal behaviour. Detailed behaviour is probably not important.
-
Huawei supports the CR
-
Main QC concern is to avoid ping-pong at redirection. QC agrees that this is not a very frequent case. TMO thinks with correct network configuration, no ping-pong would result.
-
Huawei indicates that so far in 23.272 there is no redirection used for CSFB: it is either PS HO or CCO to GERAN.

After offline discussion it is proposed to:
=>
Not have a CR now, but wait for the outcome of the CSFB discussion.
=>
Agree that in case the redirection fails (i.e. no suitable cell found on the target frequency), a UE implementation is allowed to prefer other RAT/frequencies over returning to LTE during cell selection.
R2-092148:
CR on correction of sign in SnonServingCell,x for CDMA2000 RATs
Qualcomm Europe

=>
CR is in principle agreed.

R2-092192:
Correction to UE behaviour while 300s frequency barring timer is running
T-Mobile

-
Similar CR for 25.304 is also submitted.
-
Huawei wonders why the network would redirect the UE to a forbidden TA/PLMN ? TMO agrees that the network should not do this. But maybe it is a second TA on that frequency.

-
TMO clarifies that we have the removal when highest ranked cell changes, we only have for the cases from 5.3.1, not for these cases.

-
Samsung assumes that if the UE is in connected state, the 300s timer would have been stopped already. TMO agrees this is one possible interpretation, but there is no strict requirement. Samsung thinks this 300s is only applicable in IDLE. QC thinks it would not be good to stop the timer at every TAU. Due to the barring, you might e.g. be required to do a TAU on another frequency which would immediately remove the barring again on the original frequency.
-
Nokia thinks that anyway even if we remove this restriction, still probably NAS will not allow the UE to access that cell (e.g. still in forbidden TA list). TMO assumes it could be another TA.
-
Nokia wonders what the behaviour of the UE is supposed to be when the redirection is to a forbidden TA ? TMO focuses on an second allowed TA. QC thinks that if it is a forbidden TA, the discussion on R2-092037 is applicable.
=>
CR is in principle agreed
R2-092337:
Clarification of the Priority Handling in CSG Cell
CATT

-
TMO thinks this is already sufficient clear. QC thinks it is true that there are 2 conflicting priorities: lowest because no dedicated priority, and highest because of CSG cell. TMO thinks it is clear that the highest priority rule for CSG overwrite everything else. ZTE agrees with TMO.
-
QC wonders from where this is clear in the spec ? QC thinks it might be good to clarify.
=>
Will have a clarification that if the 2 implicit priority rules are applicable (i.e. no priority for serving frequency & camping on CSG cell), then the UE shall apply the highest priority for the serving frequency.

-
QC thinks this UE mode or operation will introduce yet another rule of implicit priorities.

-
ZTE thinks nothing is needed.

=>
Will see small CR introducing a rule in R2-092664
R2-092664:
Clarification of the Priority Handling in CSG Cell
CATT
-
Nokia wonders what new information this gives ?  This is the same text as in 5.2.4.8.2 ? The “irrespective of” is the new thing ? Maybe it could be included in the CSG section ? Samsung has similar concern.
-
Nokia thinks the sentence could now be removed from 5.2.4.8.2 ?

-
TMO kindly requests CATT to bring a similar CR to 25.304.

=>
CR is in principle agreed with also removing the corresponding sentence in 5.2.4.8.2 and the corresponding reference in R2-092674.
R2-092430:
Correction to any cell selection procedure
LG Electronics Inc.

-
TMO thinks the current text is extensively discussed and agreed. QC thought the CR was correctly reflecting the earlier discussions.
-
CATT supports the CR.

-
TMO asked LG to also bring similar CR to UMTS.

=>
CR is in principle agreed

R2-092431:
Correction to mobility state
LG Electronics Inc.

-
QC thinks the current text is correct: you only apply the new parameters at the detection, until a next detection of a state change. TMO agrees with QC. Ericsson also agrees
=>
Noted
Not available/too late

R2-092434
Proposed CR to 36.304 on Emergency CS fallback
NTT DOCOMO

=> Withdrawn
R2-092381
Maintaining UTRA predefined configuration while camping on E-UTRA
Panasonic
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6.1
Positioning Support for LTE (RP-080995)
R2-092040:
Status report on positioning work item
Qualcomm Europe
Report
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
For information only

=>
Noted

R2-092041:
Anticipated impact on RAN2/3 specifications of LTE positioning work item
Qualcomm Europe Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

General:
-
ALU wonders if SUPL should not be considered ? QC assumes there is not aware of any specific impact on LPP (end of section 2.1). So we keep it in the back of our minds.
-
ALU wonders about the splitting of the work between 2 groups. QC wonders if eNB<->SLMC should be handled in a separate TS or included in the same TS.

-
ALU wonders if we have different reporting for UE based/assisted. QC assumes we have to have more input from RAN1 first.
-
Chairman asked if the rough scope is: 
“LPP1” part:
UE <-> SMLC




- dedicated positioning signalling for UE



- dedicated assistance data ?

“LPP2” part:
eNB <-> SMLC




- network based positioning methods




- dedicated assistance data ?




- broadcast assistance data (if needed)

QC confirms, except for the broadcast assistance data; might be modelled in LPP1 part.
-
Panasonic thinks dedicated assistance data might also be handled by LPP2, e.g. if eNB needs to add something to dedicated assistance data. 
-
NSN clarifies that in UMTS, assistance data is also provided with dedicated signalling. NSN is not sure that only broadcast assistance data is sufficient.
-
Panasonic wonders if broadcast is really needed; maybe dedicated signalling is sufficient. Ericsson agrees.
-
Ericsson wonders if it is also the intention to have LPP2 retrieve assistance data from the eNB ? QC does not exclude it but does not know any examples currently.
Proposal 1:

-
Ericsson wonders what really the problem is with the approach followed in GERAN ? QC assumes there is too much GERAN specifics included in RRLP. There is to much “old stuff” in there.
-
Ericsson clarifies that RRLP already clarifies one message irrespective of the positioning methods used.
-
NSN thinks that RRLP reflects that A-GPS was introduced first and the other A-GNSS methods only later. So the structure is not so nice. We had the same problem in UMTS. So it would be good to have a clean structure.


Proposal 2:

-
ALU wonders if we really need a separate Stage-2 ? NSN rapporteur would be ok to have extensions in the 36.300.
-
QC clarifies that there are 4 classes of positioning methods that need to be supported: SUPL. DL-OTDOA, AGNSS and enhanced Cell-ID. For DL-OTDOA there would be only 1 method. In addition, UL-OTDOA could be included.

-
Samsung wonders if both LPP-1 and LPP-2 are covered in the same stage-3 TS ? QC assumes yes, but separate section.

-
Ericsson would prefer not to call it LPP-2. QC think SA2 will not specify anything in more detail, so it is “LPP”

-
QC explains that LCS-AP is only an illustrative name and might not be a separate protocol.
-
NSN indicates that already today, S1 has some cell based positioning support.

Proposal 3:

-
Ofcourse there could be “necessary dependancies”
Proposal 4:

-
ALU wonders that all on SLs and S1 will be done by RAN3 ? QC assumes CT4 would be involved if there are protocols that terminate between MME and SMLC.
-
NSN thinks until RAN1 provides more information on what assistance data needs to be provided where, we should probably not take decisions on this. We should progress the stage-2 first before taking a decision on where to specify “LPP2”.

-
Ericsson wonders if it is clear whether LPP1 is transparent for eNB or not ? QC thinks we could declare by definition that LPP1 is the part that is transparent to the eNB.
Proposal 6:

-
Panasonic thinks this should be studied.

	Agreements:
1)   Support a modular and extensible approach for positioning methods in LPP. Detailed impact needs to be investigated.
2) 
RAN2 will request two new TSs, for the stage 2 positioning impacts and the specification of LPP. 
For the stage-3 TS, it is FFS if also the “LPP2 part” is included in the same TS. If there is a high correlation of the information, maybe 1 TS is better. Otherwise a separate TS might be preferable.
3)    LTE protocol support for positioning should be specified without unnecessary dependencies on the underlying radio access technology and protocols.
4) 
Focus should first be on Stage-2 progress. When the Stage-2 has progressed more and RAN1 has decided on positioning methods, we should decide where what work is logically best placed for LPP2.

5)
A-GNSS will operate as one positioning method within the LPP framework, but RAN2 should evaluate whether signalling formats from GERAN and/or UTRAN can be reused in the new context.


=>
Will be captured to the extend appropriate in first stage-2 version we will see.
R2-092217:
Positioning Support in E-UTRA
Nokia Siemens Networks, Nokia Corporation
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Andrew Corp wonders if LMU would only be required for UL-TDOA. Are they not required for DL-OTDOA in an unsynchronised network ? NSN is not aware of any need for DL-OTDOA. However RAN1 can inform us about this. Andrew Corp explained that this was discussed in RAN1 on Monday (R1-091228). ALU shares the same understanding as Andrew Corp. The LMU’s would provide the frame timing difference to eNB’s. QC thinks this is still discussed in RAN1, and we should wait for their input.
-
Panasonic questions whether IPDL is only for DL-OTDOA ? That is the NSN assumption.
-
Panasonic wonders why we need a new protocol to transport neighbouring cell information ? This is anyway RAT specific information, not generic information. So why not use RRC ? NSN assumes that anyway the SMLC will have to know this neighbouring cell relation for the positioning. QC shares the NSN understanding.
-
Andrew Corp wonders what kind of UE support is required for UL-TDOA. Chairman clarifies that at least in the WI discussion in RAN it was indicated that there is no impact on the UE.

-
NSN would like to agree that we have dedicated A-GNSS assistance data (broadcast stil FFS). QC thinks that this is to early. ALU thinks it would be nice to have more technical discussion on this. NSN understands that in 3G broadcast is hardly used.
-
Panasonic would prefer to have only 1 mechanism for assistance data, either dedicated (preferred) or broadcast.

-
QC thinks operator input would be provided on this, based on experience with current networks.  AT&T will try to work on this. 
=>
Noted
R2-092082:
LTE Positioning protocol architecture
Ericsson
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Ericsson would prefer only dedicated signalling for assistance data

=>
Noted

R2-092176:
Initial analysis of Positioning in LTE
Alcatel-Lucent
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE

-
Only questions 1 and 2 are remaining

Question 1:

-
ALU wonders if both UE based and UE assisted GPS and OTDOA will be supported ? QC assumes that both UE based and UE assisted would be supported for A-GNSS.

Question 2:

-
No views. QC thinks that maybe RAN3 could have opinions on this. ALU thinks it is our responsibility to decide whether it is needed or not. So we have to decide in the stage-2, and then if required, RAN3 would have to enable.
-
Anrew Corp thinks OTDOA restriction to synchronised networks would mean that an operator with unsyncronised network would not be able to use it. So such an operator would be limited to GPS. ALU agrees to this reasoning.
=>
Noted

Way forward

=>
QC is happy to be rapporteur for both TS’s.

=>
For next meeting, should try to have Stage-2 sequences for A-GNSS
Not available/too late

R2-092385
Functionalities for positioning support in LTE
Panasonic
Disc
REL-9
LCS_LTE-NBPS

6.2
Support for IMS Emergency Calls over LTE (RP-081140)
R2-092173:
IMS Emergency Call
Alcatel-Lucent

-
Huawei wonders if there is a common understanding that a network supporting IMS will always support IMS emergency calls ?  ALU proposes a separate indicator for IMS emergency support.

-
Huawei wonders what happens if a network+UE support both CSFB and IMS. Who decides what solution to use for emergency calls. ALU assumes that the operator can configured based on “PCC rules” downloaded to the UE. At least this is applicable for normal calls. For USIM less UE’s it would have to be something in the UE.


-
Ericsson assumes that the ATTACH ACCEPT will indicate whether emergency calls are allowed. For limited service mode it is not so clear; this probably has to be discussed separately.
-
NSN wonders if a UE would always establish an emergency default bearer, or only when making the emergency call ? ALU clarifies that this will only happen when the emergency call is established. So for limited service state at the EMERGENCY ATTACH, and for normal state after specific EPS bearer activation.
-
Ericsson assumes that once the emergency call is over, the emergency APN should be released and the UE should detach (if it came from limited service state). SA2 seems to be discussing this at this point in time.
-
Samsung wonders whether emergency call support will be the same in the whole PLMN ? Ericsson thinks we will learn this from the SA2 level (only at ATTACH, or also in TAU), and maybe we even want to indicate it per cell in AS. Ericsson would appreciate operator input.

-
TMO would assume this is not cell specific, but probably quite large area or whole PLMN.
Dummy keys:

-
Ericsson wonders if we need dummy keys, or if dummy algorithm is sufficient ? ALU thinks the only reason for dummy keys is for protocol consideration i.e. use the same IE’s. Probably first also handover needs to be considered. ALU plans to bring papers on this in the next meeting.

-
It would be nice if we can use the normal handover procedures also for emergency calls.
General:

-
QC wonders if should send an LS to SA2 with questions: e.g. security issue, how the operator can configure this,…. ALU thinks SA3 is working on a NULL algorithm. For operator configuration we could look at the next contribution.

=>
Noted
R2-092174:
Emergency Support Indication for IMS emergency call
Alcatel-Lucent

-
QC wonders why RAN and NAS cannot indicate their capability separately ? ALU clarifies this would not really work for USIM less (do not know up front if NAS supports).
-
NSN indicates SA2 has been discussing this for many months. ALU thinks SA2 is still discussing this.

-
Ericsson thinks it could be usefull to indicate to SA2 whether we think we could support 1 bit per PLMN in our BCCH ? Ericsson thinks one could wonder whether AS bits should be used for CN capability, especially if it is only for limited service state.
-
Ericsson is not sure how an MME would respond that receives an EMERGENCY ATTACH. ALU understands that the EMERGENCY ATTACH is coded as an ATTACH (it is indicated by an extension).
-
ALU thinks we could indicate that 1 bit, or 1 bit per PLMN would be fine for RAN2 point of view. Nokia wonders what the bit would mean ? That the emergency call would succeed ?

-
TMO supports having the bit, also per PLMN. QC is ok with the LS, and should include CT1.

-
Ericsson wonders how this would impact PLMN/cell selection. We should study this further.
-
CATT wonders if IMS emergency call support is a mandatory feature for Rel-9 UE ? QC assumes that e.g. data cards would not support this. Maybe there is no need for a capability bit (network does not need to know). 

-
NTT DCM wonders whether this new bit is different from the ACB for emergency call bit ? ALU assumes the ACB bit is used for CSFB and IMS in Rel-8. NTT DCM assumes that if we would agree that a Rel-8 UE never attempts an emergency call on LTE (also not for CSFB), then we might be able to use this bit ?

-
TMO assumes the new bit is completely different. The UE would not go away by the ACB bit. Also it is not per PLMN.
=>
Will sent LS to SA2/CT1 that from signalling point of view we would be ok to have 1 bit per PLMN to indicate to UE’s in limited service state that it is useful to attempt emergency call in this cell. SA2/CT1 can discuss whether the same bit would be used in normal camping, or a NAS based solution is more suitable. Will see in R2-092669 [ALU]
=>
ALU will take the responsibility for any collective CR.
R2-092116:
Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

-
Should have been submitted under joint session, other issues.
-
Huawei thinks when looking at the figure in 36.304, the arrow from “cell selection when leaving connected mode” to “camped on any cell” is not covered.

-
QC thinks this is a quite corner case: only when leaving connected mode after emergency call. Ericsson agrees with QC. No strong need to so anything.

-
Huawei wonders if this is acceptable for Rel-9 ? QC is not sure anything is really broken. It seems mainly a modelling discussion. 
=>
Noted (can try to lobby more offline for Rel-9)
R2-092117:
CR to 36.304 on Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

=>
Noted
R2-092118:
CR to 25.304 on Highest ranked cells in any cell state for emergency call
Huawei Technologies

=>
Noted
6.5
TEI-9

Note that the Technical Enhancements WI is only intended for small enhancements. Larger changes/enhancements should have a WI of their own.
6.5.1
Control plane related

R2-092189:
Access Stratum based solution to connection recovery after RLF
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
NTT DCM supports this proposal ? NTT DCM wonders if this is only intended if X2 is available, or also over S1. QC clarifies they intend to use it in both cases.

-
Nokia wonders if there is any impact to the UE ? QC has the same understanding.

-
NSN wonders if there is really significant gain in delay ? QC does not have the numbers yet. However you save e.g. one RACH.

-
NTT DCM thinks there is significant gain in doing this. It was clarified that anyway there is no paging anymore.
-
Ericsson thinks we already have a solution by NAS re-establishment. Also the network will learn from RLF failures and prepare the corresponding cells. Ericsson thinks we do not need to optimise the error of the error.

-
IDT supports the proposal.

-
QC thinks there is a limitation to prepare only 1 eNB over S1.

-
Ericsson thinks a smart network can collect relevant statistics. We even have a specific cause value in the re-establishment.  So a network can learn

-
Huawei is not convinced that it is needed. Would need to see more proof.

-
NSN clarifies that a source eNB can prepare multiple cells for one eNB connected via S1, and multiple cells under multiple eNB’s over X2.

-
Panasonic supports this proposal.

-
Samsung would like to see the gain in delay. Also the source PCI might not provide sufficient information to uniquely identify a source CSG cell.

-
NTT DCM thinks the pain versus gain is in favour of this solution. NTT DCM assumes 200ms can be gained.

=>
Noted (serious doubt that this is sufficiently beneficial; should bring more analysis to show gain)
R2-092034:
Introduction of RRC connection release request
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
NSN wonders if we would have a bit for indicating the network release, does it mean that all Rel-9 networks would have to support this ? QC assumes so.
-
Huawei wonders if this is the same proposal as previously discussed for Rel-8 ? QC indicates it is functionally the same, but now we have to think about backward compatibility as well.
-
Ericsson assumes that only when there is an UL critical extension, we need to indicate the network release. So it should not be needed for this case. 

-
Samsung thinks for a network there is no mandatory functionality related to a release. So it might only indicate the transfer syntax ?
-
ALU supports the proposal in principle. However ALU would also like to see a cause. 
-
Nokia thinks if networks do not implement this, it will just delay the release. 

-
CATT wonders if the eNB has a choice when he receives this request ? QC clarifies that in their proposal there is no choice. This because in Rel-8 we already have the behaviour for the UE to go away by itself.

-
Huawei supports this proposal.

-
QC thinks about e.g. a 500ms timer. This would potentially delay the call setup in CS/PS2 with 0.5s. QC thinks that with a cause, the network could release quickly.

-
Samsung wonders if this procedure is only used in a number of cases, or the UE can always use this ? QC thinks the cases should be specified.
-
RIM supports this proposal with cause value.
-
Nokia wonders what the main benefit is compared to local release ? QC thinks the main benefit is that the network is aware.

-
Panasonic still assumes this is a quite rare case, and e.g. UE going out of coverage is a more frequent case. So still some doubt.

=>
Noted (quite some support, so can come back)
R2-092035:
Increasing time domain space for SI windows
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Is solving a non-existing problem as long as we don’t have new SIB’s.
=>
Noted

R2-092182:
ANR multicell report
Huawei
Disc
-
Panasonic assumes why a UE would need to perform in parallel, i.e. why not sequentially ? Huawei thinks the main intention is to optimise this so that you can regularly check for PCI collision/confusion on all PCI’s.
-
IDT thinks this increases UE complexity.
-
Chairman wonders if the typical usage is not when the eNB gets a PCI reported that he does not know ? It is unlikely that he receives 2 PCI’s he does not know. Huawei thinks that with periodically checking, you want to check all PCI’s.

-
Panasonic thinks we should first work on CSG mobility. Maybe then something is needed.
-
Huawei think that this could e..g. be used in the beginning of network deployment.

=>
Noted (no support)
R2-092306:
CR for priority treatment when UE is assigned dedicated priority
ZTE
CR
36.304
B

-
TMO wonders what overlapping E-UTRAN frequencies are ?
-
QC wonders if the intention is to reduce signalling overhead ? How many bits are really saved ?

-
QC wonders if this change would mean that the network can no longer disable certain frequencies by not signalling a dedicated priority for that frequency ? So the network would have to signal more information to somehow prevent this ?

-
Nokia wonders if the gain is really significant ?

=>
Noted (no support)

R2-092043:
Improved granularity in system information change notification
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Nokia wonders if this is an optional feature for a Rel-9 UE just for power improvement ? QC agrees it could be optional.
-
IDT supports this proposal.
-
Panasonic wonders if this proposal is for existing SIBs or only for new SIBs ?

-
NSN wonders if there is really any gain. E.g. typical change frequency is still probably once a day or so ? Also in LTE, there is no LTE NCL and we do not have CSG’s in the NCL.

-
Huawei agrees with NSN. Also connected mode UE’s only have to read SIB1 and SIB2 so they will anyway not try to read other SIBs.
=>
Noted (very limited support)

R2-092044:
Need for network protocol version
Qualcomm Europe
Disc

-
Ericsson thinks that if there is no specific reason to have the release indicated, we should not introduce it. So we do not need a network protocol version indicator until we have a critical extension in the UL, and then still it could be a functional indicator.
-
NSN does not see any critical need now. We could check again by the end of Release-9, but then functional indicators might be preferred. Huawei has the same understanding.
=>
Noted (general feeling is quite reluctant)
R2-092181*:
Speed Dependent Scaling
 Huawei
Disc

-
Ericsson does not see any reason to discuss improvements before having seen the result of the mobility enhancement SI ? Huawei thinks we already propose different hysteresis parameters for a slow and fast UE as input for the mobility study. So does this not show a benefit ?
-
Ericsson thinks scaling based on handovers in general is probably questionable. Huawei indicates it is what we have.
-
Nokia wonders if there are any simulations ? E.g. scaling TTT and hysteresis at the same time ?
=>
Noted (no support)
6.6
LTE Rel-9 WIs under other WG responsibility

Self-Organizing Networks (SON):

(SON, leading WG: RAN3, REL-9, started: March 09, target: Dec. 09, WIDS: RP-090162)

R2-092053:
UE-assisted heuristic detection of PCI collision
Qualcomm Europe
Disc
-
Panasonic wonders whether the UE can really decode data from the same PCI ? QC clarifies that it is not from the same PCI at one time, but at different moments in time within a certain time limit.
-
Samsung wonders why the current “PCI selection algorithm” cannot guarantee no PCI problems. Samsung thinks the PCI selection algorithm can also use over the air information. QC indicates that here we talk about only partially overlapping (i.e. the cells overlap somewhere but the eNB’s cannot hear each other). Samsung assumes a central SON server or distributed SON solution can coordinate this.

-
Qualcomm wonders if the SON server would know the eNB locations ? Also in macro cells, the cells would not hear each other.
-
Huawei has some sympathy for the QC proposal. E.g. also the user could move a home-eNB.

-
Nokia wonders why existing SON-ANR mechanism on GCI acquisition cannot be used: if 2 GCI’s are reported for the same PCI, the network can detect ? QC thinks the UE might not be able to read the SIB. That is why a time-window is better.
-
Panasonic thinks that as long as the UE is not in the collision area, the UE can report. So if 2 UE’s report different GCI’s, the network can detect.
-
QC wonders how the network could detect whether this is really a collision problem or cells which are still physically sufficiently separated ?
-
Huawei thinks this type of mechanism could hardly be used in a dedicated layer because UE’s not allowed in these cells would not camp on that layer.QC thinks the UE should keep a separate track record per frequency.
-
Samsung thinks the network has several other options to cover this, also in distributed SON deployments. E.g. PCI exchange over X2,… QC thinks non of these mechanisms is sufficient.
-
Nokia thinks that maybe it would be good if QC could clarify that the network based mechanisms are not sufficient. QC thinks maybe we could ask RAN3. Motorola assumes that if RAN3 thinks this is important, they can sent us an LS.

-
TIM wonders if we should really let RAN3 decide on this type of issue. Can RAN3 really analyse this type of problem ? In the past, RAN1 or RAN4 were involved in this.  QC shares this view; so far RAN3 has more or less ignored this view.

=>
Noted (should see more proof that network solutions are insufficient, or receive request from RAN3)












